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Ti I I d AlilZONA
IS

PUBLISHED EVERY SATURDAY.

SCBMC'HIITIOX RATES :

die Copy, one. yoar, 5 00

One Copy, six months 3 00

Single numbers
Advertising Rates :

Twelve lines n this type, one sq.
n j,mare. twelve lir.es, one time $3 00

E:h'1i subsequent insertion 1 00

Professional cards, per quaricr 8 00

Plain death notices, free. Obituary re-

marks in prose, S3 per square; in poetry,
82 50 per line.

Business advertisements at Reduced
Rates. Ottice south side Court-hous- e Plaza.

ATjTiiokized agents for The citizen :

V. N. Kelly, newsdealer at Presenil, lias
The Citizen for sale, and lias authority to
receive and receipt for money due us.

L. P. Fisher, 20 and 21 New Merchants'
Exchange, is our authorized Agent in .San

Francisco.
Schneider, Grierson &. Co Arizona City.
E. Irvine & Co Phenix.

JOHN WAKSON, Proprietor.

J. C. HANDY, M. .,
Tucson, Ahizona.

COKNEK OF CHURCH AND CONVENT.

R. V. WILBUR, 31. 1).,

Tucson Arizona.

Office: Cok. Stone and Convent Sts.

o. v. Mccarty,
attorney and counselor at law,

Practices in all the Courts of the Territory.
Oilice in the Hodge Building, Tucson.
November 1, 187;i. tf.

COLES 11ASIXFOKD,
Attorney at Law,

Tucson Arizona.
Will practice in all the Courts of the

Territory. ltf
WILLIAM J. OSBOKN,

XOTARY PUBLIC AND CONVEYANCER,

Special assistance given in obtaining pa-

tents for Mining and Preemption claims.
Oüice north side Congress street, Tucson,
Arizona.

J. K. McCAFFRY,
k

, Attorney at Law,
U. S. District Attorney for Arizona.

Tucson Arizona.
Ofiiee on Congress street. ltf

L. C. HUGHES,
Attorney at Law,

Attorney-Genera- l Arizona,
Tucson Arizona

Office on Congress street. my-lt- f

HOWARD & SONS, & L. DEXT,
attorneys and counselors at law,

Los Angeles - - California,
Legalization of Mexican titles especially
attended to. Address,

VolneyE. Howard & Sons, Los Ange-
les, California. June

Sharing Salcon.
Congress street first pole West of Drug

Store.
TTORK IX THE BEST STYLES AT
Y reasonable rates, such as

SHAVING, SlIAMTOOXIXG, and
HAIR CUTTING.

SAMUEL BOSTTCK.

Cigars ! Cigars !

NOTICE TO THE PUELIC.

ROM THIS DATE WE ARE AUTIIOR-- i17 zed to reduce the price of the CLARK
k"FOVLEP. CIGAR, (Indros Finos) from
,'J0toS25 per thousand. These Cigars are

manufactured from the Choicest Topic To-

bacco and warranted unequalled by any
imported to the Pacific ('oast.

RO UNTRUE fc LUBBERT, Agents.
Guaymas, Oct. 1, 1873.

DETJG STOKE.

TTAVIXG ENLARGED AXD REFITT- -
I I ed mv salesroom, : nd increased my

stock of
DRUGS AND MEDICINES,

I would respectfully invito the public to
call and examine my goods and prices, at

THE SIGN OF THE MORTAR,

On Congress street, at my old stand.

Will give prompt attention tocompound-in- g

physicians prescriptions, and all or?
ders from the town and surrounding
country- - CHARLES H. MEYERS.

FLOUE! FLOUR!!
AVIXG PUT IX FINE RUNNINGH order the

EAGLE STEAM FLOURING MILL,

In Tucson, I am prepared to fill orders for

CHOICE FLOUR

WHOLESALE AND RETAIL.

Patronage Solicited. Please call at the
Mill and Examine my make of Flour and

fc

COURT OPINIONS.

Following are two short but complete
opinions delivered at the recent session of
the supreme court of Arizona, and a care-

fully prepared abstract of another. Next
week a succinct abstract of the opinion in
the case of Campbell et al against Shiv-

ers, will appear, in which some powers of
the supreme court and rights to water are
passed upon:

In the case of the Territory of Arizona,
ex rel C. W. C. Rowell, district attorney of
Yuma county, respondents, against J. B..

Tutlle and Joseph Goldwater, appellants,
the opinion was written by Tweed and
concurred in by Titus and reads:

The appeal is from judgment in favor of
plaintiff and respondent, purporting to
have been rendered at the November term
nf the district court, second judicial 'dis
trict, for the year 183, sittmgat luma.

The same oucstion arises in this case as
to the authority of the supreme court
judges to fix the "time for holding the dis-
trict ennrls in the three districts of the Ter
ritory, that we have passed upon in the
case of John G. Campbell et al against
Shivers. The order of the judges made at
the scat of government on the ilth day of
Februarv, 187:5, to fix the time for holding
the district court in the second district,
designated (he first Monday in April and
the first Monday in December as the times
for the commencement of these terms un-

til further order should be made. It. ap-

pears from the record that the judge of the
district being absent, the court was open-

ed by the sheriff on the first Monday in
November and adjourned from day to day
until the second Monday in November, on
which last mentioned day an order was
received from the judge commanding the
sheriff to adjourn the court over until the
third Monrtav in November, which was
accordingly done. On the said third Mon-
day in November, th" judge being present,
the court, proceeded with the transaction
of business until November 22, at which
time th court was adjourned until the
second Monday in December. It appear-
ing therefore, that no court was opened or
in session on the day fixed by the order of
the judges aforesaid, under our ruling in
the case of Campbell et al vs. Shivers,
hereinbefore referred to, the December
term of said court must be deemed to have
lapsed; and it appearing by the record
that the order of court overruling t he de-

murrer herein, was made on the iu.li day
of December and the order for the judg-
ment herein on the 11th day of December,
the seme must be deemed as having no
vaüditv. The cause must be remanded
wiMi directions that said judgment and
orders he annulled and set aside, and it is
so ordered.

In the case of the Territory of Arizona,
respondent against Patrick T. Leny, ap-

pellant, the opinion '.vas written by Tweed
and concurred in by Titus and Porter, and
reads as follows:

The defendant was indicted and tried
for the crime of murder at the May term
of the district court, second judicial dis-
trict, in and for the county of Mohave.

Upon the trial, the defendant was con-
victed of the crime of murder in tho first
degree, aim judgment rendered and pro-
nounced against him. The appeal is from
th" judgment.

We have examined the transcript which
seems to us exceptionally full and accu-
rate, showing that the requirements of the
law in all the proceedings from the organ-

ization of t lie grand jury to the rendition
of the verdict by the jury which tried the
case, were strictly complied with. Some
exceptions to have been taken in the
progress of the proceedings to some por-
tions of the testimony, and a sweeping ex-

ception made to the charge of the court to
the jury. But the testimony objected to
or ottered and refused is not brought be-o- i"

us, nor is the charge of tho. court con-
tained in the transcript.. To have availed
himself of the exceptions attempted to
he made, a mot ion for a new trial should
have been made, and the testimony ex-

cepted lo and the charge of tho court made
a part of the statement upon such motion.
As before staled we see no error in the
proceedings and judgment, must be alarm-
ed, and it is so ordered.

Following is an abstract of the supreme
court's opinion in the case wherein Alon-z- o

E. Davis and John A. Rush are plain-
tiffs and William A. Linn and Washing-Io- n

French are defendants. The suit was
appealed from the third Judicial district
court. James E. McCafiry nl John A.

Rush wei-- attorneys for Davis and Rush
and Coles Bashford for Linn and French.
The entire opinion would fill eight col-

umns of this type, hence an abstraetalone
can be given, but all that is directly perti-

nent to the issues involved are here pre-

sented. The opinion is by Titus, Tweed
concurred in the judgment and Porter's
name is not attached to it :

This is an action in the nature of eject
ment brought in the thirü district by JJa-v- is

and Rush against Linn and French for
the possession of a mining claim. The
verdict which was in favor of the plain-
tiffs, was set aside by order of the court as
against the evidence, and the appeal is to
disaffirm that order. The statement in-

cluded in the transcript of the record, dis-
closes the following conclusions of fact:
In the Fall of 1870 and in 1871, the Tiger
Mining Company, consisting of E. J.
Cook, Washington French, A. B. Smith,
II. C. Curry and D. C Moreland, was form-
ed" for the purpose of prospecting and lo-

cating mining claims in the Bradshaw
mountains, in the county of Yavapai. On
the loth of January, 1871, D. C. Moreland
assisted bv G. A. Hammond located 1200

feet including the discovery location on
the Tiger Mine, and on behalf of this com-
pany at the same time, Moreland at the
instance of French, located 200 feet north
of and adjoining the location of the com-
pany for Wm. A. Linn, one of the defen-
dants, and this is the c'aim contested in
the present case. At tte time of location,
the boundaries were measured by step-
ping and a monument was erected en the
north end and the claim was called the
north extension of the Tiger Mine. At
the same time, a notice was placed on said
Inonument, claiming the same and signed
Wm. A. Linn. On the 27th of January,
1871, French caused a description of this

claim to be recorded in the office of the
county recorder of Yavapai county; and
on the 2d of February, 1S71, next iollowing
this record, a description with the certifi-
case of record upon it, was placed on the
monument with the original notice.

The transcript, of the record of (his case
shows that at the time of the location, it
was not included within any organized
mining district, and that the location and
record of it were made in accordance with
the custom and practice prevailing in that
vicinity, among miners atfhetime; it also
shows that afterwards, on the 4th of Feb-
ruary. 1871, a mining district was organ-
ized "there, a system of rules adopted, and
a recorder elected or appointed; it shows
that it was not any time the custom of
that district to record with the district
mining recorder locations made and re-

corded with the county recorder previous
to the election or appointment of the min-
ing recorder. The" transcript also shows
that work was done on the claim on be-

half of Linn from about the l";h of Feb-
ruary, 1S71, till the plaintiff,' entry and
ouster, which was on the 20th of June, 1S71,

and that as early as February:!, of that
year, Thomas Maxwell was at. work there
for Linn. The transcript further shows
that on the Jlth of February, 1871, Mary E.
Sawyer entered upon the claim in contest,
saw where some work had been done, re-

moved from the monumentLinn's notices
and substituted one of her own; that she
worked on the claim one or two days, do-

ing as much work as a woman could do,
which one of plaint iffs' witnesses thought
was a joke; and on the 1:5th of June, the
same year, conveyed all her interest to
Cue plaintiffs in this case; also that before
the plaintiffs purchased the claim of Mary
E. Sawyer, they had examined Linn's de-

scription of it among the records of the
county, and had visited and examined the
claim'itself, where they saw that consider-
able work had been done upon it, which
they understood had been done by those
representing the Linn claim; that after-
wards, about the 20th June, 1871, the plain-tifi- s

put two men to work on the claim:
that the day after. Stewart and Maxwell
came upon the claim, and Stewart, claim-
ing to be agent or partner of Linn, forbade
the plaintiffs men from working any
longer on this claim; and that on June 20,
1871, Linn came upon the ground, evicted
the plaintiffs and has retained possession
ever since; also that in January end Feb-
ruary, 1871, W. A. Linn, the defendant, re-

sided in Nevada and that lie did not re-

turn to Arizona till the month of June of
the same year, just previously to his al-
leged eviction of the plaintiff's; al-- o that
at" the organization of the Tiger Mining
District, the rules and regulations requir-
ed that all claims located therein should
be recorded with the district recorder with-
in thirty days after the location, and five
days' work be done on the same within
six monihs, commencing within thirty
days after the location.

No regular assignment of errors appears
in the case, and the points of law present-
ed for tho disr.flh'nianec of tho order ap
pealed from, appear onlvon the brief of
appellants ccunsei, as iou-w- s:

1. The verdict of the jury was in ac-

cordance with the law and the evidence,
and the court erred in setting asid. the
verdict and granting a new trial. It is the
province of the jury lo weigh the evidence
and the court will not u:s:urn mo verdict
when the evidence is not conflicting. 2.

The court erred in fdiowing Linn to give
evidence to counteract his deed to French.
3. A mining claim is an interest in land
within the meaning of the statutes of
frauds. 4. One person cannot locate a
mining claim for another except in con-

nection with himself, without authority in
writing from the person for whom he lo-

cates. 5. The location of a mining claim
is not valid unless made in accordance
with the laws of the United Sta'es, the
laws of this Territory, and the rules and
customs of the mining district where the
same is situated. f. One having already
located under the laws of the United Slates,
approved .Tulv, IWi, the amount of mining
ground allowed to be located by such law,
another location made by him in the nam"
of another person with the intent to have
th3 after location inure to his benefit, is
void as made in fraud and evasion of said
law of the United states. 7. The court err-
ed in charging the jury that the law con-
stitutes the discoverer of a mine the agent
for whom he chances to act, and makes
his act. their act regardless of the fact
whether they have any knowledge of it or
not. Such further reference will be made
to the facts In this case as may be found
necessary to illustrate the foregoing points,
in the progress of their discussion.

The first point taken, viz: The verdict
of the jury was in accordance with the law
and the evidence and the court orred in
setting aside the verdict and granting a
new trial. It is the province of the jury
to weigh the evidence and the court will
not disturb their verdict, when the testi-
mony is conflicting." The first of the legal
propositions presented is a statement of
the affirmative branch of the issue and
can only be answered by an examination
of the whole case; the second of these
propositions is perhaps more frequently
repeated than almost any other and, when
taken in all its generality, is fraught with
error. It is true only of that portion of
every case which intervenes between the
submission by the court of all the evi-
dence to the jury, and the completion of
its verdict. The evidence is subjected to
the cognition of parties, witnesses, counsel
and court before it, goes to the jury at all.
Some power, beside the jury, must decide
the competency, relevancy and unexeep-tionablene-

of every portion of the evi-

dence before it can enter the jury box.
And on the rendition of the verdict, the
party litigant to whom it is adverse, has
the indefeasible right to have it compared
with the evidence, by the court, as the
final test of its validity. The statement
of the transcript of the present case shows
an obvious preponderance of the testi-
mony against the verdict, and this point
must therefore be and is overruled.

The second point is: That, the court err-err-

in allowing Linn to contradict his
deed." And this would certainly be a
grave error of law, had it any foundation
in the facts of the present case. The evi-

dence however which Linn was allowed
lo give, and which was excepted to at. the
time, appears to be no contradiction of his
deed. The specific portion of the testimony
which is alleged to contradict the deed,
was not pointed out. Indeed it was dis-

cussed rather as an abstract proposition
of law, as which it is certainly undeniable,
not however without its well established
limitations. It does appear that Linn, in
the course of his examination, was asked
"for what purpose did you execute the
deed in question? " and the answer was

objected to by the plantiffs on the ground
that Linn being one of the defendants
could not give evidence to contradict his frauds, it is not shown nor does it appear

deed. Linn answered said question how the statute of frauds can apply to any
under objection as follows: "I expected person or thing in the present case. The
"to receive from French all the money he third point is overruled as inapplicable to
"received lor the claim. I relied on th" case.
"previous knowledge of him that he The fourth point is "one person cannot
"would act fairiv whh me. If he not locate a mining claim for another except
" I was loser' French too on his ex- - in connection with himself, without an-

amination as a witness says: "I expected thority in writing from person for
"to pay Linn ail I ' should get for the whom he locates." Since the United
"claim." Linn on his examination also States first permanently occupied Cajifor-sai- d

" I now owe French about lOdO. Most nia in July, 1816, there has arisen a system
" of this indebtedness heen made since of mining law on our Pacific whose
"my return from Nevada." This seems
to be all the evidence of Linn's purpose in
making the deed. Of the relations of the
defendants, Linn says: "French and I
"came to Arizona in lfiCO. There had
" been a partnership between us in Mon-- "

íar.a in 18;ir5, and i always continued
"so. In the Spring of lstü), I went to
"White Pine, French furnishing me
"means to go with. I told him on leav-"in- g

that if I found anything at Wl.it e

"Pine, I would locate for him, and if he
' found anything here, he should give me
"a show. On or about June 21, 1871, I re--"

turned to Prescotí. I staid four days and
"then went to liradshaw. On morn-"in- g

of June 2S, 1871, I arrived at Brnd-- "

shaw." On cross examination Linn
says: " I have never been engaged in any
" business in partnership with t rench. I
"never owned a mining claim in com-- "

panv with him. What I mean by a mu-"tu-

partnership is thai; when one is
"broke and the other is not, the one who
" has money shares with the other, rrencn
"does not own any portion of the
"property in question. He holds one-ha- lf

"of the ground as security for what I owe
"him." French on this subject says: "In
" the Spring of isoü, Linn went from Pres-"co- tt

to White Pine. It was understood
" between us that I was to be interested in
"anything he found, and if 1 found any-- "

thing here, I would give him a show; or
" if I could get him a situation here I
" would do The statement of tran-
script also contains copies cf two letters,
also a copy of deed and power of attorney
from Li nil to French. The first of these
letters is dated Prescott, A. T., January 12,

1S71, and is addressed by French to Linn
at Gold Hill, Nevada, and states that
French had located a claim for Linn and
promised to .send him some ore. Plain-
tiffs objected to this letter and the objec-
tion was overruled. The second of these
letters is between same parties and
from and to the same place, dated Jan-
uary 27, 1871. The letter seemed to have
contained a blank deed and it also ap-

pears that Linn executed and returned the
deed and a power of attorney with little if
any dehw. On the 27iii of June, French
executed his deed to Linn for one undivid-
ed half of nropcrty. Tho considera-
tion of the whole of said property from
Linn to French being i'H.OO, and the con-
sideration of one-ha- lf deded back by
French to Linn being A witness
named Thorne was called by theplain-tiil'- s

and oft- red to prove that aS the time
Moreland located (he ground for Linn, be
locat-- d two for witness r.n.d Cassi- -
,!,-- ifV ilw , i, ii!. .rjt'.n. tllflt, Said
Thorne ami Cassidy were to deed one-ha- lf

of said location to the Tiger Company of
which Moreland was a member without
flintier consideration: and agreeable to
said understanding, did deed one-ha- of
said ground to the Tiger Company. Ihis
evidence was ottered to show that a simi-
lar understanding existed at the time with
Linn. Objected lo and the objection was
sustained and the plaintiffs excepted.

From evidence of Thorne thus stated,
court is asked to find fraud in the lo-

cation of the claim of Linn by Moreland
and French. The credibility of this state-
ment is seriously impaired by the fact t hat
the man Thorne who makes it was him
self narticeus fraudis by his conies- -

sion; even if true, it does not tend to
show fraud in Linn, and it was rightly re-

jected. Linn seems to have done ail in
his power diligently to assert his
right and perfect his claim. True, he

to have been chietiv employed in
d. fending himself since the institution of
this suit. On July IS, 1872, Linn however
appears to have dono it like a man who
believed himself right and laboring to

his own nrooertv. After the most
careful consideration, neither contradic
tion of deed from Linn to Trench nor
fraudulent intent in the defendants, is dis-
covered in this testimony. It is true in
law that a deed cannot be directly contra-
dicted bv parol testimony. It is always
susceptible of the fullest oral explanation
tor the prevention oí írauu mu

of justice. It frequently hap-
pens that the real or whole intention is

mentioned or described in a deed and
it must be shown by other testimony it
ever called in question. What possible
contradiction or evidence appeared in
i.inn's deed, which mentions the consid
eration of 51000, is there in fact that
Linn owed French money at the time: de- -

sired and thus enabled French to sell the
property, expected French to pay him the
purchase money or credit him with it; or
in the fact that French expected to do all
this as he says he did in good faith? These
facts and intentions may all stand on a
solid foundation of truth together. The
power of attorney is no contradiction oí
the deed or anything else. It was another
familiar way of enabling French to sell
the property for Linn's benefit. It proves

real intention of the deed and not in
contradiction of it. So too the deed from
French to Linn for only an undivided
half of the property, is evidence of the de- -

f;i,u ,.i, o f l inn's dned to French
and may be remote evidence of Linn's in- -

debtedness to French for which the other
in

" llnl lJ
one claims hi uave uctu mjun.v. ..v.....
or of them; M. É. Sawyer who
entered Linn's claim 1871,

removed his notices and attempted to
usurp hia plaintiffs
have taken nerpniceanu com-- ;
menced suit. second point oiiue
appellants therefore do overruled.

The point is " claim
is an interest in land, meaning
of statutes fraud." This poijit is
certainly true as an abstract legal proposi--

tion. There is no element of the present
which brings it within the statute of
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peculiar principies, obligations, ami reja
tions, courts of justice cannot disregf"
witnout the most flagrant injustice, u
all oilier codes which have attempt
permanent existence, this code has tx
the offspring of stern necessity. This'
tern, too, has reared a class of men per,
iar in their characters relations. C

of these is the prospector who withi
markable daring and sagacity alone-- ,

with small attendance, penetrates evei
where in search of the precious met;
Great as are his natural resources, he
would be powerless but for the necessary
aid furnished him by others, more or less
remote, who are to share with him in the
results of his explorations. com pacts
bv which these things are done in many.
perhaps in most instances, are found with-
out any written assurance by men who
know and trust each other's unwritten
faith. But for these simple, formless
methods, our mineral wealth would have
been far less developed than it is. Destroy
these methods and our mineral system
must much of its progressive power.
The present case belongs to this system
and it cannot be determined without more
or less reference to its rules and obliga-
tions. At the time of location of the
claim in controversy, it was not included
in an v mining district of its own, nor was
it subject to the law of any other. The
common law of miners above referred to,
was recognized by those concerned in the
claim; beyond that, thoy were bound
bv no law except the act of Congress of
July 20, 18GI3. All these laws appear to
have been complied with by
This suit however stopped them before
their patent could be secured. The testi-
mony shows that French had Linn's au-

thority to locate thi-- i claim for him and
that Linn afterwards ratified his acts by
taking and holding the property. It ena-
bled Linn to hold the property against
every claimant, but the United States.
Even if Linn had no right, Mary E. Sawyer
could not by any legal right enter on his
property and carry off his notices. This
point is therefore overruled.

sixth point is: "That the location
of a mining claim is not valid unless
made In accordance with the laws of the
United States, the laws of the Territory,
and rules customs of the mining
district where the claim is situated." This
mice was not in an organized mining dis-
trict. In the location as far as it progress-
ed before this suit suspended it. all was
done, from what appears, in accordance
with the laws of the United States, the
laws of this Territory and the local cus-
toms so far as they were known. The no-
tices put on the property on behalf of Linn
were sufficient to inform the whole com-
munity who claimed the location in con-
troversy. Both Mary E. Sawyer and the
plaintiffs, as the testimony shows, were
fully informed of Linn's claim. During
t he 'brief period of the plaintiffs' occupan-
cy, it appears they adopted Linn's monu-
ments, and Linn's marks measure-
ments, thereby acknowledging their suffi-

ciency. The occupancy on behalf of Linn
bv Linn himself appears to have been

all that the law required in an unsettled,
and troubled Indian country. This point
is therefore overruled.

The seventh and last of the appellants'
points is: "One having already located
under the laws of the United States, ap-

proved July 2i), 183'!, the amount of min-
ing ground allowed to be located by such
laws, another location made by him in
the name of another person with the in-

tent to have (he claim after location
inure to his benefit, is void as made in
fraud and evasion of the said law of the
United States." There is no evidence that
the claim in contest in this case was in-

tended to inure to the benefit of anyone
but Linn in whose favor it was located by
French. This point has been disposed of
as far as the court has power to do so, un-
der a former one.

The following is the Judgment in the
case: "The judge of the district court of
the third judicial district was right in set-
ting aside the verdict in this case, and or-

dering new trial and his order must
therefore be affirmed."

According to dispatches received from
Diego last night, Congress Is

away on railroad legislation. So far noth-

ing final has been effected. The country
nas about gone daft on the subject. A few

Jtars railroads were promoted and
the country was never prosperous
tnau then; now the unstable public mind
is changed
gressmen have not the moral courage to
ao WDat they believe ought to be on behalf
of this class of public improvements.
There even seems to be a demand that
vested rights shall be impaired by Con-

gress.

In a devout Thanksgiving editorial, the
editor of the Topeka Commercial remarks
that: "It is difficult to believe God

Last night's mail came in early. It was
very large. Some yT
PPyJtiQU-- J

wll during
the late storm.

.oir oafford
pointed JarkesÉ.'McCafiiy a notary pub-
lic for PimaVounty.

San FRANCiVrj"nuary old 1114

Greenbacks 1)00

half remaining him is anegeu 10 oe a ever interiores wiiu tvausaa poiiuua, uu
collateral security. If French shall deny concludes that "Thanksgiving Day is
that Linn's deed was but a defeasible deed chiefly serviceable in bringing to our re--

Linn denv that he owes the debt for membrance the fact that there is a God."
which French retained the undivided in- -

terest of half the claim as a security, then
the fraud will perhaps begin to have ex- - Miking Life of Silver City, New Mexi-istenc- e.

At present, none is apparent. that IIenry Lesinsky arrivedISitZJT there on the 13th and left next day to look

examination of the case discloses no eva- - after the copper micos in which he is
sion, duplicity, concealment, falsehood lar,oIy interested at Clifton, Arizona,
or false pretense on their part, which con- - j... , , , ,
sulul, . "iBu'""," .

either
on February 11,
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