
Ixiv APPENDIX.

OMITTED CASES IN THE REPORTS OF THE 
DECISIONS OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE 
UNITED STATES.

Our researches have discovered three hundred and fifty-one such 
unreported cases. Three hundred and ten opinions were given in 
these cases, the same opinion being sometimes applied to several 
cases. Many of these opinions were very short, often not more 
than two or three lines. Some of them were given in announcing 
the entry of judgment on the stipulation <5f the parties, or for 
incompleteness in the record, or for noncompliance with the rules of 
the court, with neither facts nor law involved. Some were occupied 
entirely with a discussion of the facts on which the issue turned, 
with no question of law involved. Some contained neither facts nor 
law, but ordered judgment to be entered on the authority of some 
other case or cases referred to; and some were decided partly on 
the facts and partly on authority. It would be presuming too much 
upon the good nature of the profession to print such opinions at 
length. Therefore, after printing the cases which do not come 
under either of these categories, (one hundred and thirty in all, 
with one hundred and twelve opinions,) two hundred and twenty- 
one cases will be grouped together in a tabulated statement, which 
shows as to each whether it was decided on the facts, or on the 
stipulation of the parties, or on the authority of another case; and 
if so, of what case.

L — OMITTED CASES NOW REPORTED IN FULL.

LIST OF CASES SO REPORTED IN FULL.

Ambler v. Whipple........................ ccvi
American Wood Paper Co. v.

Heft..............................................xcii
Andrews v. Congar..................clxxxiii

Bacon v. International Bank.. .ccxvi
Baird v. United States..................... cvi
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad y.

Marshall County Supervisors, .xcix
Bergner v. Palethorp...................ccviii
Boise County Commissioners v.

Gorman.......................................cxxv
Brooks v. Martin................... Ixxiv, n.

Carson v. Ober...............................
Chicago v. Bigelow..................... XC1U
Clark v. United States.............. Ixxxv
Clarke v. United States............ Ixxxvi
Connecticut Gen. Life Ins. Co. v.

Burnstine....................... cU1
Connecticut Mutual Life Ins. Co., 

Petitioner........................... clxxx
Cox v. United States ex rel. Mc-

Garrahan.......................................'
Crandall v. Nevada.................. lxxxlU
Crane v. Kansas Pacific Railway

Co......................................... clx¥111
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Dane ». Chicago Manufacturing
Co.............................. cxxvi

Davidson ». Lanier........................Ixxii
Dayton ». United States..............Ixxx
De Liano ». Gaines..................... ccxiv
Downing ». McCartney..............xcvlii
Dumont ». Des Moines Valley Rail-

road .......  clx
Elizabeth ». American Nicholson

Pavement Co.................. cxlviii
Farlow ». Kelley....... .......................cci
First Nat. Bank of Washington ».

Texas....................  ex
Fletcher ». Blake....................... cxcvii
Florida ». Anderson...................cxxxv
Flournoy ». Lastrapes....................clxi
Foree v. McVeigh......................... exlii
Gardner ». Goodyear Dental Vul-

canite Co................. ciii
Garratt ». Seibert........................... cxv
Germanica Nat. Bank ». Case.. .cxliv 
Gibbs ». Diekma..................... clxxxvi
Hand v. Hagood......................... clxxxi
Harmon, Ex parte......................... Ixvii
Hauenstein v. Lynham...............exei
Hill v. Harding...................................cc
Hunt v, Hunt............... .................. clxv
Huntington v. Texas........................ ex
Jones ». Grover & Baker Sewing 

Machine Co..............................  cl
Kaiser ». Stickney......... .clxxxvii 
Kenosha ». Campbell................... xcvii
Knickerbocker Life Ins. Co. ».

Schneider.................................clxxii
Knox County ». United States... clxvi 
Lane ». Wallace....................   ccxlx
Lange, Ex parte.............................ccvii
Latham ». United States............. xcvii
Leary ». Long............................ccxviii
Le More ». United States...........Ixxxv
Louisiana ex rei. Folsom ». New

Orleans....................  '..... cci
Lynch ». De Bernal.......................xciv I
McIntyre ». Giblin......................clxxiv
Marsh ». Citizens Ins. Co...........ccxiii

Marshall ». Ladd... .................. Ixxxix 
Marshall ». Knott............................ccv
Mayer ». The Venelia..'................Ixx 
Mays ». Fritton.............................cxiv
Metropolitan Bank ». Connecticut

Mutual Life Ins. Co.................clxii
Mevs ». Conover...........................exlii
Meyer ». Pritchard........................ ccix
Milwaukee and Minnesota Rail-

road v. Howard....... ......Ixxxi 
Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad

». Soutter................................Ixxxvi
Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad

v. Soutter................................Ixxxvi
Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad

v. §outter.................................Ixxxvi
Miramontes v. United States.. .Ixxiii 
Monger v. Shirley.............................ex
Monger ». Shirley....................... cxxxi
Morris v. Shriner.............................xci
Nat. Life Ins. Co. ». Scheffer... .cciii 
Nonconnah Turnpike Co. v. Ten-

nessee ex rel. Talley.............clviii
Nonconnah Turnpike Co. ». Ten-

nessee ex rel. Talley.............clviii
Nonconnah Turnpike Co. v. Ten-

nessee ex rel. Talley.............clviii
O’Reilly ». Edrington...............clxxvii
Osborn ». United* States......... cxxxvii
Patterson ». Hoa’s Executrix, Ixxxviii 
Peyton v. Heinekin........................... ci
Phelps ». Edgerton.-.................... .Ixxi
Phillips, Petitioner..................... clxvii
Phipps ». Sedgwick..................cxxxix
Reife ». Wilson....................... clxxxix
Rice ». Edwards.......................... clxxv
Risher ». Smith........................... clvi 
Ruckman ». Bergholz..................exliii
Sawyer ». Weaver............... ..........   .cli
Scruggs v. Memphis and Charles-

ton Railroad............................... cciv
Shannon ». Cavazos.......................Ixxi
Smith ». Orton.............................. Ixxv
Smoot v. United States.................ccvi
Southern ». Hagood..................... ccxii
Stark v. United States................ ..ccv
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Staten Island Railway Co. v.
Lambert.......................................ccxi

Stitt v. Huidekopher...................cxviii
Texas v. Peabody’s Executors, xcvi, n.
Texas v. White................................xcv
Thatcher v. Kaucher....................cxlvi
Treat v. Jemison................ cxxxv
Underwood v. McVeigh............ cxix
Union Pacific Railroad Co. v.

Clopper.......................................cxcii
United States v. Armejo........... Ixxxii
United States v. Baird.....................cvi
United States v. Chetimachas In-

dians..............................................Ixx
United States v. Citizen’s Bank. .Ixix
United States v. Clark’s Execu-

tors............................................. Ixix
United States v. Driscoll.............. clix
United States v. Duplantier......... Ixix
United States v. Elkin’s Heirs.. .Ixix 
United States v. Fortier................Ixix
United States ex ret. Phillips v.

Gaines........................................ clxix

United States v. Johnson’s Heirs, Ixix
United States v. Leonard’s

Widow..............................  Ixix
United States v. Lynde’s Heirs. .Ixix 
United States v. Morgan..........clxiv 
United States v. Pintard’s

Widow........................................ Ixix
United States v. Power’s Heirs. .Ixix 
United States v. Smoot................ccvi
United States v. Wikoff’s Admin-

istrator ...................................Ixix
Van Norden v. Benner................cxlv
Van Norden v. Washburn...........cxlvi
Virginia, Petitioner.................Ixxxix
Washington County v. Durant..Ixxx 
Waters v. Barrill...................... Ixxxiv
Weatherby v. Bowie................... ccxv
Welch v. Barnard....... . ............   ..civ
West v. Brashear......................... Ixvi
Whitney v. Cook....................   .cxcvii
Williams, v. Reynolds....................cxi
Wilson v. Hoss.............................. ccx
Wood v. Richards..................... xcviii

WEST v. BRASHEAR.
APPEAL FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY.

No. 93. January Term, 1839. — Decided February 19,1839.

The court on appellant’s motion reinstate a case which had been docketed 
and dismissed on motion of appellees.
Mr. Sergeant, of counsel for the appellants, having stated to the 

court that the appellants had lodged the transcript of the record of 
this cause with the clerk of this court some time in the month 
of January in the year 1838, more than a twelve-month since, but 
had not been able to obtain the fee bond to the clerk required by 
the 37th rule of this court until since this appeal had been at the 
present term of this court docketed and dismissed, but that the 
appellant was now prepared to give the usual fee bond, and to have 
the record filed and docketed, now here moved the court to stiike 
out and rescind the order entered in this case on the 19th January 
of the present term of this, court, and for leave to file the recor 
and docket the cause; which was opposed by Mr. Crittenden, o 
counsel for the appellees, who stated that at the last term of this 
court he applied to have this appeal docketed and dismissed on t
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