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for this action, if it had been originally brought in this court, to re-
cover a sum less than $2,000, would have been cognizable herein as an
action ancillary to the main case in which the defendant Burleigh was
appointed receiver, and I bold that the action is none the less ancil-
lary because commenced in a state court. The parent case would be
removable if it had been commenced in a state court, and the right of
removal extends to and includes all actions and controversies which
are its offshoots, and which must be determined before the receiver
can close his accounts and be discharged from liability. Motion to
remand denied

HUMPHREYS v. THIRD NAT. BANK OF CINCINNATI, OHIO.
(Circuit Court of Appeals, Sixth Circuit. July 8, 1896.)

No. 358.
L REVIEW ON ApPEAL-FINDINGS OF FAOT.

When the finding in the circuit court involves mixed questions of law
and fact, and is general in its form, nothing is open to review in the
circuit court of appeals except the made in the progress of the
trial, the findings being conclusive as to the facts.

S. SAME-ExCEPTIONS.
When a jury is waived in the circuit court, a party wishing' to raise

any question of law upon the merits in the court above should request
special findings of fact, framed like the verdict of a jury, and reserve his
exceptions to those special findings if he deems them not sustained by the
evidence; and if he wishes to except to the conclusions of law drawn
by the court from the facts found he should have them separately stated
and excepted to.

8. ESTOPPEL-EVIDENCE.
An indorser on certain notes made a compromise with the indorsee

by which he gave his notes for a part of the amount due, he to be re-
leased from liability 'on the original notes upon payment of the com-
promise notes at maturity. Held, that evidence that money with which
he made part payments on the compromise notes was borrowed by him
was not admissible on an issue as to whether the indorsee, after ac-
cepting such payments, was estopped to hold him liable on the original
notes.

4. ACCORD AND SATISFACTION.
An indorsee of a note agreed to receive, in compromise of an indorser's

liability thereon, secured notes for a less amount, the indorsee to have
the right, if the compromise notes were not paid when due, to sue the
indorser for the balance remaining due on the original notes, atter ap-
plying thereon the partial payments made on the compromise notes; and
the proceeds of the security given therefor. Held, that the indorsee did
not, by receiving part payments on the compromise notes after their
maturity, waive the right to sue the indorser on the original note. 66
Fed. 872, affirmed.

5. SAME.
Nor did he waive his right to proceed on the original note by failing to

tender back the compromise notes, or the security given therefor.
6. PAROL EVIDENCE__JUDGMENT.

Where the facts do not appear on the face of a judgment, oral evidence
is admissible to show how credits thereon came to be allowed, and what
they were allowed for.

In Error to the Oircuit Oourt of the United States for the Western
Division of the Southern District of Ohio.
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This was aD. action at law by the Third National Bank of Cincinnati, Ohio,
to recover the amount due on 14 promissory notes, aggregating about
from A. E. Humphreys, a member of the firm of Ira A. Humphreys & Son,
who were indorsers on said notes. The notes were made by the Boyd
Manufacturing Company, a corporation, to C. W. and S. G. Boyd as payees,
and indorsed by them to Ira A. Humphreys & Son, and by the latter firm
indorsed to the 'l'hird National Bank. The notes were made In the latter
months of 1886 and the early months of 1&>7, and by their terms were
able during the months of March, April, May, and June of 1&>7. 'l'hey
were not paid at maturity, and the liability of the indorsers was fixed by
demand, notice, and protest. Tl1e maker and indorsers of the note became
Insolvent before the maturity 01' all the notes, and Ira A. Humphreys &
SOD, being desirous of making a settlement with the Third National Bank,
entered into an agreement, the important provisions of which were as fol-
lows:
"The said the Third National Bank of Cincinnati, Ohio, agrees to fully

release and discharge the said Ira A. Humphreys & Son as indorsers upon
the several notes hereinbefore described upon the payment by said Ira A.
Humphreys & Son of twenty-five per cent. of the indebtedness represented
by said notes. The said sum so agreed to be paid by the said Ira A.
Humphreys & Son to be evidenced by two promissory notes equal in amount,
and payable as follows: One in sixty days after the date hereof, and one
in twelve months after date hereof, with Interest at the rate of six per cent.
until paid. 'l'he said Ira A. Humphreys and A. E. Humphreys, doing bust-
ness as Ira A. Humphreys & Son, in consideration of the release and dis-
charge as aforesaid, hereby promise and agree to execute and deliver said
notes to said bank within thirty days from the date hereof, and to cause the
payment of the same to be secured by the execution and delivery of a trust
deed by Eleanor A. Humphreys and Ira A. Humphreys, her husband, con-
veying to the Third Kational Bank of Cincinnati a lot of ground in the town
of Sissonville, Kanawha county, 'Vest Virginia, contaIning about seven
acres of land, with the improvements thereon; also a tract of woodland
situate in said county of Kanawha, known as the 'Huffman 'l'ract,' and con-
taining about three hundred acres; both free and clear of incumbrance; said
deed to be drawn and executed in conformity to the laws of the state of
West Virginia authorizing and empowering the Third National Bank to sell
and convey the same upon the failure to pay said notes, or either of them.
at maturity. It Is further agreed by and between said parties that the 'l'hird
National Bank shall hold and retain the original notes hereinbefore first
described, and upon .the failure of the said Ira A. Humphreys & Son to fully
pay the two notes representing twenty-five per cent. of said original indebt-
edness at the maturity of the same, the amount that may be paid thereon by
said Ira A. Humphreys & Son, or by the sale of the real estate described
In said trust deed, shall be applied as a credit upon the original indebtedness
of the said Ira A. Humphreys & Son as indorsers upon the notes first herein
described, anything herein to the contrary notwithstanding, and the said
bank shall have the right to enforce the full payment of the balance due
thereon against said Ira A. Humphreys & Son."
Two notes were given as provided, and neither was paid at maturity. l'ay-

ments were made on these notes, however, from time to time from I&:;7
until May, 1889. Releases were made by the bank under the trust deed
to enable parts of the real estate to be sold, and the proceeds were credited
on the two compromise notes. Requests were made by Humphreys from
time to time for an extension of time on the two compromise notes, and,
while a formal contract to extend the time was always refused, leniency was
shown by the bank. In one or two of the letters, the bank threatened to
bring suit upon the compromise notes. Promises were made by A. E.
Humphreys to make partial payments from time to time, but were not always
kept. The conespondence is set out in full in the record. The last pay-
ments made were the proceeds of sale of two towboats, now said to be the
property of the mother of A. E. Humphreys, though that did not appear at
;he time to the bank. The proceeds of the boats amounted to $1,495, and
his was credited April 26, 1889, and May 27, 1&\9. The total credits upon
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the two notes aggregated about $4,000, leavIng a balance due of $2,000, wItb
Interest. F'or 17 months thereafter, no payments were made, and A. E.
Humphreys, having abandoned hIs busIness In West Virginia, left the state,
and ,became a resIdent of MInnesota. On the 15th day of November,
the Third National Bank had brought suit in the common pleas court of
Brown county, Ohio, against the maker of the original notes, the Boyd 1\lan-
ufacturing Company, and the first indorsers, C. W. Boyd and S. G. Boyd. The
petition in that case admitted certain credits in favor of the defendant be-
cause of dividends paid out of the insolvent estate of the maker. The an-
swer filed by the Boyd Manufacturing Company pleaded that additional
credits should be allowed on the ground that Ira A. Humphreys & Son, as
indorsers, had paid to the plaintiff the sum of $6,000. There was no reply,
and judgment was entered by the Brown county common pleas court for
.$18,691.38.
On the 27th of October, 1890, the bank brought suit upon the original notes

against the maker and all the indorsers in a state court of West Virginia,
and service was obtained on both members of the firm of Ira A. Humphreys &
Son. Subsequently the bank brought this suit on the 29th of January,
in the superior court in Cincinnati, and obtaIned service only on A. E.
Humphreys, the defendant below, and the plaIntiff in error. 'rhe cause
was removed to the court below on the ground of local prejudice, and the
dIverse citIzenship of the partIes. The defenses, made in the answer and
the amendments to the answer by the defendant below were voluminous,
and somewhat confusing. It wIll serve no good purpose to rehearse them.
It suffices to say that the maIn defense was based on the ground of settle-
ment, and the claim that the bank, by receiVing payment on the compromise
notes after theIr maturity, and by urging the defendant to make further
payments thereon, and by leading the defendant to suppose that it did not
intend to have recourse to the 'original notes, waived its right under the
contract to hold the defendant llable on the original notes, elected to pursue
its remedy on the compromise notes alone, and by inducing a change of
position on the part of the defendant on the faith that this was the inten-
tion of the bank, estopped itself thereafter to rely upon the original notes
as against the defendant. A further defense was based on the Brown county
SUit, it being claimed that the plaintiff had allowed therein a credit to the
maker and principal debtor of $6,000, thus electing to treat the delivery of
the two notes in compromise as a payment of the sum for which they were
gIven. It was further contended that thls release of the principal enured
to the benefit of the surety or indorser, and that the judgment was binding
as res judicata upon the parties to this SUit, because they were privies to the
parties to the Brown county suit, and therefore that the judgment in this
case on the notes could not exceed that which was taken against the prin-
cipal debtor in Brown county. It was also made to appear In the defenses
that in August, 1892, some eight months after this suit was brought in the
superior court of CincinnatI, A. E. Humphreys went to the Third National
Bank, and tendered to its proper officers the balance due on the two com-
promise netes, with interest, and that tlrts tender was refused. The money
was not paId Into court, and the tender was not kept good by ari offer to
pay in the answer. Pending the hearing, the bank, through its counsel,
tendered to the defendant the two compromise notes, and also a release of
the trust deed or mortgage of all the land whIch had been conveyed under
the terms of the orIgInal agreement of compromIse, less that which had been
released previously to permIt private sales. This tender was excepted to,
but allowed to go in evidence. The case, by written stipulation of the par·
ties waivi\lg a jury, was submitted to the court.
The court made the following findings In favor of the plaintiff: "This

cause, havIng been duly heard, a jury being waived, was submitted to the
court upon the pleadings and the evidence of the October term, A. D. 1894,
of this court, and the court, having sInce said time had the same under con-
sideration, now finds that the defendant, A. E. Humphreys, Is indebted to the
plaintiff on the several promissory notes set forth and described in the peti-
tion, after allowing all proper credits, the sum of twenty-six thousand and
ninety-nine and sShoo dollars ($26,099.33). To all of which defendant, A. El.
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Humphreys, then and there excepts." The defendant then made a motion
to set aside the finding and for a new trial for the folloWing reasons: First.
Error of the court in assessing the amount of recovery. Second. That the
finding and decision are not sustained by sufficient evidence. Third. That
the finding and decision are contrary to law. Fourth. That the finding and
decision are contrary to law and the evidence. Fifth. The finding and de-
cision were for the plaintiff, when they ought to have been for the defendant.
A. E. Humphreys, to which finding and decisIon said defendant then and
there excepted. Sixth. Newly-discovered evidence material to defendant, A.
E. Humphreys, which he could not with reasonable diligence have discovered
and produced at the trial. Seventh. Error of the court in excluding evidence
offered by defendant, A. E. Humphreys, objected to by plaintiff, and excepted
to at the time. Eighth. Error of the court in the admission of evidence of-
fered by plaintiff, objected to by defendant, and excepted to at the time.
And thereupon the court made this judgment entry: "This cause coming on
to be heard upon the motion of the said defendant, A. E. Humphreys, for a
new trial, and the evidence therewith submitted, was argued by counsel,
and the court, being fUlly advised In the premises, doth overrule said motion.
It is therefore considered by the court that the said plaintiff recover from the
said defendant, A. E. Humphreys, the sum of twenty-siX thousand ninety-nine
and 88/100 dollars ($26,099.33), as hereinbefore found to be due said plaintiff,
with interest thereon from the 1st day of the present term of court, to wit,
April 1, 1895, together with Its costs herein expended, taxed at $-, and
execution Is awarded therefor." The bill of exceptions was allowed embodying
all the evidence, and the case is here on a writ of error and certain assign-
ments.
G. Bambach, Rankin D. Jones, and Francis B. James, for plaintiff

in error.
Thos. B. Paxton, John "V. Warrington, and John B. Boutet, for de-

fendant in error.
Before TAFT and LURTON, Circuit Judges, and HAMMOND, J.

TAFT, Circuit Judge, after stating the facts as above, delivered the
opinion of the court.
The finding in favor of the plaintiff below was a finding which in-

volved mixed questions of law and fact, and it was general in its form.
It is well settled that in such a case nothing is open to review in this
court except the rulings of the trial court in the progress of the trial,
and that such rulings do not include the general finding of the circuit
court, which performs the office and has the effect of a verdict of a.
jury; that is to say, it is conclusive as to the facts found. The strict-
ness with which this rule is enforced is clearly set forth in the opinion
of Judge Lurton speaking for this court in Insurance Co. v. Hamilton,
22 U. S. App. 386, 11 C. C. A. 42, and 63 Fed. 93, where all the de-
cisions of the supreme court upon the subject are fully reviewed.
This practice in the federal courts of appeal differs from that in the
state courts of this circuit where it is open to counsel on writ of error
by exception to a general finding to raise the question in the appellate
court of the sufficiency of the evidence as a matter of law to sustain
such finding. We fear that this difference in the practice is not suffi-
ciently well known to counsel, and we think that their attention
should be 'especially directed to the very technical and severe rule of
the federal appellate courts in this respect. When l:L party in the
circuit court waives a jury, and agrees to submit his case to the court,
It must be done in writing; and if he wishes to raise any question of
law upon the meritl in the court above he should request special find-



856 75 FEDERAL REPORTER.

ings of fact by the court, framed like a special verdict of a jury, and
then reserve his exceptions to those special findings, if he deems them
not to be sustained by any evidence; and if he wishes to except to
the conclusions of law drawn by the court from the tacts found he
should have them separately stated and excepted to. In this way,
and in this way only, is it possible for him to review completely the
action of the court below upon the merits. A general finding in
favor of the party is treated as a general verdict. A genera] verdict
cannot be excepted to on the ground that there was no evidence to
snstain it. Such a question must be raised by a request to the court
to direct a verdict on the ground of the insufficiency of the evidence.
If the views which the court takes of the law are deemed to be preju-
dicial to a party, he is required to except to the charge at the time
that it is delivered, indicating those parts of it to which he objects.
Where a cause is submitted to the court, however, the court cannot,
in the nature of things, charge itself, and therefore no opportunity is
presented to the party objecting to the views which the court enter-
tains of the law to take his exceptions, unless he procures special find-
ings of fact to be made and special conclusions of law to be drawn
therefrom. We regret that in a number of cases brought before
us the submission of a law case to a court upon stipulation has
proved a trap to counsel in this court, and we say what we have with
the hope that it may direct the attention of who shall bring
cases here in the future to the fact that care must be taken in
the preparation of a ca8e for error proceedings, when no jury inter-
venes. The result in this case is that the general finding in favor of
the plaintiff cannot be disturbed, because it involves a mixed ques-
tion of law and fact, and is not reviewable here. We can only
examine the rulings of the court on the evidence as shown in the bill
of exceptions.
The first assignment of error is basee on the refusal of court to

allow the defendant below, after he had stated that he was insolvent
at the time he made the agreement, to state what the amount of his
debts was, and that of his liabilities. It was possibly relevant to
show that Humphreys was insolvent to explain the position of the
parties in making the agreement, but we think the extent of his in-
solvency was a circumstance altogether_ too remote to have any bear-
ing on the issues in the case.
The second and· third assignments of error were based on the re-

fusal of the court to allow Humphreys to testify that he had procured
the money with which to pay the credits on the compromise notes
from his brother and his mother, and that he had agreed to repay
them for these advances. It is claimed that these facts were im-
portant, as tending to show that Humphreys had changed his posi-
tion in making the payments. We do not think that the claim is
tenable. It is entirely immaterial where or how he procured the
money with which to make the payments. The payment itself was
a sufficient change of position to sustain an estoppel, if otherwise it
could be sustained; and the fact that in making such payments he
borrowed the money from some one else does not add to the force of
the estoppel.



HUMPHREYS V. THIRD NAT. BANK. 857

The fourth, fifth, and sixth assignments of error raise the question
whether the court made an error in permitting the plaintiff bank to
tender a release of the mortgage or deed of trust of the land com-
pany in accordance with the agreement of compromise, and to tender
the compromise notes back to Humphreys. We think that there
was no reversible error in the course which the court took, because
we think that, whether it was competent or not to make the tenders
which were made in open court, on the admitted facts of the case the
plaintiff was entitled to recover without respect to these tenders, and
the tenders were unnecessary to sustain the plaintiff's cause of ac-
tion. This view requires us to consider the merits of the case and
the main defense pleaded by the defendant below to the suit. That
oefense was treated by the court below as accord and satisfaction.
The counsel for the plaintiff in error (the defendant below) insist
that it is not the defense of accord and satisfaction, but it is what
they call the defense of waiver, election, and estoppel. Their con-
tention is that it was the duty of the bank, when the compromise
notes fell due and were unpaid at that time, either to have recourse
to the original indebtedness, and indicate to the defendant that it
proposed to hold him upon that, or else to elect to proceed on the
compromise notes; that it did elect to proceed on the compromise
notes, thereby waiving its right to have recourse to the original in-
oebtedness, and estopped itself from doing so thereafter, because the
oefendant was thereby induced to make payments upon the compro-
mise notes as the only indebtedness upon which he could be held lia-
ble. In our opinion, this defense, under the agreement of compro-
mise, is untenable. By the terms of that agreement the bank con-
tracted to receive in full of its claim 25 per cent. of the amount
evidenced by two compromise notes for $3,000 each, due respectively
in 60 days and 12 months. 1.'he notes were secured by a deed of
trust or mortgage of land in West Virginia, which authorized the
Third National Bank to sell and convey the same upon the failure to
pay said notes, or either of them, at maturity. It was further agreed
that the bank might hold the original notes, and, upon the failure of
Humphreys to pay the two notes in full at their maturity, the amount
which might have been paid on those notes by Humphreys, or by
the sale of the real estate, should be applied as a credit upon the
original indebtedness, and that the bank should have the right to en-
force the full payment of the balance due on the original debt against
Humphreys. We think the meaning of this agreement is plain. It
is that, if Humphreys did not pay the compromise notes, the security
which he had given to pay them, and the partial payments he might
have made on them, should inure to the bank for its benefit in the
collection of the original indebtedness, and should be applied thereon.
If both notes were unpaid, the bank had the right to enforce the se-
curity. It also had the right to have recourse to the original in-
debtedness. It necessarily followed, therefore, that the amount real-
ized on the security could be applied on the original indebtedness.
The bank did not at once have recourse to the original indebtedness·
when the two compromise notes were unpaid at their maturity. It
permitted Humphreys to go on, and make payments on those notes,
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and urged.him to take them up. As long as the bank occupied this
position, it did waive the right to have recourse to the original in-
debtedness; that is, it postponed the time beyond the maturity of the
comJ?romise notes within which Humphreys, by paying the· same,
could make accord and satisfaction; but it did nothing more. It
did not, by its leniency to Humphreys, forfeit the right, ultimately re-
served to it in the contract, of returning to the original indebtedness
should Humphreys not pay the compromise notes. Possibly-though
we do not decide this-the bank might be held, by reason of its ac-
ceptance of a credit upon the compromise notes after maturity, to
an obligation to give Humphreys a reasonable time thereafter within
which to pay those notes and to complete satisfaction of the accord;
but, instead of paying the compromise notes in full, Humphreys per-
mitted 18 months after the last payment on the notes to go by, and
then the bank sued him on the original indebtedness. There was a
delay of nearly two years longer, and then the bank brought a second
suit on that indebtedness. It was not until eight months after the
second suit that Humphreys tendered payment of the compromise
notes. This was certainly not payment of them within a reasonable
time, even if the dealings between the parties were such as to require
the bank to give to Humphreys a reasonable time for the payment of
the compromise notes after the last credit on them, before recurring to
the original indebtedness. Humphreys' final tender was, therefore,
without effect. When the bank recurred to the original indebtedness,
the deed of trust, by virtue of the agreement of compromise, the terms
of which had not been changed except by an extension of the time
within whic:Q. Humphreys might have completed the accord and satis-
faction, became applicable as security to the original indebtedness.
Hence there was no obligation of the bank to tender a release of the
deed of trust as a condition of recovery on the original notes. Nor was
it necessary, as a condition of recovery on the original notes, that it
should tender back the compromise notes. The contract of compro-
mise did not require it. Recourse to the original indebtedness by
the bank was not a rescission of any existing contract, but it was
merely the pursuit of an express remedy accorded to the bank on the
face of the compromise agreement. It is true that, as soon as the
compromise notes ceased to perform their office, Humphreys was en-
titled to have them from the bank, and that he might, in an equitable
form of action, possibly compel their delivery to him. But we are
clearly of opinion that there is no analogy between the case at bar
and those cases where a party's right of action resting on rescission
of a contract cannot be asserted until all that has been received un-
der the contract is tendered back. We fully concur with the court
below in the view that the defense here was only one of accord and
satisfaction, and that there is not any ground whatever for the claim
of waiver, election, and estoppel.
In Haggerty v. Simpson, 1 E. D. Smith, 67, a creditor had judg-

ment, and it was agreed that, if certain compromise notes secured by
1ndorsement were paid as they became due, satisfaction of the judg-
ment would be acknowledged; and that, if either of the notes should
not be paid at maturity, the partial payments on the notes should
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be credited on the judgment, and the judgment should remain in full
force for the balance. The notes were not paid as agreed, but the
plaintiff extended the time of payment. They were not paid at the
time to which they were extended. Plaintiffs then proceeded to en-
force the judgment, and a few days after they took the proceedings
the defendant offered to pay the balance due on the compromise notes
and to stay the proceedings. The court refused relief to the defend-
ant, saying:
"I am not awaro of any principle of law or equity upon wWch it can be rea·

sonably urged that the plaintiffs were not at full liberty to treat the privilege
theretofore enjoyed uy the defendant as at an end, and no precedent or
thority in a like case is furnished us for such a claim. The agreement was a
liberal one towards the defendant. and its strict enforcement is in no sense
penal. He,owed the whole debt. In law and in equity he still owes the whole
debt, save the payments already made. * • * The defendant suffers no pun-
ishment. At most, he only fails to obtain an advantage for which he has paid
, nothing, which he was not bound to pay Independent of the agreement. Here
is no hardship nor oppression to be relieved against. * • • All he pays
goes in extinguishment of his debt, and if he fails to receive the release which
he anticipated it is his own fault. The agreement Is still an act of liberality,
and not of justice; and if the opportunity to avail himself of the plaintiffs'
liberality is gone, they are, nevertheless, just, though they collect the
whole balance due. The condition on which they agreed to be generous is
broken, and justice is all be can ask. Besides, the ground on which courts of
equity Interfere to relieve against forfeitures Is not that, If such Interference
be withheld, the anticipated profits of an agreement will not be realized. But
it is that otherwise the party will suffer an unconscionable loss. Courts in-
terfere to prevent oppression, which it is against equity and good conscience
to allow, and not to restrain what, independent of the broken contract, Is just
In itself."
In Simmons v. Clark, 56 Ill. 96, a judgment creditor and his debtor

made an agreement by which the debtor agreed to pay two compro-
mise notes and the creditor agreed to release the judgment, which
was for a much larger amount, on the payment of those notes. 1'he
court held that the agreement, properly construed, was that the pay-
ment of the notes was to operate as a satisfaction of the judgment.
The debtor made partial payments upon the notes, and the creditor,
after the maturity of the notes, received further payments; but the
court held that the acceptance of those further payments did not
affect his right to enforce the collection of his judgment. The su-
preme court of Illinois treated the question, as we do, as one of ac-
cord and satisfaction. It is well settled that an agreement by a
creditor to receive something different from that which is owing in
full settlement of his claim does not make a good plea in bar unless
the agreement has fully performed. Clifton v. Litchfield, 106
Mass. 34; Kromer v. Heim, 75 N. Y. 574; Hawley v. Foote, 19 Wend.
516; Hall v. Flockton, 16 Q. B. 1039; Bayley v. Homan, 3 Bing.
N. C. 920; Wray v. Milestone, 5 Mees. & W. 21; Ex parte Gilbey, 8
Ch. Div. 248; Clarke v. White, 12 Pet. 178; In re Hatton, 7 Ch. App.
726; Early v. Rogers, 16 How. 599; U. S. v. Clarke, Fed. Cas. No.
14,812.
The last assignment of error which we deem it necessary to notice

is the exception based on the introduction of the evidence of Mr.
Paxton with reference to the Brown county suit, brought by the Third
National Bank against the Boyd Manufacturing Company, the maker
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of the note and the first indorsers. Humphreys, the defendant, was
not a party to this suit, but the contention of his counsel was that, as
between him and the bank, the judgment 'of the Brown county court
was res judicata as to the amount of the debt; and also that the
course of the bank in that case was an election to treat the notes of
Humphreys as a full payment of $6,000 on the debt, though the notes
were only partially paid. It did not appear upon the face of the
judgment what credits had been allowed, and it was with reference
to the allowance of the credits that the judgment was relied upon as
res judicata. Whether the judgment could have any such effect be-
tween the parties to this suit, or whether, as claimed, it ought to have
a prima facie effect, we do not decide. Conceding either of these
claims, it was certainly competent, where the facts did not appear
upon the face of the judgment itself, to introduce oral evidence to
show how the credits in the judgment came to be allowed, and what
they were allowed for. Cromwell v. County of Sac., 94 U. S. 351;
Russell v. Place, 94 U. S. 606; Packet Co. v. Sickles, 5 Wall. 580.
The judgment of the circuit court is affirmed, with costs.

COOSAW MIN. CO. v. CAROLINA MIN. CO. et aI.

SAME v. FARMERS' MIN. CO. et aI.

(Circuit Court, D. South Carolina. August 15, 1896.)

1. INJUNCTION BOND-DAMAGES FOR BREACH.
Pending proceedings to determine whether the C. Co. had the exclusive

right to mine phosphate rock in the C. river, as against the state phos-
phate commission and two companies acting under a license from the
commission, an injunction was issued restraining the commission and the
licensee companies from removing the phosphate deposit on the C. river.
The decision having been adverse to the C. Co., the injunction was dis-
solved, and suit was brought on the injunction bonds. Held, that the
licensee companies were not entitled. to recover profits which they might
possibly have made had they been allowed to work the C. river in addi-
tion to the other navigable rivers in the state which they were licensed
to work, since the conditions of successful working varied from day to
day, and it appeared that the price of such phosphate constantly fluctu-
ated, and would probably have fallen considerably had that from the
C. river been put on the market.

2. SAME-STATE OFFICERS.
The members of the state phosphate commission were not entitled to

recover on· the bond because restrained from granting licenses to dig Tn
the C. river, they having no pecuniary interest in the licenses.

8. SAME-RIGHTS OF STATE.
Nor was the state entitled to recover the royalties on the phosphate

which might have been mined and shipped, these amounts being purely
conjectural.

.. SAME.
'l'he fact that an injunction was dissolved does not authorize the re-

covery of damages on the bond, when the injunction was obtained in
good faith, every consideration of equity demanded that matters remain
in statu quo until an authoritative construction of a doubtful act or
assembly, and the persons enjoined were not put at any disadvantage
by the injunction.


