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McCoull, of whom Selden had purchased; the proposed
change, by way of amendment and supplement, is a general |
bill for discovery and relief against all persons alleged or

supposed to have been purchasers or grantees from McCoull,
and for satisfaction out of the property purchased by him, or
to which he had title at the date of the original judgment in
favor of Seekamp. Swuch an essential change in the character
and objects of the cause, proposed, too, after a hearing, and
when it was manifest that the object of the original bill,
namely,—the lien of the judgment, no longer existed, could
not have been accorded to the plaintiff by any sound rule of
practice. On either aspect of his case, as presented by the |
appellant, we think that he established no ground for equita-
ble interposition in the Circuit Court, and approving the !
decree of that court dismissing the bill of the appellant, we

hereby order that the same be affirmed.

Order.

This cause came on to be heard on the transcript of the
record from the Circuit Court of the United States for the
Eastern *District of Virginia, and was argued by coun- [*423
sel. On consideration whereof, it is now here ordered 5
and adjudged by this court, that the judgment of the Circuit
Court in this cause be, and the same is hereby, affirmed, with
costs.

Duxcax LinToN, CHARLOTTE LINTON AND HER HUSBAND,
FRANCIS SURGETTE, STEPHEN DUNCAN, GUARDIAN OF
MARrY LiNTON AND JOHN LINTON, MINORS, PLAINTIFFS
IN ERROR, v.. FREDERICK STANTON.

Where the highest court of a state decided in favor of a defendant who pleaded
his discharge under the bankrupt law of the United States, and the case was [
brought to this court under the 25th section of the Judiciary Act, this court |
has no jurisdiction. |
It would have been otherwise if the decision had been adverse to the exemp- |
tion claimed under the law of Congress.}
Promises alleged to have been made by the bankrupt after his discharge are
not the subject of jurisdiction under the 25th section. The decision of a
state court upon their effect cannot be reviewed by this court.?

1In no case will a writ of error lie to How., 261; Reddall v. Bryan, 24 1d.,
the Supreme Court, where the de- 420; Roosevelt v. Meyer, 1 Wall., 512;
cision of the state court is in favor of Ryan v. Thomas, 4 Id., 603.
the privilege claimed under an act of 2 See Roosevelt v. Meyer, 1 Wall,,
Congress. Gordon v. Caldcleugh, 3 517, I
Cranch, 268; Sirader v. Baldwin, 9
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THis case was brought up from the Supreme Court of the
state of Louisiana for the Eastern District, by a writ of error
issued under the 25th section of the Judiciary Aect.

The plaintiffs in error, on the 19th of June, 1848, filed their
petition in the Third District Court of New Orleans, stating
themselves to be residents of Mississippi, and the only heirs
and representatives of John Linton, deceased, and as such in
possession of his property.

That on the 13th May, 1839, the defendant, Stanton,
owed the estate of John Linton, then deceased, the sum of
$11,446.60, and on that date exected his two promissory notes
in favor of Stephen Duncan, (oue of the petitioners, and
administrator to Linton,) one for $5,856.40, due the 1st April,
1841, the other for $5,590.20, payable the 1st April, 1842.

The petitioners further state, that on the 25th August, 1842,
and also on the 25th December, 1843, the defendant promised
to pay each of these notes, but has neglected and refused to
do so, and that the debt still remains due and unpaid.

The two notes, they state, were made and fell due in the
state of Mississippi, where the legal interest on all debts due
and unpaid, is 8 per cent. That the defendant lives in Mis-
sissippi, but was then in New Orleans.

They pray judgment against him for the amounts of the
notes, with interest from 13th May, 1839, till paid, and for
general relief.

*424] . *Stanton filed his exceptions, alleging that the peti-

tion did not fully set out and state the nature of the
demand, requiring the plaintiffs to state whether the promises
charged were verbal or written, and if written, claiming oyer.

Plaintiffs filed two letters from Stanton to Duncan, dated,
respectively, the 25th day of August, 1842, and the 25th
December, 1843, to which in their supplemental petition they
refer as the written evidence of the promises alleged in their
original petition, and also charge verbal promises by Stanton
to pay, made both before and atter the dates of these letters.

To this supplemental petition, Stanton filed his exception,
alleging that the verbal promises above charged were insuffi-
ciently stated, from failure to mention to whom and when
they were made.

The plaintiffs filed an amended petition, stating that these
verbal promises were made to Stephen Duncan, the representa-
tive of John Linton, on each and every day of the years 1842,
1843, 1844, 1845, 1846, and 1847.

Stanton’s answer denies all the allegations of the original
and supplemental petitions; and specially pleads, that on the
—day of , 1842, he applied to the United States District
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Court, in and for the state of Mississippi, where he then
resided, for the benefit of the bankrupt law of the United
States; and after due proceeding had, he obtained his dis-
charge and certificate, and that these proceedings and dis-
charge took place after the date of the note sued on.

Pleads his discharge in bar, and also that the plaintiffs
demand is barred by preseription.

His supplemental answers allege that the notes on which
plaintiffs sue, and which were made- before his bankruptey,
were secured by a deed of trust or mortgage upon real estate,
and that the plaintiffs, or Duncan, for their use, purchased it
and paid for the same by said notes, thus receiving payment
and compensation. And further, that by the law of Missis-
sippi, verbal promises to pay a debt discharged by bankruptey
are not binding.

Amongst the testimony offered on both sides, the defendant
produced the proceedings in bankruptey.

The District Court of New Orleans decreed in tavor of the
defendant.

The plaintiffs appealed to the Supreme Court ot Louisiana,
which confirmed the decision below, because,—

1st. The jurisdiction of the United States District Court in
matters of bankruptey not having been contested, a decree of
that court, declaring that all the requisitions of the bankrupt
act had been complied with, was conclusive when drawn col-
laterally into question.

*2d. Because the subsequent promises of the defen- rE405
dant, relied on by the plaintiffs, did not include this L *°
debt.

The plaintiffs then brought the case up to this court.

My. Johnson moved to dismiss the writ of error for want of
jurisdiction.

1st. DBecause, over the existence and effect of any promises
of defendant to pay the debt after his discharge under the
bankrupt act, this court has no jurisdiction.

2d. Because the only statute of the United States involved
and drawn into question was that of the 19th August, 1821
(b Stat. at L., 440,) and that was relied upon only by defen-
dant; and the decision of the court below was in favor of, not
against, the only title, right, privilege, or exemption claimed
under it. Judiciary Act, 24th Sept. 1789, c. 20, p. 25, (1 Stat.
at L., 85); MeKinney v. Carroll, 12 Pet., 67; Crowell v.
Randall, 10 Id., 868; Gl v. Oliver, 11 How., 529 ; Williams v.
Oliver, at the present term of this court, MS.
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Mr. Chief Justice TANEY delivered the opinion of the
court.

This is a writ of error to the Supreme Court of Louisiana
for the Eastern District, and a motion has been made to dismiss
it for want of jurisdiction.

The plaintiffs in error, it appears, filed their petition in the
Third District Court of New Orleans, against the defendant,
to recover certain sums of money which they alleged were
due to them on two promissory notes which had been executed
by the defendant.

The defendant pleaded his discharge under the bankrupt
law of the United States, and at the trial offered in evidence
the record of the proceedings in bankuptey in the District
Court in which he had obtained his certificate. Objections
were taken to the regularity and validity of this discharge,
but they were overruled by the court, and judgment rendered
for the defendant. The plaintiffs appealed to the Supreme
Court of the State, where the judgment of the court below
was affirmed, and this writ of error is brought to reverse that
judgment.

The writ must, we presume, have been prosecuted under a
misconstruction of the 25th section of the act of 1789, ch. 20.

We have no jurisdiction over the judgment of a State court
upon a writ of error, except in the cases specified in that
section. And the jurisdiction of this court is there limited
with great care and in plain terms. It gives a writ of error to
this court where a party claims a right or exemption under a
law of Congress, and the decision is against the right claimed.
Undoubtedly the defendant, in pleading his discharge under
*126] the bankrupt law, *claimed a right or exemption under

="J alaw of Congress. But in order to give jurisdiction
something more is necessary ; the judgment of the State court
must be against the right claimed. In the case before us the
decision was in favor of it, and consequently no writ of evror
will lie to this court under the provisions of the act of 1789.

And as we have no jurisdiction, we cannot examine into the
objections made to the validity of the proceedings in banlk-
ruptey. The judgment of the State court that they were
valid, and the defendant thereby discharged from the debt
due to the plaintiffs, is conclusive between the parties.

Nor has this court the power to examine into the other
question which appears to have arisen as to the legal effect of
certain promises which the defendant is alleged to have made
atter he obtained his certificate in the bankrupt court. The
.egal obligation of such promises depends upon the laws of the
State in which they were made; and in a suit in a State court
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the decision of that question by the highest tribunal of the
State cannot be reviewed in any court of the United States.
This case must therefore be dismissed for want of juris-
diction.
Order.

This cause came on to be heard on the transeript of the
record from the Supreme Court of the State of Louisiana for
the Eastern District, and was argued by counsel. On con-
sideration whereof, it is now here ordered and adjudged by
this court, that this cause be, and the same is hereby, dis-
missed, for the want of jurisdiction.

THE UNITED STATES, APPELLANTS, v. ALEXIS PORCHE.

The act of Congress passed on 26th May, 1824, enabling claimants to land in
Missouri and Arkansas, to try their titles, was revived by the act of 17th
June, 1844, and extended to Louisiana.

By the fifth section of the act of 1824, the claimants were required to present
their claims within two years from the passage of the law.

This section being revived by the act of 1844, claimants were required by the
latter act to present their claims before the 17th of June, 1846.

Acts supplementary to that of 1824 were not revived by the act of 1844,
Nothing was revived except the original act.

The District Court of Louisiana had no jurisdiction, therefore, over a case
where the petition was not presented until the 8th March, 1848.

The ninth section of the act of 1824 does not prevent the United States from
appealing, where a claim is for less than one thousand acres.

THIS was an appeal from the District Court of the United
States for Louisiana.

*It was a land case arising under the act of 1824, as [*427
revived by the act of 1844.

On the 8th of March, 1848, Porche filed his petition in the
District Court, claiming a confirmation of an order of survey
made by Governor Miro in 1788. It is not necessary to state
the title, as the case went off on a question of jurisdiction.

The District Attorney put in a plea that the two years
within which, by the act of 1824, petitions were to be pre-
sented, had elapsed at the filing of the petition, and that no
suit could be brought against the United States after the 17th
of June, 1846.

The court overruled the plea, and the District Attorney
then answered, repeating his plea of limitations, and also
denying the allegations of the petition generally.

After sundry proceedings, which it is not necessar}éto state,
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