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States for the Distrlct of Nebraska. B. Wakeley and A, C. Wakeley, for
plaintiff in error. W. R. Kelly and John N. Baldwin, for defendants in error.
Dismissed, without costs to either party in this court, per stipulation, and
mandate waived.

WESTENFELDER v. GREEN et al. (Circuit Court of Appeals, Ninth Cir-
cuit. October 24, 1898.) No. 423. Order dismissing appeal vacated, and cause
restored to calendar, with leave to appellant to print such parts of original
record as may show the jurisdiction in this court of the eause, and such
other parts thereof as may be necessary to a consideration of the merits of
the case, See 31 C. C. A. 596, 87 Fed. 1006.

WOODWORTH et al. v. NORTHWESTERN MUT. LIFE INS. CO. (Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals, Eighth Circuit. January 24, 1899.) No. 1,086. Ap-
peal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of Nebraska.
I. R. Andrews, for appellants. Howard Kennedy, Jr.. for appellee. No opin-
jon. Affirmed, with costs, on the authority of Seaman v. Insurance Co., 30
C. C. A. 212, 86 Fed. 493, 58 U. S. App. 632.

WOODWORTH et al. v. NORTHWESTERN MUT. LIFE INS. CO. (Circuit
Court of Appeals, Eighth Circuit. January 24, 1899.) No. 1,087. Appeal from
the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of Nebraska, L. R. An-
drews, for appellants. Howard Kennedy, Jr., for appellees. No opinion.
Affirmed, with costs, upon consent of appellants. :
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In re HUI GNOW DOY.
{Distriet Court, N. D. California. December 17, 1898)

No. 11,622,
DEPORTATION OF CHINESE:

Proceeding upon habeas corpus. The petitioner is of Chinese descent, but
in his petition he stated that he was born in the United States, and upon
that ground asked the court to adjudge that he is entitled to enter and re-
main in this country. Upon the hearing the petitioner testified that he was
born at No. 710 Dupont street, in the ecity of San Francisco, on January 30,
1879, and was taken by his parents to China in 1881, where he remained until
a few weeks prior to the date of filing the petition herein. In his testimony
‘he was corroborated by two other Chinese witnesses, who also testified that
upon visits to China in the years 1886 and 1894 they had seen the petitioner
there. Neither.the petitioner nor his witnesses speak the English language,
and their testimony was given through an interpreter,

Alfred L. Worley, for petitioner.
H, 8. Foote, for the United States.

DE HAVEN, District Judge. I have fully discussed in the opinion this
day rendered in Re Jew Wong Loy, 91 Fed. 240, on habeas corpus, the rule by
which the court should be governed in disposing of cases of this character,
where the claim made by the petitioner is supported only by the testimony
of Chinese witnesses. It will only be necessary, therefore, for me to an-
nounce my conclusion in this case, which is that I am not satisfied, from
the evidence submitted, that the petitioner was born in the United States, as
claimed by him. The testimony of the petitioner and his witnesses was
devoid of reference to any incident or circumstance by means of which their
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evidence in relation to the place of petitisner’s birth could be either cor-
rohorated or impeached. The naked testimony of these witnesses, unsup-
ported by any fact or circumstance, does not furnish to my mind satisfactory
proof that the petitioner is entitled to remain in the United States. Pe-
titioner will be remanded to the custody whence he was taken, for the
purpose of being deported to China.

THE 8. W. SCHUYLER.
THE NELLIE 8. TYGERT.
THE KEYSTOXNE.
(District Court, E. D. Pennsylvania. January 13, 1899.)
SALVAGE-—~FIRES —AMOUNT OF COMPENSATION,
In Admiralty.

Henry C. Boyer and George P. Rich, for libelants.
John F. Lewis and Francis C. Adler, for respondent.

BUTLER, District Judge. The suit is for salvage services rendered to the
respondent when on fire in dock at the port of Philadelphia.

There is no question that the services were rendered under the circum-
stances above stated, and that they were meritorious.

The only controversy is about the extent of the services, and the necessities
of the respondent at the time. It is admitted that the libelants are entitled
to recover something; and $50 have been paid into court, on that account,
with costs to the date of payment.

The only question, therefore, is, how much should the libelants receive?

A large amount of testimony has been taken on the subject of the respond-
ent’s peril, and the value of the services, which exhibits the usual amount ot
contradiction.

I have examined it with care, but will not undertake to analyze and discuss
it. It is sufficient to say that I do not believe the respondent’s peril was great.

I think she would have been saved from destruction by other sources of
aid within her reach, though she might, and doubtless would, have suffered
greater damage if the libelants had not gone to her assistance.

I do not think either of the libelants encountered serious risk in performing
the services, though they were both subjected to some danger.

In view of all the circumstances I believe they should receive $225.

As the tugs Schuyler and Tygert belong substantially to the same owners,
it is not important, probably, to apportion the compensation hetween them.
Nevertheless to avoid possible controversy on this subject, I will award $200
to the Schuyler and $25 to the Tygert, whose services were very slight. A de-
cree may be entered accordingly.
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