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comecame with some statements of mr
armstrong and we proceeded on
them we considered the case doubt-
ful though there was a possibility
of success we had to get all testi-
mony out of hostile parties a pro-
position was made to compromise
kifor the full couconsideration of the deed
knowing we had a weak casecam we
of course approved the compromise
I1 was in the supreme court on july

when the general compro-
mise was submitted to the court
after the reading of the petition
there was some little said mr
young said the church was turning
over its property and I1 corrected it
by saying the proceedspr 8 of tthe prop-
erty the court was not I1informedormed
that it was the value of the prop-
erty I1 recall no statement that
would justify the assertion that the
court was misled

to judge marshall on may 56

1883 the wellsells comer was deeded to
josjoe F smith this did not include
the Z C M 1 factory ground on
may 11 1887 joseph F smith gave
a deed to geo Q cannon here was
no indication of fraud there was no
ground suspicionfor except that they
were prominent members of the
church a month later geo Q can-
non conveyed it to F armstrong A
H cannon and the savings bank
there was not a shadow of evidence
to show that the transaction was not
bona nde the bank intended to
build we were offereded in the com
aromiseroas the proceeds of three sales

regard per foot front as a very
high price for the ground at that
time I1 would have advised
a private individual to compromise
at 50 cents on the dollar our basis
for proceeding was an admission of
mr armstrong from which we
hoped to prove that the property was
held in trust that was our only
hope there was no statement of
values made to the supreme
coucourtrt I1 understood as to the
personal property that it was scat-
tered along through the territerritorytor I1
put that downclown as merely a cipher
the expense of collecting the live
stock would have been great the
receiver would have had to expend
more than it was worth to pursue
the personal property I1 think it was
a very favorable compromise my
statement to the court was based on
the petition the sheep and cattle
may nothot havebeen mentioned there

mr thomas marshall in con-
tinuing his testimony said his
statement referred entirely to
matters contained in the petpeti-
tion could not say whether or
not the late john taylor was presi-
dent

resi
of the savings bank atat the

time the institution purchased the
propepropertyy even if the bank knew the
propertyy was held in trust forr thee
church I1 think it wouldwoo havihave been
a ggood thinging to comcompromiseminis ita trus-
tee canca make a sale

JUDGE J 0 BOYLE

corroborated the testimony of mr
marshall and said the fenceface of the
abstract showed a clear legallegaj title in
the parties claiming the ausuitit was
started with the hope of getting
out of the purchasers some ad-
missions on which to proceed I1
had some doubt whether the prop

erty should not be valued at the
same figure as when it was origin-
ally acquired wells had the titlee
from the government and we wouldwould
have had to break down the legal
title we were positively in favor of
the compromise and we recommend-
ed it the attorney general was satis-
fied and of course it was all right
with us we considered that the com-
promise was a good one on the
whole showing we thought we were
getting a very good thing I1 knew
the church could take the case to
the supreme court and keep it inn
litigation five or six yearsat a heavy
expense I1 believed and do now
that the statements of dyer
williams and peterspetera were correct

to judge powers it is doubtful
whether if we had all the facts the
property could have been obtained

R G0
testified that hebe was in court on
the day the compromise was made
hefie reported for the salt lake
heraldarera the substance of all that
was said and it was published did
riotnot hear the court ask if it was a
fair compromise no ququestions wewerere
asked as to the value of the prop-
erty

J H ANDERSON

of the DESERET bews testified to
substantially the same facts

w J CLARKE

testified that he was present when
the compromise in the church
suitssuite was reported to the court mr
peters read the petition no ques-
tions were asked as to the actual
value of the property I1 think mr
Maxmarshallshall said it was a fair compro-
mise

MRMB PETERS

was recalled and testified I1 have
here all that I1 kept of the correspon-
dence with the attorney general and
mr hobson with reference to the
examination for fixing the compcompen-
sation

en
of the receiver and his attor-

neys
the first letter to the attorney

general was as follows
november 2 1888

the honorable attorney general
washington DDG

sir by reason of the fact that I1
hhaveave a claim against the receiver of
the late corporation of the church of
jesus christ of latter day saints for
professional services would it not be
well for mr hobson to be directed
to be here on the of the present
month when the matter of fixinfixing9
the compensation of the receiver and
that of his counsel will be heardbeard by
the supreme court of the territory

mr hobson has been in the case
ffromrom its inception and is thoroughly
familiar with all that has been done
in it and is entirely disinterested in
this matter

respectfully
GEORGE S PETERS

united states attorney
judge powers did you receive a

reply to that letter
mr peters yes sirair dated nov-

ember 7 1888
judge powers we will offer

that in evidence the reply from the
attorney general is as follows

department OF JUSTICE
washington nov

george S referspeters united states at-
torney salt lake myaty
sir in reply to your letter of the 4

2ndand dinst advise me by telegraph if
it is absolutely necessary that mr
hobson should go to utah in con-
nection with the matter of the com-
pensationpensa tion of the receiver of the late
corporation of the church of jesus it

christ of latter day Saintsand that
of his counsel and if it is I1 will
direct him to be there on the
dinst veveryry rrespectfullyMfully

A 1H GARLANDD
attorney general

Q now did you advise him hyby
telegraph

mr peterspetera I1 did but I1 have not
a copy of the telegram it might bobe 41
it could be obtained at the telegraph
office but the substance of it waswaa
that in myjudgment it was abso-
lutely necessary for him to be here

Q did you get any reply to
tthathat

A tbthee reply that I1 received to
that was from mr hobson I1 re-
ceived a telegram from him I1 think
I1 received a letter but I1 also re-
ceived a telegram

judge powers I1 think I1 will put
the letter in first any objection

Q this letter you received after
you telegraphed the attorney gen
eral

A yes sirair
judge powers this letter is as

follows
UNITEDUNITED STATES ATTORNEYS OF-

FICE
district of coloradoCoJo rado denverdeaver

november 14 1888 rrgeorge S peters esq united statesmafe Vs
Afattorneyforney salt ualake ulyoily

dear sir I1 had heard nothing of
the necessity for myself being in
salt lake until yesterday when I1
received a letter from the Aattorney
general sasayingring that if I1 could make
my arrangementsarrangemente to do so toaamgoozon
and be there the it is almost
impossible for me to make such ar-
rangementsrangementsmenta now I1 had previously
set down a number of importimportantalit
cases for trial beginbeginningningwith today
and I1 will be engaged in the samssame
until about the I1 aamin asorry0 rry
that I1 could not be on hand as youyoa
seem to think it was necessary

yours trutrulyMIHHENRYENRY W HOBSONMON
special attorney

Q did you about the same tim
receive a telegram from him

A yes sit
Q showing telegram Is thatehst

it
A yes sirair
judge Ppowersow era readingbeading deli-

ver
deli-p

belr colo10 november 17 1888
recreceivedeive d 9saltalt lake city 12681258 ppmW t
dated denver colo to unites
states attorney peters salt jakotlah
utah am trying my
docket impossible to leave witha
the next ten days hobson U
states attorney WfQ did you make any furtherfuran ae

effort to get him here
A well on the receipt of thW

letter and telegram when the su
preme court met on the W
was the time the matter was to bat J


