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THE COURTS.

—_——

YHE GREAT TWEED-RING TRIAL,

‘mﬁ Day’s Proceedings—-Garvey Still at
?'-m Front--How Checks Were Endorsed--
v Delving Into Bank Accounts—Mare Le-
¢ gal Sparring---Continued Public In-

’ . terest—-The Case Adjourned Till
To-Morrow on Account of I1l-

ness of Mr. Tremain.

YWHE JUMEL ESTATE CASE.

Reading of Depositions—Interesting Legal Argu-
ment—Mme. Jumel and the Plaintiff Bowen—
Denial of any Knowledge on the Partof -
Decensed in Her Lifetinle of Her
Alleged Son Bowen—The Case
Adjourned Till To-Morrow,

————

THE DEPSTY CHAMBERLAINSHIP FIGHT,

Judge Barbour's Decision—The Temporary
Injunction Against Foley Made Perma-
nent—The Fight To Be Continued
by Quo Warranto Proceedings.

REMINISCENCE OF THE LATE WAR.

Yow the Boys in Blue Were Uniformed—
Selling by Sample—Judgment for
Phaintiff in $24,000,

BUSINESS IN THE OTHER COURTS.

Bummaries—Decisions—Sentences and’ Convic-
tions in the General Bessions.

The eleventh day of the Tweed trial (yesterday)
showed no abatement in the publie anxlety to
learn all the detafls of the ring rule and rascalities
in New York. Andrew J. Garvey was on the wit-
neak sland all day again, and gave gome remark-
able testimony in reference to the way in which
his own as well as some other bank accounts were
managed. In consequence of the lllness of Mr.
Tremain the case stands adjourned nntil to-mor-
row.

The hearing of the case of George Washington
Bowen ve, Nelson Chase was resumed yeaterday in
the United States Circutc Court before Judge
Bhipman and the special jury. A conslderable
portion of the day was taken up with an Interest-
Ing law argument on the admission of ancient
documents, for the purpose of proving handwriting
by comparison. Evidence was given on the part
of the defendant to show that Madame Jumel, in
her wills, had entirely Ignored the existence of the
plaintif by not mentioning his name in those
documents or leaving him any property. The case
was adjourned until to-morrow, to enable one of
the jurors (Mr. C. H. Mount) to attend to-day at
the fuperal of s father-in-law, Mr. Isazc N, Sey-
mour.

A report will be found elsewhere of the retrial
before Judge Van Drunt, holding Supreme Court
Circuit, of an old suit between commission mer-
chanta, growing ont of the sale of *“sky blue
kerseys." The goods were intended to be con-
verted Into uniforms for soldiers during the late
war, and the claim was that they dld not come up
to the samples. The cnse came to trial in 1508,
when & verdict wad given for the plaintis. The
defendants, failing to obtaln a new trial at Special
and General Term, carried the case to the Court or
Appeals, where a new i(1.al was ordered. The re-
sult of this new trial, which was concluded, was o
wverdict for $23,711 85, being the full amount claimed,
with interest,

Judge Barbour, of the Superier Court, yesterday
gendered lus decision In the Palmer-Foley Injunc-
tion case, granting the Injuncilon. ‘This leaves
as the only remedy to Mr. Foley a resort to
guo warranto proceedings, and thls course It ia
sald will be gpeedily taken.

TﬁE TWEED TRIAL—YESTERDAY'S
PROCEEDINGS.

Garvey's Third Day on the Witness
Stand—A Wonderful Exnibit of In=-
famy=--More About the Trip to Enrope=
Truth and Falsehood in a Jumble.
There was the same Iarge attendance yesterday

8t the Tweed trial, before Judge Davis, In the

Court of Oyer and Terminer, that has been notice-

avle ever since Andrew J. Garvey has been en the

witness stand, and the proceedings were of an ex-
ceedingly Interesting, In fact, lively description,

There appenrs to be & strunge fascination in the

public for the details of any crime—the greater tue

effence the higher the degree of interest—and it is
true, even of this case, though the proceed-

ings, embricing as they do, overbaul
iogs of very dry accounts, are some
times  correspondingly  dry. Among  the
sudience it is fwir to assume that there

are not less than one-third of the whole namber
eld attachés and employés of the Tammuny Ring,
who come to look &t and listen to the procecdings
agalnst thelr old and now troubled chief, Garvey
wWas on the stand the whole of yesterday, and will
continue his testimony to-morrow on the redirect
examination. The following are the
PROCEEDINGS OF YESTERDAY i—

Mr. Garvey, continulng to reply te the cross-ex.
aminer, sald he had not in k= possession any notes
from persous representing the people in reference
to this case; he does not remember telling on the
Hall #rial about Mr. Tweed telling him to fx it with
Woodward.

Q. Now, Mr. Garvey, if there was a crime to be,
gone through to obtaln payment you needn't have
worked for the eouniy ? A, (Laughing) Uh, there's
where 1 done wrong.

Q. Your necessities weren't such as to eompel
Jou to enter juto any such arrangement ¥ A, Well,
you sec, human nature I8 such— (laughter) —well,
they were always in my debt,

Q. Do you remember having & conversation with
Mayor Hall about your elsims in the presence of
Mr. Tyler, a gentleman_connected with the insur-
Aance business, und did you then represent to Mr'
Hall that your claims were just? A, What else
Would 1 say ' (Laughter.) What would you have
me say ?

WORKING VOW BFFECT.

Q. But, ddk: Yout A. 1did; that was for offect,
you know (iaughter) ; I was not goin .
thing to disgrace Mavor Hall, I“:lanit?]m o

Counsel—i ask Your Honor to restrain the wite
ness.

Garvey (not to be restrained) —What woylg

i \ve me say ?

g+ You never said to Mr. Ball that there was any.
thim, 7 improper in yourclaims ? A, Would yon bave
gue s ¥ there was ¥ (Laughter.)

Fipal'y Garvey was compelied to answer e

question . directly in the negative.

Hig arra Ngements with Ingersoll and the manner

#n which th'@ witness made up his bllls were next
gone into, A Ul the thirty-seven bills of whick they

were aking " aud which were the basis of his
varng:, were Partially just

Q What was the Jowest proportion of any of
those DIlW that Was trne? A, Out of $200,000 1
glhould say $240,000, Which 1 got.

0. | mean how mu,'h was (Xpe in each bill; was

You

vercentage of the bills true, or did it

an
‘ﬁ Peckham—Y he
X m-—You are witness t -
form the fnctions of u mﬁ?cnlgn‘th lan, guE
COounsel for defence—rhat Is precisely what 1 am

g

Alter sgome argument the question was sllowe,

4. What portion of eacn of those bills was
true t A. re were none entirely true,

Q. That (8 not it, but whut part of each bill was
truet A. There was no propertion of suy of them
true—aol any of them.

COUNEEL AFFEARED GREATLY MYSTIFIED
stqlhia;.u:warhﬁ took him on the ou:ar lucl:.Ie o
. ro| on or percentage of any on
thesa billa :’u entirely nntrue ¥ A. There wis no
am?mnon ol any of them eatirély untrue. (Laogh-

T

Counsel—Is that an aswer, it please Your
Henor ? L

Juilge Davis—Yes, a very direct answer—no pro-
portion entirely true or lalae.

Counsel—We must try *uu a8 Mr. Field snggests,
Now, here (8 a warrant for $45,007 06, clalming to
represent a corresponding bill.

.o Peckham— i document are you read-
n,

Eounnel—ll' Iwna as amiable as 1 would tell
you, (Laughter.) Waell, it I8 exhibit 60,

Mr. Burriil—It Is exhibit 61,

Mr. Peckham—One gays 60 and another 61; I will
take it nt wé.

Oounsel—How much of that bill was true

Garvey—I don't know,

Was $10f A, Yes, sir.
1 don’t know; It would be

Was $10,0007 A,
impogsible for me to tell now.
Q. Then I most go back and ask you my original
question, What proportion of any of these bills was

true
Judge—He has anawered that question.
Counsel—l put it again, Whal proportion was
true or fulse
A. Let me explain—

?,. No; now wnswer me directly.

udge—He says he wants 10 explain, He has re-
plied to you alr . Go on,

Coungel—Then, if the question is excluded, Your
Honor will please let me have the benelit ol an ex-
ception, (Laughter.)

udge Davia podded assent, and the exceptlon
was formally entered and duly recorded,
HOW THE CILLY WERE MADE UP,

The witness testifled that s bills were made
out, according to Mr. Watson's directien, [rom
memorandums;  sometimes the memorandums
were brought to him by Ingersoll, and sometimes
he took them down himseil from logersoil; the
memorandums are all torn up; he sometimes got
hi# warrant the dag he put in his bill; he did not
look at the warrant to see If it correspunded with
the bill,

. Will you nnderfake to say that yon saw Mr.
Tweed's name om each of the bills you rendered?
A. No, but [ saw it on some.

Q. How many? A. Idon't know,

Q. What did you see? A. W, M. Tweed across
the face ol 1t

Q. How olten? A, 1can’t 8ay.

Q. Did you see it elsewhere? A. On the certifl-
cate ol audit,

Q. In how many instances? A. 1 don't remem-
ber.

Q. Did you assume it to be his handwriting? A.
Yeg, 1 assumed 1L to be such.

Q. And there was nothing specially to call you to
examine it? A. That was so.

. 1 believe in the bilis you rendered you putin
for a certiin number ol days' werk, I suppose,
which was due, and you enlarged the number?® A,

Yes, sir.

Q. So that there was alwayssome portion of the

item really true ¥ A, There was, sir,
TAKING IT FOR GRANTED,

Q. When you were signing the certificate you
were obliged 1o sign, before receiving your war.
Tant. from Mr. Watson, in the Supervisors’ Cham-
ber, the bank, or wherever else it was, did yon ex-
amine the bilis pan.ll'.uiurlg enough to be sure thut
in every Instance it was the Identical bill you had
rendered A, No, I did not; I took It tor granted
iy was all right; 1 knew my writing; It is very pe-

cullar.
. Hut you did not examine the billsatall? A. I
did not, sir.

Q. The (tems were truthful items, and the falsity
was in running out these Items? A, That is pre-
clsely It, sir.

Q. What ameunt waa due to yon when you com-
menced making out these bills? A, That I don't
know, sir.

4. How much do yon ciaim for work to be denet
A. 1 can't tell that either,

Q. How much of the £110,000 or $£78,000 or $75,000
Ilft;lma was for work actually done? A, That I can't
tell.

). Was thera any compnulslon, Mr. Garvey, to
make you enter the item of $56,000 in the $3895,000 to
cover electlon expenses? A. Ne, sir,

. Then you did that om your own hook ¢ A. 1
did, sir; 1 was under great expeuase,

Q. Why did you deposit the teurteen echecks
which you say cover the sixty-live per cent stopped
ont of your bills—why did yon de‘vmll them pay-
able to your own order ¥ A, By Woodward's di-
Tection.

. Had yen any personal motive of your own for
so peting ¥ AT Mo, BIL.

Garvey stated in reply to further guestions that
Ingersoll toid J. Garvey there was money in the

acket sent to Albany to Mr. Tweed, and which

ohn carried to him; there were instances in 1567,
1564 and 1569 10 which he did not swear toand
vcrlr{ the bills he rendered against the county.

Q. I'o yon remember how many hils you ren-
dered in 1867 ¢+ A. No, sir.

Q. Were there !orty’! A. There were.

, Were there as many a8 half & dozen of these
which you did not verify ¥

Judge UDavis—What I8 the object of this?

Connsel—"That I don't wish tosiate in presence of
the witness,

Judge Davis—I don’t see the relevancy of this,

Connsel—He saye there were bills which he didn't
verily in 1807, Yesterday 1 saw a hali-dezen of his
bills for that year which he did verity, and lam
given to understand there is not a smgle bill which
he didn’t verify that year, unless the signature of
the notary is a forgery. ti_uest 10n excluded.

Counsel (producing a bill) —Now, here s a bill of
1867 ; do you recognize your signature to that ¢

DID TWEED SAY 807

Judge Davis—What has that te do with iL ¢

Counsel—He swore that Mr, Tweed put on fifteen

er cent; he asked him what that was for, and Mr.

weed suid, “That 18 for me; put it on, and I'1
take care of your bills," Now we offer nere proof
that he swore the biils were troe which he saya
were false, and that, in other words, he was not
only a thlel‘. but 4 perjurer,

Juige Davis—The Court cannot sit nere till
doomsday to try side issues. You want to go into
every case where he made an afldavit and prove
that there was perjury in each case,

Counsel—These are my fucts; 1 want to put in
nllgu lacts, and then I can Ure off what I piease.
(Laughter,

Judge Davis (smiling)—Yes, I know you can—
(lnughter)—fire off blank eartridges, ‘(Laughter
and ltlppl.nuse for the Judicim joke.,) If he com-
wmitted perjury in swearing to that bill, 1t is an in-
dependent transaction, which 1 cannot sit to try

here,

The defence here offered to put in the bills for
1847 and 1868, and show that they were verifled in
ench case,

Mr., Burrill—He swears the bills were enlarged
fifteen per cent for Mr. Tweed ; we offer the verified
blils to lprowe that there was no fuch arrangement.

Mr. Fullertun—He swears there was fifteen per
cent put on; we effer 1o prove thathe swore the
bills were not enlarged,

Judge Davis dldn't see how It would serve the
defence to prove that the witness perjured himself

ou another occasion, :

Coungel said His Honor was mistaken—the lo-
callty of the perjury was that Court—he swore
truly when putting (o the bilis,

.lu-u;e Davis said there wos something in the
affer iT they propesed to follow It up with proof
that the Oiteen per cent was not put on,

WOODWARD AS NOTARY FUBLIC,

Counsel showed the witness a number of bills of
1867, with certificates, walch were signed “'E. A,
Woodward, Notary Publle,” and some of them
signed U, H. Tucker. Garvey identified the signa.
ture of Woodward,

Mr. Peckham (handing the bills back to wit
ness) —Look over them and tell me if you swore to
those bills, Wituess (tossing them over)—No, sir;
I never swore except to one of them.

Mr, Fullerton—New, whether sworn to or not
they are all signed by the wituess a8 correct, an
we offer them in evidence,

+ Judge Davis—I1 can't receive them,

Mr. Fullerton—Then we propase to ask him
whether the ffteen per cent was added there,

Judge Davis—You can ask bim a8 much a8 you
ke about that,

€ounsel—Now, Mr, Garvey, here is one of your
bills, veritied by you January 10, 1868, Was ffteen
per cent put on there ¥ A, No, sir, it was for the
work om the new Court House the fifteen per cent

Was pnt on.

Q. What Is that Wil fort A. For work on tne
county ofces,

Q. Do iyuu tecollect an Instance in 1968 In which
you rendered a il which you didn’t verify ¢ A, 1
verified this Nreat bil in 1865, and vo other il after:
I verifiod no bill of any Kind in 1805; the only nill
'tlim verily wus the first bill ior plastering this Court

s,

Two bills of 1867, one for $6,729 and another for
£5,000, eacl signed 8, R Wakefield, €, H, Tucker

superintendent of the building) and A, J, Garvey,

ere handed to the wituess, and he sabl these
were bilis on which the fiteen per cent was adied
and parl by the county, hut he was unable to point
ont where Jt was added, The (tems were then
gone througn, Firgt he said there might be some-
thin wromE in the items—there probably was—he
couldn't tel

On coming to the Item for oll, he said it was
charged more than cest price.

Counsel here proposed to Interrogmte the wit.
ness seriatim as to whether he swore to the
amdavits amxpgd to the varions bills of 1867, hut
Judge Davis paid it wouid be wasting tme, a8 the
witness aworn distinet:y that be only swore to
ane afldavit—his Aret bill,

A bill with an amdavit purporting to have been
eworn to betore Eugene Durnin was preduced,
and Garvey was asked whether he denied having
#warn to the oath certified to there. Guivey an-
Ewered that he had no recollection of it whatever.

The Court then took a recess,

After Recens.
The connsel for the defence were
their keats at bali-past one o'elock,
wiieh the rm-.ﬂ-.nmEn shonld have cemmenced,
but Judge Davis was five minutes late, s grievous
it 1or so werupulons & geutleman, but he mude
i up by sitting il five minutes past fonr, 1ne

mptly in
he time at

counsel jor the prasecntion did not make thelr ap-
bearsuce Ul guite o pumber of auestions had In!r-.n .

|

rm: by the defence and answered by the witness,
Furvey took his place on that awial witness stand
with a look of quiel resignat and the only
danger seems to be that he will become B0 ACCUS-
tomed to sitting In that partenlar chadr that his
health may suffer unless it i prosented to him at
tho close of the trial. In that case it would be pre-
served probably in the Garvey [amily as an heir-
loom, and & quarter of a century hence he might
say (or sing, It he has a good voice),

Llave It, Llove it, and who shall dare

To chide me for i’urlns th:t old arm chalr?
Of course no ene would attempt to “clilde” him for
it: but he has endured any amount of chiding in
that chalr in the three consecutive days he has sat
in it, and, as he will occopy it aguin to-moirow,
goudness knows what liveller recollections of the
Beat may yet be in store for The cross-ex-
amination was as fullows:—

Q. Huve you ever recelved from the county war-

Fants in the name of Fillippe Donnarunmma, pays-
*ble to his order; nlso warrants payable te a man
named Cashman, and others Flnb @ to an individ.
ual named Hemneasey, on which yon have endorsed
their names and drawn and appropristed the money?
A. The name of Donnarumma i not endorsed on
the warrants; I never endorsed his name.

The Court suggested that it would be petter, pers
haps, to question him a8 to each of the alleged en-
dorsemunts singly.

Q. Have you ever recelved similar warrants In
the mame of & Mr. Cashman? A. Yes, gir; but

nary man; there is no such
réon us that Mr. Cashman; li

nowW ol no person
ving that identical name,

At thia stage oI the examination the counsel for
the prosecation entered and took thelr seats, Mr.
Peckham ap{mﬁ quite well, and was nibbling &
toothpick, which gave a good presumptive idea of
how he had been enjoying Limsell during the re-
cers, Mr., Tremain was eviden not in
health, and appeared to be suffering from acute
pain, which he afterwards stated to be lumbago.

Q. Did you have o man nsmed Cashman in your
service? A. Yes, '

Q. What was his name? A, Corncling Cashman.

Q. (Exbibiting to witness some papers) Are these
the warrants you understood me 1o refer to g8 en-
dorsed by Filllppo Donnarumma? A, Yes, slr.

Q. What is the name of the payee |n these war-
rants? A, Fillippo Donnarumma,

Q. I8 there such a person? A. Yes, sir;he I8 an
ornamental painter, and lives in Third avenue; he

wias lormerty my foreman; I received these wars
rants from the county, but did not cause his name
to be inserted In them as payee; I agcepted them
with Donparumma’s name in after I had had a con-
versation with Mr, Watsun about (t,

Connsel for defence—Never mind Watson, now,
because hais oot here, He s in heaven, or some
other place; at least he 18 a dead man, Mr, Garvey,
who endorsed that warrant, “Phiillp F. Dummer
A, 1did, and I endorsed the other In the same
name, but 1 wrote my own name ander 1t algo,

The witness was then shown a warrant for
$24,702, dated September 7, 1868, in which R. J.
Hennessey 1s named a8 the payee. Witness con-
tinned :—That Is a fictitlous name also,

Q. Do you know a My, Henuessey at all ? A, Tam
sorry to say that [ do; his nome 18 J. R. Hennessey,
not i, J, Hennegsey ; Idon't know this Hennessey
it all.

4. Is there any difference between them, excert
this reversal of Initiala? A, Ido not know this i,
Jo Hennessey ut wll; yon may think that this {8 the
only uifference 1 you want to,

Q. (Another warrint showu,) Look at this war-
ranf, of the same date and to the same payee, for
$52,006 685 was the nume In that when you re-
celved ity A, Yes, sir; 1 eondorsed both of them K,
J. Hennessey and wrote my ewn name under those
endorsements; [ endorsed them to deposit them
in my bank,

Warranis of the following deseription were also
exhibited to witness :—oOne dated October 28, 1860,
for $38,704, T. O, Cashman as payee and endorser;
one (ctober 17, 1860, same payee, 1or $30,356 08 one,
October 13, 1869, lor $57,414, to J, G. Penehard; one,
October 20, 1500, same payee, for §:34,584 00, Wilness
testified that the only Cashman he knew was Cor-
neling Cashman, and the only Penchiard of his ac-
gualntance was George J. (not J, (.) Penchard,

‘Itness signed the names of the payees named in
the warrant smd wrote Lis own nume under ench,

Q. Mr. Garvey, you recelved from the bank the
proceeds of these varlous warrants or your propor-
thon of then P A Yes; but 16 wus & very swmall
proportien.

4, Ihd you render te the county bills as the
bazes ol all these warrants and on which the war-
rants purport to hive been issued ¥ Objected to
by the prosecution.

Uounsel for the defence claimed the right to
show the entire transaction of the witness and his
motive in using the fciitions names, or rather
names of persons whose names he thought

e could use on account of their rels-
tlons in any way he pleased, and that
he meant the wurrants to  recelve char-

aeter from thelr names, aad that the slight varia-
tion (row the real naines was intended a8 a protec-
tion to himselfl in case ot any time they should
disavow his right to use thelr names ; also that the
endorsetment of these Warrkints oy hiim was for-
ﬁ"“' and wigo to shew that, instead ol the witness

dng coerced into this system of peculation, 48 he
alleged, in order 1o obtain the money actually due
him, he was enguged independently in peculating
by these devices for his own benetit,

Mr, Tremain said that the only object the prose-
cution had o this objecilon was for fear that, in
the eévent ol thelr not now (nterposing an objection
counsel on fhe other side might ata later stuge
claim that the prosecution had no right to lolluw
up the same line of proof. If the deience would
agree Lo make no objection to the whole history of
this transaction in  reference to these war-
rants being adduced, and to the prose-
cution showing that Mr. Tweed had re-
celved twenty-lour per cent of the amount of
these vory clauns, then he would withdruw the
onjection which the prosecution aad interposed.,
The fndictment did not embrace these ¢luims and
the whole sabject wis o collateral one and not in-
volved tn the preseat case, The testimony showed
that as early as 1807, when Tweed was a supervi-
sor, lie reguiurly participated n these bills tor if-
teen per cent ol thelr face, inereasing regualarly irom
that time untid the “ante," a8 they ealled (6,
amounted vo stxty-five per cent. These bil's ull went
thiough the Board ol Supervisors, and were
subjuct to the tribute thot was levied by Mr.
Tweed, and twenty-lour percent went to Mr.
Tweed's private account, lUniess the gentiemen
on the other #lde would cousent to open the doors
to mdmit the whole history ol tihe transaction he
wonld ingist on the objection; but if they yielded
he wonld withdraw 1L,

Counsel for the defence saidl—We consent to
nothing— (laughter)—for It would be novel to fol-
low any such course in a criminal case unless it be
authorized, Counsel addressed the Court for some
time and at 1ts close

Judge Davis aunounced his declsion to the effect
that the subject. matter here songht to be intro-
duced was purely collateral; that he would allow
questions to be asked as to whecier the witness
. presemted accounts, obtained warrants, received
money upon them and go forth, but if it was done
e would allow the witness to give his jull explana-
tion ol the transaction, so a8 to exonerate hlsell
from any imputed wrong il he could so exonerate
himselr,

TR DRFENCE RACKED DOWN
on the proposed veutilation and excepted to the
ruling of the Court ‘in the broadest manner’—
(laughter)—so a8 L0 cover avery guestion,

The Conrt ordered the wiole of the testimony
tiaken trom the recess up to this time to be siricken
out—f. e all testimouy relating to the Donna-
rum[;nn. Cashman, Heunessey and Penchard war-
ranta.

Q. By the defence—In reference to this receipt
for $60,000 a8 to which you claim to bave told us
the circumstances, did Mr, I'weed eimply take a
[nme of paper out of the drawer when you handed
i the receipty la that all he did, stnply take o
plece of paper and ask you Lo put your name on it?
A. He took 1t out of the drawer and turned 1t face
downward—I never saw the face of It

Q. llow do you know which was the face of (t?
How do you know buk that the side turned down
was the saue as the side that wasupy A, That
might be.

Q. Yon assumed that there was something differ-
ent on the (ace of the paper from the back? A, I
did irom the expression Tweed wmade use of, He
suld, “Endorse that,” and when | endorsed It he
put it hack in the drawer; | never saw Mr. Tweed
uise & chieck book: whenever I endorsed checks for
im he had them loose; | tmnk | recoipred the bill
I presented, but | um not certain about it,

Q. Why diin't you include that nmount of $60,000
in the action you brougit agairst Mr, Tweed to re-
cover $20000f A, Because | considered it paid: 1
cousidered (v settled. '

Q. Do you suppose that If yeu have got your
money under the circamstanees which you say you
gob It you can hold on to ity A, i
tancy) 1 don'teare whetier I hold ou to it or not.

Q. You gon's think If you had veen paid your bill
agalnst Mr. Tweed with the money in the dounty of
New York you had been paid an Ronest billy X 1
regret Lo gay 1 aldn't think much abont it at the
tiime,

Counsel—Ah! but your regrets come Iate,

Q. You have not returned the §5,000 yon ree
celved jor your election expenses® A, Iguve It to
Ingersoll nud he gave it 1o Tweed, (Langhter.)

The counsel didn’t Uke this, und insisted on the
witness giving responsive answoers,

L D you return the £5,000 to the connty * A, I
did not return it to the county, nor did | retarn the
money 1 received for work on Walter Roche's
house, but I gave It to Woodward; 1 did the work
for that money, though Ihave not retarned the
$10,000, nor the $40,000, nor the §60,000 of whiah 1
have testited,

Q. Hud yon any cause for foar at the time you
onderstood the Senute Commitice was coming to
this city to investigate * A, Well, | folt for Mr.
Tweed more than for myself, (Laughter,)

Connsel (gharpiy)—Well, you tave got bravely
over that feeling sinee then,  (More langhter,

The question was repeated, A, Te be #rgnt
with you, L may have pad some lttle uneasipess
about It,

Q. Wiyt A Yon ean imagine yourself, from
whut you have sepn, '

Counsel—Can 1t Well, that {8 shnt ant,

Mr. Tremuin (soffo voce)—Ol, ne, They ean't
shut out your imagination no more {han you can
shut mf‘tT the Ilwhtl of day.

. After he told you that “the committe
have to be bonght up' und that you mml?i Ehn:"l':
Lo ‘put up' 1or 15" Was your anxiety allayed ¢ A,
Noj for | shortly #iter had to pul ap four g, (Langh-

Coungel—I object to the withess sayin
“pat up™ for it, WAV

Question repeated. A, It was, by what he gald to
me ulerward in that senversation,

Q. 1o rolerence to Yeur conversation with Mr.
Tweed in B ptember, 1871, when you say Mr, Tweed
told vou, “Ianybuody asked veu, say 'ynu pistd no
wWoney o anviody but Watsow.'” liww loog beflore

(#iter some hesi- |

that had yon seen Mr. Tweed ¢ A. 1 cannot tell
dulinitely: 1t was dificult to see Mr, Twecd then;
1t was about ten or eleven days belore I salled,

Q. Was it betorg you gave this 'bIrtlutulv %1!“0
your wife, on the 19th u‘ September ¢ A. [think it
was after that, & or two; | think my ticket
‘was boughi three or four days befure 1 sulled,

Q. The vonchers were supposed to be taken on
the 11th of September. How long aiter that was 1t
i%t; l:utd the ?;nug"auon w:th Mr. Tweedt A.

ut two or three days; not longer,

, Didn’t it look absurd to yeu for Mr, Tweed to
make such @ remark a8 that anout Watson? A, It
looked to me as thongh the plan was to throw the
whoie thing upon Watson,

li. Dld you take into your hands theae papers
which you shonght were certificates and which
you mn?m woedward took to Tweed to get
slgned? A, No: butl saw euough of them to see
that they were blank forms of sudit; 1 knew the
form pretty well; Woodward told me that he was
gokng over to get Tweea's signature, 50 a8 to get
some money,

Q. Then they might have been signed by others
for all you knew when Woodward brought them
back ? A, Yes, mir; they might,

C 1 for the def: ere announced that
they mad concluded the cross-examination of the
witness; in reference to the check for $80,000
which was given for the $00,000 recelpt, counsel
algo stated that it had been mislaid and was fiot
now In Court, bat would be produced and offered
1n evidence,

THE RE-DIRECT

Was then n by Mr. Peckham, and the witness
testifled :—I had no definite idea as to whether Mr,
O'Conor was acting for the Attorney General on
behall of the people when I had those [nterviews
with him; I had seen by the papers in Europe that
Governor Hoffman had anthorized him to assist the
Attorney tGieneral to prosecute these cases,

mﬂ. You were interrogated as to the nuparz:ou

In 1867 or 1868, Have you, since that iaterro-
gation, made a more definite investigation as to
your property ? A. T have; I was worth at that
time hetween §100,000 and $200,000,

Q. What Kind ol & business had yon? A. [had a
Very reapectable business: 1 had bad contracts for
work on the Tontine Building, for Jay Cooke, on
the Olympic Theatre, the Lalarge Houge, the old
Exchange (now the Custom House), Church of St,
Vincent de Paul, Vassar College at Poughkeepsie
and scores of other good contracts,

Counsel for defence interrupted the witness as
he was about to name sume other comntracts by
saying, *No, no; you have been blowing your horn
long enough about your buginess,'

r. Tremain (to counsel for defence)—Well, yon
should not expect to have the monopoly of horn-
blowing uaughter‘].

Witness resumed—I was worth over $500,000, but
under $000,000, when 1 went to Europe—with all
debts pald.,

Q. From 1868 fo 1871 did you do any work far
other parties than the eity and county ol New
York? A, Idid,

). About what proportion of the difference be-
tWeen your means in 1868, from the time It was
£100,000 to £200,000, until it became nearly six hun-
dred thousand dollars, did you make on private con-
tracts? A, 1 made a good deal of it by the rise in
real estate; the bulatce, to be candid, | made out
ol the city and county ; 1 had nothing te do with the
agrecment by which the ftem of $2,000 was siruck
out of the bill for work at Greenwich; my brother
managed thut bosiness,

Q. Was that the same or diferent work from that
enmbriced in the 60,000 billY  (Objection excludod
and exception taken.) A, I belleve it was a little
mixed up in it; I believe there was some of it that
should properly have been included in the $60,000
bill; 1 hiad nothing to do with putting it into this
Inst wentioned bill,

Mr. Peckham then asked the defence for thelrex-
nibits “A™ and “B" of Monday's evidence,

. Ind you actually receive the money referred to
in this warrant? A. Not a dollar,

EXhibits 0" “D' and “E" were next shown to
wirlnuala;s,‘ I'-E" eing a check for $20,330 for billg ©C"
and b,

Witness continued—I never received a dollar of
this; Iendorsed the check but never had it in my
pesaession,

Q. State the transaciion under which yeu en-
dorsed it. A, Mr, Tweed fllled out this check and
handea it to me lor endersement, and then he re-
tained the check as well as the bllis and recelpt.

Mr, Tremalu—You never, bad the check in your
haods ¥ A, 1 swear I never had it in my hands,

Exhibits *F'* and “G” were a bill and check for
$22,600, Witness sald:—I gave the receipt to
Woodward and he took 1t away; when he came
back aguin he gave me this check and 1 emdorsed
1t: ne took it away again and tuok it to Tweed; I
don't know whether he took 1t to Tweed, exactly—
1 bar that.

Witness then identified his own bank books on
the Hrondway Bank and the Bowery Bank, A
transcript trom the books of the East River Bank,
in which he had an account, was also produced,
his bouk being mialaid.

Witness teatifled that these showed all the deal-
inga had by him during part of 1868, 1869, 1870 and
part of 1871; he dejosited almost all his own
checks, sometimes s brother aid it for him, and
once Ingersoll nag made & deposit to wilness'
account.

Mr. Fullerton, for the defence, rose to discuss a
minor guestion at this stage and the witness inter-
polated some remark which led Mr. Fuilerton rto
Ea_v timt he was not addressing the witness but the

‘ourt.

Witnese—Pardon me, gir,

Mr. Fullerton &nhnrpty. nlmost pavagely)—You
will require a pardon from some one else than me
belors you are through with this. (sensasion.)

hy Mr. Fullerton—Who made the deposits in this
baisk, the book of which is now offered In evidence?
A. Mysell and my brother.

Q. Did yon always deposit the enecks you re-
cetved in thus or some other of tne three banks?
A, Yes, 8ir; except kome smiull checks,

The books and transeript were otfered in evi-
dence and objected to.  1he books were admitted,
but the transcript was excluged, as there was
nothing to ghew its accuraey or authenticity, One
of the clerks of the East River Bank will be called
on to veriry 1t.

Mr. Peckham to witness—I call your attention to
this ttem of deposit, $34,504 41, under date Vetober
24, 1860, In the Broadway Bank. Was that a depo-
sit of any check ol Mr. T'weed's or mot? A. No, sir,
it was not; that was n warraut (the Cashman
warrant).

Mr. Peckham then read the [tems of deposit in
the book up to October 28; and, when le had
concluded,

Mr. Fullerton asked to be allowed to read also,
He was handed the book and read off a dozen or
more of deposits—some of them for very large
amonnti—and then handed the book back.

Mr. Peckham (to Mr, Fullerton) —Well, | suppose
ﬂ“] v‘tte;e lovking for that $20,000 check. Did you

{

Mr. Fullerton—Yes, I found it; it 1s there,

Mr, Peckiam—Do you suy there s any $20,000
check deposit, then ¥

Mr. Fullerton—Ye#, it I8 Iln there somewhere,
That's all right,

Mr, Peckham then read from the Bowery Bank
book, and having fimshed reading turned and
offered It to Mr, Fullerton, saying:—

“‘Here, do you want te finish rending this ¢ Per-
haps you may find that check deposited here, "

“0Oh, no," retorted Mr. Fullerton, *I don't want
to finish that. I feund the gbeck o the other book.
1t is somewhere in there,'

It was now lour e'clock, and, after a brief con-
#ultation,

Mr. Field rose and sald that the gentlemen en-
anged im the defence understood that their friend

neral Tremain was quite 11l and in such a con-
ditiom that it would be pernugl dangerous to over-
task him toe severely, While the defence was
desirous of pushing the case throngh as rapidly as
cireumstances would El.']'lnil. they were periectly
willing that the Courtishould adjourn lor such time
a8 might be necessary for his health,

Mr, Tremain thanked the defence for their
courtesy, and said he would only ask or a singie
day of reat, and thought that he would be ready 1o
proceed on Thursday.

Judge Davis then directed that the Conrt he ad-
Journed until Thursday wmorning, at hali-past ten
o'¢lock, and the day's proceedings were thus
brought to a close,

THE JUMEL ESTATE CASE,

The Sult of Bowen wvs. Chasc=Fuarther
Reading of Depositions—=Rulingrs of the
Court In Refercnce to the Admission of
Anclent Documents=Interesting Legal
Argument=The Defendant Clnims that
Madame Jumel Never Recognized and
Never Exhibited Any Interest in the
Plaintim,

The hearing of the sult of George Washington
Bowen va. Nelon Chase was resumed yesterday in
the United States Ciremit Court, before Judge Ship-
man and the special jury.

Mr. Hoar, Mr. Cnatfleld, Mr. Chauncey Shaffer
and Mr. Sawyer appeared a8 counsel for the plain.
tifr, and Mr, Cbarles O'Conor and Mr, J. Q. Carter
for the defendant,

Mr. Carter continned at considerable length to
read to the Court and jury the deposition of Joseph
Perry, referred to In our report of this cuse yes-
terday.

TESTIMONY OF JASON PERRY.

Jason Perry sworn—I live at Woodstock, Conn, ;
I am sixty-seven years of age; I have resided there
all my lfe; my rather's name was Henry Perry,
and my mother's name Sarah; 1had two brothers
and five sisters; one of my hrothers (s dead,

This testimony was objected to by the plalntifs
connsel; Defendant had used the deposition of
Perry, and counsel now claimed that defendant
could not impaach it,

Mr, U'Conor said they could not contradict the
testimony of Perry when he stated that he had met
Madame Jomel in New York, because Madame
Jumel wus dead ; but he offered the evidence now

proposed 1o he given to show that the whole story
ol Perry was lnlse,

Mr, Hoar, in order to save vime, was willing to
admit that Perry's evidence was inlse. He was in.
stmcr(# to say that Perry was palmed off on the
plaintim,

Mr. 0'Conor again denied this statement, Iddln1
that the plrintit stock to Perry's testimony, and
glosely crosr-examined all the witnesses who were
bronght forward by the defendant to coutradict
Perry's statguent,

After some farther discussion between counss!
on both sides,

Mr. O'Conor read a paper in relation to the tes-

y of Perry. This paper atated that mamy of
the statements in Perry’s evidence were false and
uniounded,

With the consent of counsel for the plaintif this
paper was marked as an exiubit in the case,

THE LAW OF EVIDENCE ON ANCIENT DOCUMENTS,

The detendant's counsel was about offering some
evidence as th a comparison of the handwriting of
l&l*}or Reuben Ballon, by comparing tie signature
o1 that persen with his nature oL some aucient
nocmauub whe

Mr. Chatfleld made a shorn
Ing that there was nothing in the law of the State
of New York to justify this description of testi-
mony. He citea some guthorities to the Court.

Mr., O’Conor said that If this case were ever to
come belore the Suprenge Court of the United
States that Court would net tie themselves down
to the decisions of States on this question, which
seemed to vary conaiderably, In this State there
seemed Lo be & deal of hoatility to the use of
experts as to handwriting, founded upon the very
good reason that an intelligent jury was quite
competent to act a8 experts themaeives, hat
could they dot Ancient documents, presumably
authentic, brought not from a grlnte source, but
from & public ofmice, were taken inte Court, and
they rropnﬂd to submit them to comparison be-
fore the jury. The papers were dated, and the
presumption of truth rather than ralsehood allowed
them to be brought into evidence. It seemed to
him that it would be cruel te reject them,
clally as there could be noexpert evidence, If these
ancient papers, ofered for the purpose of compari-
gon, were rejected, the defemdant could have no
defence on this peint,

Mr. Carter followed on the same side with Mr.,
O'Conor, and centended that I1n England, under
the common law, in the case of ancient documents
it was the econstant, uniform and unguestioned
E::?lce to admit, where there was a dilspute as 1o

wrilln{. other documenta proved to the aatis.
faction of the Court to Le in the handwriting of the
party in question, to0 have (he disputed writing
proved by compnrfwn. The learned counsel then
cited te the Court a case in fifth Adolphus and
Ellig, page 514, to support his argument,

Mr. Hoar l'eR]letl, stating that they cenld mot
prove one contested fact by another, Where an
ancient document was put in without any proofs
of it8 nuthenticity except it8 antiquity, the law did
not allow them to presume It was a test by which
comparison as to handwriting could be made un-
less there was no living wituess by whicu the hand-
writing could he proved,

Mr. Chatfield sald that in order to quall(y & party
to put in this class ol evidence the first thing neces-
sary was that the writing effered for the purpose
of comparison should be a genuine writing,

Judge Shipman sald he believed that, in the
English cases, the Judges and the lawyers recog-
nlzunti the distinction lavor of ancient dogua-
ments.

Mr. Chatfleld did not believe that there was a
cige in this State favoring the admission of this
cluss of evidence; nor did he believe there was one
in England, however progressive his learned friend,
Mr. O'Uonor, supposed the law to be there. If this
case went to the Supreme Court that Court would
g_eclde this question on the luw of the Btate of New

argnment, contend-

Mr. O’Conor—They will not make half a dozen de-
clslons on & common law rule of evidence,

Mr, Chatfield—I think you will find they have
done s0.

Mr. Carter—Not on & question as to & common
law rule of evidence.

Judge Shipman sald his ifmpression was, after a
careiul and diligent examination ol this case, that
there was a distinction, even iu the state of New
York, in favor of admitting ancient documents for
the purpose of comparison, By getting proper
materials they ceuld, hy a comparigson of Rnnda.
determine the genuineness of ancient documents.
It was sald that the dpcuments ‘pruposeu to be put
in were not ancient writings, 1t was now seventy
years since the alleged author of those writings
died, That was a lapse of time during which no
person could have seen this individoal write, and
in all espential particulars he must regird the pa-

re a8 ancien! documents, The most embarrass-

ng feature of this case was the statement of de-
fendant's counsel that he did not propose to call
any experts. But he (Judge Shipman) wished to
aay that a book had been recently published in
England in which it was laid down a8 the law that
not only should ancient documents be received for
the Eurprme of provlnF handwriting by compari-
gon, but that the examination oi experts would fol-
low as a necessary consequence, He would admit
the evidence.

Counsel (or plaintlf excepted,

Mr. Carter then proceeded to put in evidence the
documents referved to, Theyare papers contain-
Ing tne signatures of Malor Reuben Ballon, who 18
clilmed to be the father ol George Washington
Bowen by Betsy Bowen, and they are admitted for
the purpose of comparing the signatures of Major
Dalloun, as r.lm.i appear thereon, with the alleged
signature of the same person to the entry in the
*‘Ring Henry Beok," recording the birth of” George
Washington, The delendant clalms that this last-
named entry I8 a forgery, and the epposite is main-
tained by the plaintim,

All these papers were submitted to the inspection
of the jury, whg clogely examined them,

Mr. Hoar—We have a powerful mic oscope, and
ghall offer it to the jury il they think It will ald them
in the examination and inspection of these pupers.

Mr. (’Conor—By all means, sir, let the jury bave
the microscope,

The microscope was handed to the jury, and,
Wwith it8 aud, they put the siguatures to the papers
through a close and rigld inspection,

TESTIMONY OF EFFINGHAM W, WALLOROVE,

EMngham W, Waligrove aworn—l1 reside in this
cit&; lam jerty-eight years ol age; | am n native
of New York; l am an attorney ami counsellor at-
laws: 1 was acquainted with the late Hon. Wilinin
Inglis, onece a Judge of the Court of Convmon Pleas:
he died in May, 1863; 1 studied law with him when
1 was a hoy; | remained with him to the end of his
Iife: his papers came nto my posseselon s T resided
in the same house with him lor a time:1 was ac-

uainted with the handwriting of Mr, Inglis,
(Paper shown witness, and he was asked in whose
hanuwriting it was.)

Mr. Hear objected to the testimony as irrelevant
and as going to prove declarations. He sug 1

| Foley injunction, yesterday guve

i
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Seymoar,
Part of last week, AL s
THE DEPUTY €HAMBERLAINSHIP,

Palmer Proudly Bears Away the Palor
and Foley Files for Another Fight=The
Injunction Against Foley Made Permaw=
nent==Resorting to Quo Warranto Pro=
ceedinge ae the Final Test, }
Judge Barbour, ofthe Superior Coprt, having

taken time to digest the long-drawn-out

and read over the voluminous papers

the opposing counsel in the matter of the Palmer-

his aecision

in the case, Thisdecislun was simply making pere
manent the temporary injunction granted several

days since upon application of Mr. Palmer, City
Chamberiain, restraining Mr. Foley from mﬂﬂum
with the-affalrs of the office or in any Way Sssum=
ing to act a8 Depul{l Chamberlain by virtae of his
appointment as such de utw_v the Uomptroller,
It was supposed that Judge bour would embody,
his decision in & written oplnlo”ﬂﬂg the
grounds upon which his decision I8 b . He didy
not, however, think this worth whule, it seems, but
took the “most sharp and decisive’! ceurse of amlély
directing the Clerk to enter ou the Court builetin
the title of the case with the sddenda, “Injunction
granted,” “This and nothing more.” It told the
whele m'rih.m tiie counsel, as well as the parties
uow lmmediately loterested, understood its pur-
portatonce. 1t put & stop to the convinuous fu-
sllade of inquiries on the subject, of whicl tho
Judge waa the victim. Here, by the way, is how he
settled one of the lnguirjes ;—

“Have you given your decision rt in the Foley
case?’ one ol the counsel asked him on Monday,
directly ufter he nad taken his seat on the bench,

“I}o you wish to know decision | asked tha
Judge In his turn, snd with a blandncss of man-
ner unusnal to him,

“1 would like to know It most certainly, as every-
body 18 asking me about ft."”

“And you wautl to know what to tell them?"

#Yes, Your Honor,"

“Well, 1 huve no objection tb telling you"—and
here the Judge paused a moment, and the connsel’
eyes tairly danced with delight in anticipation o
the rovealed decision, and the Judge then slowly
awdded, “what to tell them, Jeli them you know
nothing about fr."

That counsel did not seek to Interrogate tha
Judge farther, The story got nolsed about, and
the Judge was given a rest, till yesterday he an-
nounced his decision in his own chosen way, a8 ex-
plained above,

It i needlesa to state that the declelon was m
ood deil talked about in the various Ceurts, Mr.
‘oley wis pretty well taken aback, a8 he confl-

dently expected a reverse decision. He, however,
does not give up the boat yet, but menns to fghk
it out on this line il 1t takes all Winter, Steps will
at once be taken through quo  warrsnto proceed-
Ings to teat his claim to the oMee he evidently so
strongly courts. The end is not, therefore, yet
thie Couris,

BUSINESS IN THE OTHER COURTS.

SUPREME COURT—TRIAL TERM.

‘"Reminiscence of the Late War—Retriall

of an Uld Case.
Before Judge Van Brunt,

Suits having their origin in transactions growing!
out of the late war—although this so-called lata
war dates back now nearly a decade of years—ara
of quite frequent occurrence In the courts. Tha
latest in the list is one concluded yesterday in th

conrt, with the facts of which, it having been trie

before and gone tu the Court o Appeals, the pube

lleare tamillar. This suit was bronihr. by Mesara,

Stoune, Biiss & Fay, commission merchants of thisi

ulr._v,l :ﬁnmnr. tne firm of brownings, Buotton &
¥

Kim to recover the value ol sixty-live
cases of sky-blue kerseys, sold in Marco,
1868, to the litter firm. This was the bma

when this class of gooas found ready sale to the
government lor conversion into cluthing fer the
“Boys in Bine,” The pluintids claimed that the de-
fendants agreed to Ea) them $1 20 a yard for the
gooils, to be paid lor in notes given at four month
The detence was that the goods did not come up ﬁ
the samples, were uot unuUorm 1n color and were
inferfor quality, After soine two years of molions
and counter-motions, rejoinders wmd connter-re<
joinders, the case came to a trial, before Judge
Ulerke, and resulted in a verdict lor $15,701 88, tha
full amount claimed. Upon thls verdict the defend-
ants made application to the Speclal Term
for a mew trial, which was denicd. An appeal
was taken from this decision to the General Term
and the judgment of the lower Court and denial o
the application fer & new trial sustalned. stil
dissatigfied, the delendants carried the case to tha
Coart of Appeals, wuere a8 vew trial was ordered.
The new trial began several days ago, and, as
stated above, was concluded yesterday. The testis
mony, of course, was simply & repetition of tha
revious evidence The only feature of additional
nterest was the appearaoce in the case of Willlam
M. kvarts, The result of this secon i trial was an-
other verdier for the plainting, this tiwe the tota}
figures swelling ap to :23.711 T '

SUPREME COURT—CHAMBERS.
..ES_E"’E!""
Judge Barrett.
Hooley ve. Johnson.—The surety, Brown, Is in-
sufticient and must be rejected,
Douglna va, Gilhg.—kxtra allowanee of $2,000
granted,
The ynaissalck Bank ve. Waddell.—Motion for
extra allowanze denied,
Carpenter v8. Newman —Motlon granted,
Bryan va, The Mayor, &c.—Suime,
Frohbison v, Kau er.—same.
Wheaton vs, Williams, —Saume,
%13 Jonge vs, Smith.—Same,

it was intended to show that this was in relerence
to one ol the will4 of Madame Jumel, by which the
defendant ciaimed there was negative evidence to
the effect that Madame Jumel never made any pro-
vision for the plaintiff, and he snupposed, npon that
ground, an inference might be drawn by the de-
lendant that Madame Jumel haa no interest in the
plaintif. Such testimony was, in his opinion, irre)-
evant,

Mr, 0'Conor said the evidence was offered for the
purpose of showing utter and absoiute nun-recgr
nition of the plaintly by Madame Jumel. This would
not be in the wug of declaration on the part of
Madume Jumel; but was in coniormity with all the
acts ol her life for she had never recognized this
Plaintim as her son When she made a :ﬁ? she never
spoke of George W, Howen, She never did any act
to recognize him o any way, and the words ol the
will only came in as ueclaratlons taken in connec-
tion with iacts. Lord Coke had sald that declara-
tions iacked the noterlety oi facta, for facta could
not be denied. Formeriy a piene of land might be
conveyed to another by word of mouth, but there
was sumething mere than that ruql.urec'. It would
not do for @ party to say to another, “I enieoff you
with this land ;" bot there must be an act done to
Bhow what was intended; and so it had been the
custom to give possession of ladd by handing over
8 twig and a piece ol the soll to the purty taking
possession. This waa something done that gave
notoriety o the act. And so, with re to
Madame Jumel's willa; it was notorious that she
had never, in any of them, made the slightest alig-
slon to the plaintit, Bowen,

Mr. Hoar replied that they would save a great
deal of time if we would admit, as he now did, that
Mudame Jumel never left. any property, by will or
otherwise, to Howen, the plaintiff, and, so far as
this went, it amounted enly to a negative declura-
tion that she had no such son.
contradiction of anything that the plaintuf had
been allowed to put in.  If the other slde wus al-
lowed to put in these wiills they might be taken as
declarations against the plaintif who was no party
to the wills, and who was never consulted in rela-
tion to them.

The Judge sald that he had excluded evidence
respecting the declarations of Madawme Jumel. Huat
she had made a wiil, and the making of a will was
AN act —a very selemn act of one's life, 1t Madame
Jumel had taken the plaintiff to ber home and edu-
cated him;g ifshe had purchased'an estate for him
at Providence and mven It to him 1t wenid be
compatent to prove that act, He must admit the
evidence,

Mr.' Wallgrove lhe:l:l, in rer;l,r to Mr. 0'Conor's
questions, recognized several papers pu rlulf
to be wills er drafts of wills gr al;erpfume
arawn in the handwritiag of Mr, Imglls. These
papers were given by the witness to Mr. Charles
U'Conor, counsel tor Mr. Chase. Witness had seen
Madame Jumel at Judge Ingiis’ oMee, at Mr, Chase's
house and also at her own house, I have (contin-
ued the witness) seen Judge Inglls drawing & will
lor her; he gave it to her and she took It away; 1
cannot say that I saw her sign the will; during
those interviews I belleve Madame bropght papers
to the Judge ; Judge knglls called for the names of
the members of lanie Jumel's family; from a
memorandum I made in Judge Inglis' books 1 can
state that this transaction about the will took
plitce on the 23d ol July, 1881 the memerandam is
in my (andwriting; it 8 a cuarge against Madame
Jumel for drawing the will.

Cross-examined by Mr, Chatfield—1 recollect that
Madame Jumel brought a paper to the office, but
as to secing her put it into Judge Inglis’ handa |
cannot now remember; I have no deubt she
brought a gnper to the office; | heard Judge Ingiis
ask her to r|¥ him the names of her (amily, so
that he might have the names right In the will,

Mr. Wallgrove was cross.examined as to the
testimony e had given in this case on the last

trial
TESTIMONY OF ELIZARETII PRINDLE,

Ellzabeth Prindle sworn—1 roside at 22 DeKalb
avenue, Brooklyn ; 1 knew Madame Jumel by skght;
1 knew every member of the iamily of Mrs., Maria
Jones; 1 wis at the house of Mrs., Jones when
Mudame called there for certuln information; she
came there to Fr.a the names of every member of
the Jones amily ; 1think Mr, Stephen Jones wrote
down the names for Ler; that occurred inm July,

851,

The witness, an excecdingly intelligent lndy, was
briefy cross-examined by My, Shafer, but she did
not deviate from her statements on her direct ex-
amination.

Mr. Carter then read the deposition of Dexter
Thurber,

After the reading of this paper had been con-
clnded the Court adjourned until eleven o'clock
to-morrow (Thursday) morning, to enable Mr,
Charles H, Monnt, one of the jurors, to attend to-
day b the Junerul of s father-in-law, Mr, lsaac N.

his wasnot a -

ve. Allen.—same,

Knox et al. va, Dwyer et al,—Same.

Dwyer va, Dwyer.—Judygment grauted and allows-
ances granted.

Harrington et al. va. Hal.—Motion granted,

Indianavolis, Pennsylvan s and Chicago Hallroa®
Company vs. Tyng.—Allowance of three per cent
upon the meney grauted,

Continental Insurance Company vs. Schedel et
al.—Motlon grante:l, )

McClellan va, Augur et al.—Same,

s:u#rg vé., Lodge et al.—Motion for judgment.
granted,

Hurd vs, Katz.—Motlon granted,

Cliford va, Heagland —Same,

MeFariand va, Lydecker.— \fution denied,

Gregory va, Mctlnneas.—Report conflrmed and.
order granted.

SUPERIOR COUAT—SPECIAL TERM.

Decisions.

By Judge Barbour.
Palmer va. Foley.—Injunction granted,
Squire v, Degaun.-umer wrianted,
Judge Van Vorst,
Sretials ve. Gillies,—Case tiled.

COMMON PLEAS—SPECIAL TERM.

Decisions.

By Judge Loew.

Henry Coolidge, & lunutic.—Application denied,
because the default was prematurely taken,

Lewis ve, Lockey.—Motion granted,

Fuchtwanger v, Mokvully.—~Motlon to place case
on short celendar granted,

Fiteh va, Rider.—Motion granted.

Ro:u I\ra. Brelvogel.—Motion to dlsmiss appeat .
granted.

Frineil va. Kearney.—Metion granted,

Cohen v, Rupenstein.—Reference ordered.

Gamwbling va, Jones,—Motion te place cause on
gpecinl calendar for short causes grante

Reese va. Ratherford,—Mewvrandam for ¢eun-

sel,

Raf va, Obert.—Same.

Smith vs, Hennett.—Motion to vacate and sey
aslde execution denied.

MARINE COURT—PART 3.

Decisions.
I By Judge Joachimsen,
Jessnp va. Wiener.—Action io recover price of
housepainting., Judgment for plamnd, $25 and

costs and $25 allowance,

Kiinker va. Cohen.—Actlon on promissory note. -
Judgment jor plaintir for $245 and costs and $25
allowance.

Herschstein ve. Zink.—Action to recover pos-
::.-;non Iu: perrloull property. and[ment for pladn-

i value of pruperty nssesscd ut $126; d o8
$10 and 0osta and 31 AlGwatice, — Tos damag

Mever va, Yun Dringetow.—Action to recover fee
for professional service, Judgment on verdict for
Plainti §50 and costa,

Shumway ve. sSalomon.—Action to recover
balance jor I8 sold and delivered. Jndgmeut
for plainti, 5510 11 and costs and $25 allowance,

Kahn ve. Mentz.—Action to recever balince of
money lent, Judgment for plalntim, $246 37 and
costs and $15 allowanoe.

Atwater vs, Fuller, President of the New York
and Boston Express Company.—Action to recover
value of trunk lost. Judgment for plaintir lor
£70 20 and costs and $25 allowance,

Kamping vs, 'Hrien, late sherif—<Action for
tuking und conversion of personsl property. Judg-
ment for deiendant for costs and $25 allowance,

il va, Long.—Action for price of goeds sold and
delivered. Judgment for plaintul lor §408 97 and
costs and $26 allowaunce,

Hendersop v&, Cimming, —Action on & promis-
#ory note Uy endorsee agninst maker. Judgment
for pisintifl Tor $1,179 42 and costs and $25 aliow-
ance.

Smith va. Mack.—Actlon on contract, Judgment
for plainill er $200 3l aud costs and §25 allow-
nnee,

Decker vk, Hrown.—Actlon on_promissory note,
Jdndgment for plaintid for $261 70 and costs and
$25 allowance,

MeCreery ve, Youn, otlim on track —JInde-
ment for plaluti or $272 08, with costs, and $25
.llnllriun.'ﬂ. oty

Schiele va. Olherman.—Judgment lor plaloud for
$350 00 and costs and $20 allowance, » o

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS.
Larcenies and HBurglarics,
Before Judge Sutherland.
The first case called yesterday was an lodies




