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expenses for which tMs judgment stands were incurred before that
time. If it can be said that the action was in the interest of the
creditors, then the judgment should be paid as a; preferred claim,
but not otherwise. But this action cannot be distinguished in this
regard from any other action that may have been brought and prose-
cuted by the partners during their management of the firm business.
In a certain sense, all expenses and other indebtedness incurred by
them were for the benefit of the fund that ultimately came into the
receiver's hands. Probably, every unpaid creditor can make this
claim to be preferred. In what respect, then, does this creditor have
better right than others? It does not appear that Groat & Williams
were insolvent when this action was brought and these expenses
were incurred, and an action by a solvent suitor is not for the benefit
of his creditors, who are in no way concerned, so long as there is
enough to pay their debts. As just suggested, there is nothing to
distinguish these expenses from any others incurred by the partner-
ship in the ordinary conduct of its business, unless it is the fact
that, if a judgment had been recovered by them, it would have gone
to the receiver, and become an asset in his hands. But, so far as ap-
pears, the conditions upon which this result depended were independ-
ent of the action, and subsequent to the liability in which the action
had involved the partners. The action, therefore, does not appear to
have been begun or prosecuted for the benefit or in the interest of the
creditors. The court cannot know that expenses incurred in the
prosecution of an action are for the benefit of creditors, unless it ape
pears that a recovery, if then had, would have been impounded for the
creditors' benefit. In my opinion, it is not enough that it so happens
that, if a judgment in favor of the plaintiffs had been had at the
time the petitioner recovered judgment, the creditors would have had
the benefit of it. All the remaining assets would, upon such an
argument, come into the receiver's possession, burdened with ex-
penses and other charges incurred in the conduct of the business by
which such assets were created and preserved. It is only where the
expenses were incurred while the action was being prosecuted, no
matter in whose name, for the benefit of the creditors, or where it
was in fact for their benefit, that such expenses are entitled to
preference. The prayer of the petitioner is denied.

TRUSCOTT, County Treasurer, v. HURLBUT LAND & CATTLE CO.

(Circuit Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit. February 3, 1896.)

1. INDIAN RESERVATIONS-JURISDICTION OF TERRITORY AND STATE.
The act of May 26, 1864, organizing the territory of Montana, provides

that no lands shall be included therein which. by treaty with any Indian
tribe, were not, without its consent, to be included in any territory or state.
Held that, as tbere was no treaty existing, at the passage of the act, with
any Indian tribe, containing such a prOVision in respect to the lands consti-
tuting the present Crow reservation, that reservation was included in the
boundaries and jurisdiction of the territory and state of Montana.
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2. SAME-TAXATION OF PERSONAL PROPERTY ON RESERVATION.
The constitution of )fontana, in compliance with the conditions of the en-

abling act (25 Stat. (j76) , contains, in section 4, subd. 2, a disclaimer of all
right to any public lands owned or held by Indian tribes, and provides that,
until the Indian title is extinguIshed, such lands shall remain under the ab-
solute jurisdiction and control of congress. Held, that this provision does
not prevent the state or its counties from taxing cattle of a corporation
grazing upon an Indian reservation under a contract with the Indians
which is sanctioned by the United States.

Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the District
of Montana.
This was a bill in equity by the Hurlbut Land &Cattle Company to

enjoin John S. Truscott, county treasurer of Custer county, Mont.,
from levying and collecting taxes upon cattle of the corporation
which were grazing upon the lands of the Crow Indian reservation.
The circuit court granted an injunction as prayed, and the defendant
appealed.
Chas. H. Loud and Strevell & Porter, for appellant.
B. P. Carpenter and O. F. Goddard, for appellee.
Before GILBERT and ROSS, Circuit Judges, and MORROW, Dis-

trict Judge.

ROSS, Circuit Judge. The Crow Indian reservation is within the
geographical limits of the county of Custer in the now state of Mon-
tana, and the sole question here presented for decision relates to the
power of the proper authorities of that county to levy and collect
taxes, pursuant to the state laws, upon cattle belonging to an Illinois
corporation, and being within the lines of the reservation, grazing
upon its lands, under lease from the Indians, ratified and confirmed
by act of congress, and for which the Indians are paid, under the di-
rection of the secretary of the interior.
Montana was organized as a territory by an act of congress ap-

proved May 26, 1864 (13 Stat. 85), by the first section of which it is
provided:
"That nothing in this act contained shall be construed to impair the rights of

persons or property now pertaining to the Indians in said territory, so long as
such rights shall remain unextinguished by treaty between the United States
and such Indians, or to include any territory which, by treaty with any Indian
tribes is not, without th.. consent of said tribe, to be included within the ter-
ritorial limits or jurisdiction of ltny state or territory, but all such territory
shall be excepted out of the boundaries and constitute no part of the territory
of Montana until such tribe shall certify their assent to the president of tIre
United States to be included within the said territory, or to affect the authority
of the government of the United States to make any regulations respecting such
Indians, their lands, property, or other rights, by treaty, law, or otherwise,
which it would have been for the government to make if this act had never
been passed."
At the time of the passage of this act of congress organizing the

territory of Montana, there existed no treaty between the United
States and any Indian tribe prohibiting any part of the present Crow
reservation from being included within the territorial limits or j uris-
diction of any state or territory, without the consent of such tribe. It
is clear, therefore, that the reservation in question was embraced
within the limits of the territory of )Iontana. Langford v. Monteith,
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102 U. S. 145, 147; Railway CO. v. Fisher, 116 U. S. 28, 6 Sup. Ct. 246.
A treaty between the United States and the Crow Indians was, how-
ever, entered into May 7, 1868 (15 Stat. 650), by which the United
States set apart for the undisturbed use and occupation of those
Indians, and for such other friendly tribes 1)1' individual Indians as
from time to time they may be willing, with the consent of the United
States, to admit among them, that portion of the territory of Mon-
tana-
"Commencing where the 107th degree of longitude west of Greenwich crosses
the south boundary of Montana territory; thence, along said 107th meridian to
the mid-channel of the Yellowstone river; thence, up said mid-Channel of the
Yellowstone river to a point where it crosses the said southern boundary of
Montana, being the 45th degree of north latitude, and thence east along said
parallel to the place of beginning."

The treaty contained the further agreement on the part of the
United States that no persons, except those therein designated and
authorized so to do, and except such officers, agents, and employes
of the government as may be authorized to enter upon Indian reserva-
tions in discharge of duties enjoined by law, shall ever be permitted
to pass over, settle upon, or reside in the reservation so set apart for
the use of the Crow Indians, and also a relinquishment, on the part
of those Indians, of all title, claims, or rights in and to any portion
of the territory of the United States, except such as is embraced with-
in the limits of the said reservation.
Subsequently, to wit, on the 12th day of June, 1880, a certain agree-

ment was executed by a majority of all the adult male members of
the Crow tribe, in conformity with the provisions of article 11 of the
treaty of May 7, 1868, agreeing to dispose of and sell to the govern-
ment of the United States, for certain considerations, a certain part
of the Crow reservation, which agreement was ratified by act of
congress approved April 11, 1882 (22 Stat. 42), and which agreement,
,so ratified, contained the provision:
"That, if at any time hereafter, we (the Crow Indians), as a tribe, shall

·conscnt to permit cattle to be driven across our reservation, or graze thereon,
the secretary of the interior shall fix the amount to be paid by parties so de-
siring to drive or graze cattle; all moneys arising from this source to be paid to
us under such rules and regulations as the secretary of the interior may pre-
scribe."

Certainly, until the territory of Montana became a state, the juris-
diction of the United States over the soil embraced within the limits
of the reservation, and over the people who should inhabit it, subject
to the provisions of the treaty and of the subsequent agreements with
the Crow Indians, was absolute and exclusive.
Prior to the 3d day of March, 1871, the United States always exer-

cised its power and jurisdiction over the Indian tribes by means of
treaties; but, on that day, a radical change was made in the pre-
existing policy by the enactment of a law which, while continuing
unimpaired every obligation of any treaty theretofore lawfully made
.and ratified with any Indian nation or tribe, declared that thereafter:
"No Indian nation or tribe within the territory of the rnited States shall be

acknOWledged or recognized as an independent nation, tribe, or power with
Whom the United States may contract by treaty." Hev. St. § 2079.
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The territory of Montana became a state under and in pursuance of
the act of congress, approved February 22, 1889 (25 Stat. 676), entitled
"An act to provide for the division of Dakota into two states, and to
enable the pe()ple of Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and
Washington to form constitutions and state governments, and to be
admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the original states,.
and to make donations of public lands to such states." By that act
the qualified electors of the thc,n territory of Montana, at an election
to be held for the purpose, were authorized to meet in convention to
form a constitution and state government for the proposed state of
Montana, which constitution should be republican in form, and make
no distinction in civil or political rights on account of race orcolor, ex·
cept as to Indians not taxed, and which should not be repugnant to
the constitution of the 'Cnited State" or the principles of the Declara-
tion of Independellce, and which conYention should proyide by ordi-
nance, among other things, that the people inhabiting the proposed
state of Montana-
"Agree and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title to the unap-
propriated public lands lying within the boundaries thereof, and to all lands
lying within sai(] limits owned or held by any Indian or Indian tribes; and
that, until the title thereto shall have been extinguished by the United States,
the same shall be and remain subject to the disposition of the United States,
and said Indian lands shall remain under the absolute jurisdiction and control
of the congress of the United States. * * * But nothing herein or in the
ordinances herein provided for shall preclude the said state from taxing, as
other lands are tlLxed, any lands owned or held by any Indian who has severed
his tribal relations and has obtained from the l:nited States, or from any per-
son, a title thereto by patent or other grant, save and except such lands as have
been or may be granted to any Indian or Indians under any act of congress
containing a provision exempting the lands thus granted from taxation, but
said ordinances shall provide that all such lands shall be exempt from taxation
by said state so long and to such extent as such act of congress may prescribe."

The act providing for the formation and admission into the Union
of the state of Montana contained no other exception of the Crow
reservation, or jurisdiction oyer it, than is found in the foregoing
quotation, which provisions were embodied in section 2 of Ordinance
No.1, adopted by the constitutional convention of 1889, in these
words:
"Second. That the people inhabiting the said proposed state of Montana do

agree and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title to the unap-
propriated public lands lying within the boundaries thereof, and to all lands
lying within said limits owned or held by any Indian or Indian tribes, and that,
until the title thereto shall ]:lave been extinguished by the United States. the
same shall be and remain subject to the disposition of the United States, and
said Indian lands shall remain under the absolute jurisdiction and control of
the congress of the United States; that the lands belonging to citizens of the
United States residing within the said state of :Montana shall never be taxed
at a higher rate than the land belonging to the residents thereof; that no taxes
shall be imposed by the said state of Montana on lands or property therein be-
longing to or which may hereafter be purchased by the United States or re-
served to its use. But nothing herein contained shall preclude the said state
of Montana from taxing, as other lands are taxed, any lands owned or held by
anv Indian who has severed his tribal relations, and has obtained from the
Uliited States, or from any person, a title thereto, by patent or other grant,
save and except such lands as have been or may be granted to any Indian or
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Indians under any act of congress containing a provision exempting the lands
thus granted from taxation, but said last named lands shall be exempt from
taxation by said state of :Montana so long and to such extent as such act ot
congress may prescribe."

All of the provisions of the enabling act having been duly complied
with on the part of the proposed state of Montana, the state was duly
admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the original states,
and afterwards the state enacted this statute:
"The sovereignty and jurisdiction of thIs state extends to all places within its

boundaries as established by the constitution, excepting such places as are
under the exclusive jurisdiction of the United States; but the extent of such
jurisdiction over places that have been or may be ceded to, purchased or con-
demned by the United States, is qualified by the terms of such cession, or the
laws under which purchase or condemnation has been or may be made." Pol.
Code Mont. § 40.

By section 41 of the same Oode, the legislature of the state declared
that all legal processes of the state, whether civil or criminal, may be
served upon persons and property found within any of the military
reservations or on any Indian reservation in all cases where the
United States has not exclusive jurisdiction.
Undoubtedly, so far as concerns the government and protection

of the Orow Indians, and for all purposes relating to the treaty and
agreements between that tribe and the United States, the reservation
in question is within the sole and exclusive jurisdiction of the United
States. But is it to be regarded as without the jurisdiction of the
state of Montana for all purposes? Clearly not. The people inhabit-
ing the proposed state were required by congress to agree, and did
agree, as one of the conditions to its admission into the Union, to dis-
claim any right or title to all lands lying within the limits of the pro-
posed state owned or held by any Indian or Indian tribes, and that,
until the title thereto shall have been extinguished by the United
States, the same shall be and remain subject to the disposition of the
United States, and under the absolute jurisdiction and control of
congress. The people inhabiting the proposed state were required to
make, and did make, as one of the conditions of its admission into
the Union, a similar disclaimer in respect to all right and title to the
unappropriated public lands lying within its boundaries. Those, too,
remained in the absolute jurisdiction and control of congress for all
purposes relating to their control or disposition. The state could
not tax or incumber such unappropriated public lands, or otherwise
interfere with the jurisdiction and control over them reserved by the
United States, but no one, we apprehend, would contend that personal
property taken upon them by a third party, whether rightfully or
wrongfully, would not be liable to be taxed in the state and county in
which it should be found. We are unable to see any good reason
why the authority of the state, and its subordinate subdivisions, the
counties, may not also include the taxation of all such personal prop-
erty found within their geographical limits, although upon the reser-
vation in question, provided, as in this case, the Indians are in no
way interested in it. The cattle upon which the taxes in question
were levied were grazing upon the reservation under lease from the
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Crow Indians, the sanction of which by the United States did no vio-
lence to the provisions of the treaty between the government and
them. They were within the geographical limits of the state of Mon-
tana, and of the county of Custer of that state, and were the property,
not of the Indians, but of a corporation of the state of Illinois, and
were confessedly liable to the taxes levied unless they were without
the jurisdiction of the state of Montana. That they were not we
consider very clear. What was said by the supreme court in the case
entitled Railway Co. v. Fisher, 116 U. S. 28-31, 6 Sup. Ct. 246, in re-
spect to the authority of the then territory of Idaho, to tax that por-
tion of a railroad extending, with the consent of the Indians, through
a similar reservation, is applicable to the state of Montana. "The
authority of the territory," said the court, "may rightfully extend
to all matters not interfering with the protection of the Indians. It
has, therefore, been held that process of its courts may run into an
Indian reservation of this kind, where the subject-matter is otherwise
within their cognizance. If the plaintiff lawfully constructed and
now operates a railroad through the reservation, it is not perceived
that any just rights of the Indians under the treaty can be impaired
by taxing the road and property used in operating it. The authority
to construct and operate the road appears from the agreement of
July 18, 1881, between the United States and the Indians, which was
ratified by act of congress of July 3, 1882." 116 U. S. 31, 32, 6 Sup.
Ct. 246.
The cattle here 80ught to be taxed, as has been said, were upon

the reservation under lease from the Indians, sanctioned by act of con-
gress, and it is impossible to perceive that any of their just rights
under the treaty and agreements with them on the part of the United
States can be impaired by subjecting complainant's cattle to taxation.
In reserving lands for the exclusive and undisturbed use of these
Indians, and for others who, with their consent and with that of the
United States, should occupy them, it was not the intention of con-
gress to establish an asylum into which persons other than the In-
dians, whether natural or artificial, can take their property, and hold
it exempt from its just portion of the taxation necessary for the sup-
port of the government which gives it protection. For the protection
of the complainant's cattle in all matters unconnected with the In-
dians, the authority of the state of Montana is available. In Lang-
ford v. Monteith, supra, it was held that where, by treaty, the reserva-
tion was not excluded from the limits of the territory, civil process
in a suit between white men in a court of the territory may run into
the reservation, notwithstanding the Indians themselves are exempt
from that jurisdiction. And that the criminal jurisdiction of the
state courts extends to crimes in which the Indians have no part, com-
mitted upon a similar reservation, was held by the supreme court in
U. S. v. McBratney, 104 U. S. 621, and in U. S. v. Kagama, 118 U. S.
375, 383, 6 Sup. Ct. 1109. See, also, U. S. v. Thomas, 151 U. S. 577, 14
Sup. Ct. 426; Torrey v. Baldwin (Wyo.) 26 Pac. 90S. The doctrine of
these cases sustains, we think, the authority of the state of Montana
to tax the cattle in question, and other personal property similarly
situated.

v.73F.no.1-5
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As this is the only question presented for decision, the order enjoin-
ing the state authorities from proceeding with the collection of the
taxes in question is reversed, and the cause remanded for further
proceedings not inconsistent with this opinion.

SOOTr1SH UNION, ETO., 11'8. CO. OF EDINBURGH et at T. J. n. MOHL-
MAN CO.

(CIrcuit Court, S. D. New York. March 30, 1896.)
EQUITY-JURTSDICTION-Bu,L OF PEACE-MULTIPLICITY OF SurTS.

Several actions commenced or threatened by the same plaintiff against
different insurance companies which had issued policies on the plaintiff's
property, and refused to pay losses thereunder, do not constitute a multi-
plicity of suits, within the meaning of the law, authorizing the
of equity. although the same defense is set up by each of the defendants;
and an injunction will not be granted to restrain the prosecution and com-
mencement of such actions, upon a blll in the nature of a bill of peace, filed
by all the insurance companies against the plaintiff in such actiullS.

Michael H. Cardozo and Benj. N. Cardozo, for the motion.
Treadwell Cleveland, opposed.

LACOMBE, Circuit Judge. This is an application for a pre-
liminal',}' injunction to restrain the prosecntion of actions at law
brought b,}' defendant in this court against two of the complainants,
and to restrain defendant from bringing an,}' action at law against
any of the other complainants. 'fhe bill is in the nature of a bill of
peace. Inasmuch as the two actions already pending are at issue,
and on the calendar for trial next week, a prompt decision of this
motion is necessary. It will not be possible, in the brief time thus
allowed, to discuss at length the learned and exhaustive brief pre-
sented by counsel for the complainants. It has been carefully
examined, however, and due consideration given to all the points
presented, with the result that the court is clearl,}' of the opinion that
the injunction asked for should be refused.
The Mohlman Company, a New York corporation, was the owner

of a stock of groceries and other merchandise contained in the prem-
ises No. 339 Greenwich street and Nos. 19 and 21 Jay street, and in
the premises No. 156 Franklin street, through to, and being, Nos.
38 and 40 North Moore street, all in the cit,}' of New York. It in-
sured its property against loss b,}' fire in several companies, includ-
ing the complainants. On April 30, 1895, a vel',}' large part of the
merchandise in the last-mentioned premises was wholly destro,}'ed,
and the remainder thereof greatly damaged, b,}' fire. Each of the
insurance companies has declined to pay the loss under its policy.
The Mohlman Company can therefore recover the amount such com-
pany is entitled to receive from each underwriter only by a separate
action at law against it. Whatever other defenses these companies,
or one or more of them, may have, all insist that they are relieved
from tl4e obligations of their respective policies because, as they aver,
the building in which the goods were stored fell before the fire
began. Every policy contains this clause: "If a building, or any


