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presented by counsel. What has already been said seems suffi-
cient. The conclusion reached is that complainant was not entitled
_to the relief prayed for in his bill, and that the demurrer was prop-
erly sustained. The decree of the circuit court will be affirmed.

SAVINGS & LOAN S0C. v. MULTNOMAH COUNTY et al
(Circuit Court, D. Oregon. February 19, 1894.)
No. 2,062,

1, TAXATION—PROPERTY—MORTGAGES—WHERE TAXABLE.

The rights conferred by a real-estate mortgage are, in thelr very nature,
rights attached to land, and hence such mortgages may properly be made
taxable in the state and county where the lands lie, without regard to the
residence of the owners of the mortgages, or to the fact that the instru-
ments themselves are in the possession of the owners.

2. SAME—IRREGULARITIES—CORRECTION—J URISDICTION OF FEDERAL COURT.

The statutes of Oregon provide that real estate—which includes real-
estate mortgages—shall be assessed at its actual value. Complainant,
the nonresident owner of mortgages on lands within the state, filed its
bill in the United States circuit court, alleging that the state board of
equalization had “arbitrarily” assessed all the mortgages at their full
value, while lands were assessed at only 65 per cent. of their actual
value. It also alleged that this was done in order to “discriminate
against mortgages, and especially against those held by complainant,”
but no facts were set up in support of this conclusion; and it prayed
an injunction against the collection of the tax so assessed. Held, that the
federal court has no authority, under the circumstances, to correct the
inequality, and an attempt to that end would be an unwarrantable inter-
ference with state affairs.

In Equity On demurrer. BRBill by the Savings & Loan Society
against Multnomah county and Penumbra Kelly, sheriff, for an
injunction. Demurrer sustained.

Milton W. Smith, for plaintiff.
John H. Hall, for defendants. .

BELLINGER, District Judge. The complainant is a California
corporation, and has a large amount of money loaned in this state
upon the security of real-estate mortgages. These mortgages are
recorded in Multnomah county, but are alleged to be without the
state, in the possession of the complainant, in the city of San Fran-
cisco. It is alleged that, in obedience to a custom long established,
all the real estate in the county, and all mortgages upon such real
estate, were each assessed for the year 1892 at 50 per cent. of their
cash value; that thereafter the state board of equalization arbi-
trarily, and for the purpose of discriminating against mortgages,
and especially against the mortgages of the complainant, increased
the assessment upon lands to 65 per cent. of their cash value, and
increased the assessment of mortgages to 100 per cent. of such
value; that such assessment subjects mortgages to a greater tax,
proportionately, than lands are subjected to, and is grossly out of
proportion to the values involved; that the sheriff threatens to sell
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the lands mortgaged and the mortgages of the complainant, and
~will 80 80 unless restrained by order of the court. To this com-
plaint’ a demurrer is-filed, upon the ground that it does not state
facts which entitle the comp]ainant to the relief prayed for. By
the laws of this state, mortgages upon real property within the
state are declared to be, for the purposes of assessment and taxa-
tion, real estate, and are taxable within the county where the mort-
gaged lands are. This statute has been upheld by the supreme
court of the state in Mumford v. Sewall, 11 Or. 70, 4 Pac. 585, where
it is held that the state may tax real-estate mortgages where the
mortgaged land lies, without regard to the domicile of the owner,
or the situs of the debt or note secured thereby. This court held
the same way in the case of Dundee Co. v. School Dist., 19 Fed. 359.
In that case, Judge Deady, referring to the question of the situs of
the property taxed, said:

“The maxim so much relied on by the plaintiffs—that personal property
follows the person of the owner—is but a legal fiction, invented for use-
ful purposes, and must yield whenever the purposes of convenience or justice
make it necessary to ascertain the fact concerning the situs of such prop-
erty. In cases of attachment and for purposes of taxation it is constantly
disregarded, as the following cases will show: OCatlin v. Hull, 21 Vt. 153;
People v. Commissioners of Taxes, 23 N. Y. 225; People v. Home Ins. Co.,
20 Qal. 533; Green v. Van Buskirk, 7 Wall. 150. And the case of State
Tax on Foreign-Held Bonds, 15 Wall.- 800, cited and also much relied on by
plaintiffs, only decides that a state law which comes between the foreign
lender and the local borrower, and compels the latter to pay a portion of
the interest due the former on his debt, as taxes to the state, is void be-
cause it-impairs the obligation of the contract between the parties; and
this same ruling could as well have been made on this ground if the par-
ties had both been citizens of the state seeking to impose the tax.”

Without reference to the statute which provides that mortgages
of land shall, for the purposes of assessment and taxation, be
deemed to be real estate, the right secured by mortgage attaches
to the land. Tt has no other locality,—no extraterritorial existence.
If the right follows the person of the owner, then it must be enforce-
able where the person is, without regard to the location of the mort-
gaged premises, since a right which is not enforceable in a particu-
lar Iocahty cannot be sa% to have a legal existence there. This
prmmple is contained in the maxim, “Where there is a right there
ig a remedy.” All recordlng acts relatlng to mortgages as well as
deeds of realty recognize this fact, and, in conformity with it, the
records of mortgages, ‘which are 1ntended to impart notice of the
mortgagees’ rights, are by an invariable rule required to be kept in
the county where the mortgaged land is located; and in this state
such record, in addition to being notice, is ev1dence of the mort-
gagee’s'right, and has the like force and effect as the original as
evidence in any court of the state.

The second ground relied upon by the complainant is the alleged
fact that the assessment of mortgages is higher than that of lands
and lots, and has the effect to compel the mortgagees to pay more
taxes, proportionately, than owners of other real estate are re-
quired to pay; and it is alleged that such assessment upon mort-
gages was made by the board of equalization arbitrarily, and with
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the willful and deliberate purpose to discriminate against mort-
gages, and especially against ‘the mortgages of complainant. As-
suming that the.assessment complained of is unequal, this court
cannot assume ‘the function of correcting such inequality. It will
not undertake to supervise the operation of the taxing machinery
of the state. Such interference in the affairs of a state would be
intolerable. If the inequality complained of was the result of a
statute of the state, designed to discriminate injuriously against
any class of persons or species of property, or if it resulted from a
combination of officers making assessments, who adopted a prinei-
ple of valuation necessarily having such result, the court would
give relief. Bank v. Kimball, 103 U. 8. 735. True, it is alleged
that the assessment complained of was made by the board of equal-
ization arbitrarily, and with the willful and deliberate purpose to
discriminate against mortgages, and especially against those of the
complainant; but this is a mere conclusion, not warranted by any
fact alleged in the complaint. The alleged purpose to discrimi-
nate against the mortgages of the complainant is contradicted by
the fact that the increase in the assessment of mortgages applies
indiscriminately te all mortgages. The assessment complained of,
8o far as it relates to the complainant’s property, is in conformity
with the statute, which requires property to be assessed at its
value. The complaint is that other property is assessed too low,
and that this is unjust to the complainant, since it results in mak-
ing it pay more than its just proportion of taxes. But it is settled
that mere irregularities or injustice in the tax will not authorize
an injunction. State Railroad Tax Cases, 92 U. 8. 613, and cases
¢ited. In the case just cited the court says:

“Perfect equality and perfect uniformity of taxation as regards individuals
or corporations, or the different classes of property subject to taxation, is
a dream unrealized. * * * Let us suppose that the complaints made in
these cases against the taxes were well founded; that the mode adopted by
the board of equalization to ascertain the value of the franchise and capital
stock ig not the best mode; . that it produces unequal and unjust results
in some cases; that the same is true of the tnode of ascertaining the basis
of assessment for the taxation by municipalities; that the board or equaliza-
tion increased the entire-assessment on each company without sufficient
evidence,—in short, let us suppose that in these and many other respeets
the proceedings were faulty and illegal; does it follow that in every such
case a court of equity will restrain the collection of the tax by injunction,
or will enjoin the collection of the whole tax, when it is obvious that, in
justice, a large part of it should be paid, and, if not paid, that the com-
plainant escapes taxation altogether?”

Ag to the alleged inequality of the tax complained of, it is a suffi-
cient answer that the complainant has not offered to pay any tax,—
to do the equity that is required of it; and for this reason, if for
no other, the injunction should be denied. But I do not place the
decision of the case upon this ground. The assessment complained
of is in pursuance of a law of the state, the validity of which is not
questioned. There is no claim of fraud in the assessment made,
nor of inequality between the assessment of the complainant’s prop-
erty and that of the same class belonging to all other persons.
-The prope(l;ty in i1uest10n is assessed at its cash value, as the law re-
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.q uires. 'I‘he matter resolves itself into a complaint that this class
of property is assessed, proportionately to its cash value, at a higher
rale than one other class of property. It is not within the power of
the court fo correct such inequality, nor is it practicable or desira-
ble that 1t should be go. . The demurrer is sustained.

SOOT'I‘ v. LOCKEY INV C0. et al
(Circuit Gourt. D. Montana. November 6, 1893) ‘

No. 202,

1 Ptmmp LAWS—-PATEN'I‘S—-C'ONCLUSIVENESS 1~ CouR
. Where a patent for agricultural lapd has issued to.one who entered 1t
_ under “additional soldiers’ homestead” scrip, the determination of the
land ‘depsrtment that the land 'whs of the character described, and that
_ the patentee was entitled to enter it undet such scrlp. ls ﬂnal and wﬁl
10t he yeviewed by the courts.

2 B8 —,F‘,RAUD—RIGHTB OF PRIVATE Pﬁnsons
ere such determination in favor of the patentee Is procured by fraud,
suth freud is committed against ‘the 'Onited States, which glone can com-
- plain-df it; and hence a bill to quiet title, iled by one who claims mineral
rights to the land in. guestion, against the patentee, on the ground of
such fraud is bad on demurrer.

In Equity. On demurrer to bill. Bill by William H. H. Scott
against the Lockey Investment Company and Richard Lockey to
quiet title.” Demurrer sustained and bill dismissed.

'Toolé & Wallace, for complainant.
George F. Shelton, Henry N. Blake, W. E. Cullen, and M. Bullard,
for defenda.nts

KNOW'LES Dlstrlc't Judge Complainant in this case has pre-
gented a bill to quiet title to certain premises described as mining
claims. : It is alleged that defendants claim title to the same by
virtue of &' patent to the’ pl;emlses from the United States. The pat-
ent, it appears, is to the premises as agricultural land, It is averred
in the bill that the claim described in the first cause of action was
located on the 18th day of March, 1887; that the claim described in
the second cause of action was located on the 17th day of December,
1886. It ‘appears that the patent bears date June 13, 1889; that
the entry was made in September; 1888. When the apphcatlon to
enter the land was made, does not appear. - The title of plamtlﬂ
it will thus be seen; is. derived from a location of the premises as
mineral land; that of defendants, by virtue of a patent from the
,Umted States :The plaintiff has, therefore, only a possessory title,
or easement, that is difficult to deseribe.  The plaintiff asks to have
the patent set aside, upon two grounds: The first is that the
defendants. claim- under and by virtue of conveyances from one
Samuel R, Patterson and wife, patentee of said premises, as a
part of lot 2; that the entrance of said land was made with a
piece of additional goldiers’ homestead scrip, issued under certain
acts of congress, respectively, as follows: 12 Stat, 392; 13 Stat.
85; 14 Stat. 66; 17 St. 49; and Id. 333,—relating to soldiers’
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