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James Kent estate (1847) received 15 April 2012 by Michelle M. Roy. Synopsis of file by Michelle M. Roy <michelle@gavinroy.com>
on 01 August 2013:

. James Kent, Senior was a resident of Tippecanoe Co., Indiana.

. His wife had predeceased him.

. He had been sick for a period of time and ultimately died of Enycypelus[?] of his leg on 3 July 1847.

. He was described as “a stout and hearty man up to the time of his sickness.

. His daughter, Nancy (Kent) Shaw had been his caretaker before his death.

. Nancy (Kent) Shaw was married to James D. Shaw in January 1847 after which time all three of them lived together at

Tippecanoe Co.

. A few weeks prior to James Kent, Senior’s death, his intent was clear to disinherit his only son, James Kent, Junior, from the
majority of his estate.

. He gifted three land deeds to his three daughters, Susannah Kent (wife of John Price of White Co., Indiana), Nancy Kent (wife
of John Shaw of Tippecanoe Co., Indiana) and Rachel Kent (wife of Newman R. Prater of White Co., Indiana).

. All of the land gifted was located in White Co., Indiana. When the estate administrator, (son-in-law) James D. Shaw was
auditing the estate he found a bond for property owned by James Kent, Sr. in Harrisonville, Tippecanoe Co., Indiana.

. His daughter and son-in-law, Rachel (Kent) Prater and Newman R. Prater resided at the Harrisonville property.

. Rachel (Kent) Prater was about age 40 in 1847 and although she was of “good constitution and good health” never had any
children (at time of deposition in 1855).

. Rachel (Kent) Prater’s land given to her by her father was to revert back to his estate if she died without any legal heirs.

. As testified by his son-in-law, John Shaw, all the while James Kent, Senior lived with him, he never talked about his son,
James Kent. On one occasion when the subject of the son was addressed, the father implied that James Kent, Junior was ‘doing
poorly’ and ‘is taking courses not taught by his father.’ It was stated here that the elder James Kent was an honest and good man. The
implication received from the father was that his son’s circumstances were due to money mismanagement.

. As testified by his son-in-law, John Shaw: James Kent, Junior was home very little for several years before James Kent, Senior
died — he had been living in Ohio at the time of his father’s death. The only occasion he had spoken of his son was when the subject
was brought up, the father remarked that he, James, was getting along very poorly, that he was pursuing a course never taught by
him. “I supposed he had referenced to his , James’ money affairs.” “Kent sen[ior] was a frugal and good man.”

. In Spring of 1849, James Kent, Junior came from Ohio to the James D. Shaw house of to collect his portion of the estate. He
was told that it was not settled yet and money had not been distributed yet. James Shaw testified that “James Jr. was anxious to get
money and he [Shaw] advanced him $100 and paid for two horses.” “He was paid $200 total.”

. When the final estate was submitted to the court in 1851, it totaled $9?7.00, and it was to be split between James Kent,
Senior’s four children equally (Susannah, Nancy, Rachel and James). This was for all sales of his personal property. There was not an
accounting of the land deed to the three daughters right before their father's decease. All three deeds were dated 17 June 1847, about
two weeks prior to his decease,

. James Kent, Junior challenged the court stating legal precedent that the land deeded to the daughters was an ‘advance’ on
their inheritance and the value of those lands should be included in the total sum of their father’s estate to be divided equally with him.
. The sisters and two of the husbands, John Shaw and John Price, asserted that the properties were “gifts” to the daughters and
were not advancements on inheritance and stated this was the son’s attempt to thwart his father’s clear wishes to disinherit him.

. They asserted that James Kent, Junior had received $200 from the estate (portion value of personal assets), which was
slightly more than his fourth portion of the estate’s final worth.

. The case was fought between 1851 until 1859. After attempted resolutions, trials, and an appeal that went to the Supreme
Court in Indiana, a local jury found in favor of the three sisters.

. James Kent, Junior was ordered to pay the sisters back for any court costs incurred.
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James Kent estate (1847) received 15 April 2012 by Michelle M. Roy. Synopsis of file by Michelle M. Roy <michelle@gavinroy.com> on 01 August 2013:
•	James Kent, Senior was a resident of Tippecanoe Co., Indiana. 
•	His wife had predeceased him. 
•	He had been sick for a period of time and ultimately died of Enycypelus[?] of his leg on 3 July 1847. 
•	He was described as “a stout and hearty man up to the time of his sickness.
•	His daughter, Nancy (Kent) Shaw had been his caretaker before his death.
•	Nancy (Kent) Shaw was married to James D. Shaw in January 1847 after which time all three of them lived together at Tippecanoe Co. 
•	A few weeks prior to James Kent, Senior’s death, his intent was clear to disinherit his only son, James Kent, Junior, from the majority of his estate. 
•	He gifted three land deeds to his three daughters, Susannah Kent (wife of John Price of White Co., Indiana), Nancy Kent (wife of John Shaw of Tippecanoe Co., Indiana) and Rachel Kent (wife of Newman R. Prater of White Co., Indiana). 
•	All of the land gifted was located in White Co., Indiana. When the estate administrator, (son-in-law) James D. Shaw was auditing the estate he found a bond for property owned by James Kent, Sr. in Harrisonville, Tippecanoe Co., Indiana.
•	His daughter and son-in-law, Rachel (Kent) Prater and Newman R. Prater resided at the Harrisonville property.
•	Rachel (Kent) Prater was about age 40 in 1847 and although she was of “good constitution and good health” never had any children (at time of deposition in 1855).
•	Rachel (Kent) Prater’s land given to her by her father was to revert back to his estate if she died without any legal heirs.
•	As testified by his son-in-law, John Shaw, all the while James Kent, Senior lived with him, he never talked about his son, James Kent. On one occasion when the subject of the son was addressed, the father implied that James Kent, Junior was ‘doing poorly’ and ‘is taking courses not taught by his father.’ It was stated here that the elder James Kent was an honest and good man. The implication received from the father was that his son’s circumstances were due to money mismanagement. 
•	As testified by his son-in-law, John Shaw: James Kent, Junior was home very little for several years before James Kent, Senior died – he had been living in Ohio at the time of his father’s death. The only occasion he had spoken of his son was when the subject was brought up, the father remarked that he, James, was getting along very poorly, that he was pursuing a course never taught by him. “I supposed he had referenced to his , James’ money affairs.” “Kent sen[ior] was a frugal and good man.”
•	In Spring of 1849, James Kent, Junior came from Ohio to the James D. Shaw house of to collect his portion of the estate. He was told that it was not settled yet and money had not been distributed yet. James Shaw testified that “James Jr. was anxious to get money and he [Shaw] advanced him $100 and paid for two horses.” “He was paid $200 total.” 
•	When the final estate was submitted to the court in 1851, it totaled $9??.00, and it was to be split between James Kent, Senior’s four children equally (Susannah, Nancy, Rachel and James). This was for all sales of his personal property. There was not an accounting of the land deed to the three daughters right before their father’s decease. All three deeds were dated 17 June 1847, about two weeks prior to his decease,
•	James Kent, Junior challenged the court stating legal precedent that the land deeded to the daughters was an ‘advance’ on their inheritance and the value of those lands should be included in the total sum of their father’s estate to be divided equally with him.
•	The sisters and two of the husbands, John Shaw and John Price, asserted that the properties were “gifts” to the daughters and  were not advancements on inheritance and stated this was the son’s attempt to thwart his father’s clear wishes to disinherit him. 
•	They asserted that James Kent, Junior had received $200 from the estate (portion value of personal assets), which was slightly more than his fourth portion of the estate’s final worth.
•	The case was fought between 1851 until 1859. After attempted resolutions, trials, and an appeal that went to the Supreme Court in Indiana, a local jury found in favor of the three sisters. 
•	James Kent, Junior was ordered to pay the sisters back for any court costs incurred. 
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