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v. et al.Richards et al. v. et al. ICoonShermanHyde

This was denied.application
There was a the and Huntbelow,forjudgment plaintiff

this appeal.prayed

Barry & forBeveridge, Appellant.

&Clarkson for Appellee.Tree,

J. The toC. court overruled the motionproperlyCaton,
andthe venue. notice theNo of the motion waschange given,

a a tostatute notice. It ispositively requires misapprehension
It is certainthat here no notice could have beensay given.

at least one have been for theday’s notice, given,that could
the and is nomotion,affidavit is made before the thereday

statuteexcuse shown notice was not as thewhy required.given
must beThe affirmed.judgment

Judgmentaffirmed.

Henryin C.et Plaintiffs v.Error,Jonathan Richards al.,
Hyde in andet Defendants Error;al.,

Henryin v. G. KoonError,D. PlaintiffJames Sherman,
in Error.et Defendantsal.,

TO COOK.ERROR

foreignjurisdiction, aside innot to setcourts haveCircuit equity conveyances,
ain aid issued Circuit Court of one to theof executionscounties, by county

sheriff of another.

an order of thea of error to correct Cook Circuitis writThis
the bill for want ofCourt, jurisdiction.dismissing

a bill in aid of execution,isbill of complainants statingThe
in inwere co-partners, residing Chicago,the complainantsthat

inas such the term ofCook, co-partners,andofcountythe
in said Circuit a1858, recovered, Court, judgmentD.A.April,

defendants,the for ten hundredone ofHyde,Ebenezeragainst
costs;and and thecents,twenty damagesdollarsthirtyand

inexecution, on the 12th of theday May,of anissuingproper
the thenthe sheriff of Winnebago county,directed to1858,year

a endorsementEbenezerdefendant, Hyde;of properresidence
daythe 19th ofcounty,sheriff said onto the ofand delivery

said the sheriff leviedthe 20th ofday May,that onsaid May;
inEbenezer certain real estateof said Hydethe interestupon

in theAlso,said ofbill, county Winnebago.in thementioned
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u.et u. et al. Sherman Koon et al.Richards al. Hyde

execution;thesaid that saidlevyof executionuponendorsement
bill,time andin full and effect at of andlevyforce filingwas

unsatisfied, and thatwas the sheriff couldwhollythat judgment
estate,sell said real to saidnot to execu-satisfysafely proceed

that the said Ebenezer and hisHyde, wife,for the reasontion,
October,10th ofdefendant, day 1857,also on the for the pur-

the andof otherdefrauding complainants creditors of saidpose
said toconveyed defendant,Ebenezer Hyde, property Lathrop,

asecure indebtedness totrust, pretended defendant,on to Henry
a of which transaction isEbenezer,son beHyde, chargedC. to

fraudulent, and the facts that areentirely showing they fraudulent,
defendants,in the bill. All theare stated except areLathrop,

in inIowa,reside andaverred to saidLathrop Winnebago
Winch bill is duly verified.county.

defendants, solicitor,the theirbyAfterwards andappeared
to dismiss billthe court the of inmoved thiscomplaint case, for

thisof of court.want jurisdiction
October,day 1858,And 26th of the court,on the Manniere,

on this motion dismissed billthe withJudge, presiding, costs,
thefrom decision thebroughtwhich casecomplainants to this

court.
The case of Sherman v. Koon et al. incorresponds nearly all

the and samewith theforegoing,respects proceedings were had.

andDewey,Smith & for PlaintiffsKellogg, in Error.

Gary,Buren and Scoville,Van & G. for Defendants in
Error.

Caton, billC. J. This was filed aunder misapprehension of
which areuponthe our courts Theprinciple organized. Circuit

and aCourt exercises two-foldpossesses jurisdiction. It exer-
a aboth commonlaw andcises chancery jurisdiction. When

first,the is a law,it court of commonexercising and when ex-
isthe other it court ofercising chancery. Althougha. these

inare exercised the same tribunaljurisdictions they are never
are as as ifTheyblended. distinct the two courts were presided

different The fact then that theby judges.over execution issued
Court,the Cook Circuit that court,from whengave exercising

nochancery more tojurisdictionits entertainpowers, the bill
haveit had if the execution hadthan would been issued theby
of whichWinnebago,Court to thecountyCircuit execution was
Circuit incounty,If the Court of Cook thesent. exercise of

could entertain thischancery bill,its then itjurisdiction, might
a bill set ato aside fraudulent conveyance,entertain in aid of

issued the abyan execution Circuit Court of foreign county,
41
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People.v.Gutchins

in ain a and levied landforeign county,a uponagainst party
;Such a cannot becounty. jurisdiction pretendedforeign

be that this coulduntenable the courtpositionwouldequally
a in aidcourt,of this bill as common lawjurisdictionentertain

courts aWhile the of law to certainmay,legal process.of its
exerpiseextent, their and inover ownpowers judgmentsequity

case can be found .theytheir own no wherecontrol of process,
a bill aside a fraudulententertained to set conveyance.have

butwas not addressed to a court of to thelaw,this billBesides,
The the bill must beof decree dismissingcourt chancery.

inaffirmed each case.
Decree affirmed.

Plaintiff in v. TheGutchins, Error, People,H.Jacob
inDefendants Error.

OECOURT THE CITY OF CHICAGO.THE RECORDER’SERROR TO

indictment, charges utteringunder an which thesustained ofA cannot beconviction
State, dollars,a lessof denomination than fivea of some othera bill bankof

individual; offense,being a to topenal passit or re-defraud anwith intent to
ceive such bills.

proved,from that the conviction willcharged, differs not stand.Where an offense
code,73rd section theupon the of criminal will not beframedAn indictment

against the 77than offense section.by proof ofsustained

at the term, 1859,indicted of the Re-AprilwasGutchins
of before R. S. Wilson,the forcity Chicago,Court forcorder’s

false,certain andin a counterfeitedforgedhishaving possession
and bankfalse, counterfeitedbill, forged bill,which saidbank

described, to be two dollarand apurportingset outis there
Kansas,Bank of heCity which feloniouslyDelawarebill of the
as true and withdowry,Jeremiah genuine,to onepassed

Gutchins the same todefraud, knowing false,beetc.,intent to
etc.forged,

showed, that the bill was fraudulent asthe trial the proofOn
Kansas, there such bank.anyin not beinga banka bill of

bank of the same name in this State.anythere was notThat
Bankissued from the Delaware Cityif it to beThat purported

itDelaware, was counterfeit.ofof the State
asked accused,on behalf of theinstructions,The following

the court:byrefusedwere
business thedoingor withintransactingallThat persons

Hence,and herbound to know laws.obeyareIllinois,State of
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