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OOMcompromiseoaipromise turning over all the
church property to the recreceivedreceiveelveii

thisis compromisecom romise was the condition
of01 a final decree so the case could be
appealedled we were to turn over

sheep and I1 paid mr dyerover we were also to turn
over in live stock or its
valuebaue there was also gas stock andother property mr dyer demanded

sheep that is the demand
was for all ahethe sheep the church
hadbad I1 do not know how the figure

was agreed on it turned out
thathat the church did not have

and we had to get moreta10 make up the deficiency we
baaad contracts for earlyinn 1887 before I1 was acquaint-ed with the office the church sold
about sheep to a company in
this city I1 do not know the exact
dateate of the compromise there was
putbut one transaction it was supposed
thatoat the church had but 5 atwethe time of the compromise wewereato about short of our con-

ettu and had to get them from
other parties the sheep thatwere sold in the spring of 1887 were

unturnedturned to us to fill the contracttte the usual terms of renting
sheeplepareeepaream two pounds of wool per
auesheep and ten lambs per hundred
1 know of nno0 special effort to obtainthewe sheep prior to july 1888 they

weere scattered from arizona to
ing at the time of the com-pweniseobaheardeard nothing of the fees

01 the receiver or his attorneys I1
bowaw of no action on this matter byby

oee defendants I1 presume the at
ineys for the defendants received
obstructions from their clients I1

ward of mr Awlins statementthatoat he hadbad been instructed not to
bleat to 25 for the receiver I1

not know anything of such in
colonsctlons do not know who gave
ethelnba know of no negotiations beavreeneen the receiver and the deafen
arte there was to be inlivee stock to be turned over to the
formceiveraldpcceeiveriver there was no fixed price
iw cattle3 there was no bay or
mingm at that time the was
01 eu of certain personal property
SIXopposed to be on hand march 2

thera
five

the money was paid instead of
stock we offered some of the

cattleca tie but wwee could not agree on the
priceirice and he would not accept themthey
ikeass were billed to us at 18 perP
nnact but mr dyersys agent wouldonlyv allow us 10 so we could notaptlptP at they were worth about 15
therere werebererere perhaps 1000 head grains a large item of thethereewaswas property in betweenalida offices in the territory we
offeredted 1000 or 1200 head of cattle
ai1 about horses to mr dyerdo lot know how many head ofwettlethethe church owned feb 281887
0o1 I1 began my duties may 1

I1IK and it was quite a while beforebecametae acquaintedu 11aisted with the busi
the anichurchlu ach possibly owned

on asadhead of live stock at some
itt timee since I1 have beenbeedAAIothereACV0 there manhavemay have been
111wiio

88 zeythey were scattered all over
this of no special efforts to obtain
ththeLstock made by the receiver
thattt are some suits now pendpendingngwere not included in the com

wolnIB among thesethem are the

church farm and ogden suits all
that was included was specified in
the statement before the court
never heard of real estate in other
parts of the territory except salt
lakeke being includedincluded in the com-
promise I1 never conversed with the
receiver or hishia attorneys about the
compromise all the negotiations
were carried on by the attorneys I1
understood what was going on
there was no stipulation of money
for sheep we turned the propertyro aty
over as quickly as we coucould we
gathered the personal property and
delivered it to the receiver the

was to cover the alleged amount
of and was considerably
more than it was actually worth

to judge powers the
included all of the personal propepropertyarty
of the church on feb 28 1887 antiand
included butter eggs meat vege-
tables office furniture etc much
of this property had been mentioned
at more than it was worth the

was in lieu of it I1 do not
think more than a quarter of it was
on hand in july 1888 in none of
these negotiations was the question
of the compensation of the receiver
and his attorneys considered we be-
lieved the law to be cruel
sive and unjust and wished ogreto get
the matter before the supreme court
of the united states otherwise the
compromise would not have been
made

to judge marshall A sale of cat-
tle was made to the blackfoot cat-
tle co early in the spring of 1887
we talked of making an effort to
have the case advanced on the
calendar of the supreme court of
the united states but dont know
of such an agreement being madeinad e
on the part of the receiver on con-
dition that his claim for compensa-
tion should not be contested whenWhe 11

I1 gave the receiver alistona list of partiesartles
holding sheep I1 also furnished him
with orders on the parties other-
wise he have obtained
them until this day

EDSON STOWELL

testified I1 reside in this city and
am engaged in the sheep business I1
saw several herds of sheep after they
had been turned over to the receiver
they were good sheep some of
them extra good the usual rent
paid for sheep in this territory is
40 cents I1 think this would be9 a
fair rental for the sheep I1 saw in the
possession of the receivers agents

to mr williams 4I1 saw these
sheep on chalk creek last fall they
were good average sheep better
than some for which I1 have seen 40
cents paid

LELB GRANDE YOUNG

was recalled and said I1 was one of
the attorneys for the defendants
when this compromise was effected
one of the reasons why we consented
to the arrangement was to have a
decree entered and the case settled
dont know that anything was SOsaid
to the receiver about our reasons un-
til after it was consummated I1 at-
tended the examination held before
judge sprague on one or two occa-
sions

judge marshallmarshad were you in-
structedted by your clients not to ob

eject to the claim of the receiver for

mr young I1 think I1 will decline
to answer that question

mraft Marsmarshallhafl insisted upon an
answer and the examiner ruled
that the question waswaa a proper one

mr young so far as I1 am per-
sonally concerned I1 dont care a
snap about answering but my cli-
ents might I1 will say that 0au the
instruction we had about the matter
was that in a consultation with my
clients they told us not to object
and I1 so instructed sheeks rawl-
ins mr richards was at first in-
clined to object but finally con-
sented I1 think it was an outrage
to appoint a receiver to take that
property I1 never had an idea in
the world that if the supreme court
declared the law to be unconstitu-
tional we would not receive back
the money paid to the officers of the
court I1 supposed the government
would promptly and honestly meet
our claim I1 was astonished to hear
mr peters say he was not repre-
senting the government at the ex-
amination before judge sprague if
he I1 dont know who0 did I1
did not

A mr kendrick was called for
but not being present an adjourn-
ment was taken till next day

uponU
ibm

D resuming the investigation
on thee morning of pebfeb 6 the third
day of ththee proceedingsings

LLLE GRANDENDE YOUNG

was called and testified the de-
fendant corporation had no interest
in contesting the compensation of
the receiver as if the suit went
againstagainstuusa itft madeinad0 nonoddifferenceifference to
us and if it was in our favor
we would get the money
bbackadk coucounselnse 1 for thetee church
did not oppose the compensation
because they were instructed not to
by the defendants the reason I1 have
stated had considerable weight with
the defendants under whose in-
structions we acted I1 was not
present the whole of ibethe time at the
examination before judge
I1 cross examined the attorneys as to
attorneys fees we did not consent
to the compensation to the attor-
neys mr richards and I1 sent a let-
ter to the receiver regardingcling the
compensation

judge powers we will produce
it we expect to bring it in our case
it is dated oct slat 1888

mr young continued in reply to
mr critchelow I1 dont know that
we were specially instructed to notify
mr dyer in writing but we did so

to judge powers mr dyer spoke
to me once about the receivers fees
I1 replied that I1 thought a proper
compensation would be the same as
was usually allowed to adminis-
tratorstrators mr richards conducted the
whole negotiation I1 understood that
the receiver requested the reply of
our not contesting in writing
there was no secret about it I1 pre-
sume mr richards will be herewonsoon
I1 heard yesterday that he was on
the way home mr richards re-
marked that lehe thought
compensation rather high but there
was no need to oppose it we op-
posed the amount of attorneys feesfeas


