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In re SPOFFORD,
(C@rcuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. December 10, 1894.)
No. 47.

Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York.

Miller, Peckham & Dixon, for appellant.

Root & Clarke, for petitioner.

Appeal dismissed by consent.

STATE OF WASHINGTON v. MORRISON.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit. June 14, 1895.)
No. 236.

Appeal from the District Court of the United States for the Northern Divi-
sion of the District of Washington.

Chas. Page, for appellees.

Case docketed and dismissed on motion of counsel for appellees,

TRAVERS v. AMERICAN CORDAGE CO.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. December 7, 1894.)

Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York.

Briesen & Knauth, for appellant,

Betts, Hyde & Betts, for appellee.

Discontinued by consent.

THE VOLUNTEER.
MURRAY et al. v. NEW YORK, N. H. & H. R. CO.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. November 14, 1894))
No. 23.

Appeal from the District Court of the United States for the Eastern Dis-
trict of New York.

W. W. Goodrich, for claimants and appellants.

Henry W. Taft, for libelant and appellee.

Before WALLACE and LACOMBE, Circuit Judges, and TOWNSEND, Dls-
trict Judge.

No opinion. Affirmed.

YUCU v. McCARTHY, United States Marshal,
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. May 6, 1895.)

" Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York.

G. M. Curtis, for appellant.

‘Wallace Macfarlane, for appellees.

WNo opinion. Appeal dismissed, pursuant to the sixteenth rule.
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HOME & FOREIGN INVESTMENT & AGENCY CO., Limited, v. RAY.
' (Circuit Court, N. D. Georgia. June 26, 1895.)

JURISDICTION OF CircUIT COURT-~JURISDICTIONAL AMOUNT.

Suit was brought to enforce a mortgage securing a bond for $2,000 and
two annual interest coupons which had been severed therefrom. The
bond itself was not yet due from lapse of time, but, by its terms, became
due on the nonpayment of one interest coupon. Held, that the coupons
could not be considered as separate obligations for the purpose of making
up the jurisdictional amount, and, at the same time, be regarded as in-
terest for the purpose of maturing the bond; and that, consequently, the
court was without jurisdiction.

This was a bill by the Home & Foreign Investment & Agency
Company, Limited, against Lavender R. Ray, to foreclose a mort-
gage securing a bond with interest coupons,

Payne & Fye, for complainant.
Lavender R. Ray, pro se.

NEWMAN, District Judge. The question in this case i3 one
of jurisdiction, by reason of the amount involved in the suit. It
is a bill to foreclose a mortgage securing a bond for $2,000. and
two past-due annual interest coupons for $160 each, besides inter-
est on the coupons from maturity. The coupons have been elip-
ped from the bonds for the purpose of leaving them in bank for
collection. Suit is brought on them now, however, in connection
with the bond, as to which they represent two years’ interest.

The defendant, a member of the bar, himself, rather as amicus
curize, suggested to the court the question of jurisdiction, stating
that there was no defense to the case, and that he desired to put
in no appearance, except to bring the matter of jurisdiction to the
attention of the court. The simple and sole contention for com-
plainant is that the clipping of the coupons from the bond makes
them separate obligations, and authorizes the court to consider
them in making up the jurisdictional amount. The bond itself is
not due. It becomes due by its terms on the nonpayment of
one interest coupon. For the purpose, therefore, of making the
debt due, these coupons must be considered as interest past due
and unpaid on the bond. The coupons cannot be considered as in-
terest for the purpose of maturing the debt, and as separate, dis-
tinct obligations for the purpose of giving this court jurisdiction.
It is not believed that the fact, suggested in argument, that, if
these coupons amounted to over $2,000, suit could be brought on
them alone, affects the question in any way. Suit on them here
is in connection with the bond on which they are interest, and as,
under the terms of the acts of 1887 and 1888, the amount involved
must be $2,000, exclusive of interest and costs, it is not believed
that the suit in thig case is for the necessary jurisdictional amount.

Cited for complainant as to separate obligations: Bernheim v.
Birnbaum, 30 Fed. 885; Walnut v. Wade, 103 U. S. 696; Granniss
v. Cherokee Tp. of York Co., 47 Fed. 429; Moore v. Town Council
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