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stated. It may not have been so presented until after the 
expiration of the period within which it would have been cog-
nizable by the Court of Claims, had suit been brought thereon 
without first filing the claim in the Department. Whether, in 
that event, the bar of limitation was removed by the mere 
fact that the claim was transmitted to the court below by the 
Interior Department, is a matter upon which we express no 
opinion. No such question is formally raised, and, in view of 
the conclusion reached, it is not necessary to determine it. 
We rest our decision solely upon the ground that the contract 
of April 5, 1882, imposed no legal obligation upon the United 
States.

The judgment is reversed, with directions to dismiss the 
petition;
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An information being filed against Royall for practising as a lawyer with-
out having first obtained a revenue license, he pleaded payment of the 
license fee partly in a coupon cut from a bond issued by the State of 
Virginia under the provisions of the act of March 30, 1871, and partly in 
cash. The Commonwealth demurred to this plea. Held: that the de-
murrer admitted that the coupon was genuine and bore on its face the 
contract of the state to receive it in payment of taxes, &c., and that this 
showed a good tender and brought the case within the ruling in Royall 
v. Virginia, 116 U. S. 572.

On  the 9th of February, 1887, an information was filed in 
the Husting’s Court of Richmond, Virginia, against Royall 
that he “ unlawfully did practise his profession as a lawyer in 
the courts of this Commonwealth, by prosecuting and de-
fending actions and other proceedings without having first 
obtained the revenue license required by law so to do.” To 
this Royall pleaded as follows:
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« And for a plea in this behalf the said William. L. Royall 
comes and says that more than fifteen years back he was 
duly examined by judges of the State of Virginia, and found 
by them qualified to practise law as an attorney-at-law accord-
ing to the mode and form of the statute law of Virginia: 
that having complied with all the other requirements of the 
statute law of said state, he was duly licensed to practise law 
in all the courts in said state according to the statute law of 
said state, and during all the time since then he has been 
actively engaged in practising his said profession as an attor-
ney-at-law ; that he has duly and regularly paid to the State 
of Virginia all license taxes assessed upon his said business as 
an attorney-at-law each year since he commenced practising 
his said profession; that on the first day of May, 1886, he 
tendered to Samuel C. Greenhow, who is treasurer of the city 
of Richmond, Virginia, one coupon for $15 and ten dollars in 
United States Treasury notes in payment of his license tax as 
an attorney-at-law for the ensuing year (all his license tax up 
to that date having been paid in full), and also seventy-five 
cents in silver coin for the fee of the commissioner of the 
revenue; that said coupon was cut from a bond issued by the 
State of Virginia under the provisions of an act of the Gen-
eral Assembly’of the State of Virginia approved March 30, 
1871, entitled “ An act to provide for the funding and pay-
ment of the public debt; that it was overdue and past matur-
ity and bore upon its face the contract of the State of Vir-
ginia that it should be received in payment of all taxes, debts, 
and demands due to the said state; that when he made said 
tender he demanded of said Greenhow a certificate in writing 
stating that he had deposited with him said coupon and 
money, but the said Greenhow refused to receive said coupon 
and money except for verification and identification, as pro-
vided for by an act of the General Assembly of the State of 
Virginia approved March 4, 1886, which is chapter 415 of the 
acts of 1885-1886, and he refused to give to defendant the 
certificate demanded or any other certificate until said coupon 
had been identified and verified, according to the provisions of 
chapter 415 of the acts of 1885-1886, hereinbefore referred
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to, he declaring that he would give defendant said certificate 
after it should have been so verified, or, if defendant would 
pay in lawful money, he would receive said coupon for verifi-
cation, and upon its verification he would return said money 
and receive said coupon as payment of said tax; that said 
Greenhow refused to receive said coupon and money as pay-
ment of said license tax and refused to give defendant the 
certificate demanded, because said last mentioned act forbade 
him so to do; that said act is repugnant to section ten of 
article one of the Constitution of the United States; that 
thereupon the defendant made the affidavit hereto annexed 
[omitted by the reporter], and presented it to R. B. Munford, 
who is the commissioner of the revenue for the city of Rich-
mond, and demanded of him a revenue license as an attorney- 
at-law, and at the same time he presented to the said Munford 
the paper hereto attached [omitted by the reporter], and at 
the same time he offered to pay the said Munford any and 
all charges that he was entitled to receive before issuing said 
license, but the said Munford refused to issue to defendant a 
license as an attorney-at-law ; that thereafter defendant prac-
tised his profession of attorney-at-law without a revenue 
license, but after having made the efforts hereinbefore de-
scribed to obtain one, but not before; and this he is ready to 
verify. Wherefore he prays judgment, &c.”

The Commonwealth demurred to this plea, and the defend-
ant joined in the demurrer.

JZ?. D. H. Chamberlain and Mr. Bradley T. Johnston for 
plaintiff in error, and Mr. William L. Royall for himself.

Mr. R. A. Ayers, Attorney General of Virginia, for de-
fendant in error. •

Me . Chief  Justi ce  Waite  delivered the opinion of the 
court.

This case cannot be distinguished in principle from that of 
Royall n . Virginia, 116 U. S. 572. The demurrer to the plea 
is an admission of record that the coupon tendered in payment
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of the license tax was genuine, “ and bore on its face the con-
tract of the State of Virginia that it should be received in 
payment of all taxes, debts, and demands due said State.” 
This shows a good tender, which brings this case within the 
ruling by this court in the other.

The judgment of the Supreme Court of Appeals of the State 
of Virginia is reversed on the authority of Royall v. Vir-
ginia, supra, and the cause remanded for further proceed-
ings, not inconsistent with this opinion and the judgment 
in that case.

GRANT v.. PHCENIX LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY.

APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

Argued March 24, 25, 1887. — Decided April 4, 1887.

A cestui qui trust under twenty-six trust deeds of land, executed to five dif-
ferent sets of trustees, to secure the payment of money, filed a bill in 
equity in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, to procure a 
sale of the land. Some of the deeds covered only a part of the land. 
One of them covered the whole. All of the trustees were made defend-
ants, and the bill was taken pro confesso as to all of them. As to the 
trustees in twenty-two of the deeds, the bill alleged that they had de-
clined to execute the trusts. The holders of judgments and mechanics’ 
liens and purchasers of some of the land were made defendants. Some 
of the trust deeds did not specify any length of notice of the time and 
place of sale by advertisement. The bill alleged the insolvency of the 
grantor and the inadequate value of the land to pay the liens. On an 
objection by the grantor that the cestui que trust could not maintain the 
bill: Held, that the objection could not be sustained.

The bill was not multifarious.
The Special Term made a decree for the sale of the land, without hearing 

evidence on issues raised by the pleadings. On appeal, the General 
Term reversed the decree, and remanded the cause to the Special Term 
for further proceedings, with permission to the parties to apply to the 
Special Term for leave to amend their pleadings; Held, that this was a 
proper order under § 772 of the Revised Statutes of the District of 
Columbia.

A decree in a prior suit held not to be pleadable as res adjudicata, in view of 
the proceedings in that suit.
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