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oeyikey for the receiver from shortly
afswS w Nshis appointment until novem
berw 1888 my connection in the
gnagement of the trust had not
deenbeell severed before the examina
tiouwm before judge sprague I1 did not
conduct that examination I1 ex-
amined mr williams I1 did not

appear as mr dyers attorney there
so80 far as I1 appeared at all I1 ap-
pfeared for the government I1 did

ot cross examine witnesses none
werevere cross examined on the part of
thelo10 government I1 did not objectati that examination to com-
pensationpensation for the receiver mr hob
wa filed axceexceptionseions but I1 did not
VAnU them in aulyjuly 1888 1 went to
washingtonashington with the receiver to
adultconsult with the attorney general
avithth reference to the suit against theel lurch col broadhead and mr
chaddsichardschards as well as the attorney

were present there was no
Bieement at thatmat time to turn over

pertyarty the agreement was made
thenthen the church had pro

poseddeec to surrender all 0off their prop-
erty for the entry of a final decree
thie given the receiver cov-
ered proproperty transferred to thepropertyetkesakes thatat is all that was left that
listed at the time of the comprocomero

se the surrender of money was
we in october the agreement

made before july ath
thee receiver accepted the apropo
SitionOll upon the approval of the
worneyattorney genorahgeneral the receiver

acted both under thele court and the
attorneyworney general the church prom
wea to surrender the sheep owned
whenhen the law went into effect this
was1948 represented to be 30 and these
were accepted by the receiver it wasamuw agreed to accept in full for

Q but they said that was all it was
theue understanding that a decree
should be entered on the turningoverer of ththe property that the case
cottid go to trmee supreme court of the

sited states I1 would not consenttow a86 final decree till all the property
was88 surrendered the main case is
arond my jurisdiction I1 have
wed to be excused in matters con

ted with the receivers report be-
se I1 have been his attorney be

forewe sprague the re
eiveraver said he would be satisfied
aftWIB he made no particularyft I1 used the words there hea the man that is making the
blaimalm he was making a claim for

Penaatlon and thought he was
led to 1I did not deprelit the receiver when I1 was askedas ed

whether I1 represented the govern
lent I1 said I1 didindid in athepart the ret said I1 was not representing

fhe
u I1 representedrefrese anted the receiver in
pursuit for propropertyerty the church

nicya claimedblaime tthe wasau excessive price for the property
lu existencestence but they paid it withthleaideaidea of getting a final decree

da speedy appeal to the higheralt I1 did not call the attention of
theceasesneases who were testifying as to
theth

8 compensation of the receiver to
tajfact that the church had surour
CT itsita property mr williamswilliamlookedked up the church property outale10 of salt lake I1 do not knowwhoteS03anade the in theatoaj of the examination beforejudge

to judge powers in reference to
the compromise I1 will say the re-
ceiver had nothing to do with the
pushing of the case to a final decree
he may have known of it but it was
a matter entirely between the at
torney general and the defendant
corporation other counsel for the
corporation yielded to the attorney
general I1 had called the attention
of the attorney general to the fact
that there was to be an examina-
tion as to the compensation of the
receiver I1 have letters received
from him conversed with the actor
ney general about my employment
by the receiver I1 appeared for the
government before commissioner
sprague simply to prevent any de-
lay I1 did not agree to any sum be-
ingin allowed to the receiver

to0 judjudgee marshallars I1 was at the
examination before judge sprague
to see that the matter was conducted
properly for the government mmyy
own compensation was referred to
them the examination was held
open till mr hobson said he did not
desire to cross examine witness I1
objected to the for the re-
ceiver by not consenting I1 did not
want to take any part in it

to judjudgee powers the receiver
demandeddemandff all of the sheep as well
as other property of the church in-
cluding that had been sold
and the defendants acceded to the
demand the receiver also took
steps to get a knowledge of the
property on hand at the time
of the compromise the defen-
dants claimed that there was
not 50 worth of property left
it had been used in temple building
the perishable articles had also been
used up these covered over
of the inventory there was wheat
to over and other items
which hadbad disappeared by use it
was all claimed by the stake asso-
ciationscciations and we would have had to
mainmaintaintain suits for its recovery we
had to search for our proof among
those interested in retaining the

property for the church none of
volunteered information about

the illegality of the title but all
claimed that their titles were good
all of these matters were consiconsideredconsidersderd
in the compromise

to judge marshall the receiver
had no inventory of this property
he had a schedule of the property
testified to

judge marshall weask for copies
of those inventories

judge powers they are public
documents in the possession of the
court the gentlemen can getfet them
therehere but we will not furnish them

for their convenience mr dyer
will get copies and help them all he
can

mr peters continuing I1 ex-
amined the validity of the stake in
corporations we cathecame to the con-
clusion that they were illegal and
the transfers to them void we might
have followed the property if we
could have found it

to judge powers to follow it we
would have had to commence nu-
merous suits and involved much
expense lawyers might disagree as
to the legality of the stake ancor
po rations and of the transfers

judge powers Is it a factfiest that

judge zane filed an opinion that
you had been pursuing an uuncon-
scionable

ucon
scio course in going afteraater this
property

examiner Harharknessknese that is im-
proper I1

to judge marshall the decision
of the court was adverse to the val-
idity of the assignments of the stakes
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testifiedstifledte I1 was at one time the
owner of an undivided interest with
my brother in the church quarries
little cottonwood that is where
the temple granite is obtained at
one time I1 extended an easement on
the property to the church we were
in possession then and the church
also had buildings there we had the
patent

judge powers I1 move to strike
out that testimony as incompetent
I1 call upon the gentleman for the
lease they have been talking of
overruled

judge marshall to the receiver
have you the lease referred to

receiver dyer never heard of it
judge marshall then we offer a

certified copy it is dated in no-
vember 1877 and is a perpetual
lease to the church

judge powers you offer it to
snowshow therethere was other property which
the receiver could have obaedobtained

judge marshall yes sir
judge powers there is nothing

to show that the grantorsgranforsgrantors have any
title to this property

the lease was admitted in evi-
dence

judge marshall explained that
the interlineations referred to were
on a prprivateavatei copy belonging to mr
young and bound in with the
offofficialiclal copy by an error

judge powersflowers said he had pro-
posed

r
to the other side that if tcothey

were through on the point of mis-
leadingbeadi ng the court the defense would
offer proof on that subject to avoid
waiting for witnesses this was ac-
ceded to and a recess taken till 2
p m
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in the afternoon mr critchelow

stated it was agreed by the parties
that the eastendeast end of the wells corner
had been enhanced between march
2 1887 and july 9 1888 bby
the erection ainthereon oiof Z C M I1
shoe factory

HON THOMAS MARSHALL
of the firm of marshall royleboyle tes-
tified we were employed by the
receiver in the suits for the wells
corner there were two suits were
employed in may 1888 examined
the cases before instituting the suits
mr dyer called on us wnand2 asked us
to bring the suits he and mr peters
told us the facts and we expressed
a doubt of maintainingning the suits the
propertyproperty was held bybajosjoe PF smith
anand tthe only thing we had to go on
was the fact that he was a promi-
nent member of the MoIMomaimonimon
church he conveyed it to geo D
cannon who in turn conveyed it
to F armstrong and A H cannon
all the deeds were apparently
good there being no intima-
tion of fraud we declined to
proceed afterwardsbards mr peters
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