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them. The narrow boundaries of the invention preclude a construc-
tion of the claim not strictly warranted by its terms.

The decree is reversed, with costs, and with instructions to dismiss
the bill.
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THE PURITAN.
(District Court, N. D. Illinois. May 2, 1899.)

SHIPPING—LIMITATION OF LIABILITY BY VESSEL OWNERs—ACT oF 1884.

The act of June 26, 1884 (23 Stat. 53), permitting the owner of a vessel .
to limit his liability for indebtedness incurred on behalf of the vessel, eon-
templates only liabilities incurred during the last or pending voyage, al-
lowing a reasonable time after knowledge of the liability within which
to surrender the vessel, providing it is, at the time of surrender, in prac-
tically the same condition as at the close of such voyage; and a vessel
owner cannot incur indebtedness for supplies furnished to a vessel during
4an indefinite number of voyages, and then, after the vessel has been lost
or destroyed, relieve himself from personal liability therefor by offering
to surrender its remains to the creditor.

This was a proceeding in admiralty by John Seymour and others
to limit their liability as owners of the steamer Puritan.

C. E. Kremer, for libelants.
Lee & Lawrence and H. E. Page, for claimant,

KOHLSAAT, District Judge. The facts in this case are as fol:
lows: The steamer Puritan was during the navigation season of
1895 operated by petitioners, its owners, upon Lake Michigan and
adjoining waters. Upon different voyages during the months of
August and September of that year coal was fin'nlshed to saiu
steamer by the O. 8. Richardson Fueling Company, claimant here-
in. The last delivery of coal by claimant was on September 28,
1895, subsequent to which date the steamer made no voyage. On
November 20, 1895, petitioners paid claimant $250 on account of
the sum due for coal furnished as aforesaid, leaving a balance of
$1,071.03. On . December 31, 1895, the steamer was burned -at
Manistee, where it was put up for the winter, without fault of any
one, 8o far as this record shows. On March 17, 1898, said claim-
ant commenced a suit in the circuit court of Cook county, Ill,
against petitioners, for the collection of the aforesaid balance of
account. On April 9, 1898, petitioners filed their petition herein
to limit their liability under the act of congress of June 26, 1884
(23 Stat. 53), in which they offer to surrender the remains of said
steamer, alleged to be lying at the bottom of the lake at Manis-
tee, and ask that said claimant be restrained from the further
prosecution of the aforesaid suit in the Cook county eircuit rourt.

The question for decision in this case is, can vessel owners, un-
der the said act, avoid personal liability for indebtedness .ncurred
on behalf of the vessel for an indefinite number of preceding voy-
ages, or -doeg the act only cover liabilities incurred during the last
voyage, allowing a reasonable time after knowledge of such lia-
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bilities. within which to! claim the benefit of the act? -'Petitioners’
proctor admits that under the act of 1851 such- personal liability
could only be limited with respect to damages arising out of the
last voyage, but insists that the wording of the act of 1884 is
sufficiently broad to include -all unpaid claims on account of the
vessel outstanding at the time the petition to limit liability is filed,
irrespective of the time the liability was incurred. I cannot agree
with this contention. To,say that a.vessel owner may navigate
his vessel for an indefinite number of’ voyages, neglect or fail to
pay the:liabilities incurred .during such voyages, but receive the
benefit of the freights earned thereby, and then, upon subsequent
disaster to the vessel, turn over to all prior credltors its remains,
and thus exonerate hlmself from any personal liability, would, to
my mind, be putting a construction upon the purpose of the stat-
ute that would not be justified unless the plain wording of the
act precluded any other’conclusion as to the intention of congress.
I am inclined to concur in the reasoning of Judge Brown in the
case of The Rose Culkin, 52 Fed. 328, 332, in so far as it applies
to the facts in this case, and to hold that the act of 1884 contem-
plates only:the hablhtles incurred in the last or pending voyage;
allowing a reasonable time after knowledge of the liability within
which to surrender the vessel, providing that at the time of its
surrender the vessel is in practically the same condition as at the
close of said voyage. Therefore, with respect to the said claim
of the O. 8. Richardson Fueling Company, the prayer of the peti-
tion is demed
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RUNDELL v. LA COMPAGNIE GEVERALE TRANSATLANTIQUH,
‘ : (Diltrlct Court; N. D. Illinois, N. D. May 15, 1899)
No. 9,175.

Anmgmury — MARITIME LAW oF FoREIGN NATION — ACTION FOR WRONGFUI,
EATH
Courts of admiralty of the United States will not enforce the maritime
law of a foreign nation, giving a right of action for death caused by a
tort, on the ground that the alleged cause of action arose on a vessel
of that nation, where it was. at the time on the high seas, outside of waters
subject to the jurisdiction of such nation,

This was a suit in admiralty by Rundell, administrator, against
La Compagnie Générale Transatlantique, to recover for the death
of his intestate while a passenger on defendant’s steamship La Bur-
gogne, through the alleged negligence of defendant, Heard on ex-
ceptions to the libel.

MeClelland & Monroe, for libelant.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale, for defendant.

KOHLSAAT, District Judge. The libel in this cause recites the
loss of the French steamship La Burgogne by collision on the high
seas, and the death of libelant’s intestate, by reason'of the alleged



