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I1 knew of a stipulation of the trans
att of personal property to the

the transfers of real estate
we foufoundnd by research as to the

worth of personal property
which had belonged to the church
we believed it had been deeded away
to evade the law the first records of
title to real property that were ex-
amined were those relative to prop-
erty in salt lake countybounty that took
some time we labored quietly be-
cause I1 diddid not want the county re-
corder to know my purpose our an-
tagonists I1 thought were endeavor-
ing to defeat us we had a proceeding
oybi writ of assistance in the original
casese it was against bishop prprestoneston
colol01 winder gen burton and
other defendants we took that
proceeding to determine the title to
certain personal property about the

thing office the surrender of
which waswaa refused the petition for
the writ of assistance was made by
thehe receiver we took no steps to make
thewe stake associations parties to the
rAkin suitI1 it did not occur to me I1
heard the feasibility of such a pro
bedingeeding was suggested a few months

BO we might have got an injunc-
tionon restraining them from despos

celetaog of the property they had re
eved that view of the case did not

occur to me it appeared at the
outset that litigationlitigation would have to
bede resorted to for all the property
we took steps to investigate wherethe property in the different stakes
was totio be found there were a num
berT of persons sent out for this pur-
pose mr J H wolcott was out for

tte months before the compromise
was entered into he took charge of
thehe church farm later in the sumraerr before then he had been to the

part of the territory he
portedported from time to time I1 linkthink
aey first trip to emery and sanbanjuan
he
uan counties was in april 1888

y was also in summit wasatchStorgangan sanpeteSanpete sevier utah and
other counties in pursuit of property
te gathered some testimony but

VgenerallyotoIlerally met with obstacles in all
sections I1 dont know whetherry one elseeise was sent from this city

therehere were others in various lo10
atiesr from whom the receiver obtaluhs ed ininformationformatin we obtained no

prior to the comprocomero
orgw that justified the abrlbringingaang
A suitssuite there was a buggesuggestionI1on
toto test the title to a wardetingting house in salt lake city48rtit was held by the ward assoria
A
UON0 that was a matter belonbelonginggI1 g to
t
ne main suitsult it was our ddutyu to
wallall church propertyyi the lawy escheats real property we took

arty y that was exemptexempt we ex-
ea but a nominal rent for the
mple10 block because it was notor

did
sy used for public worship we

atheroth not find property in cache and
bybatiescounties that had been deeded
was

thele church to other partiesthere
headhPdatertpertyY that we believed was
laL for the church there was notoyarty situated like the church
14

perty inI1in salt lake county the
MSarf wasyaUall in private parties and
anolui lot been in the church or by
agtee but 1I1 think the propropertyA waswaaailyyieldheld fforor the churchCK yethe re
braot of the church would

misleadV us wwhenhe u not under oath

but they simply would not tell so
we took proceedings to compel wit-
nesses to talk we did not summon
witnesses from different localities
but had that in contemplation we
did not get that far in the case that
was all

mr baskin why mr
peters summon those witnesses and
show his whole hand

mr williams you hadbad better ask
him 1 dont know I1 think he

had time up to the presentlpresent
mr baskin you knew it was im-

portantpor tant
mr williams certainly I1 did

and we worked as hard as we couldcould
under the circumstances we con-
templatedtemplated calling witnesses from all
the counties where there was
church property

mr baskin how could mrmi pe-
ters try the case without knowing
a11 these facts
mr williamswilliamg he had in contem-

plation the calling of witnesses for
thatahat the defendants made a substan-
tial surrender such as would war-
rant a final decree for the purposes
of appeal those in the government
above mr peters were satisfied as
to this the decree reserved for fur-
ther action the properties still un-
discovered you are asking law
questions and I1 will give you a law
lesson mr williams then pro-
ceeded to explain the various legal
phases of the case as it stood on the
final decree mr peters was not
diverted from his purpose by the
compromise the question I1 winwill
answer in my way if you will not
interrupt me the surrender of the
property suspended the prosecution
mr peters got the result of the
litigation0 O n he was pursuing

judgeud e powers objected to mr
baskins interrupting the witness
and protested that he should pro-
ceed in a gentlemanly professional
and courteous manner

mr baskin said he had not in-
tended to do otherwise he got a
little warm however and when
judge powers saidmid he would object
to his appearing at all mr baskin
exclaimed Yyouou can do that just as
soon as you like

at this point judge J Ear mc-
bride having arrived from wash-
ington came in and took a seat be-
side judge powers

mr williams continued his testi-
mony 1I considered it the receivers
duty to secure all the property of
the church that he could find
in the inquiry concerning my com-
pensationpensaDensasensationtion I1 said we had pprepared
to bring suits in severalbev cases
when it was stopped by the com-
promise among these proposed suits
was one for a part of the wells

roperty several in regard to the
churchhurch farm and several in
gard to personal property all of
theie property we excretedexpected to sue
for was not delivereddeleveredelivere but most of
it in value was we contemplate
suits for property in logan and
elsewhere we purpose going ahead
when we have proper opportunity
we had a schedule of the personapersonal
propertyprope arty beforebefore the surrender on the
compromisem r e it is much easier to sasay
4VIThyy ardnt you do this 11 thathann to

do it we could not commencecomin ence

suitssuite without knowing something ol01
what we wanted the property
was in the hands of those who
would bupt tell us anything
about it to save our souls from pur-
gatory and you know it we did
not know whom to sue nor what for
to have proceeded as you haveenable

ausug-
gested would have been to enable
them to effectually conceal the
property so we could not get any of
itt we had the inventory just before
the compromise was settled I1 first
learnedearned of the proposal to compro-
mise in may 1888 from the govern-
ment attorney I1 was familiar with
the negotiations in certain portions

legrand young and F 8
richards did the work for the
church with mr peters there was
continual contention between us
mr peters was rather aggres-
sive the defendants were frank
in their admissions of owning
certain propertyert they proposed
to surresurrenderAropspecificsspecific property and
we wanted atallit all they claimed that
theythe didI1d not own the outside prop-
ertiese you have referred to and it
would have to be settled by litiga-
tion mr peters insisted on getting
all of the church property the prop-
ertyert surrendered was accepted but
not as all the property

judge powers objected to inter-
ruptingru tin g the witnessjudgjudgee harkness said mr baskin
was a little too rapid in asking a
question before the witness got
through with his answer

mr williams continuing the
defendants claimed that they sur-
rendered all of thetheirr property itwas
not to end the original suitat y and
that is not the of the original
decree whether there were to be
supplemental decrees escheating
property of a personal nature was
not discussed there was some
trouble in getting the orgertpropertyyi
there were no high churchurch offi-
cials 11 present at any of the negoti-
ations col winder and the attor-
neys were the principal parties to the
arrangements I1 waswaa present when
the final decree was entered the
compromise was made between the
church and the government not the
receiver the receiver was subject to
the agreement the receiver made
no compromise he took all the prop-
erty he could get and proposes to
pursue the rest as he can there was
an agreement to take for the
property which was left of that
which had been inventoriedinventoriesinventoried at

more than a year before I1
think the was a much larger
result than we could have got abyby
litigation1 we could not have got
ththee property otherwise and I1 think
theth a receiverrec iver had the duty to do the
best thing under the circumstances
without consulting the court it was
his duty to take the most he
could get it would have been a
fruitless search on the evidence we
had and we had used due diligence
toget what there was the findafindingsgs
of fact informed the court of the
compromise mr hobson had to do
with that and I1 do not remember
prec Nely what occurred it is not
exactly a compromise the facts
were laid before the court I1 would
refer you to the govergovernment counsel
for more eiplexpliciticat information it was


