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Judge Marshall-We objectf.ot.haf.] oharge of the property of the late | risk of loss. Nothing in the way of

83 immaterial and irrelevant.

| torporation that the same be turned I

pursuit or inguiry after property

7 A.—Well, I don’t know aboutthnt, | gver to him, which was refused.|was done by $he’ receiver except as
udge, whether it has all been pro- | He had information that personal|above stated, and nothing has been

uced yet or not.

Q~—What T mean is, have you
furnished all the information that
Jou have, or could learn of, to the
attorneys?

Judge Marshall-W e object to that
a8 immaterial,

The Examiner—Yes. [ think on
this inquiry it is immaterial.
tioJ udge Powers—Note an excep-

n.

Q.—You have been represonted
here by counsel, haven’t you, in this
tourt room, to ndvise and assist the
tourt attorneys?

Judge Marshall-We ohject to
that ns jmmaterial

The Examiner—Yes, unlessthero
8 some jmproper representation
elaimed,

Judge Powers—No, 1 think not.

The Examiner—I think it is im-
materinl,

Judge Powers—I understood the
Court fo rule that he need not an-
“Wer what he knew about these

arges?

The Examiner—Yes, that ia not
Properly here.

Judre Marshall--Is the witness
Fou refer to, Captain, Mr. Jack?

A —Yes, sir.

Judge Powers—James J ack?

A~I have forgotten his first
Dame?

Q.—C. B. Jack?

P“A--—Hu I8 associnted with Mr

THong down here,

Q.—Ar. C. B. Jack or J. F. Jatk?
A.—I don’t know his first name-
do-:‘uggc i\gnmhall—\\fasgt lhe sent
‘0 sguth to investi the pro
erty there? ga prop-

A —Yes, sir.

15011 the morning of February
F there was a brief wait for
. Richards, who had - been
UMmoned as a witness. It was
c‘z"mﬁl that Mr. Richards was
b Nfined to his room through sick-
It > ond therefore could nof attend.
o 18 Suggested that at 2 p. m. the
Xaminer’s court be transferred to
T. Richards’ housg.

L. 8. HILLS
1‘:; 1‘}5 called nnd testified—I am cash-
o lOf_the Descret National Bank,
‘pa( director in some corporate com-
drél(;es; am executor for H. 8. Kl
5 Ee*s eatate which is worth $500,-
for oF $500,000; was also executor
3000 pabt- Hooper’s esiate, worth
Tt 1000; T know of the suit of the
Bk érnment against the Church; am
Teoe tquainted with the labors  the

: ?&1 ver has performed.
T Critchelow—Mr. Hills, I wili
wign [y bothetical question, and 1
Pro Fou  would remember the
‘lﬁ’iOSltions therein stated:  The
Mnm;‘fl', who ig nlso United States
appot Of Utah, in this case was
onpt,ol-imed on the 7th and qualified
givi € 10th day of November, 1887,
onp. 18 “;)Ond in tPe sutn of $250,-
trom acquired without any
n?;l.'f&l" beyond that of maklng de-
about "llld obtaining possession of
situat.(?dm’m worth of real estate
forms) In 8alt Lake (ity; hie made
demand upon the persons in

| property to the value of about $260,-
000, some of it perishable. but the
bulk, say $175,000 of it, substantial,
and capable of being traced, had
been in possession of the corporation
in February, 1887, he made inqui-
ries of the defendants and their rep-
resentatives as to the existence of|
this property and gave orders to his
depugy marshals in their travels
throughout the Territory to keepa
look out for property belonging to
the late corporation, but did not in-
struct them to neglect other duties
or to do detective work in ferreting
it out; he made one trip in company
with his clerk and attorney to Og-

den, Logan, and Brigham
City in search of personal
property, making formal de-

mand for the same; he attcnded
some six or eight days on the cxam-
ination by the United States Dis-
trict Attorney of certain witnesses
before “an examiner appointed by
the Bupreme Court, nndpoin conse-
quence of information there obtained
he brought se vernlluitdand obtained
possession, without serious contest
of corporate stocks and real property
in addition to that heretofore men-
tioned to the vialue of some $272,333.

His attorheys prosecuted a writ
of assistance In the principal
case and obtained a judgment

for about $14,000 worth ot personal
property situated in Balt Lake and
at the Church farm just south of the
city. He first sent an agent into
the fleld to endeavor to find or col-
lect personal property on the 11th of
May, 1888, six months after his ap-

intment, and this agent was gone
our days making a hurried trip into
Summit, Wasatch and Morgnan
countivs, the same ngent afterwurd
made a trip into San Juan and
Emery counties, but on neither oe-
casion obtained trace of any prop-
erty; the attorneys for the re-
ceiver about the same time
brought ten suits for real estate
and personal property situate in
Balt [ake and Weber counties,
which were in a short time compro-
mised with the exception of three
in Weber County, and the property
sued for or its proceeds turncd over
to the receiver; and as a part of the|
same compromise and in full of the |
claim of $268,000, the defendant cor-
poration gave the receiver orders for
30,000 sheep, seattered throughout
the Territory, and agreed to turn
over some 1200 or 1400 head of cat-
tle situate in southern or middle
Utah, and to make up the difference
between their value and $75,000; the
sheep were turned over without any
more trouble than merely sending
out agents to galher them,
and the $75,000 was after some
litttle further negotiation paid over
cash, These 1200 or 1400 head of
cattle, and 25,000 or 30,000 head of
sheep, though in existence, had
never been found or sought for by
the receiver. The $14,000 worth of
property obtained by the writ of
nssistance, was turned back to the
Church; the sheep were leased out
by the recelver to six indiviiuals|
witheut nny difficulty, and without |

done since about July, 1888, except
to gather aud release sheep, and
start and gather cattle, and to ac-
cepl the remts from real property in
the receiver’s nominal posscesion.

The result of this work in round
figures ia that about $700,000 worth
of property taken into the posscesion
of the receiver. of which 240,000
cash ison hand ln hanks, the bal-
ance is represented by promisory
notes ($25,000 secured), real cstate,
corporate stocks nnd sheep. Keep-
ing in view the fact that all the ex-
penses of the receiver for attorneys,
clerks, ngents, traveling and other
expenses are borne by the fund and
should not be included in your esti-
mate, what do you sny is a fair
and reasonable compensation for the
work ahove detailed?

Juelge Powers—We object, as the

uestion is not a full complete and
fair statement of what has been Jone
by the receiver. It I8 conspicuous
in its inexactness and extraerdinary
in ita unfairness. It also goes to the
guestion of the compensation of the
recejver which 18 not before the
court.

Judge Marshall contended that
the recelver’s statement to Examin-
er Hprague was “‘conspicuous in its
exnctness,’’ and they proposed to
show that. They also desired to
show that the charge of £25,000 was
e}t:,lorbltant., and therefors unconsion-
able.

Judge McBride argued that, the
question of compensation had been
specially reserved from this exami-
nation, and thercfore could not be
entered upon. The receiver made
no demand, such as counsel say was
too large.

Judge Marshall—One of the mat-
ters referred to the examiner was
whether there had been a  fraudu-
lent and unconsionable claim.

Judge McBride—8uch n claim is
one that no modest and honest man
would make. Mr. Dyer made no
claim, but merely stated that he
thought hisscrvices were worth $25, -
000. The matter of compensation is
directly involved in the question,
and should not be admitted. Itisa
manifest misstntement of facta.
It says Mr. Dyer was doing nothing
for six months. Why they were
walking around this Church hastile,
trying to find a hole to get through
to get at the property; they were
fishing for bestﬁuony, Jjust as these
gentlemen nre doing. It is unfoir
to say he did nothing forsix months,
when he Jaid his lines to get at this

PTOPBI‘-%- . . .
Mr. Critchelow—If our gnestion
doea not state the facts, is it not our
own risk?

Judge MceBride—Even then it is
unfair to misstate the faets. We
think this question is nol within
the scope of the court’s order, and
we therefore objeet tg it.

Judge Harkness sa¥d the question
could not be allowed, as it went to
the matter of compensation. The
court refused to refer that question,
anJ we eannot go into it. We can
only inquire as to whether he pro-
cured testimony ns to his compen-



