1834] OF THE UNITED STATES.

*Corin MrroseLr, Appellant, v. UNITED STATES.
Apprar from the Superior Court of East Florida.

MarsuaLL, Ch. J., said :—A pamphlet has been sent to the judges touch-
ing the questions in controversy in this cause. The court desire it to be
understood, that the practice of the court is not to receive or examine such
papers, unless they have been presented in court, and shown to the opposite
counsel.

It was, afterwards, on the same day, stated to the court by Mr. White,
of Florida, counsel for the appellant, that the counsel on neither side had
any knowledge of the pamphlet’s having been sent to the court ; nor did
they in any manner countenance the same. The pamphlet was sent to the
judges by an agent of the appellant, who was not in any manner aware of
the irregularity of the proceeding.

*Ricearp R. KEeng, Plaintiff in error, ». Jouxn McDoxouven. [*308
Florida land-claims.

An adjudication made by a Spanish tribunal in Louisiana, is not void, because it was made after
the cession of the country to the United States; for it is historically known, that the actual
possession of the country was not surrendered, until some time after the proceedings and adju-
di?ation in the case took place. It was the judgment, therefore, of a competent Spanish
tribunal, having jurisdiction of the case, and rendered whilst the country, though ceded, was,
de facto, in the possession of Spanish, and subject to Spanish laws; such judgments, so far
as they affect the private rights of the parties thereto, must be deemed valid.

Exrror to the District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana.

This case was argued by Grimes, for the defendant. No counsel
appeared for the plaintiff in error.

TIfOMPSON, Justice, delivered the opinion of the court.—The writ of
eITor In this case, brings up the record of a judgment rendered aganst the
P?alnhtlff in error, in the district court of the United States for the eastern
fhstrlct of Louisiana. The plaintiff, according to the course of proceedings
10 that state, presented his petition to the court, stating, that on the 22d of
May 1803, in virtue of a lawful purchase, at public sale, duly and legally
made by Don Carlos de Grand Pre, governor of the post and establishment
of Ba'wp Rouge, he became the owner and proprietor of a tract of land,
ippertaining to the “testamentaria,” or succession of the deceased Poussett,
fjr}filcular.l): describing the same (being tl%e land in guestion) and annexing
i3 iopiltlltlon the document,‘ or _adjudlcat.lon, by which he alleges that the
= e land was vested in him, of which he was never thereafter legally

Ivested, as he alleges.
alleﬁir?lei]:o the jurigdic:tion of the' court was int.‘e_rposed by tl.le defendant,
dete dg at the plamt}ﬂ.’ was a citizen of Ijomsm.na, oi': whlch' state the
ndant was also a citizen. Upon the trial of the issue joined upon

thi ; - o
(;Slifgea, the jury found that the plaintiff was not a citizen of the state of
ana, p’

Ihe defendant then filed an answer to the petition, denying all

and 1*309

Singular the allegations contained in the petition, and *averring
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