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or possessed by another. In no case is the extralateral right of a
first locator, in respect to a vein, lode, or ledge having its top or apex
within the lines of his surface location, bounded by any side line
of the surface location, extended downward or otherwise. To the
extent, therefore, that the extralateral right of the complainant
to the back or contact ledge here in controversy was bounded by
the court below by the side line f, g, running south, 43 degrees
west,, extended vertically downward, it is erroneous. It should be
bounded by vertical planes drawn downward through the end line
g, h, running south, 73 degrees west, and through the end line a, p,
extended indefinitely in their own direction, subject to the condi-
tion that the complainant has no right to enter upon the surface
of the respondent’s claims.

There is no other error prejudicial to the appellant. Cause re-
manded, with directions to the court below to modify the decree
in accordance with this opinion, and, as so modified, it is affirmed.

MUTUAL LIFE INS. CO. OF NEW YORK v. SELBY.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit. February 8, 1898.)

1. ArPEAL—HARMLESS ERROR.

An a.lleged error in admitting in evidence a pohcy of insurance, without
requiring plaintiff to offer therewith the application on which the policy
was based, and which formed part of the contract, keld no ground for re-
versal, Where the application was afterwards admltted and went before
the jury, on defendant’s own offer.

2. LIFE INSURANCE—APPLICATION—EVIDENCE. -

Affidavits of insured’s neighbors in support of his application for a pen-
sion, containing statements as to his health, are properly excluded in an
action on a policy subsequently applied for and obtained, when it does not

_appear that insured himself procured the affidavits, or knew their contents.
3. SaAME—REPORT OF PENSION-ExaMINING PHYSICIANS.

The repmt of physicians who examined a person on his application for
a pension is not admissible, as tending to show the falsity of statements
afterwards made by him in an application for life insurance, where it does
not appear that he knew of the report or its contents.

4. SAME—DECLARATIONS AND ADMISSIONS.

Statements made to a third party, by one. applymg for a pension, as to
his physical condition at that time, are inadmissible in a suit upon a policy
of life insurance afterwards applied for and obtained by the pensioner.

5. SAME—STATEMENTS TO ATTORNEY—PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATIONS.

Statements made by an applicant for a pension, to one acting as his at-
torney in the matter, are privileged communications, and cannot be proved
in an action upon a policy of life insurance subsequently applied for and
obtained by the pensioner,

6. SAME—PARo1, EVIDENCE.

An applicant for life insurance stated, in answer to a questlou, that he
was on the United States invalid pension roll, under the pension laws of
1890, “for general disability,” and “not for any acute or chromc disease,”
In a suit on the policy, plaintiff was allowed to show that the dnswers in
the application were written by the examining physician of the insurance
company; that, in answer to the question whether the applicant was on
the invalid pension roll, the latter answered that he was there for general
disability; that the physician then asked if he had any acute or chronic
disease, to which he answered, “No;” and that the physician himself then
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added the statement, “Not for any acute or chronic disease.” Held, that
this evidence did not alter or diminish the terms of the written warranty,
so0 as to render the admission of the evidence erroneous under the rule re-
lating to parol evidence,

7. SBAME—QUALIFIED REPRESEXTATIONS,

An applicant for life insurance, on his medical examination, stated, in
answer to & question, that he was on the United States invalid pension
roll, under the act of 1890, “for general disability,” and “not for any acute
or chronic disease.” It appeared, however, from a footnote of the medical
examiner, that the insured proceeded to say tbat his pension was obtained
at the solicitation of a pension lawyer about three years before, and that
he could give no further particulars. Held, that this was a declaration
that he answered so far as his memory served; that it was then the duty
of the company, if it desired to know the particulars, to examine the pen-
sion roll; and that, although the pension records showed certain specified
diseases, there was no breach of the warranty.

8. BAME—TRIAL—INSTRUCTIONS. ‘
Certain instructions to a jury, containing comments In respect to con-
ditions in fine print upon insurance policies, with a reference to the effect
of conditions printed in like manner upon a railroad passenger ticket, held
justly open to criticism, though not sufficient ground for reversal.

In Error to the Circuit Court of the United States for the Northern
Division of the District of Washington.

This was an action by Christine Selby against the Mutual Life In-
surance Company of New York to recover upon three policies of life
insurance upon the life of. William Selby. 1In the circuit court a
verdict was rendered for plaintiff, and judgment was entered accord-
ingly. 07 Fed. 490. Defendant brought error.

E. Lyman Short and Strudwick & Peters, for plaintiff in error,
Fred H. Peterson and L. C. Gilman, for defendant in error.
Before McKENNA, GILBERT, and ROSS, Circuit Judges.

GILBERT, Circuit Judge. The defendant in error was the plain-
tiff in an action brought in the court below to recover upon three
policies of life insurance. -The trial resulted in a judgment for the
plaintiff for the amount sued for. The plaintiff declared upon poli-
cies of life insurance isgued by the defendant upon the life of William
Belby, amounting in the aggregate to $10,000, payable to her as the
beneficiary. The defendant admitted the issuance of the policies,
and the payment of the premiums due therefor, and the death of
the insured, but defended against liability on the ground of a
breach of the warranties contained in the policies. It alleged that
as a.part of the contract of insurance, and as a condition precedent
to the defendant’s liability thereon, the insured made certain war-
ranties concerning the condition of his health, and his freedom
from certain diseases named, and the grounds on which he had
received a pension, and that the policies were issued and delivered
to him in consideration of such warranties, and on the faith of
the truth of the same, but that all of said warranties were untrue.
These allegations of the answer were denied in the replication.
Reference must therefore be had to the application for insurance,
and to the policy, to ascertain the terms of the contract. In the ap-
plication the insured, after answering specific questions propounded
by the insurance company, subscribed to.the following:

\
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“T also agree that all the foregoing statements and answers, a8 well as
those that I make to the company’s medical examiner in continuation of this
application, are by me warranted to be true, and are offered to the company
as a consideration of the contract.”

The policy which was issued upon said application contains the
following recital: ‘ .
“In consideration of the application for this policy, which is hereby made

a part of this contract, the Mutual Life Insurance Company of New York
promises to pay,” etc.

In its answer to the complaint the defendant made no reference
to the premiums paid on the policies, amounting in all to $648,
nor did it offer to refund or repay the same. The policy, unlike
those ordinarily issued; contains no express provision whatever
whereby the contract of insurance shall be deemed null and void if
the facts warranted to be true are untrue, nor does it stipulate
that in that event the sums that may have been paid, as premiums
thereunder, shall be forfeited to the insurance company.

It is assigned as error that the court admitted in evidence the
policy of insurance without requiring the plaintiff to offer there-
with the application on which the same was based, and which was
a part of the insurance contract. The plaintiff in error was not
prejudiced by this ruling, for the application was subsequently ad-
mitted upon its own offer, and went before the jury. Edington
v. Insurance Co., 67 N. Y. 185; Woodbury v. Hinckley (Colo. App.)
32 Pac. 860.

It is said that the court erred in excluding from the evidence cer-
tain affidavits of neighbors of the insured, which had been obtained
and used in support of his application for a pension. In these affi-
davits it is recited that the pensioner had made certain statements
to the affiants concerning the condition of his health. It did not
appear that the insured himself procured the affidavits, or knew
their contents. There was no ground upon which they were ad-
migsible in evidence. Swift v. Insurance Co., 63 N. Y. 186; Dille-
ber v. Insurance Co., 69 N. Y. 256. The same is true of the rul-
ing of the court concerning an alleged report of physicians who
examined the insured on his application for a pension. The re-
port was properly excluded for the same reasons that excluded the
affidavits. It did not appear in the bill of exceptions that the in-
sured knew of this report, or its contents. The report contained
only the opinion of the physician. It was not admissible in evi-
dence, against the insured or his beneficiary, in an action upon the
policy. The most that could be claimed for either the affidavits or
the report is that in case the affiants or the physician had appeared
as witnesses in the case, and had testified otherwise than as shown
therein, they might have been impeached by proof of their previ-
ous contradictory statements. Bchwarzbach v. Protective Union,
25 W. Va. 622; Swift v. Insurance Co., 63 N. Y. 186.

Error is assigned to the ruling of the court excluding the tes-
timony of one James H. Wilson, who was called to testify con-
cerning statements made to him by the insured concerning his
physical condition at the time of his application for pension. No
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error is found in this ruling. The statements of the insured were
clearly incompetent evidence, and not binding upon the plaintiff.
Insurance Co. v. Morris, 3 Lea, 101; Insurance Co. v. Cheever, 36
Ohio St. 201; Schwarzbach v. Protective Union, 25 W. Va. 622;
Dilleber v. Insurance Co., 69 N. Y. 256. It appeared, also, that
the statements were made to the witness while he was acting as
attorney for the insured in obtaining his pension. Upon that
ground, also, the evidence was properly excluded. Connecticut
Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Union Trust Co., 112 U. 8. 250, 5 Sup. Ct. 119;
Insurance Co. v. Schaefer, 94 U, 8. 457; Liggett v. Glenn, 2 C. C.
A. 286, 51 Fed. 394; Chirac v. Reinicker, 11 Wheat. 280; Eding-
ton v. Insurance Co., 67 N. Y. 185; Tramway Co. v. Owens (Colo.
Sup.) 36 Pac. 848.

It is assigned that there was error in the admission of parol evi-
dence tending to show that the answers made by the insured to the
questions propounded in the application for insurance were not those

that were actually written in the application. The testimony so ad-
" mitted was offered by the plaintiff to rebut the defendant’s evi-
dence in support of its defense of a breach of warranty. The
warranty, as alleged in the answer, consisted in the fact that the
insured had stated that he was on the United States invalid pension
roll, under the pension laws of 1890, for general disability, and not
for any acute or chronic disease. The plaintiff had met this allega-
tion of warranty and the breach thereof by a general denial in his
reply, and the defendant had submitted in evidence, in proof of the
alleged breach of the warranty, a copy of the pension roll, in which it
appeared that the insured was “disabled by piles, rheumatism, and
naso-pharyngeal catarrh”; but it also appeared that his declaration
for pension alleged “permanent disability, not due to vicious habits,
from deafness of left ear, catarrh, and general disability, rheuma-
tlsm.” The plaintiff then called as her witness the physician who
made the examination of the insured, and wrote his answers concern-
ing his health and physical condition in the application for insurance.
He was allowed to testify, over the objection of the defendant, that
the insured had made answer to the question whether or not he was
on the invalid pension roll by saying that he was, and that he was
there for general disability; that the witness then asked him if he
had at that time any acute disease, and he answered, “No,” and that
he then asked him if he had any chronic disease, and that he made
the same answer; that the witness then added the statement to the
answer of the insured, “not for any acute or chronic disease” It is
urged on behalf of the plaintiff in error that this parol evidence was
admitted erroneously, for the reason that it was incompetent by
such testimony to alter the terms of the written warranty, and that,
even if such testimony were admissible, it could only be upon the
theory that it was matter in estoppel, and that no foundation was
{aid in the pleadings for its admission upon that ground. In the view
we take of the warranty and the evidence of its breach, the testimony
so admitted and excepted to could not have prejudiced the plaintiff
in error. The substance of the warranted statement was, that the
insured was upon the pension roll for general disability, and not for
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any acute or chronic disease. The proof offered to establish the
breach was that he was upon the pension roll, not only for general
disability, but also for certain named diseases. The parol testimony
which was thereafter offered by the plaintiff cannot be said to have
tended to vary the written warranty, or to have in any way preju-
diced the company’s interests. The breach of warranty, if any such
breach there were, consisted in the fact that the insured stated that
he was on the pension roll for general disability, and not for any
acute or chronic disease, when he should have said that he was on
the roll for general disability, resulting from piles, rheumatism, and
naso-pharyngeal catarrh., It appeared sufficiently from the applica-
tion itself that the answers to the questions were reduced to writing
by the medical examiner. It was immaterial whether the applicant
volunteered the statement that he was on the pension roll “not for
any acute or chronic disease,” or whether he so answered in response
to the special questions, as testified by the medical examiner. In
either case the statements were the statements of the insured, and |
their force as such was not in any degree diminished by the parol
testimony so introduced.

Nor was there error in the refusal of the court to instruct the jury
to find a verdict for the defendant. This instruction was requested
on the ground that the insured had warranted that he was upon the
United States invalid pension roll for general disability, and not for
any acute or chronic disease, whereas in fact he was on said roll for
piles, rheumatism, and naso-pharyngeal catarrh, the evidence of
which was uncontradicted, and that, since the warranted statements
were untrue, the plaintiff could not recover. If any of the state-
ments warranted by the insured to be true were not true, the policy is
void, whether the statements were material or not. But the court
cannot say, a8 a conclusion of law, that the warranted statement was
untrue. The question propounded to the witness—whether or not he
was on the United States pension roll, and, if so, for what disability
—had reference to the act of 1890 (26 Stat. 182), which makes pro-
.vision for a pension to all honorably discharged soldiers, who were
in the service of the United States during the late war of the Re-
bellion, “who are now, or who may hereafter be suffering from a
mental or physical disability of a permanent character, not the
result of their own vicious habits.” The answer of the insured was
that he was upon such roll for general disability, and not for any
acute or chronic disease. If his answer had rested there, there
would be good ground for saying that it was untrue; but it appears
from the footnote of the medical examiner (which must be taken as
a part of the answer) that the insured proceeded to say that his pen-
sion was obtained at the solicitation of a pension lawyer, about three
years ago, and that he could give no further particulars. Here was
a distinet declaration that he had answered the question so far as his
memory served him. Notice was thereby given to the insurance
company that it might, on examining the pension roll, discover fur-
ther particulars concerning-its contents. If the company desired to
know those particulars, it was its duty to pursue the investigation
further. It was evidently satisfied to accept the recollection of the



WADE 0. TRAVIS COUNTY. 985

insured concerning the grounds on which his pension was allowed.
He did not warrant that he was on the peasion roll for general dis-
ability. He warranted that such was his recollection of the facts.
The company could only prove a breach of the warranty by showing
that at the time he made it the insured remembered or knew more of
the particular diseases enumerated in his declaration for a pension
than he had stated in his application. Insurance Co. v. France, 94
U. 8. 561; National Bagk v. Insurance Co., 95 U. 5. 673; Fisher v.
Insurance Co., 33 Fed. 549; Redman v. Insurance Co., 47 Wis. 89, 1
N. W. 393; Wilkins v. Insurance Co., 57 Iowa, 529, 10 N. W. 916.

It is assigned as error that the court, in ruling upon the objection
to the admission of parol testimony to vary the terms of the written
contract, used the following language:

“I do not know just on what ground it can be justified, but the courts have
done it, presumably because they intend to hold that insurance companies
do assume some liability, which would be very difficult to maintain if the
strict letter of their policy which they issue were enforced to the full extent,
and very few insurance policies would bind the companies. Like a passenger
ticket issued at a station on a railroad, which is given to a traveler as a
contract for transportation, it is filled up with a lot of terms and conditions
printed too fine for a person of ordinary eyesight to read, which exempts the
carrier from every kind of obligation or liability to carry the passenger any-
where; but the courts nevertheless do enforce the liability.”

Exception is taken to these remarks, on the ground that they tend-
ed to prejudice the jury against the defendant. The learned judge had
referred to the decisions of the United States supreme court permit-
ting oral testimony in such cases, and the language above quoted was
used in expressing his view of the difliculty of enforcing the liability
of an insurance company if the strict letter of the insurance contract
were always observed. He made no comment upon the force of the
testimony, or upon the rights of the respective parties to the contro
versy. While the remarks were perhaps justly open to criticism,
we do not think we would be justified in reversing the judgment
because of them. |

Since we find no error occurring at the trial for which the judgment
should be reversed, it is unnecessary to consider the question whether
or not the insurance company, by retaining the premiums paid upon
the policies, was thereby estopped to allege that the contract was
void for breach of warranty. The judgment is affirmed, with costs
to the defendant in error,

WADE v. TRAVIS COUNTY.
(Circuit Court, W. D. Texas. March 13, 1896.)
No. 2,284.

1, DISQUALIFICATION OF FEDERAL JUDGE—PECUNIARY IXTEREST.

A district judge who is a resident citizen and taxpayer of a county is
not disqualified by pecuniary interest from sitting in a case which involves
the validity of bonds issued by the county.

8. C%UNTY BoxD8 — VALIDITY — CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—PROVISION FOR SINKING

UND.

The constitution of Texas provides (article 11, § 7) that “no debt for any
purpose shall ever be incurred in any mapner by any city or county, unless
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provision is made at the time of creating the same for levying and collect-
ing a sufficient tax to pay the interest thereon, and to provide at least 2
per cent. as a sinking fund.” Held, that it is the duty of the county com-
missioners’ court, contemporaneously with the execution of a contract for
the bullding of a bridge to be paid for in county bonds, to levy a tax for
a sinking fund and interest, and in default thereof the bonds are void,
and that a levy made some six months after the execution of the contract,
“to create a sinking fund for bridge bonds,” etc., without containing any
reference to the bonds provided for by the contract in question, could not
be regarded as a fulfillment of the constitutional requirement.

This was an action by Albert Wade against Travis county, Tex., to
recover upon interest coupons of certain county bonds. Defendant
demurs to the complaint.

‘West & Cochran, Geo. F. Pendexter, and T. W. Gregory, for plain-
Liff. :
Fiset & Miller, for defendant.

Before McCORMICK, Circuit Judge, and MAXEY, District Judge.

MAXEY, District Judge. Suit is brought by the plaintiff, who is
a citizen of the state of Illinois, against Travis county, a municipal
corporation of the state of Texas, to recover upon interest coupons
which have been detached from 47 certain bonds issued by the de-
fendant for the purpose of building an iron bridge across the Colo-
rado river. Defendant demurs to the petition. Plaintiff is the
owner and holder of coupons representing the interest due on all
of said bonds April 10, 1893, April 10, 1894, and April 10, 1895, for
$60 each; and the suit is brought to recover the amount thereof,
with interest. The contract providing for the construction of the
bridge, and the issuance of county bonds in payment therefor, was
executed by the King Iron Bridge & Manufacturing Company on the
one hand, and the duly-constituted county authorities on the other,
July 3, 1888. Briefly stated, by the terms of the contract the bridge
company agreed to erect the superstructure of an iron bridge over
the Colorado river, in a thorough, workmanlike manner; the work
to begin on the 3d day of August, 1888, and to be completed on the
16th day of November, following. In consideration of the erection
of the bridge the county agreed to pay the bridge company the sum
of $47,000, in bonds payable in 20 years, and bearing 6 per cent.
interest, payments to be made as follows: 50 per cent. of the value
of the work as the work progressed, and the balance on the final
acceptance and completion of the bridge.

Before entering upon the merits of the case, a preliminary ques-
tion has been suggested by the district judge who is sitting with the
circuit judge, touching the disqualification of the former to partici-
pate in the decision. That question is as follows: The district
judge is a resident and citizen of Travis county, Tex., and a taxpayer
thereof. 'This suit involves the validity of bonds and coupons issued
by the county. The question arises, has the district judge such
direct pecuniary interest in the result of the suit as disqualifies him
from sitting in the case? Authorities examined by the court leave the
question in some doubt, and, for the purpose of having it definitely
determined by an appellate tribunal, we have concluded to hold that
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disqualification on the part of the district judge does not exist. See
Rev. 8t. U. 8. § 601; City of Dallas v. Peacock (Tex. Sup.) 33 8. W.
220; City of Austin v. Nalle, 85 Tex. 520, 22 8. W. 668, 960; Moses v.
Julian, 45 N. H. 52; Peck v. Essex Freebolders, 21 N. J. Law, 656;
Gregory v. Railroad Co., 4 Ohio 8t. 675; Pearce v. Atwood, 13 Mass,
324; Dayton v. Crane, 36 N. J. Law, 394; Board v. Fennimore, 1 N. J.
Law, 190. And we suggest to counsel the propriety of reserving
proper exceptions, in order that the point may be conclusively set-
tled by the court of appeals.

The merits of the controversy involve interesting though not diffi-
cult questions for solution. The demurrers of defendant challenge
the plaintiff’s right to recover on the ground that, at the date of the
execution of the contract between the bridge company and the
county, no provision was made to pay the interest on the debt created
and provide a sinking fund, as required by the organic law. The pe-
tition and acecompanying exhibits fail to disclose that the county com-
missioners’ court made special provision, by order or resolution, touch-
ing a sinking fund, or interest on the particular bonds in question.
But it is insisted by plaintiff that on the 23d day of February, 1888,
the contract having been executed on July 3, 1888, the county com-
missioners’ court, at a regular term thereof, levied taxes for the year
1888 on all taxable property of the county, as follows: “An annual
ad valorem tax of 20 per cent. for general purposes, and an annual
ad valorem tax of 15 per cent. for road and bridge purposes, on each
$100 worth of property situated in said county and taxable by law;”
. and, further, that on the 13th day of February, 1889, the commis-
sioners’ court of the county levied taxes for the year 1889 ag follows:
“An ad valorem tax of 15 per cent. on each $100 worth of property
for road and bridge purposes; and an ad valorem tax of 5 cents on
each $100 worth of property to create a sinking fund for bridge bonds,
and to pay the interest of said bonds.” In this connection, it is fur-
ther alleged in the petition that the defendant delivered to the bridge
company, on its contract for erecting the bridge, bonds as follows:
On December 6, 1888, 5 bonds; on December 22, 1888, 10 bonds; on
February 12, 1889, 10 bonds; and on July 3, 1889, the remaining 22 of
said 47 bonds. The contention of the plaintiff is that, in making the
general tax levies above set forth, the county intended to provide for
a sinking fund and interest on the bonds issued to the bridge com-
pany. The defendant, however, insists that, at the date of the execu-
tion of the contract for erecting the bridge, the commissioners’ court
should have made a distinet and specific provision for such interest
and sinking fund. The constitutional provision bearing upon the
question is the following (section T, art. 11):

“But no debt for any purpose shall ever be incurred in any manner by any
city or county, unless provision is made at the time of creating the same for
levying and collecting a sufficient tax to pay the interest thereon, and to pro-
vide at least two per cent. as a sinking fund.”

The imperative mandate of the constitution is that no debt, for any
purpose, shall ever be incurred in any manner by a county, unless
provision is made at the time of creating the same for levying and
collecting a sufficient tax for the interest and sinking fund above
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specified. “The word ‘debt,’” says Mr. Justice Denman, “as used in
the constitutional provisions above quoted, means any pecuniary obli-
gation imposed by contract, except such as were at the date of the
contract within the lawful and reasonable contemplation of the par-
ties, to be satisfied out of the current revenues for the year, or out of
some fund then within the immediate control of the corporation.”
McNeill v. City of Waco (Tex. Sup.) 33 S. W, 324, citing authorities.
And we think, as intimated in McNeill v. City of Waco, that a con-
tract entered into for the construction or erection of any public im-
provement authorized by law would be the creation or incurring of
a debt, within the meaning of the constitution. It follows that con-
temporaneously with the execution of the contract by the defendant
and bridge company, to wit, July 3, 1888, the county commissioners’
court should have made provision, by levy of a tax or otherwise, for
a sinking fund and the interest on the bonds issued for the erection
of the bridge. See Millsaps v. City of Terrell, 8 C. C. A. 554, 60 Fed.
193; Berlin Iron Bridge Co. v. City of San Antonio, 62 Fed. 882. The
levy made by the commissioners’ court in February, 1888, could not
be held applicable to the bonds in controversy, for the manifest rea-
son that the contract for the erection of the bridge was not then in
existence, nor even in contemplation of the parties, so far as the alle-
gations of the petition disclose. The general levy made in February,
1889, cannot be held applicable to the bonds of the bridge company,
for two.reasons: First, it was made some six months after the ex-
ecution of the contract; and, second, the order of the commissioners’
court authorizing the levy makes no reference whatever to the bonds
in controversy, nor to the contract between the county and the bridge
company. In other words, no provision was made, by levy of a tax
or otherwise, by the county commissioners’ court, either contempo-
"raneously with the execution of the contract, or subsequently, for a
sinking fund and interest on the bonds issued for the construction of
the bridge. See Bassett v. City of El Paso, 88 Tex. 169, 30 S. W. 893.
Hence we are led to the conclusion that the bonds, and, as a necessary
corollary, the coupons detached therefrom, are invalid, and not en-
forceable as such against the county. The demurrers of the defend-
ant should be sustained, and it is so ordered

BANCROFT v. SCRIBNER et al.2
{Circuit Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit. February 24, 1896.)
No. 212,

1. CONTRACTS OF AGENCY—ASSIGNABILITY,

A contract by which a bookseller was constituted the sole and exclusive
agent of a publisher, to sell, by subscription only, a certain book, and to
collect payment therefor, required the agent to use his best efforts to
procure as many subscriptions as possible, to exerclse a minute per-
sonal supervision over all canvassers, to remit within 30 days after ship-
ment & sum equal to the subscription price, and to remit for 10,000 copies

1 Rehearing pending.



