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extravizant anil the supply exces-
sivel’”? That goods furnished to the
United States wers oot always paid
for in gash. Tivery yuar for the last
five years there was a defleiency
extendiug over a period of nbout
four months vach yenr, nud T was
completely nt the mercy of those
fuinishing the yrooils, Bome of whom
st ope tinme notiticd me that they
vould not furnish them on such long
and uwuecertain time at the usunlcash
prices, Under these circumstiuces
what was [ todo? Would tisey have
o turu the prisoners loose, keep
them illJ)l

buy zoods at & emull advanee from
merchnnts who were willing to carry
the government if permitted to
make n fajr profit, and [ do ot Le-
lieve any of them esver made more.
They are reputable, honest meu,
and [ assert that the government has
nmever suffered by reason of its deal-
ings with any of them. But to
1l this eriticiam nbout the prices I
hnve but one genernl auswer, fur-
nished by the grand jury’s report,
namely, that the expense of keepin
prisoners, “ineluding pay and boar
of yuards'nnd warden’s salary was
about 48 veuts per day, aud deduet-
ing pay of guards 85 ceuts per day.”?
With this statement maie by the
report, f think T can fairly submit
to the common judgment of the
public that no extravagant prices
could have been paid for subsistence,
when it is ndmitted that the sup.-
plies to thePrisoners wers generous
in gquantity and quality, aod that
the resnlting cost only 356 cunts per
dny. [think no man who hasnny
knowledgoe of the cost of living will
find any place to lodge n successful
charge ot extravagance upon such
mam}gumunt.

I find by a letter now in my pos-
session from the Aftorney-Geuernl
of the United States,that in the years
1886 awd 1837 the prisooers in
the penitentinries of the ter-
ritories of Idabke and Montana
cost for subaistence from 75c. to 85c.
per day; oearly twice the cost of the
prisoners in my charge. The mar-
stial of [daho at that time is now the
‘ovored Delegate in Congress from
that Territory, nad no charge, even
fn' the heat and bitterners of a
partisad el-etive contest, was ever
riade of extravagunce, althongh the
cost fer prisoner was nearly twice
the cost in Utah under my ndminie-
tratiotr. IfI paid froin 10 to 25 per
@it thu mueh for supplies, then the
'¢ost of subsisting prlgonum would
hinve ‘been ndvanced accordiugly.
Will any Honest or sensible man
pretend to believe that the cost of
subsisting my prisoners could have
bien ¢ duced below the pries which
thie graud jury state io their ruport,
?ﬂ' any such percentage?

IV—THE WAGON ACOQUNT.

The'report states this matter with
substantinl correctnesa. My team
delivercd goode for all firms who
supplied the prisou, and some of

wse firme paid me for the servies,
Phoy proferved to pay me to deliver
them themselves. and the depart-
tuent of justice, on vnquiry from me,
npproved my action, as without any
shjection.” L& was wholly a matter
fife' the%dtler of the goods as to irow

‘ison and starve them, or |
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they would deliver thém, and they
employed my team on terms that
werg gatisfactory to them, and the
arrapgement was certainly as fair as
any like labor could {we done by any
ope. The government was .n no
way defrauded, nor is it pretended
that it suffered in uny degree.

[ fail to see for what purpose the
matter is brought forward, except to
eriticise the depnrtment of justice
for oot supplying its own transpor-
tation. Aul am not the inanager of
the department and am in no way
responsible for its maoner of doing
busioess, it can have no pertinence
in a report of this klod. Bave in
the War pepartment, where the
military are furoished wagons nod
tearns in some parts of the country
to transport supplies, and n horae
nud carringe for eabinet officers,
I believe it has never Leen the
polioy of the United States to fur-
nish its own pecessary traosporta-
tion, and It may be that the repurt
of this grand jury will have the
eftfeet to change this general polioy
and to induce it to buy and oper-
ate railronds, stage Jines, wngons
buggies and teams. But [ would
suprest that to effect that purpose
ft had heen better to have adopted |
n mumorinl to Congress than to
mike a report to the Thirnd Distriet
Court of Utah,

I may add, however, ng to the esti-
mute in this report, Hke estimates |
whicl: are common in all hasty and
ill-considered reforms, that a¢wumon
and team costing $500 would suifice
for this service,”” is totally nt fault.
Nosiugle team conld rform the
rervice. [ oftentimes had two ne-
tively engaged, and on many ocen-
sivne in nddition my private car-
ringe nod some hired.

n relation to the entire question
of the mauvagement of the peniten.
tinry, | camray I nlways practiced
the snme veonomy [ should have
done had I beru doing the work for
‘my individual account; nnd that [
nave used at least fair skill is evi-
dent when comparison is made with
! the managementelsewhers,

I find that the daily cost of the
Ohlo state jrison per prisoner,-as by
report of its keeper, I8 43 7-10 cents,
within 4 cents of the highest cost of

| the Utah prison while in my charge.
| 1 also find that the Joliet peniten-
tinry, [liinols, the model prison of
the United States, where subsistence
is probably cheajpier than any other
in theentire country, isstated in the
officinl report nt 42 cents per dny—
only 8 cents lower than the Utah
prison, and there was an average of
over fonrteen hundred prisoners in
each of these prisons. They pay
their guards mueh less than we do
in Utah. But if the grand jury or
othera who are havlug this spasm of
| reform desfre to cut the wages of
ithese men, who earn weil their
money, I hope they mny have to as-
sumne the responsibility. [ therefore
snbmit that in insisting that the
| manpagement of the Utah prison,
while In my charge, was extriva-
| gnnt,the grand jury liave been hasty
| #ad ino nsiderate as well as unjust.

i V—FAVORING ‘‘CO1ABS.”?

The statement inthe report, is true
certajn eases; aod the explanation

is, that ¢-ecohabs?? were generally ken-

tenced for short terms and uoder cir-

cumstauces which offered no tempta-,
tion to escape. \Work in the fields

conld be tione by them without re-

quiring noy guards, while if T sent

conviets aentencelf for larceny or

other offenres to haul sagebrush, or

dig potatoes, or do any other prison

work, gunrds were nlways required.

Bo, ns a matter of economy in the

employment of grunriis, and to enve

the sending of prisoners out who

woull embrace every opportunity

to eseape, [ employed this class of

prisoners often, in preference lo the

other kind. 1n other respects pris-

oners were treated alke, and this
diserimination was practleed as a

matter of economy, od 1 fully jus-

tify it, Buch is the practice in all
prisons, and 1 used my best judg-

ment, nud in no chse wAs my con-

fidence ever abused.

Vi— COMPENSATION OF MARSHAL
A8 SBUOCH.

The report deals somewhat at
length with one branch of the mai-
sh:]’s compensation, and complinins
that the government has pai.l more
than it should for certniu servige.
The vonclurion 1sarrived a in sonie
of the insthncer ciled ou an incor-
rect stntement of facts, notably the
following: “For instance, Depuly
Mnarshial Armstrong wne working
for 80 per cent of his earnings; he
surved a sunpeenn in Lhe case of Lhe
I*eople va. Taylor in the Becond dis-
triet, in the month of November,
1487, at an expense of $67, $40 of
which was charged as actual ex.

nse of team. The \feputy owned

isown team. Mr. Dyer had 40
per cent of this $10, that is to say,
the deputy received 524, whizh rep-
resentud the netunl vxpenses, while
Mr. Dyer bad the h.lance of $18.2%,
The above quotution shows how
carvlessly the investigation of the
grand jury was conducted, for
the truth is that Mr. Armstioog
did oot pay to the marshal any part
of the aubsistence or team hired ns
stated, and be received neither 316
nor any portion of this charge, any
more than the grand jury did, Mr.
A rmst rong wias not before the grand
jury as a witneas, while my ac-
counts wers nccessible to them, and
they show that justead of receiving
the $16 as nlleged, [ did not receive
s cent of it. It is difficult to under.
stand how the jury could hiave heen
imposed upon tn this case and been
led to illustrate what they call an
iHegal practice, wlien the instance
given is n fiction. Because [ had.
deputies of whose earnings 1 did
retain 40 | er eent, it was conctuded
that Mr. Armstrong was in the
sategery. and without proof it is
stated that T did take 40 per cent in
this instance. The grawd jury,
however, axsert that the mnarshal has
no right to receive such moneys,
and on this proposition I take issue
with them. affirm that it is
nefther legal nor unjust te do so,
and that the eriticism of the grand
Jjury upon the right of the marshal
to retain a portion of the enrulngs
of his deputi~s is both unjust and
unreasonable.

A depnty I8 the employe of the
marsha). Their relations are the



