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HUGHES v. STATES.
(Circuit Court, D. Washington, E. D. April 19, 1898.)

1. LOCAL LAND OFFICE-REIMBURSEMENT FOR OFFICE RENT-SUIT AGAINST THE:
UNrfED STATES. .
Where the receipts of a land office were In excess of the maximum allowed

by law for compensation of the register and receiver and all expenses of the
Qffice,but, because of insufficieot appropriations for Incidental expenses, the
department refused to honor requisitions to pay office rent, the receiver may,
by timely action against the government, recover the amount paid by him
for office rent.

:.I. SAME-SUIT FOR OFFICE RENT PAID-LIMITATION.
Under 1 Supp. Rev. St. (2d Ed.) 559, providing that no suit against the gov-

ernment shall be allowed unless brought within six years after the right
acemed, a receiver only recover so much of a claim for rent of laml
office as was paid by him within siX years immediately before bringing suit
therefor.

Feighan & Ludden, for plaintiff.
Wilson R. Gay, U. S. Atty., '

HANFORD, District Judge. This is an action by Joseph H.
Hughes, ex-receiver of the United States district land office for the
district of Spokane, to recover money paid by him for rent of
occupied and used by him and by the register during his term of
office ending April 17, 1894. The fees earned during each year of
said term were largely in excess of the maximum allowed by law
for compensation of the register and receiver and all expenses of
the office, but, on the ground of insufficiency of the appropriations to
pay incidental expenses, the department refused to honor requisi-
tions which were made from time to time to pay office rent. The
facts bring the case fully within the rule of law in the case of
U. S. v. Swiggett, 27 C. C. A. 465, 83 Fed. 97, except that in this case
the claim· includes money expended more than •six; years prior to
the date of commencing the action, The act authorizing the bring-
ing of suit!'! against the government of the United States (1 Supp.
Rev. St. [2d Ed.] 559) contains· a proviso "that no suit against the
government of the United Statelitsball be allowed under this act
unless the same shall have been brought within six years after the
right accrued fpr which the claim is made." . On th!s .ground the
eourt disallows the claim as to all money paid priQr to August 1,
181)1. Upon the authority of the decision of thedrcuit court of
appeals for'the Ninth cireuit in the case above a judgment
will be entered in favor of the phiiiltiff for the sum'of $917, that
being the amount actually paid, within a period of six years prior
to the date of 'commencing this suit, for office rent from the 1st
day of ,1891, to andincludibg April 17, 189.4; .' SaidjU:dg-
ment will bear interest at the" rate of 4 per cent; per annum from
this date until' paid, and the plaintiff is awarded. the amount of
costs taxable nnderthestatute. ' '. ., ' .
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BARROW S. S. CO. v. KANE. (Circuit Court of Appeals, Second CircuIt.)
Questions of law certified to the supreme court of the United States. See IS
Sup. Ct. 526.

In re BOWLAR. (Circuit Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit. February 7,
1898.) No. 402. E. N. Harwood, for petitioner. Before GILBERT, HOSS,
and MORHOW, Circuit JUdges.
PER CURIAM. This Is an application for a writ of habeas corpus similar

In all respects to the application of Abraham L. Huntley, just considered and
determined (85 Fed. 88tJ). The facts being similar In all respects, for the rea-
SOllS given In the opinion delivered In Re Huntley, the writ prayed for by
the present petitioner will be issued.

DIKE v. UNION PAC. HY. CO. (Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit.
March 2, 18tJ8.) No. 40. Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States
for the Southern District of New York. Frederick A. Wood, for appellant.
FJ. Ellery Anderson, for appellee. Before WALLACE, and SHIP-
MAN, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM. The opinion of Judge Coxe (78 Fed. 216) so carefully and

satisfactorily disposes of the questions discussed In this court that we deem
it unnecessary to enlarge upon his views, and affirm the decree upon his
opinion.

HUNT v. ARCHIBALD et al. (Circuit Court of Appeals,' First Circuit.
April 20, 1898.) No. 232. Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States
for the District of Massachusetts. Before PUTNAM and WEBB, Circuit
Judges, and ALDHICH, District Judge.
PER CURIAM. Whereas no judge who concurred in the judgment (28 C.

C. A. 641, 84 Fed. 1018) desires that the petition for rehearing be granted, or
permitted to be argued, It is ordered that the same Is denied, and that a man-
date issue forthwith.

THE JOHN G. STEVENS. (Circuit Court of Appeals, Second ClrcUlt.,
Questions of law certified to the supreme court of the United States. IS
Sup. Ct. 544.
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