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CONFISCATION SUITS DISMISSED.

IN the Third District Court, Octo-
ber 27th, District Attorney Varian, for
himeelf aud the Attorney (Generai,took
very important action ju reference to
property in thie city which bad been
attached and beld by order of the
court as Church property subject to|
escheat to the United States.

This property conslsts of what is
koown az the Whitney property, on
the northwest corner of what s com-
menly called the Tithing Office hlock,
with a sma!l piece of land on the east
of that corner, alfo the Cannon House
on Bouth Temple street. The District
Attorpey filed amotion to disoilss the
suite against these pleces of real estate,

He algo includeud in the motion to
dlsmiss, all of block 87, which is better
kpown a: the Temple Block, This
was merely a formal withdrawal of
claim to that block for it was settied
as the property of the Church when
the decree of the court was made in
1888.

The District Altorney also flled a
motlon in the Bupreme Court, the text
of which will be found in another part |
of this paper, that the Receiver be in-
structed to dismiss the gsults against
the pleces of property in this city and
in Ogden which he had clzimed nas
Church property and subject to
escheat, These coneist of whatl is
called the Counci] House corner in
this city, and the Taberpacle Square,
the Tithing Office ground and the
Shurtliflf place, formerly tbe property
of David M. Stuart.

Although the f1ling of these papers
are simply motions to dismlss, and no
uaetion can be taken by the Bupreme
Court until its sespion. in January
next, yetit may be considered as a
virtual ending of the sulis against the
property mentioned,ns the District At-
torney represents and acis under in-
stroction of the Attorney-Genersl of

the United Btates. It s in
effect s fOpal settlempent, oo the
basis of the agreement or ‘‘com-

plemise’’ entered into by the Church
Attorneys and counsel for the
QGovernment, as to what property the

lveyed to their holders.
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Church ownped 8t the time of the dis-
solution of the corporatlon,

That our readers may understand
the present situation we will make
some explanations. [t will be remem-
bered that when the litigatlon arose
over the Church property through the
passage of the confiscation act, there
was a dispute as to what property the
Church held at the time when that
act went jnto effacl. In the summer
of 1888 Attorney F. 8, Richards went
to Washington, and 1o company with
Colonel Broadhead had Interviews
with’ Solicitor General Jenks and
District Attorney Petrrs, at which the
whole matter was investigated and a
stipulation was made as lo what prop-
erty should be understood as actually
belonging to the Church at the date
mentioned. A decree -was rendered
by the Court here in QOclober of that
year, on the basjs of that stipulation,
and the property was turpned over to
‘the Recelver.

Mr, Riehards, knowing what waa the
understanding in this agreement, al.
waye maiptained that it was a finality
80 far ne the question of what the
Church held was concerned. But
eftoris were made to attach pieces of
property which weré not included in
that stipulation, on the ground that
the Church stil! owned them in reality,
though in form they had beeu con-
The Councll
House corner In this city and the real
estate ln Ogden alrendy mentioned
were claimed by the Receiver,and suits
were entered for their seizure and for.
{efture. Attachments were sued out
last winter for the Cannon House and
the other pieces of real estate we have
Jescribed. -

Mr, Richardse was in Washington
when he learned of these attachments,
and he at once went to Attorney-
General Miller and explained tv him
the agreement made with the former
Bolicitor - Geveral. The Attorney-
General promised to lnvestigate the
matter, and corresponded with Mr.
Jenks and Mr. Varian, and expressing
a desire to see the latter and Mr. Rich-
ards, they went to Washington and
with him arrived at a satisfactory un-
derstanding, in w®ich it wasagreed
that the etipulation or ‘‘compromise*
should be regarded asa Huoality as to
what property the Church owred
when the Edmunds-Tugker Act went
into effect.

It will be remembered that after
Judge Zane left the judicial benoh und
before his reappointment, proceediogs
were held before Exnminer Harknees
in which the Judge and his son ap-
peared as attorneys for cerlain school
trustees. In their Anal statement filed
March 1, 1889, this passage occurs:

““The Receiver and his attorne o
tend that r.h_e_w{] can puraue this pr{;fr:;
bat in the light of tho final decres In thia
case their elaim is farcical.”

Examiner Harkness, In his report to.
the Bupreme Court sald:

“The compromise was ratified
court; the government was soonb{nt'tl;?
notifled through its law offners of the
comprotnise and has made Do cbjection

but through its ofMeials ha
approval of it.” o e

» Mr. Varian in his report to the At
terney Gepneral said: a

“In this 'connection, would it oot ba
prudent to determine at once the offept of
thedecree, and whether the Receiyer can
proceed to take possession of othey rop-
erty, should any be discovered? Pf t
deoree s finul in this regurg there ig ng
use 10 keeping a Receiver and hig coun-
sel as aD annex tothe fund. The cases
against the realty can be pressed and de.
termined, and the fund can be paid mi.;

till Congress provides for it,**

It was expected that thege suits
would have been dismissed long before
this under the circumstances we have
described. But it is better Inte than
uever. The matters In litigation are
now more clearly defined. No gther
property than that turned over o the
Recelver can be selzed. The questions

now remaining are, what gha}l]l he
done with the personal proper.
ty, aod whaty® If apy, o
the renl estate held by the

Receiver I8 lo bLe escheated and uged
for the benefit of the District Bohools.

The real property claimed by the
Government coneists of the Tithing
Office, Gardo House, Historiap'y Qf-

fice, Church Farm and some con] Jg ods
in Bummit County. Questigys ATe
involved in this clalm which must be
separately delermined by the courts.
Properly held by the Churah hefore
-tuly, 1862, is not subject to forfejture.
Buildings beld exclusively for the
worship of God And parsonages con-
nected therewith are exempt. Bo Is
property to the value of $50,000. These
| tests will be _applied where proper to
these pleces of real estate in dispate.

The Utah court confiscated the per-
sonal property turned over tothe Re-
ceiver, for the tenefil of the Dijstrict
Schools, The Bupreme Court of the
United Btates set thls decision astde,
and made of the property a trust to be
devoted to lawful purposes the pearest
allke to those intended by the donors,
This question is now pendiug before
the Master ln Chancery and may go
up to the court of Izst resort before it
will be Anally determined. 8o with
‘he cases in regard to cach pieve of real
satatein dispute.

Our readere, by n vareful reading of
'hese explanations, will understand the
present status of the Chuarch suits.
And they cannot fail to see that the
action taken this morning is of great
importance. It forraally releases any

tbe registry of the court, there to remain



