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®mpromise, turniog over all the
Church property to the receiver;
bis compromise was the coniition
of & final decree so the case could be
ippealed; we were to turn over
wsﬂﬂl)sheep, and I paid Mr. Dyer
OVer $157,000; we were also to turn
over $75,000° in live stock or its
be; there wns also gns stoek and
other property; Mr. Dyer demanded
30,000 sheep; that is, the demand
Wns fur a]] the shevp the Church
ad; T do not know how the figure
s wns agreed on; it turned out
that the Church did not have 30,000
heep, and we had to wet more
make up the deficiency; we
had contracts for 30,000 = early
In 1887, before I was acyuaint-
el with the office, the Church sold
About 15,000 sheep to a company in
18 city; I do not know the exact
te of the compromise; there was
ut one trnsaction; it was supposed
thut the Church had but 15,000 at
1© time of the compromise, we
Were about 5600 short of our con-
tract, and had to wet them from
Other partics; the 15,000 sheep that
Were gold in the spring of 1887, were
Teturned to us to fill the 30,000 con-
tl‘aet; the usunl terms of renting
Sheep are two pounds of wool per
Sheep, and ten Inmbs per hundred;

L know of no specinl effort to obtain
the shecp prior to July, 1888; they
were seattercd from Arizona to
; at the time of the com-
eard nothing of the fees
Ot thu recetver or his attorneys; I
t“mv of no netion on this matter i:y
'€ defendants; I presume the af-
torneys for the defendants received
\U8tructiony from their clients; [
teurd‘ of Mr. awling’ statement
hat he had been instructed not to
Object to §25.000 for the recwiver; L
Dot know anything of such in-
Btructlous; do not know who gave
t'Fm; know of no negotlations be-
d\\ecn the receiver and the defen-
\hts; there was to be $75,000 in
I¥C stock to be turned over to the
:"E(}eh?el'i there was n¢ fixed price
OI cottie; there was no hay or
lisl‘m_n at that time; the $75.000 was
1 lleu of certain personal (;ruperty
’l‘gggmsed to be on hand March 2,
th 5 the money wnspnid instead of
1€ live stock; we otfured some of the
(.a‘.me‘ bnt we couldnot ngree on the
lt“’l;'“'d and he would not accept them,;
©Y were billed to us at 318 per
oeﬂd, but Mr. Dyer’s agent would
nly allow us §10, 5o we could not
th ‘pt; they were worth about $15;
were were perhiaps 1000 head; grain
thas B large item of the $268,000;
e ‘(311‘9 was property in between 300
Oll;' 400 offiees in the Territory; we
aned 1000 or 1200 head of cattle.
L Fabout 200 horses, to Mr. Dyer;
Gati?;nut knoew how many head of
1 e the Chureh owned Feb. 28,
188+ beenn my duties May 1,
I be nnd it was quite a while batore
nm?m"u acquainted with the busi-
1600 the Choreh possibly owned
on head of live stock ot some
¢ time &ince I have been

o €8 there may have buen 300
1 k% they wore seattered all over;
thi:ﬂw of Ro special offorts to obtain
8tock, made by the receiver;
thg? are some suits now pending
Were not included in the com-

Promige

> among  these are the

Chnrch farm and Ogden suits; all
that wns ineluded wns specified in
the statement before the court;
never heard of renl estate in other
E;rts of the Territory, execept Balt
ke, being included in the com-
promise; [ never conversed with the
receiver or his attorneys about the
compromise; all the negotiations
were carried on by the attorneys; 1
understood what was going on;
there was no stipulation of money
for sheep; we turned the property
over ns ({uickly 8 Wwe couldl‘:ewe
gathered the personal property and
delivered it to the receiver; the $75,-
O waa to eover the alleged nmount
of $268,000 and was considerably
more than it was actually worth.

To Judge Powers—The $288,000
included all of the personal property
of the Church on Feb. 28, 1887, and,
ineluded butter, eggy, meat, vege-
tables, office furniture, ete.; much
of this property had heen mentioned
at more than it was worth; the
375,000 was in Heu of it; I do not
think more than a quarter of it wns
on hand in July, 1888; In none of
these negotintions was the question
of the compensation of the receiver
and his attorneys considered; we be-
lieved the law to be eruel, o{g)re.w
sive and unjust, and wished to get
the inatter before the Bupreme Court
of the United Btates, otherwise the
coniprumise would not have been
maile.

To Judge Marshall—A sale of cat-
tle wag made to the Blackfoot Cat-
tle Co. early in the spring of ‘1887,
Wea talked of making an effort to
have the case advanced on the
calendar of the Bupreme Court of
the United Btates, but don’t know
of such an agreement being made
on the part of the receiver on con-
dition that. his claim for compensa-
tion should not be contesated. hen
I gave the receiver a liet of parties
holding sheep, 1 also furnished him
with orders on the parties, other-
wise he wouldn’t have obtained
them until thisday.

EDSON STOWELL

testificd—I reside in this eity and
am engaged in the sheep business; I
saw several herds of sheegnfter they
had been turned over to the recelver;
they were good gheep—some of
them extrn good. The usual rent
paid for shecp in this Territory is
40 cents; I think this would be a
fair rental for the sheep I saw in the
possession of the receiver’s ngents.

To Mr. Willams—I saw these
sheep on Chalk Creek last fall; they
were good avernge sheep— hetfer
than some for which I have seen 40
centy paid.

LE GRANDE YOQUNG

was recalled and said: I was one of
the attorneys for the defendanta
when this compromise was effegted;
one of the reasons why we consen
to the arrangement was to have a
decree entered and the case scttled,
don’t know that anything was sai
to the receiver about our reasons un-
til after it was cousummated. I at-
tended the examination held before
Juilge Sprague on one or two occa-
aions.

Judge Mamhall-Were you in-
strueted by your clients not to ob-

U1

-

Ject to the claim of the recelver for
$25,000?

Mr. Young—I think I will decline
to answer that question.

Mr, Marshnll insisted upon an
answer, nnd the examiner ruled
that the question was a proper one.

Mr. Young—8o far as 1 am per-
sonally concerned, I don’t care a
snap about answering. but eli-
cnis might. 1 will eay that all the
instruction we had about the matter
was that in a consultation with my
clicnts they told ns not to object,
and I so instructed Bheeks & Raw-
ling. Mr. Richards was at first fn-
clined to object, but finally con-
sented. I think it was an outrage
to appoint n reeeciver to take that
property. I never had an iden in
the world that if the Snpreme Court
declared the law to be unconstltu-
tional we would not receive back
the montey pnid to the officers of the

court. I snp the povernment
would i)rom y and honestly meet
our elaln; T was astonished to hear

Mr. Peters say he was not re
senting the government at the ex-
amination before Judge SBprague; if
he didn’t, I don’t know who did; T
did not.

A Mr. Kendrick was ealled for,
but not being present, an adjourn-
ment was taken till next day.

UL)on resuming the investigation
ou the morning of Feb. 6, the third
day of the proceedings,

Lk GRANDE YOQUNG

was enlled, and testlfled—The de-
fendnnt corporation had no interest
in contesting the compensation of
the receiver, as if the suit went
ngainst us It made no difference to
us, and ¥ it was in our faver
we would get the mone
back; ccunsel for the Chureh
did not oppese the compensation
because they were instrueted not to
by the défendants; the renron I have
stated had considerable weight with
the defendants, under whose In-
structions we acted; I wns not
present the whole of the time at the
examinntion before Judpge Bprauge;
T eross-exnmined the attorneys as to
attorneys’ fees; we did not consent
to the compeusntion to the attor-
neys; Mr. Richardsand 1 sent a let-
ter to the receiver, regarding the
compensntion,

Judge Powers—We will produce
it; we expect to bring it in our case.
It is dated Oct. 81st, 1888.

Mr. Young continued, in reply to
Mr. Critchelow—I dont know that
wa were specially instrueted to notify
Mr. Dyer in writing; but we did so.

To Judge Powers—Mr. Dyerspoke
to me once about the receiver’s fees;
I replied that T thought a proper
compensation would be the same as
wns usuplly allowed to adminis-
trators; Mr. Richards conducted the
whole negotintion; I understood that
the receiver requested the reply, of
our not contesting, in writing;
there was no secret about it; I pre-
sumie Mr. Richards will be heresoon;
I heard yesterdny that he wason
the way home; Mr. Richands re-
mnrked that he thonght $25,000
compensation rather high, but there
wns no necd to oppose it; we op-

posed the amount of attorneys’ fees.



