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seionable compensation, why, all|misled the court, when he hnd |Zion received for tithing, n lot of

€ receiver diy was to ask the court | nothing whatevet to do with the
that | raatter placed before the court.

he X the amount, and to suy
thought he should have $%5,000.
fln?imw the nttorneys for both sides
::]‘3-9 Dothing in all this that an honest
N would not hnve done. A man
“:? Zot a l-iight to place his own
whg]e on hijs own services. The
the ¢ matter was in the bands of
@ Court, and is still there. The
thclam 18 amply able to take care of
.hus?lmstinn, and it cannot be suc-
B -tlﬁu"" elnimed that there has been
fﬂl%v ing but an houest, stratght-
Dol course on the part of Mr.
Jer.
mh‘ve“ the counsel for the court
no Jhat Mr. Dyer intentionally did
B Wiong. They say he omitted to
do Something that heshould bhave
vin, Put of that we are not con-
Care(?ﬂ' I say in conclusion, after
in thuuy Ustening to the testimony
ducu:g case, an investigatlon con-
Dy8 by able attorneys, that Mr.
nmié"m“d” today in an enviable
v%mﬂ- He comes from a close in-
tha Bation without s stain on his
hagl;ack’"' I submit thnt no case
polnt’fﬂﬂ made against him en any
iver .o Will pot ask that he be
i}r 0 the presnmption of innocence,
the testimony absolutely fails
chap® ARy color to any Bttt e
tign't'g““- am glad that the inves-
,mwloﬂ hns been held, for it will
Wi!libe seen that Mr. Dyer, Mr.
31'1]1.H and Mr. Peters have be(;ln
Jjustly accused hy those who
brgg'ghs' these charges in%o court.
adlm-(..ntchelow said he did not
ofta{tithat the allegfed suppression
tﬁntiot:ﬂ}’y the receiver was unin-

688 was taken till 2p. m.

In the niternoon a further argu-

Ment d
a8 m;ﬁubltgalf of the respondents

Who JUDGE M*BRIDE,

tlon « 1 the results of the investiga-
entg }’9“3 important to the respond-
R this nvestigation. Herious
were mnade against them,
were called here to an-
be investiration has about
» and pow the counsel for
uxamimu“ only ask that the
uﬂinmner find that the court was
e blionally misled. They ad-
faig}, hlllt there has buen no bal
Suffigq,, fthe court did mot have
Megy, ot information it had the
Wag S:‘Pf Securing more. Nothin
ate Idof the value of the rea
demtﬂ:“l’mpromised. The court un-
Drom g, L it was njudicious com-
M the > if it hnd been the full value
Powpmperty that had been re-
lemm' that would have been a set-
l““’tiesi » Dot a compromise. The two
Pmmimﬂgrecd upon a basis of com-
bon ), 20d the court allowed
"mentlx?t' ground, 1ot on any re-
the yn tions that were made as to
Mhag g l‘a’l of property in question.
rtie; © usual course, when both
mve;‘-gl‘ee; the court generally
mﬂuch A compromise upon
Tﬂde awnre of the agree-
t’hL‘HOVe he gentlemen engaged for
Conn; urr;lm‘”lt- sy that todny they

: “'Ouldhe Settlement n fair one.
large 4 * & pross injustice to
e receiver with having

—

i
bo

Mepg,

¢l

took jroofon the subject. There |

ito censure Mr. Dyer for contracts |sisted at every step.

'.

1f|
the court was misled, it was:
by iteclf, and by no one else. But
even that does not appear. Judge
Zane says now that it s a bad com-|
promise. But hedid not say so then,
nnd there have been no reasons forn |
change in his opinion. Certainly
no onc would now say Judge Zane
would be in an impartial frame of
mind, considering ﬁ‘]‘e feellng that
has grown up. The compromise
was not the work of Mr. Dyer—it
was not his business but that of the
Fnrtics in the main case; there-
ore he could not be charged
with misconduct. Mr. Dyer could
not be held responsible for the errors
of an attorney, even if It was an
error. Right here in this case, lead-
ing counsel disagree, nnd shall Mr.
Dyer say which is right? Even If
lie could, he had no right to inter-
fere in the compromise. He had no |
interest therein. His business was
to receive and care for the property.
He followed the adviee of his attor-

. neys, and if there was a mlscou-l
iduct it was on them.
jeffort is being made to place that

ow the

misconduct on Mr. Dyer. How
much justice is there in that, when
Mr. Willinme and Mr. Peters are al-
lowed togg) free? Nothing s said
of thern but the consequences of
their inistakes, if such they were,
are to be saddled upon him. Is
there any fairpess in that? 1If he

had got only 25 per cent of the prop- |
1} p

erty on the advice of his attorneys.
they and not he were respon-
sible.

Judge McBride then took up the
sheep question, sustaining Mr. Dyer
in the good rental he secured for a
lot of serubby sheep, such a8 the
testimony showed these to be,
and at n time when the sheep pros-
pects were discouraging.

Mr. Dyer was not a sheepman,
but he obtained all the information
he could, and took the best terms he
could find. Tt was known for two
months that he would have shecp,
yet none of these men who werean-
xlous to pay 40 or 50 cents per head
were henrd of when the sheep wcre
to be rented. The contract wns
fair and reasonable. Even if n mis-
tnke had heen made, it is no cvi-
dence of bad faith, misconduct, or
wilful negligence. It might be
an expuse for censuring the

Bupreme Court because it had
not appointed the shrewdest tmder!
on the street to this office. But
there 13 no evidence that n mistake |
had been made in this regard. 1n
the whole matterof the receivershi

Mr. Dyer followed the advice of his |
attorneys, nnd it seems strange to
me that he alone is to be oensuredl
for all the mistakes, instead of put-
ting it on his advisers. It is absurd

pronounced legal by his advisers,
simply bucause some attorney thinks
there is a flaw in them. Whether
or not the attorneys werc mistuken
is mot Mr. Dycr’s responsibility.

As to the $268,000 worth of prop-
erty, what did it consist of? lJavery-
thing from a broken-town cradle in
which chlldren were rocked 25 years
ago to the finest blooded horse thntl

trash, and everything of that kind,
was included in those lists. These
lists were used for the transfer to
the Stakes. Qutside of the current
tithes, the whole thing would not
have brought fifteen cents on the
dollar. The testimony of the men
who knew exactly what the prop-
erty was, is that the government
got $25,000 more than the whole
thing was worth. The Church
gnve $25,000 more than they had,
not to conceal properiy, but to get
the caseforward for a decree. If this
whole gliopert.y had heen put at aue-
tion in March,1887,1t would not have
brought 20 cents on the dollar,
Eight months later it had becn ex-
pended; yet this was just at the time
of his appointment, and it was be-
yond possibility for him to get it.

Buppose be had brought suits, who
was he to sue for a pound of butter
or a can of honey? And would he.
not have been asaniled for wasting
money? Buch a course would have
been foollsh,and no sane man would
supoest it.  Could he have identified
a single sheep? 1t was well known
that he could not. He had to look
to adversaries for his whole informa-
tion, and they would not give nny.
He gathered his information little
by lttle. Everybody would have
condemned sny other course on his
part.

The point of the whole thingi]is
this—that there wasa suspicion that
the defendants were trying to save
their property. An insinuation
that the recelver was niding in that
cnused this investigation, which has
shown that there is not a suggestion
to form a basis for that insinuation.
There is no ground fer the shadow
of a suspicion, yet that is the whole
point of the case. Mr. Richards de-
clares emphafically that the scle
object of the surrender was fo for-
ward the case. The Church sur-
rendered more property than it had.
The government, Instead of being
defrauded. bhave got every dollar,
nnd more too, than it should have.
As to the Stake propertics, these
are 8till in dispute. The attorney
of the government made arrange-
ments for the seftiement of the
constitutionality of the law. The
government {s  holding  back,
and these men are hounding Mr.
Dyer to go ahead. What is be to
do? Just what his counsel says:
Let the test now being made be de-
termined, that he can see his wny
clear.

If you had.told men who knew
the sifuation here that{or the money
he has expended, a littlc over $7004,
he could have got 3750,000 bLe-
fore the suit, they would nave
said you werea madmon. It wasa
matter of great surprise that he got
it with so Little expense. We know
that he and his attorncys wcre re-
The returns
are betf’ond the most sanguine ex-
pectations. For keer, close, suc-
cessful management, considering
the ¢ircumstances, such an amonnt
of property was neVer wrung from
nniy people, and it is grossly unjust
to Impute wrong to him.

1 agree with Mr. Richards that it
was no compromise to give §75,000
for $50,000. The receiver had the



