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he on his own services the
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the
bourtt is amply able to take care of
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n the counsel for the court
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MIVyan ilehe comes from a close inia
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aoU I1 said the results of the

07ak were importantant to the respond
abotoin thioiaa investigation serious

kes were made against themthe
thewere ailedr here to an

aidedfloto d he investigation has about
a 1 and now the counsel for

urt onionly ask that the
findnd atiatthat the court was

44 misled they adthat there has been no babaalJ
sofa if the court did not have
m information it had the
was of securingsecuringg more bothinothingin
fatatoat

said of thee value of the realreal
dets con promised the court un

thelt it was ajudicious comrefithe if it had been the full value
orPpropertyplo perty that had been re
etnena t would have been a set

gerfyterfy 3 nota camproncompromisease the two
agreed uponupon a basis of com-

it alse and ththee court allowed
HS lolandboundlollnd bot on any re

ue tha were made as to
tt aluea
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1 orof propropertyTerty in question

gities ae sua course when both
apcrovearoves

18 theane courcourt generally
ln ivlesuch1 a9 compromise upon

baellment Sde aware of the agree
th the6 gentlemen edgagengaged for

k I1 say that today theyy resettlementthe settlement a fair one
4 a gross injustice toso me receiveriver with having

misled the court when he had
nothing whatever to do with the
wattermatter placed before the court if
the court was misled it was
by itself and by no one else but
even that does not appear judge
zane says now that it is a bad com-
promiseDromise but he did not say so then
and there have been no reasons forafor a
change in his opinion certainly
no one would now say judge zane
would be in an impartial frame of
mind considering the feeling that
has grown up the compromise
was not the work of mr dyer it
was not his business but that of the
parties in the main case there-
fore he could not be charged
with misconduct mr dyer could
not be holdheld responsible for the errors
of an attorney even if it was an
error rightbight here in this case lead-
ing1ng counselcounsel disagree and shallshaji mr
dyerDyer say which is right even if
hehe could he had no right to inter-
fereere in the compromise he had no
interest therein hisHIA business was
to receive and care for the property
he followed the advice of his attor-
neys and if there was any miscon-
duct it was on them now the
effort is being made to place that
misconduct on mr dyer how
much justice is there in that when
mr williams and mr peters are al-
lowed to go free nothing is said
of them but the consequences of
their mistakes if such they were
are to be sandaledsaddled upon him Is
there any fairness in that if he
had got only 25 per cent of the prop-
erty on the advice of his attorneysattoren ayseys
they and not he were respon-
sible

spon

judge mcbride then took up the
sheep question sustaining mr dyer
in the good rental he secured for a
lot of scrubby sheep such as the
testimony showed these to be
and at a time when the sheep pros-
pectspec were discouragingweremrM dyer was not a
but he obtained all the information
he could and took the bestbeat terms he
could find it was known for two
months that he would have sheep
yet none of these men who were an-
xious to pay 40 or 50 cents per head
were heard of when the sheesheepp were
to be rented the contract was
fair and reasonable even if a mis-
take had been madeiamade it is koevino evi-
dence of bad faith misconduct or
wilful negligence it might be
an excuse for censuring the
supreme court because it had
not appointed the shrewdest trader
on the street to this office but
there is no evidence that a mistakemis take
had been made in this regard in
the whole matter of the receivership
mr dyer followed the advice of his
attorneys and it seems strange to
me that he alone is to be censured
for all the mistakes instead of put-
ting it on his advisers it is absurd
to censure mr dyer for contracts
pronounced legal by his advisers
simply because some attorney thinks
there is a flaw in them whether
or not the attorneys were mistaken
is not mr dyers responsibility

As to the worth of prop-
erty what did it consistcons st of every-
thing from a broken down cradle in
which children were rocked 25 years
ago to the finest blooded horse that

zion received for tithing a lot of
trash and everything of that kind
was included in those lists these
lists were used for the transfer to
the stakes outside of the current
tithes the whole thing would not
have brought fifteen cents on the
dollar the testimony of the men
who knew exactexactlyY whathat the prop-
erty was is that the governgovernmentme tt
got more than the whole
thing was worth the church
gave more than they had
not to conceal property butbuttoto get
the case forward for a decree if this
whole property hadbad been put at auc-
tion in would nothave
brought 20 cents on the dollar
eight months later it had been ex-
pended yet this was just at the time
of his appointment and it was be-
yond possibility for him to get it

suppose he had brought suits who
was he to sue for a pound of butter
or a can of honey and would he
not have been assailed for wasting
money such a course would have
been foolish and no sane man would
suggest it could he have identified
a single sheep it was well known
that he could not he hadbad to look
to adversaries for his whole informa-
tion and thethey wwould0uld nott give aniany
he gathered hisis ishloninformation little
by little everybody would have
condemned any other course on his
part

the point of the whole thing is
this that there was a suspicion that
the defendants were trying to save
their property an insinuation
that the receiver was aiding in that
caused this investigation which has
shown that there is not a suggestion
to form a basis for that insinuation
there is no ground for the shadow
of a suspicion yet that is the whole
point ofof the mecase mr richards de-
clares emphatically that the sole
object of the surrender was to for-
ward the case the church sur-
rendered more property than it had
the government instead of being
defrauded have got every dollar
and more too than it should have
As to the stakee properties these
aream still in dispute the attorney
of the government made arrange-
ments for the settlement of the
constitutionality of the law the
government is holding back
and these men are houndlehounding mr
dyer to go ahead what I1issalehe to
do just what his counsel says
let the test now being made be de-
terminedtermined that he can see his way
clear

if youou had told men who knew
the situationsituation here that for the money
he bhasas expended a little over
he could have got be-
fore the suit they would have
said you were a madman it was a
matter of great surprise that he got
it with so little expense we know
that he and his attorneys were re-
sisted at every step the returns
are beyond the most sanguine ex-
pectations for keen close suc-
cessful management considering
the circumstances such an amount
of property was never wrung from
any people and it is grossly unjust
to impute wrong to him

I1 agree with mr richards that it
was no compromise to give
for the receiver had the


