


































































































34 FORT SNELLING INVESTIGATION.

he said a pick could not be had of the blocks, ¢ We would have to
take a block back, at about an average place on the reservation. The
blocks composing the water lots would cost several thousand dollars.”’
And these preferred blocks are on that part of the reservation that,
in his testimony, he has spoken of as entirely worthless.

As an excuse for adopting this secret and extraordinary method of
bringing this rich property to sale, the commissioners allege the
danger of combinations. To this a satisfactory answer has already
been given. If, as in the case of the Fort Dearborn reservation, and
ag, by that example, was most judicious, the power of accepting or
rejecting bids had been retained, the interest of the government could
not have been divested until a full price had first been cobtained.
Even at public auction, and without this guard, the testimony shows
that a successful combination could not have been made. A com-
bination depends for its success in uniting all competitors, and thus
excluding competition. But the large population in the vicinity, the
general interest to buy, the presence of capitalists seeking invest-
ments, and the absence of residents from the reservation, which
prevented all popular sympathy with a combination, made it certain
that so many interests could not be combined, and that, separate from
interest, there was no feeling to give a combination strength. Indeed,
a combination, under the circumstances, was impossible, and the first
knowledge of it, as stated by Mr. Johnson, was derived from the
report of the commissioners after the confirmation of the sale, by
the Secretary of War, Mr. Mather and Doctor Graham may be
presumed to have impressed this subject on Mr. Heiskell, as Mr.
Steele, by the testimony, certainly did; but it was privately done,
and did not transpire to the public. The commissioners, by their
own statements, seem to have got the notion of combinations, te
some extent, from each other. Mr. Heiskell states that Major East-
man had been there and knew all about the combinations. Major
Eastman says that Mr. Heiskell was unknown to everybody, and,
therefore, that he knew all about them. But that, in point of fact,
neither of them had any knowledge whatever that a combination had
been formed with reference to the purchase of Fort Snelling is dis-
tinctly shown by their own testimony, and indignantly denied by all
intelligent witnesses.

The report of the sule made by the commissioners to the Secretary
of War is hardly more accurate in opinion or in fact than the pro-
ceedings by which the sale was made. ¢ We find the improvements
made by the government for military purposes,”” the commissioners
say, ‘‘almost valueless for any other.”” ¢“The buildings are valuable
for any purpose requiring a large collection of buildings,”” Major
Martin answers. The commissioners say that the fort and outbuild-
ings are old and in a dilapidated condition. DMajor Martin answers,
¢‘ None of them are in a dilapidated condition. The general condition
of the quarters and barracks at Fort Snelling are as good as the ave-
rage quarters and barracksin the United States.”” The commissioners
say, *“ We find the improvements on the reservation all owned and in
possession of the post sutler, Franklin Steele, esq.”” Major Martin
answers, ‘“All the improvements and buildings which were on the
reserve did not belong to Mr. Steele.”” The commissioners say they












































































































































































































































































































































































































166 TESTIMONY.

Angwer. Certainly.

Question 671, (by Mr. Morris.) Who were those persons youreferred
to as having conversations with in regard to the price paid for the
property ?

Angwer. Stephen A. Douglas was one. Ie said we paid enough for
it. I had a consultation with Mr. Douglas, a year or two previous, in
regard to investments at the west.

Question 672, (by Mr. Morris.) Do you remember any other person?

Answer. I remember a man in St. Paul, whose name I do not now
recollect, who was a large owner of real estate there, and two gentle-
men in New York city who had been over the ground. They said we
paid too much for it. I think the name of one of them was Tuttle.
He had been over the entire ground. I know him by reputation as a
merchant in New York., He had considerable interest in the west,
and had been over this ground. I have talked with several parties, a
majority of whom concurred in opinion that we paid fully cnough for
it. I have given the names of all I remember now.

Question 673, (by Mr. Morrill.) You are a lawyer by profession ?

Answer. I am not.

Question 673, (by Mr. Morrill.) Did you draw up the writings signed
by the commissioners—the contract of sale ?

Answer. Yes, sir. I believe it was changed somewhat afterwards.

Question 675, (by Mr. Morrill.) Did you conceal from Major Fast-
man and Mr. Heiskell, at the time, that you were one of the pur-
chasers?

Answer. I do not know as there was any concealment about it.

Question 676, (by Mr. Morrill.) Was there any open talk that you
or any other party was a purchaser besides Steele?

Aunswer. I belicve that Steele was the only man that had conversa-
tions with the commissioners in regard to the purchase.

Question 677, (by Mr. Morul]) Had you any conversation with
Major Eastman or Mr. Heiskell, by which he was 1nf011ned of the fact
that you were a purchaser in 1)dlt of that property ?

Answer. I took no pains to conceal the fact or to make it known.
I drew up the writing at the request of Steele, and I belicve the com-
missioners changed it. I do not know whether Major Iastan or Mr.
Heiskell knew the fact that T was a part purchaser. T was a stranger
to both.

Question 678, (by Mr. Morrill.) Did you or not know that you were
violating the law or the usage of the government in stipulating that
the purchaser was to have credit upon that sale?

Answer. I did not.

Question 679, (by Mr. Morrill.) What other parties did you propose
to admit as partners before you changed your mind?

Answer. I know of but one man I had in mind. I did not desire to
assume so much myself. That man was Augustus Schell. T said to
him that we had been making a purchase there, and, if he desired, he
might have an interest in it, as there was more than we desired to
take ourselves. He declined on the ground that he was a government
officer.































176 TESTIMONY.

Question 779. State from whence you first derived the information
that the Fort Snelling property was in market and for sale?

Answer. I do not distinctly recollect how I came in possession of
the facts. I think I saw in a paper, during Pierce’s administration,
that the fort was to be sold.

Question 780. Had you any conversation with the present Secre-
tary of War upon the subject of the sale of that property, or did you,
directly or indirectly, derive from him any information in respect to
the sale?

Answer. I never had any conversation with him upon the subject.

FEramination by Mr. Pettit.

Question T81. Where, at the time of the sale, were you living ?

Answer. In the city and county of New York.

Question 782. Had you ever lived in Minnesota ?

Answer. I have never lived there, and I have never been there.

Question 783. What was the inducement to this purchase on your
part?

Answer. I am a regular speculator and stock broker in Wall street,
and ready to go into any speculation which I think will pay. I would
buy this building to-morrow if I thought I could make money out of it.

Question 784. In what manner was your attention directed to the
purchase of the Fort Snelling reservation ?

Answer. I do not remember.

Question 785. Was it suggested to you, or did you suggest it to
others ?

Answer. I cannot say, from the simple fact that my conversation
about it was general.

Question 786. At what time did you become interested in this pur-
chase, before or after the sale ?

Answer. Mr. Mather and Mr. Graham went out there, and I became
interested in it when they returned from Minnesota.

Question 787. What interest or expectation in it did you have
before the return of Dr. Graham and Mather from Minnesota ?

Answer. I expected to go into it just where they meant to place
me in it. I did not consider it a matter of any great moment or con-
sequence. Those men did the business, and I was willing to rely
upon them.

Question 788. Why did you expect to go into it before they
returned if no arrangement had been made between you on the sub-
ject?

Answer. If they said it was a good thing I was willing to go into it.

Question 789. At what time, then, was your arrangement to pur-
chase made, before or after your return?

Answer. We had a talk about going into it before they went west,
but my arrangement was completed after their return.

Question 780. State the substance of that conversation and where
1t took place ?

Answer. We had several conversations. I think they took place










































190 TESTIMONY.

Answer. I was, and went from Wheeling to Minnesota.

Question 906. Had you any conversation after you arrived in Wash-
ington 1n regard to that reservation ?

Answer. No particular conversation—nothing more than regards
the fact that the committee was in session, and that certain parties
nad been sent for to Minnesota by the Sergeant-at-arins.

Question 907. Do you know how you happened to be subpenaed ?

Answer. I do not.

Question 908. Do you know any of the parties who purchased this
property?

Answer. I know Franklin Steele, who 1s sald to have purchased
this property, and who has the reputation with us of being the sole
purchaser.

Question 910. Did yon express to any one after you arrived in
Washington the views you have now expressed to the committee?

Answer. In conversation with persons from Minnesota I have ex-
pressed such views. /

Question 911. Whom was such conversation with ?

Answer. I have had conversations with several Minnesota gentle-
men ; I do not recollect who in particular ; I do not know what the
conversations were.

Eramination by Mr. Pettil.

Question 912. Did you know, before the 1st of July, that Major
Eastman and his associate were authorized by the government to
make a sale of this reservation?

Answer. I do not remember the time exactly ; as I stated before, I
knew from report that they were there; but what time it was I do
not remember ; I did not pay much attention to it.

Question 913. Is it not true that their particular authority to sell
this reservation was unknown at St. Paul, and that neighborhood, until
after the sale was effected ?

Answer. I do not know whether it was or not.

Question 914. At what time did you first learn that Franklin Steele
had purchased that reservation ?

Answer. It was some time immediately after the sale.

Question 915. Did you learn that before Steele had come to Wash-
ington and returned, or afterwards?

Answer. I do not know ; it was a matter to which 1 paid no partic-
ular attention, not being interested in it in the Jeast; Iknew it soon
after the sale.

Question 916. Can you fix the time more particularly than that
the sale occurred some time last summer ?

Answer. I cannot: I was very much occupied in my own business,
and do not remember it.

Question 917. Is it not true that a general interest existed in the
neighborhood of St. Paul, upon the part of speculators and others, to
make purchases in the Fort Snelling reservation ?












194 TESTIMONY.

Answer. I do not know.

Question 940. Are there not large and flourishing towns and cities
above these two rapids you speak of in the Mississippi river ?

Answer. There are a number.

Question 941. Isit your opinion that if St. Anthony and Minneapolis
had not the start you speak of, that Fort Snelling is the natural place
for a city in that vicinity ?

Answer. I do not know about that. It is a very pretty site for a
city. It is located at the mouth of the Minnesota river, and between
that and the Mississippi river. It forms a sort of promontory there.
I do not think it is a natural place for a city. I think the site of St.
Paul is superior to that of Fort Snelling.

Question 942, (by Mr. Faulkner.) What, in your judgment, would
have been the result of a public sale made by the commissioners of
this land, compared with the result of the private sale as it has been
ascertained.

Answer. That it would not have sold for as much money at public
sale.

Question 943, (by Mr. Faulkner.) Give your reasons for that
opinion ?

Answer. Well, sir, it is the opinion of western men generally that
no land can be sold publicly and bring a higher price than $1 25 per
acre, based upon the belief that it is not the intention of the govern-
ment to speculate upon the public lands, and that it is well enough
for citizens to get it at as low a price as they can. I attended the
sale at Stillwater, in 1855, I believe, when a portion of that reserve,
embracing lands in the immediate vicinity of St. Paul, and between
St. Paul and Stillwater, (which is at the head of Lake St. Croix,) were
sold, and none of them brought a higher price than $1 25 per acre—
lands more valuable than those at Fort Snelling.

Colonel ApaM D. STEUART sworn.

Examination by the chairman.

Question 944. Where do you reside ?

Answer. At St. Louis, Missouri.

Question 945. Have you any knowledge of the facts and circum-
stances attending the sale of the military reservation at Fort Snelling ?

Witness. Do you mean personal knowledge ?

The chairman. Yes.

Answer. No, sir.

Question 946. Have you ever been upon that reservation, or made
such an examination of it as to enable you to speak of its value ?

Answer. I have known it well for upwards of thirty years. I was
for more than ten years paymaster of the fort and district. I have
not been at Fort Snelling since August, 1854, and the rise of property
in that neighborhood has mostly taken place since that time. I could
therefore only state an opinion as to the present value of property in
that region as derived from others, for I have not been there in the






196 TESTIMONY.

and the neighborhood, as for the government to retain Fort Snelling
as a millitary depot?

Answer. I think not. The St. Peter’s river is not navigable except
for boats of light draught, and there must be a reshipment at that point
for the fort at Pembina and Fort Ridgley. There would be a differ-
ence in the expense, but I do not know what the difference would be.

Froamination by Mr. Morris.

Question 955. I will ask if you have any knowledge of any person
or persons seeking information as to whether this property would be
sold, and writing to the War Department to obtain that information?

Answer. Mr. Reynolds, the late district attorney at St. Louis, in-
formed me that he had addressed a letter or letters to the Secretary
of War. Mr. Reynolds wished me to ascertain if such letters, or
copies of them, had been communicated to the committee.

Question 956. I will ask you to state whether, in your judgment, it
would have been proper to have sold Fort Snelling at public or private
sale ; and if at public sale, the reason for it?

Answer. At public sale, as I think all public property should be
sold. I have served in the army for twenty-odd years, and I have
never known public property to be sold at private sale. My opinion
is that it never should be. I attended the sale of the military reser-
vation at Flort Dearborn, in Illinois, in 1839, which was sold by Judge
Birchard, as the agent of the government sent out for that purpose.
It was divided into lots, as an addition to the city of Chicago. He
then invited sealed proposals through public advertisements, retain-
ing the right of rejecting all bids deemed to be too low. When bids
were rejected as being too low, the lots were reoffered for sale until
bids were received for them satisfactory to the commissioner. I
know of no other mode which could have prevented combinations
upon the part of speculators to obtain the property at less than it was
worth. He had a tariff of prices which was unknown to the bidders.
Bids were rejected, and the lots reoffered in some cases five or six
times until the commissioner sold them on terms satisfactory to him-
self. The next best mode would have been to have divided the pro-
perty into lots, for which a minimum price should be fixed, and the
agent authorized to make that bid for the government. If lands are
sold without limit at public auction, speculators will combine, appoint
a bidder, and then divide the proceeds among themselves. I pur-
chased eleven lots myself at the sale of Fort Dearborn.

Question 957. Do you know the amount the property at Fort Dear-
born brought ?

Answer. I do not. The returns must be on file in the War De-
partment.

Question 958. If Fort Snelling had been sold in that way, is it your
opinion that the lands would have brought more than $7 50 per acre?

Answer. I think they would have brought more.

Question 959. How much more ?

Answer. I could not say, for the reason I have mentioned, that I


































































218 TESTIMONY.

Re-examination by Mr. Foulkner.

Question 1123. By what calculation do you reach a result that the
retention of Fort Snelling would save one half of the expense of trans-
porting supplies to the west, as stated in a previous answer?

Answer. I meant the mere expenses at the post, and not the ex-
pense of transportation. The transportation would be the same.

Question 1124. Do I understand you, in the course of your testi-
mony, as having expressed any opinion at all as to the propriety of
this exercise of discretion of the Secretary of War in the sale of Fort
Snelling ?

Answer. I have no doubt that the Secretary acted with the best
intention for the public service, but I think he was deceived by the
report. I never had any conversation with him upon the subject
until after I was examined before this committee.

Question 1125. Are you aware that, by the terms of that contract,
the right has been reserved to the United States to retain it for mili-
tary purposes so long as the Secretary of War shall choose to retain it?

Answer. I am not. The contract itself will show that.

Question 1126. If such be the character of the contract, does not
the government thereby reserve to itself all the benefits as a govern-
ment which can arise from retaining it as a military post?

Answer. Certainly.

Question 1127, In your report of November 16, 1854, you speak of
the following reservations: Fort Howard, Fort Snelling, Fort Craw-
ford and Rock island. Please to state how many of those reservations
have been sold or disposed of in any form, and which of them are
retained by the government?

Answer. I think Mr. Rice was charged with some disposition of the
property at Prairie du Chien—Fort Crawford—but I think there has
been a suit and that the government has been ousted there, and I
understand that a family occupying one of the buildings has been
directed to remove. I think the government has lost the title by a
decision of one of the courts of Wisconsin. I do not know it officially,
but I have no doubt they have lost the title. The government still
retains Fort Howard on Rock island.

Question 1128. Are you enabled to state the respective quantities
of land attached to each of those four military reservations, or which
you believed to be attached to them in 1854, and the value of each
reservation, according to the opinion you then entertained ?

Answer. I consider the value of the reservation at Rock island, if
divided into lots, equal to that of the city property upon cach side of
it. I look upon it as immensely valuable property. It has all been
seized upon. I believe the War Department has endeavored to get
the squatters off. They have gone on and cut off timber to the value
of several thousand dollars.

Question 1129. Can you give an approximate estimate of the value
of Rock island reservation ?




































230 TESTIMONY.

Question 1249. If, then, you had no communication with them
other than that referred to by you, how did you know that they were
authorized to sell ?

Answer. Their note was signed by them as agents or commis-
sioners, I think; I never saw their authority, and never asked it.

Question 1249. Did they open the correspondence with you, or you
with them ?

Answer. I think they with me. I think the first proposition made
to me was to know whether I had an offer to make, or wished to
purchase, or something of that kind, intimating that they would
entertain an offer.

Question 1250. Have you got that correspondence ?

Answer. I think I have their letters to me at home. I did not
keep a copy of mine to them, but I presume the commissioners have
them. Their first was asking me to make a bid, to which T replied,
offering $75,000. To this they replied, declining the offer, and, I
think, stating that they considered it worth $90,000.

Question 1251. There was no understanding, then, between you
and them that you should pay anything to any person who had made
improvements on the property other than those belonging to the
government ?

Answer. No, sir; I think I gave them to understand that I con-
trolled or owned all the improvements on the property other than
those belonging to the government. I think they may have inquired
of me if there were any improvements other than mine which would
be sacrificed by the sale, and that I replied that I owned or controlled
all the improvements on the reserve other than those belonging to
the government.

Question 1252. Was the value of this improvement you owned
deducted from the price that the commissioners estimated that this
property was worth ?

Answer. No, sir.

Question 1253. Was there anything said between you and them in
reference to that?

Answer. Nothing that I recollect.

Question 1254. Was this interview with Dr. Graham at St. Paul
previous to or subsequent to the communication in writing which
passed between you and the commissioners ?

Answer. It was previous.

Question 1255. Did he not inform you then that the property was
to be sold; that the commissioners had been appointed and were
authorized to sell ?

Answer. I think he informed me that the property was to be sold,
but I do not think that he informed me when, or that the commis-
sioners had been appointed.
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Answer. The proposition was in the forenoon of the day in which
the sale was made ; the sale was made in the afternoon.

Question 1266. Did you advise Major Eastman that combinations
would be made in case the sale should be a public one ?

Answer. I think I informed him that I had been invited to join a
combination ; I think that was after the sale, or between the time of
accepting my offer and the delivery of the contract ; I had some con-
versation with him after they accepted my bid and before the draw-
ing up of the contract.

Question 1267. Did you not inform him so prior to making the offer
of $75,0007?

Answer. I may have said to him that I had learned that it was the
intention to form combinations there, at the time I made the inquiry
to know when and how he was going to sell it ; but I do not recollect
distinetly.

Question 1268. Was the most of your conversation, relative to the
purchase, with Major Eastman or with Mr. Heiskell ?

Answer. I had no conversation, in regard to the purchase, with
either, other than the conversation I stated that I had with Major
Eastman while he was surveying the land, and by the correspondence
which I have mentioned.

Question 1269. Were you on good terms with Major Eastman ?

Answer. I cannot say that I was not; when he was stationed there
I was not ; our relations have not been kind.

Question 1270. By the terms of your contract, how long would you
regard the government as having the right to retain the use and oc-
cupancy for military purposes of Fort Snelling ?

Answer. No longer than necessary to remove the government stores
and supplies, without loss to the government, and to transport them
elsewhere.

Question 1271, If they found it necessary for military purposes,
have you supposed they had the right to occupy it an indefinite length
of time ?

Answer. No, sir. The very fact of sale implies a different idea.
The abandoment of the reserve implies that they contemplated re-
moving the troops.

Question 1272, Would you consider it inconsistent with the con-
tract to retain it two, five, or ten years?

Answer. I would.

Question 1273. What was the common rate of interest out with you
at the time of your purchase of this property ?

Answer. From ten per cent. per annum to three per cent. per
month ?

Question 1274. What was the usual rate ?

Answer. In my business transactions I have paid as high as fifteen
per cent. per annum. I have held paper drawing three per cent. a
month ; but no large loans could be negotiated for more than twelve
or fifteen per cent., I presume.

Question 1275. At that rate of interest at the time of the purchase
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