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bation upon false statements made
by him I1 feel quite clear that I1
must sustain this objection

mr critchelow mr hills under
the circumstances of the question I1
have asked Is a fair com-
pensationpensa tion

objected to objection sustained
mr critchelow do you consider

that amount excessive
same objection same ruling
mr critchelow would not such

a claim be grossly exorbitant and
unconscionable

same objection same ruling
As to the suggestion to go to mr

richards house it was agreed to go
to mr richards house in the after-
noon

MRMB PETERS

was called by judge powers and
testifiedstifledte I1 was employed by the re-
ceiver shortly after his appointment
I1 accepted only on condition that all
parties should consentconsent mr dyetdyer
received a communication from at
torney general garland to the effect
that he had no objection to the em-
ployment thereupon I1 accepted it
the suit against the church was in
charge of the attorney general and
I1 acted under his direction I1 acted
as attorney for the receiver until last
november there was never any
arrangementn e e bonfeconfederacyberacy or agree-
ment with mrr dyeryer or any one
eelse with reference to my employ-
ment as atattorneyaney I1 have never
known of any combination or under-
standing open or secret by which
the receiver fo to do anything
or did anything he should not have
done in this suit there was no col-
lusion with the defendant in any
way the receiver always consulted
with his attorneys before taking any
stepk I1 was consulted on the terms
of the compromise in the mainmaan case
it waswaa my judgment and is now
that it was a fair compromise with
all the matters that have since
been teteststifleifie i to I1 read the com-
promise to the court in the con-
versation that followed the defen-
dants said they did not object to the
compromise which was turning
over the property mr marshall saidmid
it was turning over the proceeds of
the property the court inquired if
all parties were agreed and the
answer was in the affirmative
nothing was said as to values allal
on that subject Is in the pepetitiontio
for compromise I1 kept theth attorney
general fully advised of all the steps
in the case I1 stated to mr royleboyle
alterafter I1 returned from washington
that the settlement was approved by
the attorney general

to sudjudge marshall I1 did not
know at cethe time of the compro-
mise that it was acceptable to the
attorney general I1 do not eonconsidersider
the receivers course as deglinegligentnt
he did not delay but was aal the
time on the look out for proppropertyerty I1
lidild not inspect his leaves for sheep
ththey were left with mr williams
anandemrmr dyer I1 believe the petition
for compromise correctly stated the
facts I1 understood we were getting
nearer the value in some instances
than in others in somegome cases we got
6050 per cent and in others 75 perr
cent we did notnet consider the vavaluee
of the Z C M I1 factory because

we could not have recovered that
we gotot about 8090 per cent of the val-
ue of that part of the constitution
lot that we had a chance of recover-
ing we got about 70 per cent
of the value of the street car stock
that lais if the corporation was prop-
erly managed we had a fighting
chance for that gehadwe had to depend
on mr armstrong to make out a
case against himself I1 did not
draw the order authorizing the com-
promise I1 presume I1 saw it before
it was presented but could not sasaysaidyI1 remember that mr marshall said
to the court that he considered the
compromise fair and reasonable it
was the privilege of the court to
know the value of the propertyroperty I1
thought they had it adfand they evi-
dently thought so too for they
acted so if they hwdhad had any
doubts aythey would probably have
taken testimony I1 did not deem it
my duty to volunteer anything or
to appear officious I1 thought there
was enough set forth in the
petition I1 was not specially em-
ployedPIOY ed by the attorney generalgethral in
this case I1 was directed to work on
it but was informed that I1 would
not get paid anything extra for the
service there was no written agree-
ment

ree
slowingshowing that the was

in lieu of the and that the
united states had no right to
further pursue that personalLal proper-
ty I1 know of no written acceptance
of the compromise but that was the
understanding there were several
pieces of real estate suspected of
being held on sacred trust for which
no suits were brought

to judge powers I1 consented to
the compromise because of the un-
certainty of the result of the litiga-
tion I1 understood the street railway
franchise would soon expire and as
the city officers were not friendly to
the suit it could be made of little or
no value in a short time it was
necessary for us to work quietly we
endeavored to get all the property
we could

court took a recess till 2 p m

at 2 in the afternoon ex-
aminer harkness attorneys mc-
bride marshall critchelow and
peters marshal dyer and the
stenographer repaired to the resi-
dence of hon F S richardsBichards who
was slightly improved but was still
in ill health

MRMB RICHARDS

testified I1 am one of the attorneys
for the church in the suit by the
government the petition for com-
promise filed in the supreme court
on july 9 contained all there was
there was not much compromise in
the matter compromise means giv-
ing and taking byy both parties but
in this case we did all the giving and
the government did all the taking
it was forced upon us one item fai0of
settlement was the taking of
for what was left of the in
personal property that was trans-
ferred to the stake associations the
amount was to be in full satisfaction
of these transfers the compromise
as you call it involved no conditions
with the receiver in june
1888 1 arranged with the attorney
general at washington for a speedy

hearing of the case in the supreme
court of the united states when
the final decree should be
obtained the attorney general
wanted the case advanced asaa
well as ourselves the reason
we turned over so much prop-
erty was to get a final de-
cree we turned over propproperty
that they could not get andan
never would have got but to obtain
a final decree we turned over more
than they were entitled to mr
peters wanted worth of
personal property but when I1
came to investigate we only had

left we finally agreed
on a statement of facts was
made as a basis for the decree I1 un-
derstoodderstood that that was final as to
that property inasmuch as we had
turned over all the property of
the corporation and more we were
to havea final decree I1 wanted that
decreeclecree and if I1 had not expected it
I1 would have opposed the turning
over of the property I1 have my idea
as to the scope of the final decree
it was not a part of the understand-
ing that the receiver of the united
states could follow other property
it was not the understanding
that asaa the property was turned
over the receiver would con-
tinue to pursue property alleged to
belong to the church no agreement
was made on that I1 dont know
that I1 would like to say whether un-
der the decree there could be a fur-
ther pursuit of the property
one provision of the decree was
the continuing of the receivership
I1 had no understanding as to the
effect of that I1 did not suppose
other property would bbe pursued
because we had no more I1 under-
stood that it was to be the end of
litigation I1 expected the final de-
cree to be the end of the litigation
the obtaining of the decree was
the condition of surrendering
the property on this basis
I1 consented to the settlement there
was no compromise they arbitrarily
demanded certain property and we
had to accede to get the decree they
did not seem to want a final decree
they were alterafter property property
I1 was the only one who mentioned
final decree I1 juetjnet mr peters in
washington in july 1888 in the
presence of solicitor general jenks
the items of the settlement were ap-
proved and he understood the prop-
erty was surrendered only ftfor the
purpose of getting the final decree
we talked the matter over fully As
to the letter mr young and I1 wrowroteto
to receiver dyer as to 25

for compensation I1 remember
the circumstances after the com-
pensationpensation question was referredreferfed to
judge sprague mr dyer asked mem
how much I1 thought he should
have I1 said I1 had not thought
of it but said that probably vit
should be the same as an executor
of an estate I1 told him I1
did not know afterwards mr
dyer came to uemei again anand
said he was going east and
would like to have our ideas
on the subject I1 asked him
what he would relike he said he had
the opinions of business menwanaplacing
the fffigureure above what he wantedI1
he sasaid would susuitit him I1


