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THE PRESIDENT OF 'rHE UNITED STATES, 

TRANS~l!TTING, 

In compliance toith a resolution of the Senate, the Proceedings of the 
Court of Inquiry, in the case of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

JANUARY 10, 1840. 
Read, and ordered to be printed. 

WASHINGTON, .January 10, 1840. 
I transmit, herewith, in compliance with a resolution of the 30th ultimo, 

the proceedings of the comt of inquiry in the case of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, held at St. Lonis in November last, and the papers connected there
with, together with a copy of that officer's resignation. 

The report of the Secretary of War, which accompanies these papers, 
contains the reasons for withholding the proceedings of the court martial. 

~ M. VAN BUREN. 
To the SENATE of the United States. 

1N AR DEPARTMENT, 

.January 7, 1840. 
Sm: In pursnance of your directions, I have the honor to transmit, 

herewith, the proceedings of the court of inquiry held on Lieutenant. 
Colonel Brant, in St. Louis, on the 26th day of November last, together 
with a copy of that officer's letter of resignation, the facts set forth in 
which are corrobomted by the records of this department. 

With regard to the proceedings of the court martial, consequent upon 
those of the court of inquiry, I respectfully sug·gest that they ought n\:>t 
to be communi:.:nted, because chey are incomplete. Upon their being sub· 
mitted to. the department by the j~1dg-e ad vocate, irregularities and discrep. 
ancies were discovered in them, which rendered it necessary that they 
should be retnrned to the court for further revision ; which conrse wouid 
have been pnrsued by yon, had not the resignation of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant rendered unnecessary all further proceedings in his case. Great 
injnstice might be done, and serious inconvenience would result to the 
service, if inchoate or i:Jcomplete proceedin<rs of courts martial were made 
pnblic. It has, heretofore, been the practice" of the department, in all such 
'Blair & Rives, printers, 
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cases, to withhold them; and I trust thn.t this salutary rule will not be 
departed from in this instance. 

Very ref.pectfully, your most obedient servant, 
J. R. POINSETT. 

To the BRESIDENT of the United States. 

ST. Lours, October 20, 1839. 
Sm.: Having always intended to resign should the report of the court 

of inquiry in my case be unfavorable, and the finding of the court martial 
other than au honorable acqnittal: well aware that the report of the court 
of inquiry was adverse, and presuming, from the lengtl1 of time which has 
elapsed since the adjournment of the court martial without its proceedings 
having be-en published, that the decision of that tribunal was not a full 
acquittal, I now ask leave to carry my previous intention into effect, and 
hereby tender my resignation as an officer in the army of the United 
States; and hope that in so doing it will not be deemed improper to give a 
brief summary of my military life, and make a few remarks on the peculiar 
circumstances of my case. I entered the army as a private soldier in the 
winter of 1812, desiring to share the privations and face the dangers which 
the brave men of that day bad to encounter in the service of their country. 
In February, 1813, I was promoted to be first sergeant in Captain G. H. 
Armstrong's company, 23d regiment of infantry, and in the latter part of 
the same year to be a sergeant major in that regiment. On the 15th of 
July, 1814, at Queenstown, Upper Canada, on the recommendation of 
General Ripley, Major Brooke, and Major McFarland, Major General 
Brown appointed me an ensign in said regiment, which appointment was 
on the 6th of August following duly confirmed. I received the commis· 
sion of brevet first lieutenant for gallant conduct at the sortie of Fort Erie 
on the 17th September, 1814, and the commission of second lieutenant in 
the above regiment, to rank from 1st of October, 1814. I was appointed. 
quartermaster to the 2d regiment of infantry in 1815 ; assistant deputy 
quartermaster general, with the rank of captain in the staff, on the 30th 
November, 1819; first lieutenant in the line in the Decembet· following; 
brevet captain on the 17th of September, 1824, for ten years' faithful service 
as a first lieutenant ; on the 22d of March, 1832, to the lineal rank of cap
tain in the 2d regiment of infantry; in December following, quartermaster, 
with the rank of major in the staff; and on the 7th July, 1838, to be 
deputy quartermaster general, with the rank of lieutenant colonel. I was 
at the taking of Fort George in 1813, and continued during the summer 
of the same year to be actively engaged in that part of Upper Canada. 
]n 1814 I was, a.s before stated, at the defence and sortie of Fort Erie, and 
in other engagements on the Niagara frontier till the c1ose of that year's 
campaign, during which periods my services were frequently and honor
ably noticed by my superior officers, and rewarded by the Government. 
While serving in the quartermaster's department, I have often been called 
upon to perform extra, arduous, and highly important services. In 1828 
I adjusted and paid the claims which grew out of the Winnebago disturb
ances of 1R27. My arrangements, and the promptness with which sup
plies were forwarded, and transportation procured to the several points 
~here they were required during the Black Hawk war of 18321 call~d 
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forth the approbation of Generals Scott and Atkinson, as well as that of 
the head of the quartermaster general's department. In 1836 I was actively 
employed in makiug disbursements and procuring supplies for the Creek 
campaign in Alabama. In October, 1837: I was ordered to Florida, and 
remained in active service there until relieved in June, 1838. 

From the above relation of facts, it will he perceived that I served in the 
ranks, and rose through every grade of the army to my present station, 
extending over a reriod of 27 years, 24 of which were continuously in the 
quartermaster's department. Retween the date at which I was first placed 
in the quartermaster's department and that of my late arrest, I have dis
bursed more than two and a half millions of dollars, the whole of which 
amount has been truly accounted for, without defalcation or loss, or the 
detention of any part thereof, under the plea of set-off; or a claim of per 
centage, although I have now, and have had for many years back, just and 
legal demands against the Government, for a considerable sum, as com
pensation for highly responsible services not within the line of my official 
duty. 

For a confirmation of these statements I beg leave to refer to the Quarter
master General and to the Adjutant General of the army. 

For the last two or three years I have been the object of unceasing and 
harassing attacks, which were made with the intention of destroying my 
reputation and character as an officer and a man of honor, by charging 
me with haviug committed a long series of petty peculations, for which 
even abject poverty could not furnish an excuse, and which even the 
lowest and most degraded of our community would hesitate about perpe
trating-pect!lations, too, so trivial in their aggregate amount as not to 
present the slightest temptation to any man of independent pecuniary 
means. Conscious of all the injury which has been done me; well know
ing that 1 have performed my duty to my country; and willing, nay, so far 
as it is in my power, determined, that my whole case shall be exposed to 
the closest scrutiny, it is my settled purpose, when Congress assembles, 
to have a call made, that the entire proceedings, the accusations and de
fence that were passed upon by the court of inquiry and the court martial, 
be laid before that body, printed and published. ' 

I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. Col. and Dep. Quartermaster General U. S. Army. 
The Hou. SECRETARY oF WAR, 

·washington City. 
True copy. 

A. S. MACOMB: Aid-de-camp . 

• 
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PROCEEDINGS 

Of a Court of Inquiry, held at St. Louis, Missouri, by virtue of tlze 
following orde1· : 

WAR DEPARTMENT, 

Adjutant General's Qf!ice, Washington, October 10, 1838. 

GENERAL 0H.DER, No. 4.3. 
By direction of the President of the United States, a co'urt of inquiry, 

10 consist of Colonel Cutler, 4th regiment of infantry, Major Graham, 
corps of topographical engineers, and Major Taylor, commissary of sub
sistence, is hereby instituted and ordered to assemble at St. Louis, Mis
souri, 011 the 15th day of November, 1838, or as soon thereafter as practi
cable, to examine into the transactions of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, deputy 
quartermaster general, relative to his administration of the affairs of the 
quartermaster's department on the St. Louis station, and as set forth in the 
matters of accusation and imputation found in the papers and documentS' 
reported and communicated to the Quartermaster General by Captain 
Grosman, assistant quartermaster. The court will report the facts, to
gether with its opinion on the merits of the case, for the information 
of th'.l President. 

First Lieutenant Lee, of the ordnance, is hereby appointed to act as 
judge advocate and recorder of the court. 

By order: 

GENERAL ORDER, No. 44. 

R. JONES, Adjutant General. 

ADJUTAN'l' GENERAL's OFFICE, 

Washiugton, October 19, 1838. 

In consequence of his official engagements at this time in the subsistence 
department, Major J. P. 'I'aylor, commissary of subsistence, is hereby 
relieved from serving on the court of inquiry ordered to convene at St. 
Louis on the 15th of November; and Major Clifton Wharton, of the 1st 
regiment of dragoons, is detailed to supply his place, who will attend 
accordingly. 

By order: 
R. JONES, Adjutant General. 

A;oJ U TANT G ENERA L 's OFFICE, 

W ashiugton, November 7, 1838. 
Sm: I transmit herewith the letter of the 6th instant addressed to the 

Sec:etary or War by the. acting- Q.uarterm.aster General, by which you will 
::eo It lS des1red that the Invesllgatwn of Lwutenant Colonel Brant's case, by 
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the court of inquiry, of which you are the president, may take the widest 
range. The Secretary of War according! y directs that, " in addition to 
the allegations made by Captain Grosman, all matters of accusation, from 
whatever source they may emanate, which may be brought against 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, without restricting the scope of its inquiries to 
time or place," be investigated by the court. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
R. JONES, Adjutant General. 

Col. CuTLER, 4th Infantry, 
President of the Court of lr..quiry, St. Louis, Missouri. 

MoNDA v, NovEMBER 26, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to the above orders. 
Present: Colonel Cutler, president; Major Graham; Lieutenant Lee, 

judge advocate and recorder. 
It was found not practicable for the court to nssemble before this day, 

in consequence of the detention of the members in travelling, caused by 
the low water of the Ohio river, and other unavoidable circmnstances. 

In consequence of the absence of Major Wharton, the court adjourned 
to meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

'.ruEsDAY, NovEMBER 27, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: Colonel Cutler, president; Major Graham and Major \Vhar

ton, members; Lieutenant Lee, judge advocate and recorder. 
Major Wharton, who was absent on yesterday, stated that he had been 

unavoidably detained by causes similar to those which had delayed the 
other members of the court, as before mentioned, and by the unexpected 
delay of the steamboat in which he had taken passage. 

The court discussed the order of its proceedings, and adjourned to meet 
to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

\V EDNESDA Y, N OVEMEER 28, 1838. 

'rhe court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, having been duly notified. that the court was 

in session, appeared before it. He was asked if he had any objection to 
any member named in the orders, and replied in the negative; and the 
conrt was then duly sworn in his presence. 

Some doubts havin!! arisen in the minds of the court respecting the 
extent of the duties of the officer " appointed to act as judge advocate 
and recorder," the following question was submitted by_Lie11tenant ~ee :_ 

" I submit to the court, whether my duties before tins court of mq~1ry 
are precisely similar to those of a judge advocate before a court martial; 
whether I am to 'present the charges, 'and procure the testimony !n s~p
port thereof;' and, in general terms, whether I am to prosecute th1s mqmry 
on the part of the United States 'l or, on the other part, whether I am 
simply required to record the proceedings of the court?" 
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The court came to the following decision : " That the duties of the 
judge advocate and recorder of this conrt, nnder the law, the usage of 
service, and the special orders he has received from the War Department, 
are to record the proceedings of the court, and, under its direction, t(} 
prepare and arrange all testimony; as also to hold such conferences with 
the parties in the case pe?ding as th~ court may clire?t, with_ a view ~(} 
the discharge of the busmess before 1t. The court, m commg to tins 
decision, is of opinion that the judge advocate and recorder does not 
stand in the light of a judge advocate to a general court martial, and, as 
such, bound to attempt a prosecution of any party before the court of 
inquiry; it being the duty of the court only to direct such an examimttion 
of matter coming properly before it as may lead to a disclosure of the 
truth." 

At the request of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, A. L. Magenis, Bsq. was 
admitted to appear as his counsel. 

The following letter was addressed to Captain Grosman, assistant quar.;. 
termaster, by direction of the court: 

ST. Louis, Mo., November 28, 1838. 
Sm : I am instructed by the court of inquiry, of \vhich Colonel Cutler, 

4th infantry, is president, to say to you, as your name is introduced 
in the order constituting the court, by which it appears yon communicated 
the matters of accusation against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, deputy quar
termaster general, and which are about to be investigated by the court, 
that, lndependent of your character as witness, the court desires you will 
be present at its sessions, and that you will, through the recorder, afford 
the court every facility in your power towards a thorough scrutiny of the 
subject-matter coming before it. 

Respectfully, your obediflnt servant, 
J. F. LEE, 

Captain G. H. GROSMAN, 
Judge Advocate and Recorder. 

Assistant Quartermaster, St. Louis. 

The papers and documents in relation to the subjects to be investigated 
by the court, which were received from the office of the Adjutant General 
of the army by the judge ad vocate and recorder, were presented by him 
to the court, and read over to them. They were as follows : 

1. Letter from Captain Grosman to the Quartermaster General, dated 
October 18, 1837. Letter from Captain Grosman to Lieutenant Colonet 
Brant, dated October 18, 1837. Special orders from Head-quarters,, 
Western Division, Nos. 17 and 15, dated October 8 and 9, 1837. 

2. Letter from Captain Grosman to Quartermaster General: dated 
October 21, 1837, enclosing papers marked Nos. 1, 2~ 3, and 4; No. 1, 
being a statement of rents paid by quarternmster's department at St. Louis ; 
No. 2, a letter from Captain Grosman to Messrs. McGunnegle & Way, 
dated October 16, 1837; No. 3, a letter from Captain Grosman to Messrs~ 
McGunnegle & Way, dated October 19, 1837; and No. 4, a letter from 
G. K. McGunnegle to Captain Grosman, dated October 17, 1837. 

3. A letter from General Gibson to Major Brant, dated August 11, 1835. 
When these papers bad been read to the court, it was represented to, 

1he court that N. J. Eaton, a witness, whose testimony rnight be material, 
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was about to leave the city ; and the court thereupon directed that the 
reading of the papers should be suspended, and the witness be examined. 

N. J. EATON, being duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows: 
Question hy the court. Did Colonel Brant state to you, at any time, 

that the brick building, situated at the corner of Li:mrel and Second streets, 
then and now occupied for a quartermaster's store, was his own property?-

Answer. Some years since, (I think four,) while the building in question 
was being erectP.d, a part of the walls was blown down by a heavy gale 
of wind; and in conversation with Colonel (then .Major) Brant, upon whose 
shoulders the loss would come: (the loss of putting up the walls again,) he 
spoke of it as if it were his own building, seeming undetermined whether 
the loss would fall on him or on the contractor. 

Question by the court. Have you always considered it his house; 
and did yon ever hear, till lately, that it had ever been claimed to be the • 
property of any body else? 

Answer. I have always considered it his property; and I do not know 
now, except from some flying rumor, that any one else claims it. 

Question by the court. Were you recently an officer of the army, and 
what opportunities had yon to be well informed on this subject? 

Answer. I was an officer of the army about two years since; and two 
years ago the past summer, I discharged the duties of qnartermaster at this 
post. A residence of eleven years in St. Louis and its immediate vicinity 
has given me a pretty good opportunity to be acquainted with the owner
ship of the property in question. 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant here presented to the court the following 
letter: 

t: Mr. President: I admit that Indian goods were stored in the brick 
building hired for the quartermaster's department in St. Louis, as will be 
seen from my official report, October 14, 1837. 

"I also admit that the legal title to said brick building, and the lot on 
which it and the one used for the commissary department were situated, in 
St. Louis, was vested in me in the year 1837, but it was held in trust for 
others." 

The judge advocate informed the court that Captain Grosman has in
formed him that he has at present no ft1rther q11estion to suggest to the 
court for this witness. Colonel Brant not desiring to ask any question, the 
court directed the judge advocate to resume the reading of the papers. 
'"fhe following papers were then read, viz: 

A letter from Captain Grosman to the Quartermaster General, dated De· 
cember 13, 1837, enclosing papers marked Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4: No. 1 being 
a letter from Captain Hitchcock to Captain Grosman, dated December 7, 
1837; No. ~'a letter from Captain Kingsbury to Captain Grosman, dated De
c~mber 9, L837; No. 3, a letter from John McCausland, assessor of the 
City of St. Louis, to Captain Grosman, dated December 13, 1837; No. 4, 
a letter from Captain Hitchcock to Captain Grosman, dated December 7, 1837. 

A letter from Captain Grosman to the Quartermaster General, dated Jan
uary 9, 1838, enclosing papers Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9: No. 1 being a 
memorandum of a conversation with Wm. Dowler, January 3, 1838, signed 
by Captain Grosman; No. 2, memorandum of said conversation, January 
3, 1838, signed by Thomas S. J. Johnson; No.3, memorandum of a con
versation with John Kimball, January 4, 1838, signed by Captain Grosman; 
No.4, memorandum of said conversation, January 4, 1838, signed by N.J. 
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Eaton; No. 5: letter from Edward Tracy to Captain Crosman, dated Jan
uary 6, 11:538; No. 6, letter from Hempstead, Beebe, & Co. 1o Captain Cros
man, dated January 6, 1838; No. 7, letter from John Calvert to Captain 
Crosman, dated January 5, 1838 ; No. 8, letter from B. W. Alexander to 
Captain Crosman, dated January 6, 1838; No. 9, letter from S. Bissell to 
Captain Crosman, dated January 7, l83S. 

A letter from Captain Crosman to the Quarterm"ster General, dated 
April 13, 1838, enclosing affidavit on oath of John Darneille, dated April 
11, 1838. 

A letter from Captain Crosman to the Quartermaster General, dated 
April 28, 1838, enclosing vouchers Nos. 1 ~. 22, and 25, dated June 13, 1S37, 
June 21, 1837, and Jnne 26, 1837, signed by John Darneille, and a l~tter 
from John Darneille to Captain Crosman, dated April 25, 1838. 

Vouchers from abstract B of Col. Brant's accounts with the Quarter
master's Department for third quarter of 1837, Nos. 20, 21, 69, 70, 73. 

Letters from QnartPrmaster General to Captain Grosman, November 22, 
1837, December 13, 1837, February 14, 1838, April 18, 1838, and June 
2, 1838. 

A letter from Col. Brant to the Quartermaster General, dated September 
1:1838, enclosing-
A. Certificate of G. K. McGunnegle, August 27, 1838. 
B. Statement of Bruen, Dubois, &c., August 25, 1838. 
C. Statement of John Haverty, August 25, 1838. 
D. Statement of Samuel Gracy, Augllst 18, 1838. 
E. Statement of G. K. McGunnegle, August 22, 1838. 
F. Statement of-- Srodes, May 26, 1838. 

Letter from Colonel Brant to Captain Crosman, dated September 1, 1838. 
Letter from Col. Brant to the Quartermaster General, September 12, 1838. 
Brief of the allegations against Colonel Brant, and his replication. 
The reading of the letters and documents being here ended, the court 

adjourned, to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, NovEMBER 29, 1838. 

rrhe court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
The following letter was addressed to Colonel Brant, by direction of the 

court: 

ST. L :wrs, November 29, 1838. 
SrR: I am directed by the court of inquiry, of which Col. Cutler, 4.tl'l 

infantry, is president, to ·request you to furnish to the recorder of the court 
a list of all the witnesses you desire to have examined before it. The court 
desires, further, to know at what day the witnesses who have already 
been summoned at your request by the rr.corder may be expected. Yon 
.are requested to state the residence of ea<'h witness. 

Respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. F. LEE, Recorder. 

To Lieut. Col. BRANT,' 
Deputy Quartermaster-Geneml. 

The following letter was addressed to Captain Crosman, by direction of 
the court: 
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ST. Lours, November 29, 1838. 
SIR: I am instructed by the court of inquiry in session at this plnce to 

request of you the names of all witnesses required in support of the matters 
of accusation or allegations against Lieut. Col. Brant, deputy quartermaster 
general, as furnished by you to the Quartermaster General; as, also, the 
the places of residence of such witnesses, and a statement of the facts you 
expect to prove by each. 

Respectfnll y, your obedient servant, 

Captain G. H. CRosl\IAN, 
J. F. LEE, Recorder. 

Assistant Quartermaster, St. Louis, Mo. 

'l'he judge advocate and recorder presented to the court the following 
letter, which the court directed to be placed on the record : 

To tlte President of t!te Court: 
Sm: I inform the court that, before the court arrived in St. Louis, I, as 

judge advocate :1nd recorder, sent out summonses to witnesses at the re
quest of Colonel Brant and Captain Grosman. I thought this necessary 
and proper, and within my duty and authority. I now understand that 
the court considers that these summonses were issued improperly, and 
without due authority. I request that the court will express its opinion on 
this subject upon the record. 

Respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. F. LEE, 

Judge Advocate aud Recorder. 

The court directed the following note to be entered on the record: 
As the court expressed no opinion officially upon the point submitted by 

the recorder, it having been introduced simply in an incidental conversa
tion, the court thinks it unnecessary to express any decision thereon. 

The court proceeded to examit:Je the various papers submitted to it by 
the War Department, through the recorder of the comt, with a view to as
certain such as seemed to contain matters of accusation; when the following 
documents were directed to be placed on the record, as fmnishing such. 
matter. The other documents forwarded by the War Department will be 
~ound either attached in an appendix, or on the record as evidence1 as here
m after noted. 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, October 18, 1837. 
SIR: I enclose, herewith, papers Nos. I, 2, 3, being the order for a board 

of officers convened at my request to examine public horses, the report 
of the board, and auctioneer's bill of sales at auction of the horses examined. 

These horses, originally purchased for dragoon service, were turned 
over to me by Major Brant; and as it is a fl'.ct of public notoriety here, that 
the dragoon horses were pastured and fed by Major Brant on his own 
plantation, I thought it proper to ask a board of officers for the purpose of 
examining and reporting the causes of the poor unserviceable condition of 
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those above alluded to, more particularly as persons of respectability had 
informed me that the pasturage was miserably poor, and destitute of grass. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

Major T. CRoss, 

G. H .. CROSMAN, Captain, 
Assistant Quar·termaster. 

Quartermaster, and Acting Quartermaster General 
U.S. Army, Washington, D. C. 

P. S.-I have furnished Major Brant with a copy of ·this letter. 
G. H. C~ 

[NoTE.-The papers referred to in this letter are placed as fullows, in 
appendix: Nos. 1, 2, 3.] 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Loui$, October 21, Hl37. 

Sm: I consider it my duty to present to you the following facts, in re
lation to public rents of storehouses at this post. 

The enclosed paper No. 1 is the statement of rents handed to me a few· 
days previous to Major Brant's departure; and I find, on examination, that 
the quartermaster's store, stated to be nmted of"G. K. McGunnegle" at $83 
33t cents per month, is a building occupied for three different departments, 
viz: the quartermaster's, purchasing, and Indian departments; the lower 
floor only being used as a quartermaster's store. 

The subsistence storehouse is a light, wooden, frame building, also rented 
of the same person, at $37 50 per month. 

Finding the first building, which is of brick, and a good warehouse, oc
cupied as before mentioned, and being informed that the disbursing agent 
of the Indian Department paid rent or storage for public supplies in the 
same building; and believing that Captain Spencer, the late military store
keeper here, had also paid similar rents for the public property in his charge, 
likewise in the same building, I addressed to Mr. McGunnegle two notes of 
inquiry, copies of which are enclosed, marked Nos. 2 and 3. 

His answer to the first is also enclosed, marked No. 4; but the second 
one he declined answering in writing; returning, by my clerk, an evasive 
verbal answer. 

Being determined, however, to understand this matter fully, if possible, 
and cont!;lmplating to hire another building if I could not learn how this 
was hired, I sought an interview with Mr. MeG., and desired him to explain 
it. He observed that the whole building wus rented and occupied by Major 
Brant, for the Quartermaster's Department, by the year, at $1,000; that 
this rent was not too high, &c. ; and offered to leave it to disinterested per
sons, &c. I replied, if this was the fact, it was certainly wrong to charge 
a double rent on the same building, by giving up part of it to the Indian 
Department, &c. To this he made no satisfactory reply, only remarking 
that warehouses were scarce, and wondering why I had not made these 
inquiries of Major Brant before h~ left here, (here I beg you observe the 
date of the statement of rents, whiCh was only handed to me a few days 
before Major B.'s departure,) observing that he wished I would let it remain 
till his return, &c. 
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I informed Mr. 1\IcG. that, under the circumstances, I could not pay any 
more rents on these buildings until all the facts should be reported to you, 
inasmuch as there had been already a double rent paid him; and I also 
informed him that, after this month, we should not require the building 
rented for the subsistence store. 

Captain Hitchcock, military disbursing agent of the Indian Department, 
informs me that no bill for rent or storage has been presented to him for the 
last quarter, ending 30th September, 1837; nor do I know that any charge 
of this kind was made against the military storekeeper for this quarter; but 
[do know that, in the second quarter of this year, Captain Hitchcock paid 
an account of this kind for goods in this building, and still remainin~ there. 

Now, as it is notorious here, that both of these buildings are owned 
wholly or in part by Major Brant, quartermaster United States army, I have 
deemed it doubly my duty to submit the foregoing facts to you, in order
that you may direct me in this matter what course to pursue. 

In conclusion, I beg to remark, that such details as the above, imputing 
irregularities and abuses to others, are always disagreeable and unpleasant; 
and rendered uoubly so in the present instance, from the fact, which is 
well known here, that there exists no very friendly feelings between Major 
Brant and myself; and I assure you nothing but a sense of public duty 
could have produced them from me. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

Major '1'. CRoss, 
Captain: and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Acting Quartermaster General, Washington, D. C. 

fNon~.-The papers referred to, and enclosed in this letter, are placed as: 
follows in the appendix: Nos. 4, 5, 6.] 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, December 13, 1837. 
Sm: I received some days since your letter of the 22d November ult.,. 

with its enclosures, on the subject of public storehouses at this post. 
By the statement of rents for this object, left with me by .Major Brant a 

few days before his departure, it appears that the rent of the two buildings 
alluded to was $1,450 per annu!ll, viz: quartermaster's store $83 33! per 
month, and subsistence store $37 50 per month, and rented by the year, as 
Mr. McGunnegle informed me. 

For fear that I might possibly have done Major Brant injustice, and, 
though credibly informed, misapprehended the facts, I have made diligent 
inquiries, in as quiet a manner as possible, the results of which are here
with enclosed in the shape of letters from Captains Hitchcock and Kings· 
bury-the former, disbursing agentfor the Indian Department; and the latter7 

military storekeeper, (recently appointed;) and also 1rom John McCausland, 
Esq., late assessor for taxes in this city and county, marked Nos, 1, 2, 3 ; by 
which it will be seen that my statement of the 21st October, on this subject7 

was correct in every particular. 
In relation to the facts reported in my letter of the 18th October, as to 

the pasturing and feeding United States horses and mules, it may also be 
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proper to remark, that having been informed by a Mr. Kimball (who said 
he had the care of these horses, &c., whilst they were at pasture) that " the 
reason why Major Brant took them upon his own plantation was because 
no pasturage of a proper kind could be had in this neighb(j)rhood," I made 
the inquiry of Captain Hitchcock, (who had purchased horses about the 
same time for the Indian Department;) to which paper No. 4 is his reply; 
and, in conclusion, I will add, that the following named gentlemen are 
amongst those who saw the animals whilst they were at pasture un Major 
Brant's plantation, and have spoken of it to me, viz : Doctor Hardage Lane, 
Enoch C. March, Esq., Mr. B. \V. Alexander, George Collier, Esq., J. 
McCausland, Esq., Mr. John B. Sarpy, of this city, Lieutenant G. Griffin, 
and Major Massias, United States army, and several others. It is proper to 
say, however, that the ~arne man, (Kimball,) mentioned above, asserts (which 
I do not doubt) that the grass of the pasture was not entirely relied on for 
food ; but that, in addition to a field of green corn, the horses were also fed 
with hay and corn, &c. ; and that they did mnch injury to the plantation, 
.&c. With these circumstances I have nothing to do, whether they 
be true or false; and I mention them here merely because they were not 
reported to me before. 'l'he main fact is still the same, and cannot be de
nied, that the horses and mules were pastured and fed by Major Brant on 
his own plantation, and, it is fairly inferrible, for his own emolument. At 
any rate, such is the belief of a large and respectable portion of this com
munity; and it is due to Major Brant and the public service that these mal
practices should be inquired into, and thoroughly investigated at the proper 
time. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

Major T. CRoss, 
Captain, and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Acting Quarterm.astm· General, Washington City, D. C. 
\ 

[NoTE.-The papers referred to, and enclosed to the Quartermaster Gen
eral in this letter, are placed as follows in the appendix: Nos. 7, 8, 9, lO.J 

AssrsTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Louis, January 9, 1838. 

Sm: Your letter of the 13th nltimo was received some time since, and 
~honld have been sooner attended to, but for the delay a!ld difficulty I had 
to find such a person in the vicinity as "William Dowler," one of those 
who it is said foraged and kept public horses here last summer, as no one 
knew of any man of that name who had ever kept ho1ses hereabouts. 

At length, however, I succeeded in finding a man of this name, who is a 
poor hard.working laborer, and apparently a very simple honest Irish
man. 

The enclosed memorandums, Nos. 1 and 2, taken at the time by my 
clerk (Mr. Johnson) and myself, of the conversations I had with this man, 
and to which I respectfully refer you, will show what part Mr. Dowler had 
in feeding the horses. 

One of the other persons, "John Kimball," I also saw; and for his state· 
rnent on the subject, which was also taken down immediately after it was 
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given, both by myself and Captain Eaton, (who happened to be present,) I 
refer you to the enclosed papers, Nos. 3 and 4. 

"J. 0. Bradshaw,'' the other person named in your letter, has not been 
jn this city for some months ; and went, I Jearn, to Florida with the 
dragoons. 

The prices charged for keeping the horses are indeed very high, and 
much above the usual rates for similar services in this neighborhood, even 
when the animals are well fed with grain. 

The enclosed papers, marked Nos. 5 and 6, are statements from two of the 
most respectable comrniS"sion houses in this city who deal in grain, show
ing the current prices of corn and oats in this market at the time referred 
to; and papers Nos. 7 and 8 are from two of the most respectable and ex
tensive livery-stable keepers in the city, on the same subject, and also 
stating what they would have kept the horses for at livery. 

Paper No. 9 is a letter from Lewis Bissell, Esq., formerly of the United 
States army, of whom I made inquiries on the subject; and from his high 
unimpeachable character in this community, and the fact of his plantation 
adjoining that of Major Brant-his residence actually overlooking the pas. 
tnre in which the horses were kept, so as to bring them under his daily ob
:servation-entitles his statement to the most unquestionable confidence and 
belief. 

Similar statemen ts to the above could, I presume, be multiplied to any 
extent; bnt I consider it unnecessary. 

I am, sir, very respectfnl!y, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Major T. CRoss, 
Captain, and Assistant Qua1·termaster. 

Acting Quartermaster General, Washington, D. C. 

(NoTE.-'l'he papers referred to, and enclosed in this letter to the Quar
termaster General, are placed as ' follows in the appendix: Nos; 11, 12, 13,. 
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19.] 

AssiSTANT QuARTER)'dASTER's OFFICE, 

:St. Louis, April 13, 1838. 
Sm: In compliance with yonr instructions of the 22d November, 1837, 

and from a sense of duty to the Govemment, I have obtained, and now 
enclose to you, herewith, a letter from Mr. John Darneille, the contents 
of wl~ich are duly attested bef0re a magistrate of this city. 

This letter discloses some inegnlaritics of Mojor Bran t as quartermaster, 
which nre of a very serions character. It appeflrs that horses for the public 
service were purchased with pri vatc notes of hand, awl, after being kept 
at some considerable expense for two or tbree months, were condemned by 
a board of oilicers as uufit ior service, and sold on account of the United 
States at public auction; the pnblic thus snstaiuing three successive 
losses by tile tntnsactiou, viz: first, by the purchase ; next, the expenses 
and keep; and, finally, when sold at auction. 

I will merely add, thut the above tnmsactions, with several others of a. 
similar kind, have been the lrcqucnt nnd public topics of conversation in 
this city during the past winter. 1 bad often heard them, but declined 
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noticing_them officially, until put in writing, and properly authenticated 
by the s1gnature of a respectable person. I have but little acquaintance 
with Mr. Darneille, but believe his standing is respectable in this com
nmnity. He was apparently considered so by Major Brant, who confided 
in his honesty as an agent to purchase horses; and Mr. Darneille declares 
he can prove by others the transactions detailed by himself. 

Other written statements are, I learn, in preparation, disclosinD' mal
practices at_ this station, which, if duly authenticated and presentel"to me, 
I shall feel It my duty to submit to you. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Major T. CRoss, 
Captain, and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Acting Quartermaster General, Washington, D. (). 

P. S.-In compliance with the request of Mr. Darneille, I desire you will 
eause copies of the accounts to which he alludes may be furnished to 
this office. 

G. H. C. 

{The paper enclosed in this letter is placed in the appendix, No. 20.] 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, April 28, 1838. 
SIR: 1 have received your letter of the 18th instant, with its enclosures; 

and I now enclose to you another letter from Mr. Darneille, containing the 
information required. 

Before showing him the accounts, he gave me a list of the prices, in pres
ence of my clerk, a memorandum of which I yet have, corresponding 
exactly in the total amount, and similar in several of the items with the 
list contained in the enclosed letter. 

Mr. Darneille says he received from Major Brant fifty dollars for his ser
vices, and to defray the expenses of the animals purchased during his trip 
to Franklin county ; thirty of which, Major Brant stated, would be charged 
to the United States, and the remaining twenty dollars to his (Major Brant's) 
private account. Only one of the notes of Walker, each of which was for 
$500, was collected in horses, &c. ; and this is the reason why he is enabled 
to recollect so positively the whole sum allowed for the animals, as well 
as the price of each. 

The copies of the accounts are herewith returned. 
I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

G. H. GROSMAN, 
Captain, and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Major T. CRoss, 
Acting Quartermaster General U. S. Army. 

(NoTE.-The letter here enclosed is placed in the appendix, No. 30.1 

'T'ue co\\1:\ t~.il)0\.\1Ue0. to mee\ to-monow at 12. o'c\oc\L 
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FRIDAY: NovEMBER 30, 1838. 

'l'he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

[59] 

The recorder presented to the court a letter received from Colonel 
Brant, in reply to the letter addressed to him on yesterday, and presenting 
a list of witnesses he wishes to have examined by the court. This lelter 
is placed in the appendix, No. -. Also, a letter from Captain Grosman, 
in reply to the call of the court on yesterday, containing a list of witnesses, 
with a statement of the facts to which he thinks each may testify. This 
letter is in appendix, No. 21. Also, the following letter from Captain 
Crosman, which the court, considering it to contain new matter of accusa
tion against Colonel Brant, directed to be placed on the record, as follows : 

ST. LoUis, Mo., November 30, 1838. 
SIR: On the subject of rents of buildings, &c., at this post, for public 

purposes, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, I have recently learned that the 
cash-book of the Indian Department, new in the hands of l\Iajor Hitch
cock, military disbursing agent for that department, will show that rents 
are there charged to the United States for an office for the Indian Depart
ment, purporting to have been rented of G. K. McGunnegle and William 
Hill, which office is the same one then and now occupied by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant for the quartermaster's department, and which is located in 
his own dwelling-house: thus apparently presenting another instance of 
double rent upon his own property. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSNlAN, 

Captain 6th lMfantry, Assistant Quartermaster. 
Lieutenant .T. F. LEE, 

Recorder, cyc.-Present. 

[NoTE.-A copy of this letter, by direction of the court, was furnished 
to Colonel Brant.] 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 1, 1838. 

'l'he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
Captain G. H. 0Ros:MAN, United States army, being duly sworn as a 

witness: says : • . 
On my arrival at St. Louis, in September, 1837, with orders to relieve 

:Major Brant in the duties of the quartermaster's department at this place, 
and after having received from him most of the public property in his 
charge, he informed me that he had some public horses to turn over to 
me, which, he said, had been left by the drag-oons, and were unfit for 
service ; that he supposed I would have to sell tbem at auction ; that he 
did not know that it was necessary to have a board of survey upon them, 
inasmuch as they would be in voiced to me as unserviceable. He observed 
~hat the horses were in a livery stable, where I could see them-describing 
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the place where they were. I went ancl saw the horses-nine, I believe. 
I asked the man who appeared to have charge of them, and whose name 
I learned afterwards was Bruen, what was the cause of their poor cond;tion; 
they were in a shed attached to the livery stable. He replied-

l Colonel Brant objected, that the reply of Bruen was hearsay, and not 
evidence, and ought r.JOt to be heard. 

The court was cleared, and, after deliberation, the court decided that 
the witness may continue his evidence, and deliver the statement of 
Bruen.] 

Captain Grosman continued: Bruen replied, [" •ro tell you the truth, sir, 
these horses were half starved on Major Brant's pasture." I expressed some 
astonishment, and he repeated the assertion; but observed, he wished I 
wonld not tell Mnjor Brant, as they were very good friends, and Kimball, 
his partner1 not himself, had been concerned in keeping the horses.]* I 
addressed a letter to General Gaines, requesting of him to institute an 
inq uiry by a board of officers to inquire into the cause of the unserviceable 
condition of these animals, in the hope that the board would be able to 
report fully what that cause was. In sending on the copy of the report 
of the board to the Quartermaster General, after the sale of the animals at 
auction, I felt it my duty to report the facts which are contained in my 
letter of 18th October, 1837. 'rhe actina Quartermaster General, in 
aclmowledgin~r the receipt of that letter, funnrded to me a list of the 
prices paid for foraging United States horses, with the names of the persons. 
to whom the money had been paid, and directed me to see those persons,, 
and inquire of them as to the mode of treatment which the horses received j 
and inasmnch as the prices paiu for keeping the horses appeared to him 
too high, he also directed me, in investigating the matter, to report to him 
the current prices, in this market, of the forage ration, during the time the 
horses were kept; which I accordingly complied with. 

A few days after Major Brant left here Jor Florida, in the fall of 1837. 
After having been relieved by me, he sent to me a list of public rents, agree
ably to regulations, which were under contract for the United States: in the 
following terms and fignres, to wit: 

"Statement of amount paid for rent of quarters and storehouses at St. 
Louis, lVIissouri. 

Qnartermaster's store, G. K. l\1cGunnegle 
Subsistence store, G. K McGnuuegle 
Paymaster's office, C. Tiffen 
Subsistence office, J. B. Sarpy 

S·r. Lours, Octobo· 13, 1837. 

- $83 33~- per month. 
37 50 per month. 
10 00 per month. 
10 00 per month. 

.l. B. BRANT, Quartermaste·r." 

[NoTE.-Original of the above in appendix, No. 22; and Colonel Brant, 
in t onrt, adrnits it to be authentic, and IllS oftlcial acr.J 

Captain Orvsman, in continuation: A few days afterwards I wrote a 
note to Mr. McGunnegle, in the following terms: 

* See page 21, with reference to the words between bracket~. 
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AssiSTANT Qu."-RTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Louis, October 16, 1837. 

Srns: In the statement of rents handed to me the other day by Major 
Ht·~nt, is the following, viz : 

Quartermaster's store, G. K. McGunnegle - $83 33! per month. 
Subsistence store, G. K. McGunnegle - - 37 50 per month. 

Please inform me what part of the building now occupied by the United 
States is designated for the quartermaster's store; and also the room or 
building, and its size, rented for the subsistence store. 

Respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Capt. and Assistant Quartermaster U. S. A. 
Messrs. McGuNNEGLE & WAY, 

Commission .lVI.erchants.-Present. 

[NoTE.-A certified copy of this note at No. 5 of the appendix.] 

l.n reply to this note, I .re?eived a ~ote signed G. I~. McGunnegle, in 
which he stated how the bmldmg was situated, and that It was occupied by 
the quartermaster's department. I addressed then a second note to G. K. 
McGunnegle, in the following terms : 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Louis, October 19, 1837. 

SIR: In your note of the 17th instant, in reply to mine, you state that 
the brick building situate on the corner of Second and Vine streets has 
been occupied by Major Brant for the use of the quartermaster's de
partment. 

Will you now have the goodness to explain upon what principle it is, 
that rent for public property stored in this building has been charged to the 
Indian dep:utment and military storekeeper. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

Mr. McGuNNEGLE, 
Captain and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Commissi01' ~~ierchant.-Present. 

[NoTE.-A certified copy of this note at No. 6, of the appendix.] 

In answer to which, I received by my clerk, Mr. McDonald, a reply to 
this effect : 'l'~at he knew nothing about the building, further than that
the whole of it was rented to the quartermaster's department, and that he 
had not been in it for months. I then called on Mr. McGunnegle, to inquire 
about the rent of this building; to learn from him, if possible, how it hap
pened that ~ warehouse, which had been stated by Major Brant to me to be 
rented for the qnartermaster's department, was occupied by three difterent. 
departments, nay, four, viz: quartermaster's, subsistence, military store
keeper's, and Indian departments ; property belonging to all which depart
ments I had previously found, ou examination, was stored in that building, 
and a rent or storage charged to the Indian department, and paid by Major 
Hitchcock, military disbursing agent. Mr. McGunnegle could not1 or did 

2 
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not, give me the information I sought, and apparently was ignorant of the 
manner in which the building was occupied. He observed, on my saying 
to him that it was wrong to charge double rent on the same building, 
that he kuew it was wrong; that warehouses were scarce, and the rent of 
this one not too high; that this building was rented to Major Brant for 
$1,000 per annum; that he was willing, if I chose, to leave it to disinter· 
ested persons to say what it was worth; I remarked thut it was not the 
price charged on the building, but the double rent, that I was dissatisfied 
with ; and that I should pay no more rents to him until all the facts were 
submitted to the Quartcrmctster General. I accordingly abandoood both 
buildings, (the rents of which amounted to $1 ,450 per annum,) and hired 
another bmlding for $750 per annum, equally, if not better, adapted to the 
public service, in which all the department~ above mentioned were accom
modated. rrhis building, rented for $750 by me, was occupied for the pur
poses stated, from that time until Major.Brant's return from Florida, and my 
relief by him at this post ; when that building was vac<~.ted by order of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, with the exception of the military storekeeper's 
supplies, and the quartermaster's property again placed in the building 
before referred to, and rented of G. K. McGunnegle. 

Question by court. Do you, or do you not, know· that Colonel Brant was 
privy to double rent . being paid for tho house in which the stores of the 
United States were placed, as stated by you ? 

Answer. I do not know it myself, but I believe it, from the fact that the 
statement of rents, already admitted by Colonel Brant to be his official act, 
shows that a rent on this building was charged to the quartermaster's de
partment; and the cash-book of the Indian department, in possession of 
Major Hitchcock, exhibits a charge for Indian goods stored in that building 
at the same time: both in the handwriting of Major Brant's confidentiaL 
clerk. 

Question by court. Was the building you hired for $750 per annum 
as large as the one for which a higher rent had been paid by Lieut. Col. 
Brant '! was it fully sufficient for the accommodation of the public service, 
and in a part of the city where rents were equally dear with the other, or 
where the public service was as conveniently accommodated? 

.llnswer. 'rhe building hired by me was larger, considerably,,on the floor, 
than the one rented by Colonel Brant. I will explain: the one rented by 
Colonel Brant is a brick building, three stories high, and a good spacious 
warehouse, situated on corner of Second and Laurel streets, convenient to the 
business part of the city, and near the river; the oue hired by me is situated 
qmte as near the river, and quite as convenient for the public business, on 
Walnut street, near the market: it is more convenient for the public pur
poses for which it is rented, because it is a one story house, and all the 
supplies have merely to be rolled in from the street, instead of having to be 
hoisted up, as in the other building. And it is qui te large enough on that 
floor, and on the loft, for all the supplies of all the departments that were 
then here, or may at any time be reasonably expected to accumulate nt this 
depot: its dimensions being near 5,000 square feet on the ground-floor, 
and having a loft part] y laid with plank, upon which a large amount of 
public supplies might at any time be stored. I cannot answer positively 
as to the relative rents of buildings in different parts of the city, but I am 
inclined to believe that there is no great difference in this respect between 
~~~ t~o localities. 
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Question by court. Do you know that the house you hired could have. 
been procured, or one equally convenient, at the same rent, at the time that 
the one on the corner of Second and Laurel streets was procured by Col~ 
Brant? 

Answer. I do not, because the one at the corner of Laurel and Second 
streets was erected several years since, for the purpose, I believe, of being 
Tented to the United States, and has been, for several consecutive years: thus 
.rented. The one hired by me was erected within the last two years, and, 
therefore, could not have rented at the time the other was first rented. AS" 
to any other suitable building at that time, I do not know, but believe 
there could have been such a one got. 

Question by court. You have alluded in your narrative to double rents 
having been charged: do you know that such double rent was paid by 
Colonel Brant? 

Answa. I do not. 
Question by court. Who was the owner of the storehouse engaged by 

Lieut. Col. Brant, or for whose pecuniary benefit was the store rented 1 
Answer. I believe, Lieut. Col. Brant; and my belief is founded on the 

records of the circuit court of St. Louis county, (copies from which I here 
present to the court,) and upon the cvidcuce of Captain N. J. Euton before 
this court. 

[NoTE.-The court directed these deeds to be here copied upon this 
record; and the certified copies furnished to be placed in the appendixr 
Nos. 23, 24, and 25.] 

'l'his deed, made this 31st day of December, in the year of our Lord 1829, 
"between Peter Choteau, sen., of the one part, and John Goodfellow, of the 
second part, both of the city and county of St. Louis, in the State of Missouri, 
witnesseth: That the said Peter Choteau, sen., for and in consideration of 
the sum of thirteen hundred dollars to him in hand paid by the said John 
Goodfellow, at and before the ensealing and delivery hereof, the receipt 
whereof is hereby acknowledged, he, the said Peter Choteau, sen., hath 
grn.nted, bargained, and sold, and by these presents doth grant, bargain, and 
sell, unto the said John Goodfellow, his heirs and assigns forever, all that 
certain lot, piece, or parcel of ground lying and being situate in the city of St. 
·Louis aforesuid, containing 49 feet fronting westwardly on Second Main 
or Church street, and running eastwardly 137 feet; bounded westwardly by 
said Second or Church street, northwardly by Laurel street, eastwardly by 
an alley which separates the same from a. lot of said Peter Choteau, sen., 
and southwardly by a lot of said Peter Choteau, sen., being part of a larger 
quantity confirmed to said Peter Choteau, sen., by the board of commis-· 
sioners, and in block No. 28 : to have and to hold the said granted and 
bargained premises, together with all and singular the privileges and ap
purtenances to the same belonging or in anywise appertaining unto him~ 
the said John Goodfellow, his heirs and assigns, and to his and their proper 
and only use, benefit, and behoof forever, free and clear of all incumbrances 
whatever. 

In witness whereof, the parties to these prasents have hereunto set their: 
hands and seals, day and date above written, 

~ETER CHOTEAU, [sEAL.] 
rrest: 

ALBERT TISON, 

lM. p. LEPUC. - ·-
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~TATE OF MrssouRT1 ~ 
County of St. Loui.~, S ss. 

QO 

Be it remembered, that on this 31st day of December, in the year of our 
Lord 1829, before me, .Marc Philip Leduc, a justice of the county court 
jn and for the county aforesaid, came and appeared Peter Choteau, sen., 
who is personally known to me to be tht: person whose name is subscribed, 
1o the foregoing instrument of writing, as having executed the same, and· 
acknowledged the said instrument to be his act and deed, for the pur·· 
poses therein mentioned. 

'l'aken and certified the day and year aforesaid. 

Recorded January 14, 1830. 

~TATE OF MISSOURI, l 
County of St. Louis, S ss. 

l\'1. P. LEDUC, 
Justice County Cou.rt St. Louis count!!·· 

ARCHIBALD GAMBLE, Recorder. 

I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit court, and ex officio recorder within. 
and for the county aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a true and correct. 
copy of a deed of conveyance from Peter Choteau, sen., to John Good
fellow, as the same remains on record in my office, (book P, page 350.) 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal 
[ ] of said court, at office, in the city of St. Lon is, this 22d Novem·· 
L. s. bcr, 1838. 

JOHN RULAND, Recorder. 

This indenture, made and concluded at the city of St. Louis, in the. 
State of Missouri, this 4th day of January, in the year 1830, between 
John Goodfellow and E:lizabeth Goodfellow, his wife, of the first part, . 
~nd Joshua B. Brant, of the second part, all of the city and State aforesaid,. 
-witnesseth : That the said party of the first part, for and in consideration 
()[the sum of $1,300, lawful money of the United States, to them in hand 
paid before the sealing and delivery of these presents, (the receipt whereof 
js hereby acknowledged,) do grant, bargain, and sell, as by these presents 
they grunt, bargain, and sell, unto the said party of the second part, his . 
beirs and assigns forever, all that certain lot, piece, or parcel of ground,.. 
situate, lyiug, and being in the city of St. Louis aforesaid, containing 49 
ieet fronting westwardly on Second Main or Church street, and running. 
~astwardly 137 feet; bounded westwardly by said Second or Church ;, 
Dorthwardly by Laurel street, eastwardly by an alley which separates. 
1he same from a lot the property of Pierre Choteau, sen., and south
-wardly by a lot also the property of Pierre Choteau, sen. ; the Jot hereby 
::;old and conveyed being part of a larger quantity confirmed to said Pierre. 
Choteau, sen., by the board of commissiouers, and in block No. 28 on 
1he plat of said city, and is the same lot, piece, or parcel of ground sold 
and conveyed by said Choteau to said John Goodfellow, by deed bearing 
date 31st December, in the year 182!1 : to have abd to hold the said bar
gained and sold premises, together with all and singular the privileges 
and appurtenances thereto in anywise appertaining or belonging unto 
him, the said Joshua B. Brunt, his heirs and assigns forever. It being 
f 'ully understood and agreed upon, however, between said parties of the 
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first and second part, that the covenant which is created by the words
grant, bargain, and sell, shall not be construed to extend beyond a covenant 

·.'On the part of said party of the first part that they will defend the title 
l1erein conveyed to said party of the second part, against the claim or 
. .claims of any person claiming title to said premises by, through, or under 
-.them. 

In testimony whereof, the said party of the first part have hereunto set 
their hands, and affixed their seals, at the city of St. Louis aforesaid,. 
the day and date first above written. 

JOHN GOODFELLOW. fsEAI .. l 
ELIZABETH GOODFELLOW. sEAL . 

.Signed, sealed, and delivered in presence of-
J. v. GARNIER. 

The word "the" interlined before execution and delivery. 

'County of St. Louis, ss. 
Be it known, that on the uay of the date hereof, personally appeared. 

·before the subscriber, a justice of the peace in and for the county aforesaid, 
John Goodfellow and Elizabeth Goodfellow, whose names are sui.Jscribed 
to the foregoing instrument of writing, and who are personally known 
to be the persons whose names are subscribed to such instrument or 
writing, as having executed the same, and acknowledged such instrument 
of writing to be their act and deed, for the purposes therein mentioned; 

·and the said Elizabeth, the wife of the said John Goodfellow, being by the 
said justice examined separately and apart from her said husband, and 
made acquainted with the contents of the said deed, made her acknow
ledgment that she executed the same, and relinquished her dower to the 
.premises therein described voluntarily uud freely, without the compulsion 
or undue influence of the said hnsband, and does not wish to retract. 

Given under my hand this 4th dny of January, 1830. 
J. V. GARNIER, J. P. 

lNoTE.-The words "to be," in the tenth line above this, are written 
Qver an erasure in tlw original ; so are the words " the persons."] 

Recorded, January 14, 1830. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, l 
County of St. Louis, S ss. 

ARCHiBALD GAMBLE, Recorder. 

I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit conrt, and ex officio recorder within 
and for the county aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a true and corre?t 
copy of a deed of conveyance from John Goodfellow, and Elizabeth, Ius 
wife, to Joshua R Brant, as the same remain3 on record in my office, 
(book P, page 351.) . 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal 
[ ] of said court, at office, in the city of St. Louis, this 22d day of 
L. s. November, 183.:3. 

JOHN RULAND, Recorder. 

[NoTE.-Certified eopy of said deed in appendix, No. 23.] 
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This deed, made this 16th day of July, in the year of our Lord 1830, 
between Peter Choteau, sen., of the first part, and Joshua B. Brant, of the 
second part, both of the city and county of St. Louis, and State of Missouri, 
witnesseth: That the said Peter Choteau, seu., for and in consideration of 
the sum of $600 to him in hand paid at and before the ensealing and 
(}elivery hereof, (the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, and thereof 
acquit and forever discharge the said Joshua B. Brant, his heirs, executors, 
and administrators,) hath granted, bargained, sold, conveyed, enfeoffed, . 
and confirmed, and by these presents doth grant, bargain, sell, enfeoff, 
alien, convey, and confirm unto the said Joshua B. Brant, his heirs and 
assigns, all that certain lot, piece, or parcel of ground, lying and being 
.situate in the city of St. Louis aforesaid, in block No. 28, and containing 
23! feet fronting westwardly on Second street, and running eastwardly 
137 feet ; bounded westwardly by said Second street or Church street, 
·which separate<; the same from the Jot of Pierre Barribeau, northwardly 
by the lot of said Joshua B. Brcmt, ea£twardly by an alley whieh separ· 
ates the S<;tme from the lot of said Pierre Choteau, sen., and southwardly 
by lot of said Pierre Choteau, sen., (the northern boundary of the said lot 
being at the distance of 49 feet northwardly from the southern edge of 
Laurel street;) together with all and singular the privileges and appur
tenances thereunto belonging or in anywise appertaining: to have and 
to hold the said granted, bargained, and sold premises, together with all 
and singular the privileges and appurtenances to ihe same belonging 
or in anywise appertaining unto him, the said Joshua B. Brant, his heirs 
and assigns, and to his and their proper and only use, benefit, and 
behoof forever, free and clear of all incumbrances whatsoever. 

In witness whereof, the parties to these presents have hereunto set their 
hands and seals on the day, month, and year first above written. 

Test: M. P. LEnuc. 
rrhe word " Brant" valid. 

LSTATE oF MrssouRr, ( 
County of St. Louis, ~ ss. 

PIERRE CHOTEAU. [sEAL.l 

Be it remembered, that on this 16th day of July, in the year of our Lord 
1830, before me, Marc Philip Leduc, a justice of the county court in and . 
for the county aforesaid, came and appeared Peter Choteau, sen., who is 
Jlersonally known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the.· 
foregoing instrument in writing, as having executed the same, and ~cknow
ledged the same to be his act and deed for the purposes therem men
tioned. 

Taken and certified the day and year aforesaid. 

Recorded July 19, 1830. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, l 
County of St. Louis, ~ ss. 

1\1. P. LEDUC, 
Justice County Court St. Louis county. 

ARCHIBALD GAMBLE, Recorder. 

I, John Rulandr clerk of the circuit court, and ex officio recorder · 
-within and for the county of St. Louis aforesaid, certify the foregoing to ' 
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be a true copy of a deed from P. Choteau, sen., to Joshua B. Brant, a:s 
the same now remains on record in my office, (book Q, page 74 an~ 
following.) , 

In testimony whereol, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal 
[ ] of said court, at office, in the city of St. Louis, this 22d day of 
L. s . November, 1838. 

JOHN RULAND, Recorder. 

Colonel Brant here stated to the court that he wished no concealment in 
this matter ; and that some days before the meeting of the court he had 
offered to the recorder the original deeds for the inspection of the court, 
which the recorder admits to be conect. 

Captain CRoSMAN, in continuation : 
Question by court. Are you sure that the storehouse you state as 

having been hired by Colonel Brant stood on the identical lots referred to 
in the deeds furnished the court? 

Answer. I believe so. 
Colonel Brant admits to the court that the store in question does stand 

on the ground described in the deeds. 
Question by the court. You have spoken of dragoon horses turne~ 

over to you in bad condition ; state particular! y their condition when · you 
received them. · 

Answer. They were very poor, and some of them lame. 
Question by court. Have you any personal knowledge of any delin

quency on the part of Colonel Brant, in reference to said horses, by which 
they became in bad condition? 

Answer. No. 
Question by court. Do you know, or not, whether these horses and 

some public mules were at any time fed on or in a pasture belonging to 
·colonel Brant? If so, state the circumstances attending it. 

Answer. I do not know. 
· Question by court. What were the prices of forage immediately preced
jng the period when the horses were transferred to yon? 

Answer. I have no means of knowing. 
Colonel Brant presented the following note to the court, which was di

rected to be recorded : 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant protests against any witness being permitted to 
give hearsay for testimony, and objects to all such statements being receive<! 
as ev:idence, or permitted to go upon the records of tho court; and P.rays 
that If any hearsay statements have been admitted, the same may be revised, 
and excluded from the record. 

The court adjourned to meet on Monday, at 10 o'clock. 

MoNDAY, DEcEMBER 3, 1838. 

The court met pnrsuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. ·· 
'l'he court considered Colonel Brant's objections, presented on Saturday, 

to the evidence which had been received. The court revised tile , recoz:d. 
of Saturday, and find nothing that they consider inadmissible, except the 
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hearsay statement of Bruen, which accordingly they directed to be stricken 
from the record, commencing after the words, on page 16, "Bruen replied," 
to the words " I addressed," on the same page. 

Captain Crosman desired to correct that part of his testimony on Satur
day, where it is stated that the building hired by Colonel Brant for the 
quartermaster's department is a three.story building. He desires now to 
state that it is a two-story brick building, and the one hired by himself was 
a ·wooden building. 

Captain CRosMAN's testimony continued: 
Questimt by Colonel Brant. Did you not hold conversations with any 

other person than Mr. Bruen, relative to the causes which produced the bad 
condition of those horses ? If so, state it: and with whom held. 

Answer. I did, with many persons, and at various times. I cannot now 
recollect exactly when, but about the time I relieved Major Brant, that 
being a common topic of conversation in this city. I was the recipient, 
not the promulger, of the malpractices alluded to. Amongst the persons 
alluded to, I will name Major Hitchcock, United States army; Captaitl 
Kingsbury, United States army; Major Massias, United States army; Doctor 
"Hardage Lane, of this city; Captain Daniel Bissell, of this neighborhood; 
George Collier, Esq., of this city; Mr. McDonald, my clerk; Mr. J. S. John
son, formerly my clerk, now an officer of the army; Captain N. J. Eaton; 
Mr. Beebe, of the house of Hempstead, Beebe, & Co., and many other 
persons. 

Question by Colonel Brant. By whose authority were the nine horses 
turned over to you by Major Brant in October, 1837, sold at auction? 
About what time were they sold? And what rate per week did you pay for 
their keeping during the time they remained in your possession? · 

Answer. By my authority, and upon the report of the board of snrvey, 
which condemned them. 'rhey were sold about the middle of October, I 
think. I do not remember what I paid for their keeping; my vouchers will 
show, which I will produce to the court when I can refer to them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have spoken of double rent being 
charged for the brick building hired by Colonel Brant, at the corner of 
Laurel and Church streets; will you please to explain what you mean by 
saying that double rent was charged for this building? 

Answer. I mean to say that the brick building referred to, being already 
rented to the United States for the quartermaster's department for $1,000 
per annum, on an estimate made of it at the request of Major Brant by two 
citizens of this city, rent or storage for Indian goods was also charged 
to the United States while such goods remained in the same building; thus 
adding to the $1,000, for whicl:l the building was rented, the additional 
amount thus paid for storing the Indian goods. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that you learned rent was 
paid for the brick building by the Indian department, the subsistence de
partment, and the military storekeeper: besides the rent paid by the quarter
master's department; will you please inform the court lww, and from 
whom, you obtained this information? Whether it was ascertained by in
quiries made by you, or furnished unsolicited and gratuitously by others'? 
If so, name the individuals. 

Answer. I have not stated, as the question supposes, that rents were. 
-either charged or paid by any of the departments having supplies stored in 
·the buil~ing Teferred to, except by the quartermaster's department and the' 
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Indian department. I said that the building was occupied by goods or 
property belonging to those different departments. 

I will state how I came by the information that a double rent had been 
paid on this building. By the statement of rents made to me by Major 
Brant, (which is now on the files of this court, and acknowledged by Mnjor 
iBrant to be his own official act,) I learned that two buildings were rented 
for the quartermaster's and subsistence departments-one of them at the 
rate of $1,000 a year, the other at $37 50 per month; and on visiting the 
buildings, I discovered that they were occupied as before stated~the first of 
these buildings having in it supplies for the quartermaster's department, the 
subsistence department, the Indian department, and the military store
keeper. I very naturally, as was my duty, set about inquiring of the person 
from whom the building was said to be rented, (G. K. McGunnegle,) how 
this state of things happened-how it occurred? The result of these in
,quiries of Mr. McGunnegle are already before the court in my former 
testimony. I will add, that I do not remember that any information, with 
regard to the occupati-on of the building, was given to me by any person 
unsolicited by me. I recollect that I inquired of Major Hitchcock, who 
had charge o{ the Indian goods, and he informed me that he had paid 
storage on them for one quarter ending 30th June, 1837; but that no bill 
for storage had been presented to him for the quarter ending in the month 
when I relieved Major Brant, viz: September, 1837 .. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What are those items of rent which, when 
added together, make up the amount of double rent which you say was 
charged for the warehouse re11ted by .Major Brant T 

Answer. 'l'he items of double rent are embraced in the charge made for 
the quartermaster's department, which, at $83 33t per month, amounts to 
$1,000 per annum, the price for which the whole building was hired; and 
the additional chnrge (the amount of which I do not now precisely recol
lect) made against the Indian department for goods sto;ed in that building 
nt the same time. The cash-book of the Indian department, in possession 
of Major Hitchcock, shows two items of charge, embracing the amount 
paid by Major Hitchcock and :Major Brant for storage on those goods for 
the first and second quarters of 1837. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you believe that the warehouse rented 
by you was as safe a place for the storaffe of the public property as that 
which was rented by Colonel Brant? \\ onld insurance have been effected 
·upon it? 

Answer. I do think it as safe a place: Whether insurance could be ef
fected, I do not know. The reason why I believe that the public property 
was as safe in the building I hired as in that rented by Colonel Brant, is 
this : that the latter building, although of brick, had adjoining to it two 
frame wooden buildings; and that the one I hired, although a frame wooden 
building, had adjoining to it, and separated by an alley of some ten or twelve 
feet, only one building, and that of brick; the rest of the ground, for some 
distance around, being vacant. And from its being a one-story building 
<mly, provided with four large folding-doors, which opened into the street, 
and wide enough to admit the widest packages usually transported, the 
public property could, in the event of fire, have been much more rapidly 
removed to a place of safety. Besides, this building had neither a fire-place 
nor a stove in it, none being allowed by my orders; whereas the other 
.building h!!-d1 I believe, a stove in the second story. 



[59] 26 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you believe that the warehouse rented 
by you was worth as much per annum as the one rented by Major Brant 1 

Answer. For the public purposes, it was ; for some commercial pur. 
poses, not. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When did you transfer the stores of the 
quartermaster's department from the brick warehouse to the one rented by 
you? And please also state in what part of this city you resided at the 
date of the transfer. 

Answer. As near as I now recollect, the transfer took place about the 1st 
April, 1838, that being as soon as the warehouse was finished and separated 
into compartments, which I had rented. I resided about that time on Fourth 
street, near the court-house, about 200 yards south of the court-house, be
tween Market street and Walnut street, about midway. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you did not apply to)e· 
lieve Major Brant, as acting quartermaster at St. Louis, when he was ordered 
to Florida? 

Answer. I state not; positively not. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you were not desirous of beingo 

permanently stationed at St. Louis, in the quartermaster's department; and 
whether you did, or did not, consider Major Brant an impediment to yours<> 
being. 

Answer. I never had such a thought that Major Brant was the impediment 
to my being stationed here ; well knowing that there were other officers of 
rank between us, whose. right it would be to occupy this station before me;. 
though I would be pleased to be stationed here, on account of private in,
terests and my friends. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, when in Washington city, in 
the year 1837, on your return from Florida, you had not conversations 
with persons there in relation to the official conduct of Major J. B. Brant; 
and, if so, the character of those conversations, and with whom held. 

Answer. I had conversations with persons in ·washington at the tim~ 
alluded to, on the subject of Major Brant's official conduct; on what particular 
subject of his conduct I do not distinctly remember. I conversed with Major
Cross, the acting Quartermnster General: on the subject of the department 
generally, and its officers; more particularly relative to the operations of the· 
department in Florida. I conversed, also, with a private friend, who was 
employed in Washington, in one of the offices, on the same subject, in which 
Major Brant's name was mentioned. I recollect distinctly one of the sub
jects on which I conversed, and which had been frequently before the sub
ject of conversation between us: it had reference to a contract made by 
Major Brant at this post in 1830, for the transportation of troops from Jef
ferson barracks to the Walnut Hills, with which detachment I was on duty. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether, within the last two years, 
letters have been addressed by yon to any one in the bureau of the Quarter
master's Department at Washington city, touching the official conduct of 
Major Brant, other than those that you wrote to the acting Quartermaster 
6eneral, since the 1st of October, 1837: and if so, to whom? and the date 
and character of such letters? 

Answer. Yes. I do not remember the dates of my private letters to my 
friend. rro the rest of the question I decline answering; and I submit my 
reasons in writing, as follows : 

My reasons for declining to give the name of my friend are-
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1st. That it would be a breach of private confidence and friendship, which 
aU good and honorable men detest and abhor. 

2d. [See p11ge 30, for reason of this erasure.] 
3d. 'l'he tlisclosure of his name can do no possible good to any indi

vidual, nor to the pnblic, as his only offence, if any, is being my private 
confidential friend and correspondent. 

RespectfuJJy snbmitted to the court. 

The court sustained the objections of the witness, and decided that the 
name of the person alluded to need not be divulged. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, in your letters to your private 
friend, you made suggestions of official misconduct on the part of Major 
Brant; and, if so, of what you accused him. 

Answe1·. Yes. I do not remember, at this moment, all the matter of ac
cusation mentioned in my letters, some of which contained matters within 
my own knowledge, and others of general report and belief in this commu· 
nity; some of these mutters are now before the court, and the rest will be 
presented in due time. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You spoke of conversing with Mnjor Cross 
at Washington, in the year 1837, relative to Major J. B. Brant; state whether, 
in the course of conversation with him, you suggested that Mnjor Brant 
had been guilty of official misconduct, and its nature. 

Answer. I recollect speaking with Major Cross about Major Brant, as I 
before stated; but I do not recollect that I charged .Mnjor Brant with any 
specific instance of malconduct at that time. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, after your arrival at St. Louis, 
.in the fall of 1837, and before you received any letter from the acting Quar
termaster General instructing yon to make inqniries into supposed irregu
larities in the official conduct of :Major J. B. Brant, you had not commenced 
a search for testimony to convict him of official misconduct. 

Answer. I had, as a matter of course, made inquiries, as already stated in 
my evidence before this court, into the subject-matter contnined in my first 
letter to the acting Quartermaster General, before writing that letter. But I 
did not search for testimony to convict Major Brant: such testimony being 
offered and presented . to me in my daily conversations with officers and 
citizens of this place; and it was not nntil after I had satisfied myself, both 
fmm the respectability of my informants, and the nature and importance of 
the subject, that I reluctantly wrote the letter imputing those irregularities 
to Major Brant, and after mature reflection upon the subject, and upon what 
was my proper duty in the case. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were those letters to I your friend at Wash
ington written with a view of producmg official action or inquiry into the 
conduct of Major Brant? 

.!Jnswer. No; they were written in the usual course of a private corres
pondence with my friend, which had continued for near fifteen years, and 
does still contione. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you transmit to Major Brant copies of 
the allegations or charges of irregularities in his official conduct, which you 
forwarded to the acting Quartermaster General? . ' 

Answer. I mailed at this pl:lce, directed to Major Brant, a copy of my 
first letter on the subject of the hors.es, which contained··accusations of of
ficial misconduct. I also have forwarded to him copies of all my other 
letters; but I had reason to believe that he would have been furnished witi. 
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them from Washington, as they were written with that e:Ypectation and 
object. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, on your arrival at St. !.onis, 
in the fall of 1837, you did not immediately commence making inquiries 
into the official conduct of Major Brant; and whether you did not hold 
consultations or conversations with several individuals as to the best course 
that ought to be pursued for the furthering of that object. 

Answe1·. On my arrival at St. Louis, in the fall of 1837, I did not com
mence making inquiries into the official conduct of Major Brant, other than 
the inquiries usually made by one officer in relieving another in the quar
termaster's department. I certainly did consult and converse with several 
gentlemen on the subject of the reports then current in this community, 
seriously affecting the official character of Major Brant ; and after I had 
been instructed by the proper department, I made inquiries in writing, in 
an official shape, of several gentlemen of high standing in this neighborhood, 
who were said to be acquainted with the facts, into the trnth of them: 
those individnals were Captain Bissell and Colonel John O'Fallen. These 
two I addressed in writing, and with many others I beld verbal conversa
tions on the subject. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You spolw of having held conversations at 
your office with ~several individuals relative to the official acts of .Major J. 
B. Brant, the substance of which conversations, or notes thereof; were taken 
in writing by your clerk, or yourself, or one of your friends. State whether 
you informed those persons, or any of them, of the use you intended 
making of their statements, and whether the notes taken of them were 
.submitted to them, to judge of their being correctly reported. 

Answer. To the first part of the question I answer, that, in obedience to 
the instructions of the acting Quartermaster General, I sent for, and inquired 
after, three different individuals, whose names appeared in his letter to me as 
having been paid money for keeping public horses at this place : one of them 
(Bradshaw) I learned was absent in Florida, and under the direction of 
Major Brant; another (Kimball) I found, as, also, after much difficulty, the 
the third one (Dowler;) both of whom I invited to my office, and read to 
each of them the letter from the acting Quartermaster General; making the 
inquiries of them therein directed, and pointing to them particularly and 
repeatedly the sums of money opposite to their names. I did not inform 
them of the use intended to be made of their replies to my inquiries. 'rhey 
might, however, have fairly inferred it from the letter itself. The statement 
made by them, or by one of them, at least, was read over to hirn. On this • 
.subject I was very particular, beiug very anxious not to report one word 
more or less~ than was stated by this man. As he appeared to be simple 
and uninformed, but apparently very honest, I desired my clerk to correct 
me if I had written any thing more th an had fallen from this man; and h!s 
own statement, taken in writing at the same instant of this conversation; 1s 
more strongly marked than my own, of the facts there disclosed. 'l he 
other man (Kimball) had the letter read to him iu the presence of Captain 
Eaton, who accidentally happened to be present. I do not know certainly, 
but believe he (Kimball) knew the use I intended to make of the infor
mation obtained from him; because a day or two afterwards I received a. 
note from him, saying, as he understood this subject to be a matter of 
-official or legal investigation, he declined giving me any information on 
his subject until called upon under oath. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. In yom correspondence with the acting 
Quartermaster General on the subject of alleged irregularities committed hy 
Major Brant, you speak of a conversation between yourself and a certain 
Mr. Darneille, in which the latter mentioned a purchase made by him of 
horses from William Walker, in Franklin, Missouri. Please &tate how and 
1rom whom you learned that Dameille possessed any information on the 
subject of the official conduct of Major Brant. 

Answer. I heard it from seV<'~al individuals; I believe Colonel E. C. 
Manh was the first. person from whom I heard it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Has there not been a hostile feeling existing 
on your part towards .Major (now Lieut. Col.) Brant for some years back; 
and have you not, more than once: declared your intention of keeping a; 
strict watch on his otlicial conduct, for the purpose of preferring charges 
against him? 

Answer. Major Brant and myself, although many years ago friendly, 
for the last three or four years have not been so. No hostile feeling to
wards him has existed in my breast that could induce me to assail him 
secretly, or to do any act towards him not justified by a sense of duty and 
honest principles. I do not remember ever to have used the language that 
I would keep a strict watch on him, nor do I believe that I ever did. I did 
say that l should make a report of the circumstances now before this court,. 
and have often said it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you have not, on several. 
occasions, declared th::;.t yon would establish charges against Colonel Brant, 
which ought to cause his dismissal from the service ? 

Answer. I have repeatedly declared that 1 thought I should be able to 
establish the accusations now underg-oing investigation, and perhaps others 
of equal importance; and that, if proven, he ought to be compelled to 
leave the army. 

The examination of this witness being here suspended for to-day, Ca)'lt. 
Crosman presented the following letter to the recorder, which the co1ut 
directed to be placed here on the record, as follows: 

ST. Louis, December 3, 1838. 
Sm: As the subject will, in any event, hereafter come before the court 

in the course of its proceedings in this case, I deem it to be proper for me now, 
before other witnesses are called, and to save time in this examination, to 
say, in a spirit of fairness to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, that he has the 
general reputation amongst the merchants and business men of this city 
of having been for several years interested by an indirect and private co
partnership in the firm of Hill & McGnnnegle, or with G. K. l\'lcGunnegle,. 
and the successors of that firm, McGunnegle & Way. 

I do not pretend to assert, positively, of my own knowledge, that such 
an interest or co-partnership does now, or has formerly, existed; though 
some circumstances that long ago came to my notice, in the comse of my 
official duties, tog()ther with the often expressed opinions of gentlemen 
who ought to know, indnce a belief of the fact. 

As large sums of public mouey have been paid to this firm by Major 
Brant, for army supplies, and for transportation of troops, &c. at various 
times, but particularly dnring the Black Hawk war in 1832, his own 
character as a disbnrsi11g officer, as well as the trne interest of the public 
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service, both, it seems to me, demand an investigation by this court into the 
truth of this co-partnership, which is so generally imputed to him. 

I request you will submit this letter to the court of inquiry, of which 
yon are the recorder and judge advocate. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMA N, 

Capt. 6th Infantry, and Assistant Quartermaster. 
Lieut. J. F. LEE, 

Rccord(;r, ~c.-Present. 

P. S.-There are other matters of imputation against the public charac
ter of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, which, if not brought to the notice of the 
.court by some other person, I may hereafter think it my duty to do so. 

G. H. CROSMAN, 
Captain, <5~c. 

By order of the cotut, a copy of this letter was forwarded to Colonel 
Brant, and the following reply made to Ca)Jtain Grosman: 

DECEMBER 3, 1838. 
Sm : The court directs me to acknowledge your letter, and to say to 

you that such charges as you have to prefer against Colonel Brant ought 
to be produced as soon as practicable. The court does not mean, however, 
to reject charges properly brought forward at any time during this investi· 
gation. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

Captain CRoSMAN, 
J. F. LEE, Recorder, ~c. 

United States Arrny. 

Captain Crosman presented to the recorder a paper, dated this day, which 
is placed in appendix No. 26, directing the attention of the court to certain 
vouchers of Colonel Brant's public accounts therein mentioned, which 
vouchers Colonel Brant offered to produce to the court. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TUESDA v, DECEl\'I:BER 4, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

· The court received a communi<;:ation from the witness before it, request
ing that the second reason assigned by him [refer to erasure on page 27] 
for declining (unless required by the court) to give the name of his friend 
alluded to in the testimony, and in connexion with his private correspon
dence, may be withdrawn, for reasons stated hy h1m. 'The court are of 
opinion, that the first objection assigned by the witness was sufficient; 
and, inasmuch as the second reason is superfluous, and does not, in any 
manner, affect the subject to be investigated by this court, either as regards 
the accuser or the accused, the court decides that the said reason may be 
withdrawn; and it is accordingly ordered to be erased from the record, in 
the same manner as the erasure was made yesterday. 

[NtllTE.-The original kt~er of Captain Grosman on this subject, at Nop 
~r ~f !h~ appendix:.] 
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Captain CnosMAN1 in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Brant. St:tte whether you have not read several 

nrticles in the " Missouri Republican/' a newspaper published at St. Louis, 
impugning the official conduct of Major J. B. Brant ; and if you know by 
whom those paragraphs, or any of them, were written, or who supplied 
the material for them. 

Answer. I have, at various times, read articles in the public prints
among others, the Missouri Republican-impugning the official conduct of 
Major Brant. I do not know by whom those articles were written, nor by 
whom the materials for them were furnished; and I avail myself of this 
occasion most solemnly to repeat what I have already written to the 
Secretary of War on this subject-that I had no agency whatever, either 
directly or directly, in any of those articles; and I will add, that the 
appearance of the first article in the Republican, headed ''Will party save 
him," was as highly disapproved of by me, and so expressed to my friends 
and the editor of that paper, as it could have been by the friends of 
Colonel Brant. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you paid accounts for an office for 
Oaptait1 Kingsbury, the military storekeeper at this station, between the lst 
October, 1837, and 30th of June, 1838; and, if so, in whose name were 
such accounts made? 

Answer. I do not recollect of having paid an account for an office for 
him as military storekeeper; but I believe I did pay accounts for rent of 
an office for him for the subsistence department; and the accounts were 
made out in the name of John B. Sarpy, as well as I recollect. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether the letters now on the 
files of this court constitute the whole of the correspondence that took 
place between yourself and the Quartermaster's Department prior to 2d 
June, 1838, relative to the official conduct of Major (now Lieutenant 
Colonel) Brant'! 

Answer. They do ; meaning official correspondence. 
Question by Colonel Brant. You state that yon had some conversation 

with a private friend in Washington on the subject of Major Brant's official 
malpractices. State whether you did not then form or express a resolution 
to expose them. 

Ans1ver. ]\" o. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Have you nt any time when in conversa

tion with Major Cross, during the period of time that he was the acting 
Quartermaster General, made accusations of official misconduct against 
Major Brant? 

Answtr. No, never. 
Question by Colonel Brant. In your letter of the 30th ultimo, addressed 

to the recorder of this court, yon allege that it appears, by the cash·book of 
the Indian department at this place, that rent was paid for an office for the 
Indian department while Major Brant acted as disbursing agent here, 
which office wus the same one then and now occupied by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant for the quartermaster's department. Do you mean thereby 
that two 1·ents were charged and paid for the same room? 

.Answer. I mean precisely what the language in my letter to the court, 
on this subject, imports, viz: that such appears to be the case. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are the letters now on file the only ones 
that passed between yeurself and l\lajor Cross, while he was acting- Quar~~:= 
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master General, in relation to the alleged official misconduct of Major 
(now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant? 

Answer. No. 
Question by court. After you read the order of the President of the 

United States: directing a court of inquiry on Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
did you write to the acting Quartermaster General, requesting that the 
terms of the first order might be enlarged, and a greater latitude of inquiry 
given to inquire into the conduct of Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

Answer. I did not. In announcing my arrival here from the frontierr 
and referring to my probable stay here, I did perhaps draw the attention of 
the Quartermaster General to the order of the President, by saying that, if 
the matter to be investigated by the court were confined to the accusations 
reported by me, I had reason to believe my presence here would not be 
long required. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state the substance of such other 
letters as you have addressed to Major Cross, in relation to the official con
duct of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, which are not on file; and whether yon 
have copies of the same in your possession. 

Answer. The substance of any ·and all my private correspondenc~ with 
Major Cross, in which any reference is made to Major Brant, is already 
before the court. I do not keep copies of my private letters, and therefore 
have none of these. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note to the court: 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully protests against the court allowing 
Captain Grosman to withdraw the second reason by him assigned for de
clining to give the name of his friend at Washington with whom, in his 
private correspondence, he communicated on the subject of the officill.l con
duct of Major Brant. Lieutenant Colonel Brunt begs leave to assign the 
following as the gr~>tmds on which he makes this protest : lst. 'l'hat though 
a witness has a right at all times to correct his testimony, yet this was not 
testimony; nor does Captain Grosman state that he does not still believe i~ 
the reason which he gave. 2d. The reason assio-ned by Captain Grosman. 
may be material, as going to show the feeling and temper of the witness, as
i t contains matter of serious imputation against Lieutenant Colonel Brant: 
and his jr iend or friends. 

The court order the protest recorded ; but decide that the objections- of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant to the withdrawal of the second reason assigned 
by the witness are not considered by the court as at all affecting the prin
ciple upon which the withdrawal was permitted ; and that there was 
11othing embraced in the matter withdrawn, and erased from the record, 
which contained any thing relevant to the case before the court, or in any 
way casting any imputation npon any one, and which could, therefore, ia 
any possible manner, affect the defence of the accused. 

Captain Cnos liiAN, a witness, in continuation : 
Question by court. ·What was the sum charged for the storage of Indian 

goods? by whom was the charge made'! and by whom was it paid? 
Auswer. I have already stated I do not recollet,ot prec1sely the amount. 

It was paid by Major Hitchcock. G. K. McGunnegle, or McGuuneg1e & 
Way, signed the receipts, as appears by the cash-book before referred to. 
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. ·Question by court. Will you state between what dates the buildings 
hired by Colonel Brant for the quartermaster's department were occupied 
in part by the goods of any other department, and for what period the latter 

, department paid storage on its goods 1 
.Answer. Between 1st January and 30th June, 1837, the quarter ending 

31st March is charged as paid by Major Brant; the 2d quarter, ending 30th 
June, was paid by Major Hitchcock. 

Question by court. State whether the answers which you have given to 
the two questions last addressed to you by the court are given upon your 
own knowledge, or upon the information of others? 

Answer. On an examination of the cash-book before referred to. 

The following paper, received from the War Department by the recorder 
of the court, was exhibited to Colonel Brant, and admitted by him to be 
authentic, and an original voucher of his public accounts. The court 
directed it to be copied on the record, as evidence. 

THE UNITED STATES 
To William Dowler, 

1837, July. For foraging and keeping dragoon horses as follows: 

33 horses from lst to 3d July, 1837, inclusive -
4 horses 4th and 5th July: 1837 
4 horses 6th July, 1837 
5 horses 7th July, 1837 

14 horses 8th and 9th July, 1837 
23 horses from lOth to 12th July, 1837 -
31 horses 13th July, 1837 
32 horses 14th July, 1837 
61 horses from 15th to 17th July, 1837 -
75 horses from 18th to 20th July, 1837 -
52 horses from 21st to 26th July, 1837 -
57 horses from 27th to 31st July, 1837 -

Equal to 183 weeks, at $3 per week 

Dr. 

Days. 
99 
8 
4 
'5 

28 
69 
31 
32 

183 
225 
312 
285 

1,281 

$54!1 

I certify that the above account is correct and just, and that the services 
therein charged for were performed as stated. 

J. B. BRAN'r, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, July 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, five hundred and forty-nine dollars, in full of the 
above account. 

$549. (Signed duplicates.) 
WILLIAM DOWLER. 

(The original returned to the Treasury of the United States.] 

THoMAS DowLER, a witness, being duly sworn, answers a~ J' -

Question by the court. Is William Dowler your brn•'-
Answer. William Dowler, who lived with 

brother. 
3 
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Question by the court. Do you know whether your brother was em
ployed, during the summer of L837, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant? and, 
if so, state how he was employed. 

Answer. I was not by at any agreement between Colonel Brant and 
my brother. He lived on Colonel Brant's farm. He was employed, I 
understood, as an overseer. 

Question by the court. Do you know what pay or wages your brother 
received from Lieutenant Colonel Brant for his services? 

Answer. I only know what my brother told me. 
Question by the court. Do you know whether horses belonging to the 

United States were pastured or fed on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's planta
tion in the summer of 1837? 

Answer. I saw there horses belonging to the United States, or marked 
U. S., at that time. They were pastured and fed there. 

Question by the court. Were you at any time present at the plantation 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, or elsewhere, when a paper, similar to the 
one now shown to you, was presented tn your brother for him to sign 1 
If so, state when and where, and all the circumstances. 

[NoTE.-The voucher before recorded, signed by William Dowler, was 
shown the witness with this question.] 

Answer. I did not pay any attention to the papers. I saw some papers 
carried out there for my brother to sign ; but I do not recollect that I was 
by when he signed them. I do not remember what sort of papers they 
were. 
· Question by the court. Did yon see your brother at any time while 
employed on Colonel Brant's plantation? and, if so, state what was his 
employment at the time . 
. Answer. I saw him at one time sowing timothy seed. I saw him at 
sundry kinds of work. 
·, ~1.testion by the court. What was the appearance of the pasture in 
>WhlCb the horses were kept? 
• Answer. It appeared to be pretty good. I think this was some time 
in August, 1837. The horses looked to me to be well fed. I saw them 
fed on dry corn and bran, and I saw green corn cut from the field, and 
.ted to them. 

Question by the court. Do you know the character of the paper now 
shown to you, and the object of your brother's signing it ? 

Answer. Yes, it is charges for keeping horses. I do not know the 
object for which it is signed; I had no knowledge about it at that time. 

Question by the court. About what number of public horses were on 
Colonel Brant's farm? were there any mnles among them ? 

Answer. There was a large number. I do not recollect about any 
Jnules. 

Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Can you state what appeared 
to be the extent of the pasturage 't Did it possess advantages of shade and 
water 1 

Answer. It appeared to be between seventy and eighty acres. It had 
plenty of water and shaded trees. 

Question by Colouel Brant. Were you sought by Captain Grosman 
as a witness in this case? 

Answer. He said he wanted me in this case. 
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SAMIJEL F. RENrcn:, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by the court. Were you employed by Colonel Brant in the 

summer of 1837:1 and, if so, state how employed. 
Answer. I was employed in the summer of 1837. It was July, I think, 

when I commenced. I was first employed to haul for him; afterwards, 
I was put on his farm with the public horses. 

Question by the court. Did you at any time carry to Dowler a paper, 
similar to the one now shown to you, for him to sign ] If so, state all the 
particulars. 

Answer. I carried an account in duplicate. It was signed by Dowler, 
blank ; that is, the items were not put in, nor the amount in the receipt. 
It was headed like the one now shown me, " Dr. The United States," &c. 

[NoTE.-The voucher, recorded and signed by William Dowler, was 
shown the witness with this question.] 

Question by the court. By whose request did you carry it to Dowler'! 
State all the particulars ; when it occurred, and where. 

Answer. By Major Brant's request. It was at the farm, where the 
horses were. I was in the pasture, when he called me to him, and gave 
it to me to carry to Dowler at the house, whose brother was there at the 
time. Dowler looked at it, and asked what it was. I told him I did not 
know, but showed where Major Brant wanted it signed. 

Question by the court. What were Colonel Brant's directions to you, 
when he gave you the paper? State particulars. Did Colonel Brant 
point out the place for Dowler to sign? 

Answer. He pointed out the place for Dowler to sign; and told me not 
to dirt~ it, as it was to go to Washington. 

Question by the court. What was the kind of food given to the horses 
under your and Dowler's care? State particularly the proportions of 
t!ach kind of forage, as near as you can. 

Answer. They were fed on corn and wheat bran part of the time, and 
part of the time on corn alone, in the proportion of one of corn to two 
<>f bran. 

Question by the court. Were, or not, the horses fed on green corn 
<>ccasionally? 

Answer. Not when I was there. I know nothing about that. 
Question by the court. Was hay fed to the horses frequently? and, 

if so, state how often, or how much altogether of hay was fed to them, 
whilst you were there. 

Answer. No hay, while I had any thing to do with them. They were 
in the pasture, and were fed as stated. 

Question by the court. What was the condition of the pasture, while 
the horses were in it; and what were the instructions relative to their 
food~ 

Answer. It was quite a dry spell, and the pastnre at one time got low ; 
but they were pretty well fed with grain. Every one thought they im
proved while 1 had the care of them. 

Question by the cout't. How long were you employed at the plantation 1 
Answer. •rwo weeks. I went there about the last of July. 
Question by the court. How many animals were there at any one time 

in the field 1 
Answer. When I first went there, from 65 to 70 i at one time, llO i but 

the number varied each day. 
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Question by court. Are you well acquainted with keeping horses 1 ffgw 
long have you been at such kind of work'! 

Answer. Since I have been doing any kind of work. I am 37 years 
old, and l have always been employed in that way. 

Question by court. Were the horses well and sufficiently fed and taken 
care of? 

Answe1·. Why, sometimes I thought they were ; sometimes I thought 
they were not. 'Vhen we had a great many, the order was to proportion 
the feed; but we could not always fix it exactly. But Major Brant's orders 
were to increase the feed when new horses came in, and to give them 
enough. 

Question by court. What amount or allowance of feed was furnished 
for the horses '! 

Answer. We calculated to give each horse two gallons of shelled corn 
a day. 

Question by court. What were the advantages of the pasture in shade 
and water? State particulars. 

Answer. Good shade and good water ; there was a fine stream where 
horses might swim if they wanted to. 

Question by court. Did the horses often suffer from not having enough 
feed, when increase to their number wns made? 

Answer. ~o; I do not think they did. 
Question by court. What were the ·accommodations for feeding, as to 

troughs? and was there plenty of room for all the horses to feed at once? 
Answer. Horses will crowd when put in a lot; but I think they were 

well accommodated as to troughs ; and they had room enough. 
Question by court. Were there any mules among those horses? 
Answer. No. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do you think a better provision could have 

been made for the same number of horses near St. Louis? 
Answer. I cannot tell about that ; I do not know whether there could have 

been, at that season of the year; it was too early to put horses into green: 
corn-fields. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were the fences in good order, and secure? 
and what was the extent of the range which the horses had 1 

Answer. It was a large field-I should suppose about 60 or 70 acres; I 
do not know, though ; the fences were very good, and so good that no 
horses got out while I was there. 

Quest,ion by Colonel Brant. Did you go to Capt11in Crosman of your 
own accord, for the purpose of making statements to him? or did he solicit 
your communications? if so, state when and where. 

Answer. He applied to me for information. 1 brought Captain Crosman 
a letter from Fort Leaven worth. He then asked me about the subject: that 
was somewhere about the 14th of June, 1838. 

Question by court. What was the condition of those horses, generallyr 
which were from time to time taken from the field1 and transferred to 
officers or others for public service? 

Answer. Generally in good order. 
Question by court. Do you know what was the subject of the letter yon 

brought to Captain Crosman from Mr. Tillman? 
.Answer. No. 
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Question by court. When you were employed by Colonel Brant on his 
farm, were you employed by him as quartermaster, or were you hired by 
him in his private capacity 1 · 

Answer. As quartermaster.~ He said he wanted me to take care of public 
horses ; I thought from that I was employed in the public service; in fact, 
he told me so. 

Question by court. Did you sign such accounts as the one already shown 
to you 1 and, if so, state what it contained, and what was its object, if you 
know. 

Answer. I signed an account like that for keeping public horses: the 
amount was $25. 

Question by court. Do you mean to say for feeding the horses, or for 
your own labor ? 

Answer. For my labor-for attending to the horses. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
The recorder presented the following letter, received from Colonel Brant; 

which was ordered to be placed on the record : 

ST. Louxs, December 5, 1838. 
SIR: After having maturely reflected upon the subject, I consider it due 

to myself ugain to call the attention of the court to a letter addressed to it 
by Captain Crosman on the 3d instant, a copy of which was furnished to 
me ; in which, after speaking of reports that prevailed of my being a private 
partner in a mercantile firm in this city, to which large sums of money had 
been paid for army supplies, he concludes by saying that "there are other 
matters of imputation against the public character of Lieut. Col. Brant, 
which, if not brought to the notice of this court by some other person, I 
may hereafter think it my duty to do so." The order directing the court 
to assemble, and prescribing its duties, bears date the lOth .of October last; 
the order extending the range of its inquiries, the 7th ultimo : both these 
orders may be considered to have been produced by the allegations pre
ferred against me by Captain Grosman. 

Fwm the correspondence of Captain Grosman with the Quartermaster 
General's department, now on the record of this court; from the developments 
which have beeH already made in the progress of this casa before the court; 
~ro!ll his ~nown unfriendly feeling; from the industry and zeal \~ith which, 
lt JS mamfest, he has sought out testimony to con viet, extendmg over a 
period of 14 months, I would respectfully submit whether the time has 
not at length arrived when he shall be called upon to state fully and 
distinc.~ly all the accusations which he intends bringing forward. I call 
upon this court, therefore, to decide whether it is consistent with the usual 
course of proceedings in like cases, and with the ordinary course of justice, 
to bring forward charges, as it were by piecemeal ; intimating, at the same 
time, that others are held in reserve, to be preferred, I suppose, as con
venience, inclination, or personal motive rray suggest. 

I .do not seek to shun any investigation, or to screen any portion of my 
official conduct from the fullest examination or the most searching scru-
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tiny ; but I appeal to this court, and ask, in all fairness, if it wiTI not now 
require the real prosecutor in this case to disclose the ~ontents of his "black 
book," or hereafter to cease from troubling. 

I demand it, therefore, as my legal right-as a simple measure of justice
that my accuser shall, before this investigation proceeds any further, reduce 
to writing and place before the court whatever other allegations of official 
misconduct he has in store against me. 

I have the honor to be, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. Col. and Dep. Quartermaster General. 
To Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

RecGrder Court of inquiry. 

In reference to the foregoing paper, the court decide that, in the letter of 
the recorder to Captain Grosman of the 3d instant, the expectations of the 
court are expressed, that all allegations proposed to Le brought by him 
against Lieutenant Colonel Brant will be presented at as early a day as 
practicable. The court now remark, that all matter of accusation that can 
now be produced, must be produced within forty-eight hours, it being im
proper to hold any accusations in reserve; not intending, however, to ex
clude from investigation any matter which may be brought properly before 
it at a future day. The court will add, that, under the orders it has received, 
it feels bound to investigate every matter of accusation, properly presented 
to it, without reference to the date of presentation; but it will expect to be 
satisfied that no unnecessary delay shall have taken place in adducing such 
matter. 

Colonel Brant presented to the recorder a note, dated this day. [See 
appendix No. 28.] The court declined complying with the request of 
Colonel Brant, inasmuch as questions suggested by Captain Grosman, when 
approved by the court, are those of the court. 

A letter was received from Captain Crosman of this date. [See appendix 
No. 29.] 

JoHN DARNEILLE, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Did you at any time purchase horses for Lieutenant 

Colonel Brant with private notes of hand 1 If so, state all the circum
stances. 

Answer. I did purcha~e horses for account of Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
in June, 1837, with a note of hand. At that time I agreed with him to go 
to Franklin county, Missouri, to collect two notes of hand for him; and, 
having received the notes from him, I proceeded to the residence of Mr. 
William Walker, by whom the notes were signed, made payable to the 
order of Major J. B. Brant. After getting there, I presented the notes t() 
him; requesting him to pay amount of the notes, and the interest, in cash, 
according to the instructions l had received from Major Brant. Mr. Walker 
informed me that he had not the money. I informed him (as was the case) 
that Major Brant had told me to receive from him, in payment of said 
notes, horses, or oxen, or negroes, or any thing else that I could bring down 
to St. Louis, and make the money on. He said be had some horses he 
would let me have in payment of the notes. I received of him, in payment 
of one of the notes, (to the best of my recollection,) five horses, one mule, 
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and a yoke of oxen, and $20, which made up the amount of the note. I 
think the note was about $500; I am not positive about the exact amount. 
I brought those horses, with others for which I paid money, to this place; 
informed Major Brant what I had done, and gave him the bill of purchase. 
He appeared to be satisfied. The next day (I think) I met him in the street; 
he requested me to go to the stable where l had put the horses; I went, and 
he asked me my opinion as to the value of the horses. I took them, one 
after another, and put on them such values as I thought they were worth, 
according to the rates for which horses were then selling in this place. He 
had a pencil and paper, and, as I suppose, took down the prices as I gave 
them to him. 

Question by court. What was the amount of the two notes of hand 
given you by Colonel Brant to collect from Walker? 

Answer. The amount of the two did not vary mnch from $1,000, to the 
best of my re~collection. I think one was a little larger than the other. I 
returned one of them to Colonel Brant. 

Question by wurt. Have you been in the habit of dealing in horses, and 
are you well aequainted with the proper mode of keeping them? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by court. Did you see the public horses at pasture on Colonel 

Brant's plantation in the summer of 1837? and, if so, what was their 
appearance: and the appearance of the pasture ? 

Answer. Yes, I saw the horses ; I am sure it was either in August or 
September, 1837; the pasture then seemed to be eaten out considerably, as 
well as the corn-field; the fence was down, and they went into either field. 
There was corn in the field, standing on the stalks-probably a sufficient 
quantity for the horses that were then in the pasture and corn-field. Some 
of the horses looked very well ; some did not. There was a large number 
there ; and, considering- the number, they were as well off as could be 
expected in the same enclosure. 

Question by court. How were the horses fed whilst at pasture on Colonel 
Brant's plantation? 

Answer. I was not sufficiently acquainted with th,e mode in which they 
were kept, to answer. 

Question by court. What disposition was made of the horses you pur
chased with Walker's note of hand ? 

Answer. Some time after I delivered them to Major Brant, I saw them 
with the brand U. S. D. on them; from which I suppol':ed they were 
turned over to the United States. I was afterwards informed by Colonel 
Brant that horses, at Jefferson barracks, had been condemned by a board 
of survey, which he had to sell at auction ; I, as auctioneer, !!old them 
on account of the United States. Among these horses that I sold, were 
three of those I purchased from Walker. 

Q11estion by court. What prices did you pay for the horses you got from 
Mr. Walker'! or what prices were allowed for them to the person from 
whom they were purchased? • 

Answer. I recollect I allowed ·walker $80 for the yoke of oxen; and I 
recollect, distinctly well, I allowed him $40 for the mule; one very large 
sorrel horse I allowed him $100 for; the prices of the others I do not now 
recollect. 

Question by court. What was done with the mule and oxen? 
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· Answer. I heard Major Brant say he would send the oxen to Jefferson 
barracks for the use of the garrison. I afterwards saw them there, by 
direction of Major Brant. I swapped the mule for a sorrel horse, and 
gave $70 to boot. · 

Question by the court. How many horses did you sell, as auctioneer, on 
account of the United States, at the time alluded to, or at any other time, 
by direction of Colonel Brant? 

Answer. I have forgotten the precise number. I suppose between 
twenty-five and thirty. 

Question by the court. Do you remember how much those horses 
purchased of Walker sold for at auction ? If so, state it. 

Answt:r. I do not recollect. I only recollect that the horses sold then, 
sold better than I expected. 

Question by the court. How long were the three horses alluded to in 
possession of Colonel Brant before they were sold at auction? 

Answer. I think it was between the 20th and 25th of June that I de
livered them to Colonel Brant. I sold them at auction, I think, two or 
three months afterwards. 

Question by the court. Did you ever sign blank receipts f(}r money, 
at the request of Colonel Brant? If so, state the circumstances. 

Answer. When I settled with Major Brant, he handed me a blank 
duplicate receipt. I signed it. He did not expressly request that I should 
sign a blank receipt rather than one filled up. I mean, by saying that 
it was blank, that it was merely the printed form, with no amount of 
money or items stated, nor any writing on it. 

The following vouchers from Colonel Brant's public accounts, received 
from the War Department by the recorder of the court, were ordered to 
be copied on the record. They were shown to the witness with the ques
tion which follows : 

THE UNITED STATES 

1837. 
June 13. 

To John Dameille, Dr. 

For three horses furnished for the service of the United 
States, viz: 

1 bay, 15 bands high, 8 years old 
1 gray, 15 hands high, 5 years old 
1 sorrel, 15i hands high, 6 years old 

- $110 
110 
120 

340 

Received, St. Louis, June 13, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, three hundred and forty dollars, in full of the 
above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN DARNEILLE. 

[NoTE.-Originals returned to the Treasury of the United ~tates.} 
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THE UNITED STATES 

1837. 
June 20. 

To John Darneille, Dr. 

For nine horses furnished for dragoon service, viz. as 
follows: 

1 sorrel, 15! hands high, 6 years old -
1 sorrel, 15 hands-high, 7 years old 

- . $120 

1 sorrel, 15 hands high, 6 years old 
1 sorrel, 16 hands high, 6 years old 
1 bay, 15 hands high, 6 years old 
1 bay, 15! hands high, 6 years old 
1 bay, 14i hands high, 6 years old 
1 bay, 15 hands high, 7 years old 
1 bay, 15! hands high, 6 years old - - -
And l yoke of first-rate oxen, 6 years old, and well-

conditioned for service 

85 
110 
110 
120 
90 
90 

105 
115 

100 

1,045 

Received, St. Louis, June 21, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, ten hundred and forty-five dollars, in full of 
this account. ' 

(Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN DARNEILLE. · 

THE UNITED STATES 

To John Darneille, Dr. 
1837. 

June 26. For five horses furnished for dragoon service, as fol-
lows, viz: 

1 bay, 15 hands high, 5 years old 
1 bay, 15! hands high, 7 years old 
1 Llack, 15 hands high, 6 years old 
I sorrel, 15 hands high, 6 years old -
1 sorrel, 15 hands high, 6 years old -

- $90 50 
127 00 
93 00 

103 00 
93 QO 

506 50 

Received, St. Louis, June 26, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, five hundred and six dollars and fifty cents, in 
full of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN DARNEILLE. 

Question by the court. Did you sign your name to the three papers 
now shown you 1 and which of them embraces the items of charge for the 
aNimals yon received from Walker? 

Answer. I did sign the three papers here shown to me. This one, 
datea 21st June, 1837, I believe, includes the horses 1 got from Walker. 
The oxen there charged are, I suppose, the oxen 1 got from · him; as I 
had no agency in buying or s~lling to the Government any other oxen. 
I think the horse placed fourth on -the voucher, and descriLed as " one 
sorrel, sixteen hands, and six years old," charged for $1101 is the large 
sorrel I got from Welker before mentioned, and for which I gave $100. 
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The horse placed first on the voucher, and described as " one sorrel, 
15! hands high, and six years old," and charged for $120, is, I suppose, 
the horse for which the mule was swapped, and $70 given in boot. 

I did not consider that I bought or sold those horses to the Government. 
I bought the animals from Walker, and took a bill of purchase in the name 
of Major Brant. I did not know that they were charged to the Govern
ment in my name, as the owner and seller. 

Question by the court. Did you authorize Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
to fill, or consent to his filling-, the blank vouchers alluded to with any 
specific amounts? If so, state- what were those amounts so authorized. 

Answer. I have no recollection of having been consulted in the matter; 
nor do I know that Major Brant said any thing to me about it. I have 
never authorized anybody to fill the vouchers in that way. 

The following letter was shown the witness, (original, No. 30 of the 
appendix;) one of the papers received by the recorder from the War 
Department: 

Sm: Having 
state as fnllows: 

ST. Loms, April25, 1838. 
examined the copy of receipts which I have signed, I 

Copy No. 2 contains the horses which I received of Mr. Walker, 
together with others which I paid cash for. The amount which I allowed 
Mr. Walker for the stock I bought of him did not exceed $500, according 
to the best of mv recollection at this time of the circumstance. I tl;tink 
the prices paid 1\!J:r. Walker are as follows: 

1 large sorrel horse 
1 sorrel horse 
1 bay horse 
1 bay horse 
1 bay horse 
1 yoke of oxen 
1 mule 

- $100 
65 
75 
70 
70 
80 
40 

500 

The amount charged the Government appears to be about $145 over 
the purchase price. 

The mule referred to was swapped by Major Brant and myself for a 
horse, in which case Major Brant !!ave in difference $70. The horse was 
turned over to the Government; and I think the horse referred to in copy 
No. 2, described as being 15! hands, and six years old, is the one for 
which the mule was swapped . 

. The bills of purchase which I gave Major Brant will show the. exact 
pnces which I allowed Mr. Walker for the property I took of htm on 
account of Major Brant, and will not, I think, differ materially, if at all, 
from the above statement. 

Yours, &c. 
JOHN DARNEILLE. 

Captain G. H. CROSMAN, 
Assistant Quartermaster, United States Army. 

[NoTE.-The voucher called in this letter No. 2, is explained by the 
witness to be of date 21st June, 1837.] 
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Question by the court. Is the letter now shown to you the same written 
by you to Captain Grosman ; and is the list therein given a true statement 
of the prices allowed by you to Walker for the animals? 

Answe1·. I wrote that letter to Captain Grosman at his request. I do 
not state positively that the charges there made are exactly correct. They 
may be a few dollar!:! (each item) under or over the fact; but they cannot 
be far from the truth. I believed when I wrote that lett~r that its state· 
ments 'were correct. I believe so now. 

Question by t/u. court. Did you not receive, in some form or other, 
from Lieutenant Colonel Brant, the amounts specified in the receipts 
attached to the three vouchers for horses and a pair of oxen, which now 
appears above your signature in said vouchers? 

Answer. The vouchers dated June 13, 1837, for $340, and June 26, 
1837, for $506 50, I think have nothing wronR" in them. I think I 
received the amount of money stated in them. With regard to the other 
voucher, dated June 21, 1837, for $1,045, I am confident I never received 
any thing like the amount there stated. I think I received from Major 
Brant something between $200 and $:300. My wages for my services in 
going up to Franklin county and bringing the horses here were $50 ; anri 
I had advanced for the purchase of the horses some money, which was 
returned to me. I think, however, that $300 will cover all I received. 

Question by the court. You say $50 was allowed you for your own services 
in going up for, and bringing down, the horses. What amount was paid 
you by Colonel Brant for the expense of bringing the animals to St. Louis? 
and how many animals, nltogether, did you bring down, including those 
purchased of Mr. Walker? 

Answer. With regard to the expenses on the road, I remember I kept an 
account; but I cannot now recollect the amount. On settling with Major 
Brant, I recollect I added the amount of the e}tpenses to my general ac· 
count; I think the whole expenses of bringing the horses here were $20 
or $25: it may be more; but it cannot be far off. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 6} 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
The following copy of a voucher of Colonel Brant's public accounts, 

received by the recorder from the War Department, was directed to be here 
made upon the record; the original, presented to Colonel Brant, he admitted 
to be authentic. Original returned by the recorder to the Treasury of the 
United States. 

[NoTE.-Refer to record of Tuesday, the 4th instant-Thomas Dowler's 
testimony.] 
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THE UNITED STATES 
To William Dowler, Dr. 

1837, August. For foraging and keeping the following public horses for 
dragoon service, viz : 

53 horses from 1st to 5th August, 1837, inclusive 
75 horses 6th Au~ust, 1837 - - -
76 horses from 7th to 13th August, 1837 
81 horses from 14th to 19th August, 1837 

100 horses from 20th to 24th August, 1837 
101 horses ~5th August, 1837 -
50 horses 26th and 27th August, 1837 
54 horses from 28th to 31st August, L837 

Equal to 325 weeks, at $3 per week 

Days. 

265 
75 

532 
486 
500 
101 
100 
216 

2,275 

$975 

I certify that the above account is correct and just, and that the services 
therein charged for were performed as stated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, August 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, nine hundred and seventy five dollars, in full 
of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
W lLLIAM DO WLBR. 

JoHN DARNEILLE, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. Do you recognise and acknowledge the signatures of 

your name to the three last mentioned vouchers, dated June 13, 1837, for 
$340; June 21, 1837, for Sl,045; and June 26, 1837, for $506 50, to be 
your proper signatures, written with your own hand, on or about the days 
specified in the receipts? 

Answer. Yes, I believe those three to be my signatures. 
The witness desired to state, in explanation of his testimony of yesterday, 

as follows: 
With regard to the expenses of bringing the horses from Franklin county 

to this place, spoken of yesterday, I have referred to my memorandum 
book, and I am now able to speak accurately. The expenses of my whole 
trip from this place to Franklin county, and back again, were $27 50, ac
cording to the account I then took, and I suppose I kept it correctly-I 
mean my own expenses, and the expenses of bringing the horses and other 
stock from Franklin. 

I could not speak positively yesterday as to the number of horses I sold 
at auction for the United States. On referring to my memorandum book, I 
find it was about 17 or 18 horses; but I cannot speak with absolute accu
racy, because I sold, at the same time, some two or three horses for private 
individuals, amounting, in all, to 21. 

I was yesterday asked what those public horses sold for; I find, on my 
memorandum book, that I sold 18 horses at that sale for $1,002. I cannot 
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say what the private horses among this number sold for, and therefore I 
cannot exactly ascertain what the public horses brought. 

Question by court. Are you acquainted with William Walker, the person of 
that name referred to in your testimony; and do you know where he now 
is? 

Answer. I have some acquaintance with him; I do not know where he 
now is ; I am informed he lives in McCoupin county, Jllinoifl. 

Question by court. What was the condition of the horses when received 
by you from Walker, and what was it when they were sold by you at 
auction? Were they, or were they not, at the latter date, unfit for the pub
lic service? if so, from what cause? 

Answer. They were in tolerably fair order, not in fine order; they were 
in marketable condition-that is, fit for general service-when I received 
them from Walker. As to whether, at that time, they were fit for dragoon 
service, I do not exactly know what order such horses are required to be 
in; I presume they were when I sold them. I think two of them were in 
worse condition than when I bought them from Mr. Walker; another one, 
which I sold to Mr. Myers, I thitlk was not in worse condition than when 
I bought him from Walker. Of the two referred to, I think one of them 
had received a kick or some injury on his leg. 

Question by court. What was the character Gf the horses you got from 
Walker: were they, or were they not, suitable for the United States dragoon 
service, taking as a standard those usually fnrnished the dragoons? 

Answer. There were three of the five horses which I think Major Brant, 
as quartermaster, would have purchased for saddle horses for dragoons, ac
cording to my judgment; the others, I judge, he would not for that pur
pose. One of these (the large sorrel) would make a good draught horse; the 
remaining one (a small sorrel) was, I thought, too small for draught or for 
dragoon service. 

I wish to state something in explanation of what I have said, which may 
otherwise be misunderstood. I said I sold three of the horses got from 
Walker: two of them I received from Walker; the other was the sorrel for 
which the mule was swapped. I called him one of the horses received from 
Walker, because the mule came from Walker. I recollect now distinctly 
that this horse offered for sale was not sold, because only $50 was bid for 
him. 

When I received the horse in exchange for the mule, I saw no defect 
about him; when he was brought to be sold, I perceived he was weak in 
the loin. 

Question by court. Do you know if the horses, oxen, and mules you 
got fro~ Walker, were sold to the United States; if so, by whom, and for 
what pnces? 

Answer. I saw some of them with the brand U. S. D., and I sold some 
of them afterwards as public horses. I saw a yoke of oxen at Jefferson 
barracks, which I believe to be the same. 1 do not know what to make of 
that voucher, 21st June, with horses described as sold by me to the Gov
ernment, if it does not allude to the horses I got from Walker. 

Question by court. Do you know what was the average price paid by 
the Government for dragoon horses about the period you procured the 
horses in question? if so, state it. 

Jlnswer. I cannot say what was the average price. I think really good 
sound horses, fit for dragoon service, would have cost on an average $110. 
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Question by court. When you signed the blank receipts mentioned in 
your testimony, what was the character of account to which yonr receipt, 
thus given, was intended to apply'! 

Answer. I thought the signing that receipt was the final settlement of 
my accounts with Major Brant. I thought the horses for which I paid my 
own money wonld be put in, and my expenses, and the $50. 

Question by court. What was the fair and just amount with which the 
blank receipt, signed by you in the account for horses, ought to have been 
filled 1 

Answer. I beg you to make your own calculations. 1 thought the horses 
I purchased for cash ought to be put in, and my expenses; the expenses 
have been stated. I recollect, of these cash purchases, one bay horse cost 
$90 ; one sorrel horse, about fifteen hands high, cost cash $80; a bay 
horse that I recollect of, cost cash either $60 or $65. I do not recollect 
that I paid cash for more than three horses. 

I will state about those oxen which I got from Walker for $80, that I 
was offered $100 for them; I would not sell them, because I did not 
know what Major Brant wanted them for. I thought they were good 
oxen, and worth $LOU. 

Question by court. Supposing the amount of the bili or note with which 
you purchased other horses from Walker to have been added to the amount 
in the receipt attached to tbe voucher for $1,045, dated June 21, 1837; 
what additional sums, other than you have stated, ought to have been in
cluded in the receipt 1 

Answer. The three horses paid cash for were $90, $80, and $65, as 
near as I recollect ; my expenses, $27 50; my waw~s, $50. I have stated 
in my letter to Captain Grosman that I thought I allowed Walker for the 
horses, mule, and oxen I got of him, about $500; ·I say it would not have 
been over $550- positively not $575. 

Question by court. Is there no circumstance in reference to the note of 
Walker, which fixes clearly in your mind the amount of stock received 
from him 1 if so, state it. 

Answer. Yes, there is a circumstance. I have stated the note was for 
about $500. When I delivered up the note for the stock, $20 was handed 
me by Walker, as over and above the amount of the stock. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 

"Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to the .witness referring to the letter 
addressed by him to Captain Grosman for the purpose of refreshing his 
memory, inasmuch as that Jetter wns not a memorandum made at the time 
he got the stock from Walker, but long subsequent thereto." 

The court directed the following decision to be entered upon the record: 

The court, after reflection, is of opinion that the argument urged by 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant goes rather to the influence tlte letter, and the 
reference to it by the witness, is to leave upon the minds of the court, in 
making up its final judgment, than to the admissibility of the reference 
itself. The court is aware of the interval between the date of the letter 
(which has been duly authenticated) and the transactions to which it refers. 
The court does not sustain the objection. 

Question by court. Should the cost or value of the mule, exchanged for 
the horse mentioned by you, be also entered in the account with the horses 
procured from Walker 1 
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Answer. No. The $40, the cost of the mule, has already been counted 
in the $500 of Walker's note. $70 was paid in difference between the 
value of the mule and the horse for which it was exchanged; and this 
ought to be added to the calculation I made just now in answer to the 
que:stion of the court. 

Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. How long were you absent in 
your trip to Franklin? 

Answer. I think about five or six days. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Were you accompanied by any assistant in 

bringing in the drove of horses? If so, by how many, and what their 
compensation ? 

Answer. I had one assistant; I allowed him $12 50, which is part of 
my general expenses already stated at $27 50. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You admit you received some cash for the 
purchase of horses, &c.; of what descnption was this cash-bills or specie? 
and dii you receive it at the quartermaster's office or the bank? 

Answer. I think it was gold; and I think I received it in the quarter
master's office from 1\'lajor Brunt. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you not apply to Major (now Lieu
tenant Colonel) Brant to be employed as an agent to purchase horses? and 
did you not solicit others to recommend you? 

Answer. I applied to him to be employed to purchase horses for Govern
ment. I have said to those who were employed by Colonel Brant in that 
way, and who knew me, that I would be glad if they would recommend me. 
I believe I said that to Mr. Dubois. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was there a black horse among those you 
bought of Walker? 

Answer. I think not. I have no recollection, at this time, of having- pur
chased a black horse of Mr. W allrer. I do not think there was a black one 
among them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Yon spoke of some horses looking in bad 
condition in the pasture ; please state whether the horses alluded to were 
any of those condemned by the board of survey at Jefferson barracks. 

Answer. I do not remember, at this time, whether any of those horses 
were in the pasture at the time I was there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You stated that you sold some seventeen 
or eighteen condemned horses : state whether you sold more than one lot 
.under the direction of Major (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant. 

Answer. I sold only one lot. 
QuestifJJt by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Were you employed by Major 

(now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant to visit Jefferson barracks, in the summer 
of 1837, to view the dragoon horses? and, if so, what was your report to 
him on that occasion, as to the manner in which they were treated, kept, 
and their appearance? 

Answer. I was requested (not employed) to go to Jefferson barracks for 
the purpose of examining the different stables, and reporting to Major 
Brant the manner of keeping the horses. I did examine all of them; and 
gave it as my opinion to Major Brant, when I returned, that the horses were 
not well attended to. I stated my reasons, which I can state now: that I 
supposed that men like the recrnits, not accustomed to take care of horses, 
did not do justice to them; and the manner of watering them (taking them 
to the river) was inconvenient. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Do you not recollect that Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant mentioned to you that he wished to purchase horses for 
saddle service, draught, and pack? 

Answer. Yes, I recollect he said so. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Will you please state whether some of 

those horses were not branded U. S., and others U. S. D.? (alluding to the 
horses brought from Franklin county by you.) 

Answer. Those I saw with the brand had it U. 8. D. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Look at voucher of 21st June, 1837, and 

say whether the prices there stated for the Walker horses were such as you 
stated at the stable, or such as you now believe to have been fair. 

Answer. I do not recollect what prices I put on them. From my 
knowledge of those, I believe that Major J. B. Brant, in purchasing from 
me such horses, would not have given me the prices there stated; hence I 
consider it is a higher price than the horses were worth, if they are the 
horses I suppose them to be, viz: the horses I got from Walker . 

. Question by Colonel Brant. You have, I believe: stated that you did 
not receive more than $300 on account of the items specified in the 
voucher of the 21st June, 1837: was that money paid to you on the 21st 
of June, 1837? 

Answer. I do not think it exceeded $300; it might not be $200; I 
cannot recollect positively. I forget the precise day when it was paid ; it 
was paid on settlement, and for money advanced by me, and otherwise 
due me. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you any transaction with Major Brant 
on the 21st of June, 1837, other than in relation to the statements con
tained in the voucher signed· by you of that day? 

Answer. I do not recollect to have had any other transactions; nor do I 
recollect the precise day when I signed the voucher, because there was no 
writing on it when I put my name there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you now say that the horses specified 
in voucher of 21st June, 1837, were the same purchased from Walker, or 
taken in payment of his note to Major J. B. Brant? 

Answer. As I stated yesterday, I do not know that they are the horses. 
My reason for believing that they are, is, that some of them answer the de
scription, and on account of the yoke of oxen. And, further, that I saw 
some of the same horses with the U. S. D. brand on them; and I after
wards sold at auction, for the public, some of them-three, to a certainty, as 
United States horses ; that is, I offered three for sale ; two were sold. 

Question by Colonel Brant. On the 21st of June, 1837, did Major J. B. 
Brant, as agent of the GovPrnment, or otherwise, owe you any money, 
except on account of the trip to Franklin, and the horses by you purchased 
there? 

Answer. I am not certain about dates; but I do not recollect of any other 
accounts. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you seen or heard read, within the 
last four days, my report to the acting Quartermaster General, on the sub- , 
j~ct of your statements to Captain Crosman of the lith and 13th of April, 
1837? and if so, where have you seen it, and by whom was it :shown or 
read to you? or was the purport of it verbally communicated to you, and 
by whom? 
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Answer. I have never seen any report, nor any thing of the kind. I 
heard that there was snch a report ; I think I heard it from Captain Gros
man, ~dnd from others; that is, that there had been a reply or, report made. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you and Major (now Lieutenant 
Colonel) Brant any misunderstanding at any time about a horse or horses 
you wished to sell to the United States 1 

Answer. When I sold Colonel Brant the horses mentioned in the voucher 
'Of 26th June, 1837, [at page 41,1 (I think the horses mentioned in this 
voucher are the ones I have referred to,) he got somewhat, as I sup
posed, angry at me in consequence of my wanting a bigger price for them 
than he was willing to give. He said I asked too much for the horses, and 
that I could not purchase any more for him. I told him he need not to fly 
into a passion ab.out it. He said he did not permit me to tell him whether 
he should be pleased or angry. I excused myselt; and walked out of his 
office. I might add, too, if it be necessary, that I thought he misused me. 
I say, however, that this misunderstanding has no influence with me in 
giving my testimony here. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was there personal hostility on your part 
toward Major J. B. Brant, in consequence of the misunderstanding between 
you and him about the price of the horses? 

Answer. No, sir. It was a matter too small for me to hold any personal 
animosity against any gentleman about. 

Qu-estion by Colonel Rrant. Have you publicly spoken in terms of 
hostility relative to Major Brant 1 

Answer. I have publicly stated part of what I have stated in this court. 
Whether tbat was hostile, I leave to the court to judge ; but that was all 
I have stated, to the best of my recollection. 

Q1testion by Colonel Brant. Did you ever speak of having signed 
blank receipts to Major J. B. Brant, until there had been a misunderstand
ing between you and him ? 

Answer. I have no recollection of the precise date at which I did first 
mention it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state why you first spoke of 
having signed blank receipts to Major J. B. Brant. 

Answer. Because I thought it was improper. My reason for thinking 
so was, that I perhaps might have mentioned it in presence of some other 
persons, and they observed that it was very improper, and went so far as 
to state that I had done wrong. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
JoHN DARNEILLE, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Brant. ·Did not Major J. B. Brant, prior to your 

leaving St. Louis for Franklin with the notes on Walker1 direct that if you 
took horses or stock from him, it should be at cash prices, in payment 
of the notes ? 

Answer. He directed me to do the best I could; to take them at cash 
prices if I could get them. I will add, that I took them as nearly at cash 

4 
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prices as I could. I acted for Major Brant, and did the best I could with 
the notes. 

Question by the court. Did you at any time receive a message from 
Mr. Haverty, clerk in the quartermaster's department at this place, inviting 
you to come to Lieutenant Colonel Brant's office to examine some papers 1 
Jf so, state all the circumstances, as well as any other messages or com
munications you have received from Lieutenant Colonel Brant, or any 
other person, relative to the matters now under investigation, since the 
date of your Jetter of 11th April last to Captain Crosman. 

Answer. I do not know whether it was a message or not. Mr. Charles 
Collins informed me Mr. Haverty had mentioned to him, (he having been 
himself up to the qaartermaster's office to examine some papers,) that 
if I would come up there, I would have an opportunity to look at the 
papers I had signed; that Colonel Brant would not be in. I think Mr. 
Collins mentioned it accidentally. I do not think he is the man to bear 
any message of that kind. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you communicate the conversation 
that took place between yourself and Mr. Collins to Captain Crosman? 

Answer. I mentioned it to him incidentally in ccmversation, but not 
with reference to any thing particularly. I mentioned to him that I said 
.to Mr. Collins that I did not want to go; that I knew what l was about. 

Captain Crosman here stated to the court that the hour had nearlY. 
passed when it was allowed him, under the order of the court on Wed
nesday, to adduce new charges against Colonel Brant. Captain Crosman 
states that he does not now know, with sufficient certainty, any new mat
ter of accusation against Colonel Brant, to make him willing to assume the 
responsibility of bringing it before the court. He has, therefore, no new 
.charges to produce. 

The following was received from Colonel Brant: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully requests that the court will per

mit him to copy the testimony as it appears on the record, or that it will 
.direct a copy thereof to be furnished to him. In consequence of believing 
that this privilege would be conceded to him, he has not been anxious tG 
take the testimony down, as disclosed to the court, knowing that time 
would be saved thereby. 

In reply to the foregoing request, the court decide that they cannot 
with propriety furnish to any one a copy of their record, or of any part 
of it. 'The party accused is and has been at liberty to take notes of the 
evidence as given in. Further than this the court is not bound to render 
aid to any party before it. 

By order of the court, the following letter was written to Colonel Brant : 

ST. LoUis, December 7, 1838. 
Sm: As several of the witnesses, whose testimony you desire, are 

officers of the army serving in the field, or otherwise far distant; and as 
the public service might be incommoded by a withdrawal of these officers 
from their present duties, the court of inquiry now in session here feels 
it proper to ask of you whether the following named officers are necessary 
to your defence, in order that the court may judge of the propriety of 
applying for the relief of such officers, viz: Captain Samuel McRee, assist
ant quartermaster, in Florida i Captain Bullock, 2d dragoons, in Florida ; 
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Captain T. L. Alexander, 6th infantry, in Florida; Captain W. W. Tomp4 

kins, 2d dragoons, in Florida. 
The court, in making the foregoing request, is not actuated by the least 

desire to preclude any testimony you may think material to your defence. 
Respectfully, your obedient servant, 

J. F. LEE, 
Lieutenant of Ordnance, Judge Advocate and Recorder. 

Lieutenant Colonel J. B. BRANT, 
Deputy Quartermaster General, St. Louis, Missouri. 

The following reply was received from Colonel Brant: 

ST. LoUis, December 7, 1838. 
SIR : I consider Captain Samuel McRee, Captain Thomas L. Alexander, 

Captain Bullock, and Captain W. W. 'l'ompkins, are material witnesses on 
my behalf. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT. 

Lieutenant LEE, 
United :states Army, Recorder, o/c. 

Captain LEWIS BisSELL, being duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by tke court. Do you, or not, know that a large number of 

United States horses were kept on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation 
near this city during the summer of 1 B37? If yea, please state the appear
ance of the animals, and of the pasture or field in which they were. 

Answer. '!'here were a number of horses kept on Golonel Brant's 
plantation, said to be public horses j and I presume they were, from the 
brand U. S. on them. At the time the horses were first put in, the feed 
on the field was very good; but, from the great number of horses, it soon 
became ate out. As to the appearance of the horses, some were in much 
better condition than others i and, I presume, that was the case when they 
were purchased. 

Question by the oourt. Are you well acquainted with the size and 
condition of that part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation, or the 
field in which the horses were kept 1 If so, please state its dimensions in 
acres, and also its advantages in shade and water, &c., for pasturing a 
large number of animals at the time the horses were kept in it. 

Answer. I am well acquainted with the field, from its adjoining my 
own premises ; a considerable part of it I can see from my own door. I 
suppose the field contains from thirty·five to thirty.six acres. That is my , 
opinion. I do not profess to be exact. I am of opinion there was 
abundance of water, but not much shade. 

Question by the court. How are your dwelling-house and plantation 
situated with regard to that lately the property of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant; and what opportunities had you to observe the mode of feeding the 
horses referred to'! Please state particulars. 

Answer. My dwelling-house is situated upon an eminence west of the 
Bellefontaine road. The field in which the horses were put is east of 
that road, on low ground. I generally passed that field from twice to four 
times a day. In addition to that1 during 'the hay season my harris were 
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at work in a field adjoining that pa5ture, and 1 was frequently with them 
in the field. 

Question by the court. How long were the public horses kept on 
Colonel Brant's plantation ; and about how many did there appear to bt: 
at ru::~y one time, as near as you reco!lect nnd believe? 

Answer. It is impossible for me to state the precise time. I shoulJ 
think it was about three months from the time the first horses were put 
in till the last were taken out. The number of horses varied very much. 
I should suppose the highest number in there at any one time was 
over 200. 

Question by the court. Was the pasture alluded to, which you say 
you had frequent opportunities of viewing, good; and were the horses well 
attended to? 

Answer. As I before stated, the pasture was very good at first; but it 
became ate out, in my opinion, in a month, or six weeks at the farthest, 
after the first horses were put in. I know nothing about the· manner of 
attending to the horses. I saw them, as I passed by the field once, when 
the gra:;;s was entirely ate out, feeding the horses from sacks. 

Question by court. What was the current price of good pasturage per 
week in the vicinity of St. Lvuis, at the time alluded to? and what was 
the current price of keeping horses at livery per week, at the same period? 
giving them an ample allowance of grain and hay, or fodder, also grooming 
them daily. 

Answer. As to good pasturage, I do not profess to know the current 
price; I only know what I was in the habit of charging myself. I kept 
horses through the preceding summer, but not that season. I do not know 
the livery charges. 

Question by court. At what price per week would you have pastured 
horses at the time alluded to, and fed them with old corn ? 

Answe1·. I would have pastured them, and given them corn, at $1 50 
a head per week ; giving each one and a fourth bushel of corn a week. 

Que:,;tion by court. Are you a practical farmer, and how long has that 
been your occupation? Are you well acquainted with the manner of 
keeping horses, both in pasture and in the stable ? 

Answer. I am a farmer on a small scale, and have been for the last eight 
years. I know the manner of ~eeping horses in my neighborhood. I feel 
confident as to how I should require a horse to be kept. 

Question by coU1·t. Did you ever see the horses fed on green corn? anq 
if so, where was the green corn obtained ? 

Answer. I saw the hands attending to the horses or mules throwing over 
to them some green corn occasionally, cut from an adjoining field of Major 
Brant. 

Question by court. Were there any mules amongst the horses at the 
time alluded to? 

Answer. Not at the same time, that I know of. After the horses were 
taken out, mules were put in. 

Question by cmu·t. You said you knew how you would require your 
own horses to be kept ; state how a horse ought to be kept, to be considered 
well kept. 

Answer. I would require him to have an abundance of gras~; and if I 
wished to fatten him for market, .J would give him some grain. If the 
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grass is good, 1 do not think grain necessary in summer, except for laboring 
horses. They ought to have plenty of shade and water. 

Question by court. What were the current prices of good timothy or 
herd's grass hay per ton 7 of old corn per bnshel? and also of oats in the 
market at the time alluded to? State if you sold any of those articles 
about the time referred to. 

Answer. I sold about twenty or thirty tons of best timothy hay, for 
which I received $15 per ton ; which, I think, was the market price. 

I sold several hundred bushels of corn, earlier rather in the season than 
the time the horses were in pasture, for fifty cents ; and between one and 
two hundred bushels for sixty-two and a half cents. Later in· the season I 
sold a very small quantity fur seventy five cents. I think that. was above 
the market price. 1 think the average market price was from fifty to sixty
two and a half cents; though the corn market here is very fluctuating in 
summer. 

I did not sell ~my oats; but I am of opinion they were from twenty to 
thirty·one cents. At one time I heard it said at the stables they were get· 
ting oats for twenty cents; afterward.s I heard they were higher. 

Question by court. Was there sufficiency or deficiency of shade in the 
pasture for the use of the horses during the months of July and August, 
1837? 

Answer. I should think there was a deficiencv. 
Question by court. Were you acquainted with John Kimball and J. 0. 

Eradshaw 7 and if so, please state (if you know) whether either of these 
individuals kept a large number of Unit•3d States horses ac livery during 
the summer of 1831; and what extent of stable accommodations had 
either of them in June, July, August, and September, 1837. 

Answer. I know both Mr. Kimball and Mr. Bradshaw by sight. I have 
observed public horses in Kimball's stable. I do not recollect that I was at 
Bradshaw's stable in 1837. They both had large stables in town. I do 
not know how many public horses they kept, or whether the nmhber was 
large or not. I have seen fifteen or twenty in Kimball's stable at a time
perhaps more. I presume :neither stable was sufficient to keep any thing 
like the quantity of horses which were in the pasture. 

Question by court. Please examine the paper now shown to you, and 
say whether it describes the boundaries of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
plantation on which the horses were kept, as alllldEd to in your testimony. 

Answer. Yes, I have no doubt of it. 

[NoTE.-The certified copy of a deed of conveyance from Joshua B. 
Brant and wife to Johu Riggin, signed by the clerk and recorder of the 
circuit court of the county of St. Louis, and sealed with the seal of said 
conrt, was shown lo the witness with the foregoing question. The court 
directed the .deed to be copied here upon the record; the original at No. 
31 of the appendix.] 

<:This deed, made and concluded this l~th day of September, 1838, by 
and between Joshua B. Brant and Sarah Brant his wife, party of the first 
part, and John Riggin, party of the second part, all of the county ana city 
of St. Louis, and State of Missouri, witnesseth : That the ~aid party of the 
first part, for and in consideration of the sum of $25,000 to them paid, or 
secured to be paid, by the party of the second part, have granted, sold, as
signed, conveyed, and made over, and by these presents do grant, sell, assign, 
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convey, and make over, unto the said John Riggin, his heirs and assign~, 
the following tracts or parcels of land, lying and being situated in the town
ship and county of St. Louis aforesaid, about three miles north of the city 
of St. Louis, on the road leading therefrom to Bellefontaine; that is to say : 
One tract or parcel containing the quantity of 591 10°0 arpens, beginning at a 
stone on the east side of said road and corner, to surveys Nos. ~,041, 2,042, 
2,541, and northeast corner of the claim of Josiah McClanahan ; thence 
Imming south, 23 degrees east, 15 chains 20 links, with said road, to a stone; 
return from thence to beginning; thence south, 67! degrees west, 32 chains 
68 links, with old blazed line to an old stone, and northwest corner of said 
McClanahan's claim; thence south, 21 degrees east, 15 chains 20 links, to 
a stake on the north side of a pond, from which a hickory 3 inches in 
diameter bears north, 4-! degrees east, 17 links, and a small swamp oak 3 
inches in diameter bears north, 78! degrees east, 53 links; thence north, 
67! degrees east, 33 chains 47 links, to the abovementioned stone in said 
road: this tract being a part of the said claim of McClanahan purchased by 
Bernard G. Farrar from Thomas Wright, by deed dated 1st day of Janu
ary, 1833, and described in a deed from said Farrar and wife to Joshua B. 
.Brant, dated November 20, 1834, recorded in book U, page 314 and follow
ing, among the records of St. Louis county. Also, one other tract or parcel 
of land, situated and being in the township and county of St. Louis afore
said, described as follows: Beginning at a stone on the road leading from 
St. Louis to Bellefontaine, which stone is situated at the northwest corner 
of said tract; thence north, 55 degrees east, to Gin grass creek; thence down 
the middle of said creek, to the bonndary line of Captain Z. C. Palmer's 
farm, along which is a new post.and-rail fence, to a stone in the Bellefon
taine road ; and thence along that road to the first point herein designated, 
containing 46 arpens more !?I less, and the half of 30 feet within the en· 
closure of Captain Z. C. Palmer aforesaid, commencing at a stone on the 
west side of the Bellefontaine road, and running in a direct line to the 
l\1ississippi river; bounded on one side by the land of said Captain Z. 
C. Palmer, and on the other (or south) side by the lands of Matthe\v 
Kerr, being a part of the same tract of land sold to Benjamin O'Fallen by 
Alexander Scott, and William K. Rule, and Nancy, his wife, as per deed 
dated the 6th of Febmary, 1831, as by reference to a deed from Benjamin 
O'Fallen and wife to Joshua B. Brant, dated the 7th of July, 1834, recorded 
in book T, page 491 and following, among the records of St. Louis county. 
Also, one other or third tract of land, situated and being in the townshi}'l and 
county of St. Louis aforesaid, containing 76io"o arpens, be the same more 
or less, and bounded as follows, to wit: Beginning at a point, which is the 
:;;outhwest comer of this tract, and which is 30 feet northward of the 
northwest corner of Matthew Kerr's tract of land, which is a stone ; 
thence north, 68 degrees east, parallel with said Kerr's tract, or northern 
boundary thereof, to the river · Mississippi; thence up the river at low
water mark to the middle of the mouth of Gingrass creek; thence up said 
creek, along the middle of the channel thereof, to Joshua 13. Brant's line ; 
thence with said Brant's line south, 55 degrees west, ~4 chains and 60 
links, to a stone, which is the northwest corner of this tract; thence south, 
23 degrees and 45 minutes east, 11 chains and 2 links, to a stone; tl1ence 
south, 20 degrees and 15 minutes east, 12 chains and 80 links, to the begin
ning: which said last mentioned tract or parcel of land is described in a 
.deed dated 17th day of April, 1835l and recorded in book Ul page 327 and 
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following, among the records of St. Louis county aforesaid : To have and 
to hold all and sing-ular the three several tracts or parcels of land within 
intended to be described and referred to, with all and singular the im
provements and appurtenances thereon, together with the privileges thereto 
belonging, or in anywise appertaining, to him, the said John Riggin, party 
of the second part, his heirs and assigns, forever; and the said Joshua B. 
Brant and Sarah Brant do hereby covenant and agree with the said John 
Riggin, that we, our heirs, executors, and administrators will warrant and 
defend the titles to the aforesaid tracts or parcels of land unto the said John 
Riggin, his heirs and assigns, forever. 

In testimony whereof, we have hereunto set our hands and affixed our 
seals, at the city and State aforesaid, this 13th day of September, in the 
year of our Lord 1838. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, l 
County of St. Louis. ~ 

J. B. BRANT, [ L. s.J 
SARAH BRANT, [L. s.J 

Be it remembered that on this 14th day of September, in the year of our 
Lord 1838, before the undersigned, a justiee of the peaee within and for the 
couuty and State aforesaid, came Joshua B. Brant and Sarah Brant, his 
wife, who are both personally known to me to be the same persons whose 
names are subscribed to the foregoing instrument of writing, as having ex
ecuted the same, and severally acknowledged the same to be their act and 
deed for the purposes therein mentioned. She, the said Sarah Brant, being 
by me firEt made acquainted with the contents thereof, acknowledged, on 
an examination apart from her said husband, that she executed the same, 
and relinquishes her dower in the real estate therein mentioned freely, and 
without compulsion or undue iufl.uence of her said husband. 

Taken and certified the day and year aforesaid. 
ELIHU H. SHEPARD, 

Justice of the Peace, S:t. Louis County, State of Mo. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, ( 

County of St. Louis, S ss. 
I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit court, and ex officio recorder within 

and for the county aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a true and correct 
copy of a deed of conveyance from Joshua B. Brant and Sarah, his wife, to 
John Riggin, as the same remains on record in my office, book F No. 2, 
pages 83, tl4. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal 
[ L. s.J of said court, at office in the city of St. Louis, this 23d day of 

November, 1838. 
JOHN RULAND, Recorder. 

Captain I'· BrssELL, a witness: 
Quest-ion by court. What part of the description there given defines the 

boundaries and size of the field or pasture in which the horses were kept? 
Answer. 'fhe second tract of land described-from the words "also one 

other tract. or parcel of land" on pao-e 54, to the words " forty-six arpens 
more or less" on the same page, l~aving out a small piece of ground 
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cut off by a fence: which is about from two to four acres; forty six arpe 1 

is about thirty-nine acres. 
Question by court. You have stated that whPn the horses were first put 

into the pasture, the grass was good; please now state what was the ap
pearance of the pasture as to grass some time afterwards, and while the 
horses were there. 

Answer. I have stated that about five or six weeks after the horses were 
put in, the grass was pretty well eaten out; but long before they were 
taken out, the pasture was little better than a stable Jot. I do not consider 
there was grass enough to have decently fed half a-dozen head. 

Question by court. How many head of horses were in the pasture field 
during the period that the pasture was bad; and do you know, or not, 
whether the public horses received a sufficient substitute in grain and hay 
for the grass? 

Ar1swer. I am not able to state the number precisely at that period, but 
I think at times during that period from 150 to 200 head. It is impossible 
tor me to say whether they received a sufficient substitute in grain and hay 
for the grass. 'I'hey were constantly putting in and taking out horses. 

The court adjourned to meet to morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 8, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
Captain L. BrssELL, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you were in the pas

ture where yon say the public horses were fed, during the time they were 
kept there. How often were you there, and about what dates? 

Answe1-. I do not recollect of being in the pasture. I was in my field 
adjoining it, and in the road adjoining it, almost every day. I will add, 
that occasionally I got over his fence, and went about thirty yards to his 
spring: this during the hay season, in the month of Jnly. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State what is the distance from the Belle
fontaine road, which passes the pasture in question on the wesr, to the ter
mination of the fence running parallel with the Gin grass creek? 

Ansu;er. I once stepped it off, since I was asked to make a statement on 
this subject. I think it was about 400 steps-I am not certain. 

Question by Colonel Brant. 'Vere there more fields than one to which 
the horses had access, on the plantation alluded to; and, it so, what number 
of acres did each contain ? 

Answer. There was no other field on which the horses ran, that I knO\V 
of. When the horses were taken out, I saw the mules put occasionally 
into an adjoining field; they were occasionally put in in the morning, and 
taken out at night. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did the nnmber of arpens or acres stated 
in your testimony on yesterday make up the whole of the range to which 
the horses had access ? 

Answer. The whole, except 1"-o-%- of an acre, about; which was a piece of 
my ground that he had fenced m. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that you would have kept 
public horses, and feel them in the manner mentioned by you, for $1 50 
per week per head. Please state whether you would also have received 
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th~ at St. Louis, and driven them out to your pasture, whenever required, 
fo at sum per week. 

Jlswer. It is not customary for those keeping horses in the country to 
receive them in town; bnt if it had been a large quantity, 1 would not have 
hesitated about it ; but for a few, it would have been more trouble than it 
was worth. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that, had you been applied 
to for that purpose, you would have pastured public horses in the summer 
of 1837, and furnished them with one and a fonrth bushel of corn each 
per week, at the rate of $1 5Q per week. State in what particular part of 
your plantation you would have put those horses to pasture them, in the 
months of June and July; the extent of range, and convenience of water. 

Answer. In the months of June and July, 1 should have been obliged to 
have kept them in nn upland pasture, containing about 150 acres, with 
plenty of shade and water sufficient for the stock on the place; but I think 
not water enough for the number I saw on Colonel Brant's plantation. I 
have never said I would have been willing to take more than 50 hend: 
that was as many as I could have done justice by. The water would have 
been rather scarce even for that number. 

Qttestion by Colonel Brant. Was the pasture where the public horses 
were kept on Colonel Brant's plantation, as alluded to in your testimony, 
meadow pasture or woodland pasture? 

A.nswer. It was lowland pasture, intended for meadow, and it had been 
mowed the season previous. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What quantity of hay did you generally 
get that summer, per acre, in your meadow adjoining the one where the 
public horses were kept? 

Answer. I am not able to state; it was not weighed ; I do not think that 
season it was more than one and a half ton ; the season previou~ it was, 
as I calculated, nearly two tons. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What kind of grass was there in your wood 
pasture; was it merely the natural herbage, or was it grass, of which 
the seed had been sown ? 

Answer. It was principally blue grass; though considerable seed had 
been sown on it. The ~round had never been broken up. 

Q11estion by Colonel Brant. State whether the corn of which you speak 
as having been sold by you, was sold at your plantation, or by you hauled 
and delivered to the purchasers; also state in what month yon sold at 62i 
cents per bushel. 

Answer. Most of it was sold on my plantation ; a part of it was delivered 
in town. With reference to that sold at 62! cents, I cannot tell the time 
exactly, without referring to my books. I sold a very small qua!ltity for 
75 cents in the latter part of summer: this last sold on my plantation
only a small quantity-a bushel or two at a time. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Yon have said that you sold hay in the 
summer of 1837 at $15 per ton ; state whether it was new hay, whether 
delivered on your plantation, or hauled by you to the purchaser, and the 
name nr names of the purchaser or purchasers. 

Answer. It was new hay, delivered in town, and sold to different people 
in town ; some considerable portion of it was sold to tl~e stable of I\:im
ball & Co. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. State in what month you sold corn at 50 
ctmts per bushel. 

Answer. Between January and June. I cannot state the time without 
referring to my books. 

Question by Colonel Brant. vVas the new hay which you sold at $15 
per ton ever stacked previous to being sold? 

Answer. Only a small quantity was stacked-one or two stacks; but 
most of it was taken from the cock in the meadow. 

Q11estion by Colonel Brant. What is the difference in ya]ue, per .ton, 
between old hay, and new hay taken out of the meadow without being 
stacked? 

Answer. I received no more for the balance of my crop, which I sold after 
it was stacked and delivered in the winter; though it is generally con
sidered more valuable. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you made inquiries of one 
or more persons in St. Louis, in October, 1837, with regard to what it 
would be worth per week to pasture, a11d feed on grain, dragoon horses; 
or in September of that year, or any time. 

Answm·. J have no recollection of making such inquiries of any one in 
October, 1837, nor in September; but I think I made the inquiry at the 
stables in the early part of the summer. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you went to Captain 
Grosman, or whether Captain Grosman went to you, wrote to you, or sent 
for you, for the purpose of giving to him, or his obtaining from you, the 
information contained in your letter of January 7, 1838. 

Answer. Captain Grosman wrote to me a letter; I replied to it; the 
statements of that reply I now stand qualified to. This is my reply to his 
communication : 

[NoTE.-Captain Bissell's letter to Captain Grosman, one of the papers 
received hy the recorder from the War Department, was here shown to 
the witness with the last question. It was authenticated and sworn to 
by him, as stated in his last answer, and directed by the court to be here 
placed on the record as follows: 

lNoTE.-Original, No. 19, appendix.] 

NEAR ST. Lmns, MrssouRI, 
January 7, 1838. 

DEAR SIR: Your favor of the 5th instant is before me, requesting me 
to " inform you, in writing, as near as I recollect, the prices of corn, oats, 
and hay, in this market, in July, August, and September last." 

Also, the usual prices, and what I would have asked for feeding on 
grain and pasturing horses, per week, during that time; and if I know, to 
state what kind of pasture and feed was given to the United States horses 
on Major Brant's plantation last summer, as I believe, and as is generally 
reported by his neighbors, who had an opportunity of observing. 

In answer to these inquiries) I will state, that I am of opinion that the 
price of old corn ranged from 50 to 75 cents per bnsh~l. I sold, earlier in 
the year, (but when, I am of opinion, that corn was qnite as high as dnring 
the summer generally,) several hundred bushels at 50 cents, and between 
100 and 200 at 62~ cents, and a small quantity at 75 cents, which, I am 
of opinion, was the m,aximum. 
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'l"he price of oats was from 20 to 31-l; cents ; about 25 cents, I think, 
was as much as could be obtained for any considerable quantity. 'l'he 
best timothy hay sold for $15 per ton, which is the price I obtained for 
between 20 and 30 tons, though inferior sold for less. 

The " usual prices" for feeding on grain and pasturing horses, per week, 
I am unable to decide; but I would have been willing to have taken as 
many as I could have done justice by at $1 50 per head per wer.k; and 
some of my neighbors informed me they would, likewise, have been glad 
to have kept horses at that price: but we had no applications. 

1'he summer previous, (1836,) I kept more or less, during the whole 
summer, on grass alone. For thofe kept the whole season, 1 charged 5U 
cents each per \veek ; and for those in the latter vut of summer, kept in 
my meadow, where the grass was sufficiently luxuriant to have been cut 
for hay, I charged 75 cents per week. 

As to the kind of pasture and feed "given to the United States horses on 
Major Brant's plaotation," I had no means of knowing, except from almost 
daily observation in passing and repassing, (frequently four times a day,) 
and what I saw daily from my door. I am of opinion that the pasture was 
very good when the horses were first put in; but that it soon became 
(from the great number of horses) but little better than a "barn lot," as I 
have often observed clouds ef dust arising from the pasture, from the 
tramping of the horses; and I would greatly have preferred to have had 
horses of mine on the publie highway. 

I am unable to state what feed was given to the horses, except 1 noticed 
(long after the pasture was almost wholly destitute of grass) the hands cut 
up and feed t0 them, at various times, I should judge, about two acres of green 
corn; and I noticed them, also, at a few different times, feeding them from 
sacks, which, 1 presumed, contained corn or oats. 

As to the reports of the "neighbors, who had an opportunity of observ· 
ing," I mnst beg leave to refer you to them ; though I have heard many a 
laugh at the manner of fattening United States horses. 

1 have the honor to be, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
L. BISSELL. 

Captain G. H. CROSMAN, 
Assistant Qu.artcrmastr-r TTnited States Arm?J. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State at what rate per week you would 
have pastured and grain-fed public horses in your meadow in 1837, before 
the hay was cut. 

Answer. I would not have pastured them in the meadow at all before the 
hay was cut. 

question by Colonel Brant. Was there a personal misunderstanding, 
growing out of an official transaction, between yourself and Major Brant 
in 1837; and have you been on terms of courtesy since that time? If 
there was a misunderstanding, state out of what official circumstances it 
arose, and at what time in 1837. 

Answer. There was a misunderstanding, partially growing ont of official 
circumstance1>; but I cannot explain and do jnstice to myself without going 
back into matters of a private nature, and not relevant to the matters before 
this court. 

fluestwn by court. You have stated what kind of pasturage you would 
have furnished for horses in June and July, 1837. Please now say how 
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yon would have kept them during the months of August and September 
of that year, for the prices already stated by you. 

Answer. After the hay season was over, I would have put them in 
m~adow land, containing about 60 acres, and given them one and a fourth 
bushel of corn each per week, for $1 50; that field had abundance of 
water. I mean I would have turned them into the meadow about the last 
of August. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was there good shade on the pasture of 
which you have spoken just now-the meadow? 

Auswer. It was deficient in shade. 
Question by court. Do you know whether proposnls to pasture and feed 

the horses in question were called for by public advertisements? 
Answer. Never, to my knowledge. 

JoHN CALVERT, duly sworn as ·a witness, answers: 
Question by cow·t. Do you keep a livery-stable in this city; and how 

long have you been engaged in that business? a 
Answer. About 12 years; and I keep one now. 
Question by court. Did you see the public horses at pasture on Major 

Brant's plantation during the summer of 1837? lf so, state what was their 
appearance, and also the appearance of the pasture as to grass. 

Answer. I saw horses there at divers times; as I was passing, I stopped 
frequently to look at the horses ; the horses looked reasonably well. The 
pasture, when I was there, was pretty bad. 

Question by court. Did you apply to Major Brant to keep public horses 
at any time during the summer or autumn of 1837? 

Answer. I did, at one or two ditfe"rent times-perhaps in last of June or 
first of July, and then again in August. I asked if he bad any horses to 
put at livery. He said be had made other arrangements. 

Question by court. What were the usual prices of pasturing and feeding 
horses with grain in this neighborhood, during the summer and fall months 
-say from 1st June to 30th September, 1837? 

Answer. In July and August I had horses kept in good pasture, and 
well fed on grain, as much as they could eat, and in bad weather stabled, 
for $2 50 per week. In September they were turned into a corn·field for 
$2, with good grass. This was 9 or 10 miles from the city. 

Question by court. Have you been in the habit of getting horses pastured 
and grain-fed near this city on farms; and what prices did yon pay per 
week for each horse? 

Answer. I have not had any pastured nearer than 9 or 10 miles. When 
I kept horses near the city, I rented the fields. 

Question by court. What were the current prices of old corn, timothy, 
or herd's grass hay, and oats, in this market during the summer and autumn 
of 1837? 

Answer. For corn, from 37! to 50 cents; 50 was the highest I paid; 
none lower than 37! cents. Oats-I paid from 25 to 37-§- cents. Hay
from 75 cents to $1 per clot; for most of it I paid 75 cents. 

Question by court. Is it customary to feed horses kept at livery with 
wheat bran; and what is the usual price of bran per bushel'! 

Answer. I never use wheat bran when I am keeping horses for service. 
When I want to fatten a horse fast, or when I have a horse sick, I use 
wheat bran; for what I had, I paid from 10 to 16J cents per bushel. 
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Q1{estion by the court. At what rate per week, in the summer of 1837, 
would you have been willing to keep horses at livery in your stables, on 
condition that yon could have had from fifty to one hundred head ? 

Answer. Under those circumstances, at $2 50 per week, I could have 
accommodated seventy-five about. 

Question by the co-w.rt. How many horses at a time did you have 
pastured and fed with grain, for which you paid $2 50 per head per week ? 
and would, or not, the number of animals to be thus fed have had the 
effect to vary the prices for their keepmg? 

Answer. I had as many as from fifteen to twenty kept in pasture. I 
have always been able to g~>t a large number kept at pasture at lower rates 
than I could a few, in proportion. 

Question by the court. What is the difference, if any, in the prices 
of keeping horses and mules at pasture? Please state particulars, if you 
lmow . 

.Answer. I am not able to say. I have never l•ept any mules in pas
ture. I should be wtlling myself to keep mules cheaper than horses. 

Question by the court. Do you know whether proposals were invited 
for feeding and pasturing the United States horses in or near this city, 
during the summer of 1837, by public advertisement? If such advertise
ment had been made: would you, or not, probably have been aware of it? 

An-Ywer. 'I' here were advertisements made by Major Hitchcock, or 
Mr. Sarpy ; that was in the fall of the year; the horses were for the Indian 
Department. I saw no advertisement from the quartermaster for pastur
ing or foraging horses. I think if there had been snch an advertisement 
I should have seen it, as I am engaged in that business. 

Question by the court. Where were the public horses at the time you 
, made your offers to keep them; or, how and where were they accom

modated? 
Answer. A portion of them were on Major Brant's pasture, and a large 

portion were in a lot in town-the stable lot of Mr. Kimball. This was 
at the time I made my second offer. When I made the first offer, I do not 
know where the horses were. It was when they commenced purchasing. 

Question by the court. For what sum per week ''vould you have kept 
in your stable, or in a field with abundant grass, giving them in either 
case good and sufficient grain, and hay if necessary, the horses of the 
United States, collected at or near this place during the summer of 1837, 
and with the expectation to turn them back to the United States in fit 
condition for dragoon or other service? 

Ansu;er. I would have kept them, or any number over fifty, as far as 
I conld have accommodated them, (and I could have accommodated from 
100 to 150,) at any time during that season for $2 5U, and feeding, and 
keeping, and returning them, as specified in the question. I would as soon 
have kept them in the stable as in the pasture, when required in the 
pasture, as stated in the question, to give them . good and sufficient grain 
and hay, if necessary. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that you had hired horses 
kept in a corn or oat field in the summer of 1837; had the latter been cut, 
or were the oats standing 1 

Answer. The oats had been cut; not the corn. 
Question by Colonel Brant. You state that you applied to Major Brant 

to keep public horses ; did you spe~ify at what rates you would keep 
them? 
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Answer. I did not. I made the application. He said he had made 
other arrangements, and I said nothing about the price. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state wnether your application to 
Major (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant for keeping horses was verbal, or 
in writing. 

Answer. Verbal. 
Question by Colonel Rrant. Was there abundance of water, shade, 

and secure fence? and what was the quality of the grass in the fields to 
which you have alluded, where you kept horses? 

Answer. There was abundance of water, and a sufficiency of shade, 
and as good pasture as I have seen in the State. The grass was crab 
grass. 1'here were fifteen or twenty acres of wood, which gave shade 
~ough. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. How far is the place last spoken of from 
this city? 

Answer. It was Mr. Collin Brown's, in the State of Illinois, about nine 
or ten miles from here. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Yon state that if you could have obtained 
the keeping of the public horses from Major Brant, you could have accom· 
modated from 100 to 150 in pastnre and feeding. State at what place, 
within a short distance of this city, you could have supplied them with 
pasture, shade, and water ; and its distunce from this city. 

Answer. I could have got a pasture from Mr. Payne, about five miles 
from here, with sufficient water and shade. There were plenty of pastures 
to be got. I do not know that tht:re would have been any difficulty in 
getting pasture3 from five to twelve miles from here. Pastures are much 
cheaper a little distance from town than at town, or near to it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you have said, or 
beard it said, that the keeping of public horses in the summer and fall 
of 1837 cost $24,000 or upwards ; and, if so said, by whom was it? 

Answer. I never heard any thing sa1d about what it cost, or what 
Major Brant charged. 

W. N. W JCKLIFFE, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers as follows : 

[NoTE.-As this witness was expected to leave the city, the court 
received his testimony at this time.] 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please look at the paper purporting to be 
n letter addressed by John Darneille to Captain Crosman on the 25th 
April, 1838. State whether you know said Darneille ; whether you were 
present on any occasion when language similar, if not precisely the same 
as that contained in said letter, was dictated to said Darneille by Captain 
Crosman, or his clerk, at the office of Captain Crosman. 

Answer. I would prefer to make my statement before reading the 
paper. It would be very difficult to fix a date ; but I think it was in the 
fall of 1837 I had business of an official nature with the quartermaster, 
Captain Crosman ; and I called at his office, and was informed he was 
absent. I then asked the clerk if he could transact my business. He said 
he could; but that he was busy for a moment or two. I perceived there 
was another person present, writing at the table. I was fearful I might be 
in the way, and offered to withdraw i but was told it was unnecessary, as 
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it was not a matter of secrecy. The gentleman at the table continued to 
write; and the clerk, Mr. Johnson, walked up and down the room, and 
occasionally looked over the other's shoulders, and requested him to sub
stitute a word here and there, or alter a phrase. I do not know the extent 
of the alterations. When the writer had finished, Mr. Johnson asked him 
to add something-like this, (I do not know to what they referred)-that if 
so and so had been the case, it could not have varied the result materially. 

Mr. Darneille was the person writing at that time and place. After read· 
ing this letter, I believe it to be the paper. I recognise words anrl expres
sions in this letter which were used at that time. 

[1'he letter referred to is at page 42.] 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you have conversed with 
Captain Crosman on the subject of his allegations against Major Brant ; 
and whether, from his observations, tone, and manner, you considered him 
personally unfriendly to Major Brant. State also the time of such COO· 

versations. 
Answ(;!r. This summer and last spring 1 had conversations with Cap· 

tain Crosman. He once showed me his letters containing the charges. 
I could not say that Captain Crosman expressed any unfriendly feeling to 
Colonel Brant at the time; but I knew, from my long acquaintance with 
him, (having served long with him,) that he was unfriendly to Colonel 
Brant. I recollect he was very sanguine that he should be able to establish 
the charges. I thonght otherwise, and told him so. 

Question by the court. Are you positive the circumstances about the 
letter yon have just related to the court took place in the autumn of 1837, 
or any part of that year? 

Answer. I am not positive as to time. Upon reflection, I am of opinion 
that it was in the spring of 1838. 

Question by court. What is the date of the letter yon hold in your hand '1 
Answer. St. Louis, April 25, 1838. I am certain this is the letter, or a 

copy of the letter, I saw Mr. Darneille writing, as I have stated. 
Question by court. Have you any reason to believe that Captain Crosman 

had any knowledge of the transaction alluded to by you; and have you ever 
so expressed yourself to others? If so, state all the circumstances, and to 
whom expressed ? 

Answer. I have no reason to believe that Captain Crosman knew a!ly 
thing about it; I never mentioned it to him. How Colonel Brant heard it, 
I do not know. I may have spoken of it once, or twice, or three times; but 
not in the presence of Colonel Brant or Captain Crosman. 

Question by court. Did Captain Crosman show you any papers contain
ing accusations against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, or his letters, at your own 
request; or did he voluntarily offer to show them to you'! 

Answer. My present impres~ion is (I am not positive) that it was a vol
untary offer on the part of Captain Crosrnan. 

The court adjourned to meet on Monday, at 9 o'clock. 

MoNDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
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JoHN KIMBALL, a witness, duly sworn, answers: 
Question by court. Were yon employed at any time by Lieutenant 

Colonel Brant, for the service of the United States, as a superintendent of the 
care of public horses? State where and in what manner the horses were 
fed and taken care of-whether in pasture or in stables, &c.; what their 
condition while you were employed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Answer. I was employed when they first commenced buying horses, in 
the latter part of May, 1837 ; and l was so employed from that time till the 
1st of October, when the horses were sent to Florida. Some were kept 
in livery stables-in different livery-stables in town; sometimes, in all, from 
75 to lUO. Sometimes l had in my own stable as many as 50. I could 
not say how many were kept in the pasture; I know there were a great 
many; sometimes 100, sometimes 150; may be, more. •rhe condition of all 
these horses, while I was employed in the United States service, was very 
good .. 

Question by court. \Vhat cowpensation did you receive for your services, 
and in what manner were you· .paid 'l Did you receive monthly wages, or 
were you paid a stipulated sum for E:ach horse? 

Answer. l was about four or five weeks, during the time I have spoken 
of, viz: between the last of May and 1st of October, away engaged in pur
chasing horses; for this service I received a per centage on the cost of the 
horses. For the rest of the time while I was employed here, viz: in buy
ing horses, in superintending the care of them, in carrying them backwards 
and forwards to t~e pasture, I received nothing from the Government. 
Colonel Brant paid me for this time and service $300 out of his own funds ; 
it was a private concern. 

Question by court. Were aU the horses fed with grain during the time 
of your employment-that is, those kept in the pasture, as well as those kept 
in stables? 

Answer. Yes, during the whole time while I was here. I calculated to 
give those in pasture the same as was given to those kept at livery, viz: 
eight quarts of corn and twelve quarts of wheat bran a day, each. Some
times oats were fed to them in the usual qmintity, in place of the corn. In 
the early part of the season, the pasture had a plenty of good grdss, and 
then we gave them no hay; but afterwards we gave them hay, greeJJ. corn, 
and sheaf oats. 

Question by court. What prices, per bushel, were paid for grain during 
the time you were employed '1 

Answer. Corn was about 62~ cents per bushel, on an average, during 
that summer. Of oats, the average, till the new crop came in, in the latter 
part of July, was 50 cents. Then, for a short time, they went down to 
37-! or 40 cents; but soon rose to 50 cents, and kept so. Wheat bran was 
from 18 to 25 cents. Shorts, 37-k cents. 

Question by cow·t. On whose account did you make the purchases of 
horses you have referred to? When you maae out your account against 
the United States, for your services in making such purchases, did you 
charge a per centage? If not, how was your account made out 1 Look at 
these three vouchers, and.say whether either of them is the account you thus 
rendered? 

Answer. For the horses I purchased while I was out, I received a per 
centage from the Government. I did charge this per centage in making 
out my accounts. Neither of these three vouchers contains my account 
rendered for the per centage on the purchases. 
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( ... 'oTE.-Three vouchers from Colonel Branfs public uocounts, received 
by the recorder from the War Department, were shown to the witness, and 
ordered. by the conrt to be placed on the record, as follows. The original 
vouchers returned to the Treasury of the United States.] 

'l,HE U~ITED STATES 

To John Kimball, .Dr. 

J nly, 1837. For foraging and keeping dragoon horses, as follows, viz: 

3:) horses, from 1st to 3d July, 1837, inclusive 
6 horses, 4th and 5th Jnly, Hl37 
8 horses, 6th and 7th July, 1837 

:20 horses, 8th and 9th July, 1837 -
30 horses, from lOth tQ 12th July, 1831 
40 horses, 13th July, 1837 -
41 horses, 14th July, 1837 -
70 horses, from 15th to 17th July, 1837 
~0 horses, from 18th to 20th July, 1837 
70 horses, from 21st to 26th July, 18~7 
00 horses, from 27th to 31st July, 1837 

Equal to '334 weeks, at $3 per week 

- D:~gg 

12 
16 
40 
90 
40 
4.1 

210 
270 
420 
400 

1,638 

- $702 

l certify that the above account is correct and just; and that the sprvices 
therein charged for were renderPd as stated. 

J. B. BRA~T, quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, July 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, seven hundred and two dollars, in full of the above ac
count. 

$7)2 (Signed du plicutes.) 
JOH~ Kll\'IRU.L. 

'Ji'm;: UNITED STATES 

To Joltn Kimball, Dr. 

September and October, 1837. For foraging and keeping the following 
n'ules for the service of the Florida campaig1;, viz: 

3 mnles, 5th and 6th September, 1837 
49 mules, from 7th to 12th September, 1837, inclusive 
50 mules, from 13th to 19th September, 1837 
86 mules, from 20th September to 3d Octobl3r, 1837 

Equal to 26-H weeks, at Z2 per week s 

Days. 
6 

294 
3{10 

- 1,204 

1,854 

$529 7l 
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I certify that the abo\·e account is correct and just; and that the serv-ces 
therein charged for were performed as stated. 

_ J. B. BRA~ -T, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, O~tober 5, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, five hundred and twenty-nine dollars and sennty-one 
cents, in full of the abo\·e account. 

$529 71 (Signed duplicates.) 
JOH~ KIMBALL. 

THE UNITED STATE.' 
To John Kimball, Dr. 

September, 1837. For foraging and keeping the following public horses 
for the service of the Florida campaign : 

D'1ys. 
106 horses, from 1st to 4th September, 1837, inclusive 
115 horses, from 5th to 7th September, LS37 

9 horses, 8th September, 1837 - -
10 horses, fron{ 9th to 11th September, 1 837 
14 horses, 12th September, 1837 
16 horses, 13th September, 1837 
18 horses, from 14th to 19th September, 1837 
20 horses, from 20th to 23d September, 1837 
21 horses, 24th and 25th September, 1837 -
22 horses, 26th September, 1837 
24 horses, from 27th September to 3d October, 1637 

6 horses, 4th and 5th October, 1637 

Equal to 165 weeks, at $3 per week 

424 
- 230 

9 
30 
14 
16 

108 
so 
42 
22 

- 168 
12 

1,155 

- $495 

l certify that the above account is correct and jnst : and that the services 
therein charged for were rendered as stated. 

J_ B. BRAJ\"T, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, October 6, 1837, of Major J. B. Brai1t, quartermaster 
United States army, four hundred and ninety-five dollars, in full of the 
above account. 

$495 (~igned duplicates.) 
JOHN KIMBALL. 

Question by court. On what account were the vouchers shown, viz: 
that dated July 31, 1837, for $702; that dated October 5th, 1837, for 
$529 71 ; and that d<1ted October 6, 1837, for $4.95 ; rendered and re
ceipted by you: was it for keeping other horses than those previously 
spoken of by you ? Do you acknowledge the signature of your name at 
the bottom of the receipts attached to those three vouchers to be your own?-

Answer. I acknowledge my signature to those three vouchers. 'l'hJ:lse 
accounts are for keeping the public horses, which were kept in my stable, 
and in other stables in tdwn. I paid for those kept in other stables, and 
then kept it in my accounts, so as only to have one set of accounts for the 
whole business. " 
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1 received all the money mentioned in those three 'rotwhcrs. These are 
the horses I have before spoken of, as kept in town by me and others. 

Question by court. Can you state to the court what was thP. whole sum 
you got from Celonel Brant for your services of all sorts, on public account, 
during the summer of 1837? 

Answer. Abont Sl50 for my personal services; I mean the percentage 
J got on the horses I purchased, and I do not include the amount received 
for keeping the horses in stables, as stated in these three vouchers. 

Question by court. If you were paid a per centage only for the horses 
purchased, in whose name were the accounts made for the sale of such 
horses to the United States? In other words, who sold the horses to the 
l'nited States actually, or as appears on the face of the accounts? 

Answer. The horses were sold in my name to the Government. I added 
to the cost price, which I gave for them, $10 per head as percentage. 'l'he 
accounts for the sale to the Government were made in my name. 

Question by court. You have spoken of having paid for keeping public 
horses in other stables than your own in town : state who:>e stables yotl 
allude to, and the names of the persons to whom you paid money for 
keeping, and the uumber of horses kept by each of those persons. , 

Answer. I paid Mr. Legrange F. Reecher, Mr. B. W. Alexander, Mr. John 
Dowdel, ~lr. W. Myers, and Mr. Walton. 

'l'o Mr. Reecher, l paid three accounts; I do not l<'ho\\r for how many 
horses. "/--

•ro the other four, I do not recollect how many accounts; nor for how 
mnny horses I paid. 

Question by court. Do those vouchers which have been shown you em
brace all the accounts you made against the Government for keeping public 
horses in stables in this town during the period referred to? . 

Answer. 1 am not certain; there may be some small account besides. 
Question by co1trt. By whom were the bran, corn, sheaf oats, and other 

grain, (furnished the public horses in pa;;ture,) owned? 
Answer. I do not know who owned 1t. I bought some (to be sent out 

there) for J1o:~jor Brant. He either gave me the money at the time, or paid 
me afterwards what I gave. I considered that I bought the grain, &c., for 
the Major, not for the public. 

Question by court. Did you allow Colonel Brant a certain sum, or agree 
to allow him such sum, for the use of his pasture-field, for the purpose of 
pasturing the public horses in said field? If so, what sum, and what were 
the particulars of the agreement? . 

Answer. 1 made no ogreement of the kind. I never pmd him any thing 
for any pasture. I did not use his pasture; that is, the horses I kept, and 
for which I received the money, were not kept in his pasture. 

Qnestiou by court. Did you not state to Captain Grosman that an agree
ment of this kind was made by yon with Major Brant? referring to that 
pasture. 

Answer. I do not think I did make such a statement to Captain Gros
man ; if I did, I do not know what I was thinking about, tor no such 
agreement was ever made between Major Brant and me. 
"I told Captain Grosman that the Major and I talked as to what could be 

done with the horses ; that there were too many to be kept in town; and I 
looked around to see what could be done. There was no place I could find 
with good fences ; and, besides, people would not give up their meadows. 
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The Major then asked what his meadow was worth, used for pasture? 1 
told him I could not tell beforehand. 

Question by court. Do you know in whose name, and in what manner, 
the account for the use of Major Brant's pasture. field was made out? Did 
you, in any way, derive any interest in the pasturing of the horses ~n said 
field, other than in the way of compensation for your services as superin
tendent? Was the agreement that you should receive a specific sum, or 
were you to have a certain quota or portion of the sum which the use of 
the field was thought worth, and the cost of the forage? 

Answer. I had no interest in the field,. or in the pasturing ; nor did I 
receive any thing from the Major, except $300 for my services as superiil
tendent. That was not by special previous agreement. When he was going 
away, (to Florida,) he asked me what I thought my services were worth; 
I said $300. He asked me if 8200 would not do. I said no ; nnd that I 
would not do it again, and go through what I had gone through, for 
$1,000. He consented, and gave me $300 . 

.As to the vouchers, and the name and manntr in which the accounts for 
Major Brant's pasture-field were kept, I have no knowledge, except from 
hearsay. 

Question by court. Do you know, or not, whether proposals for feeding 
and pasturing the public horses in and near St. Louis, during the summer 
and autumn of 1837,'-.were invited by public advertisement? If such ad
vertisement had been rrtade, would yon or not probably have known it? 

Answer. I do not recollect whether there was or not. If there had been, 
I might have known it and forgotten it 

Question, by court. Did you ever know a man of the name of ·william 
Dowler? And, if so, how and where was he employed from June to 
October, 1837? 

ANSWer. I know him. He was at Major Brant's farm at the time; 1 
do not know how he was employed. He used to come and let the horses 
in; he had the key. He had, or seemed to have, charge of the horses. I 
saw him once at work on the place, pulling corn blades. I may have seen 
him at work at other things ; but I do not recollect at what. 

Question by C{)urt. You have said you received all the money mentioned 
in the vouchers shown you. Was the money in bank bills, specie, or checks 
on the bank ; and was it paid yen at the times the vouchers were dated, or 
otherwise? 

Answer. I did not receive it all at the time; some I had got before; it 
had been advanced to me. The money was paid in bank bi,lls and in 
checks . 

. Question by ctJurt. Did yon know J. 0. Bradshaw, whose name is signed 
to the paper now shown to you '! and state whether he is now living, if you 
know. 

Answer. I was acquainted with J. 0. Bradshaw: I knew his handwriting; 
I believe that to be his sign<lture ; he is not now living. 

{NoTE.-The following _voucher from Colonel Brant's public accounts, 
received by the recorder from the War Department, was shown to the 
witness, and directed to be copied on the recor.d. The original voucher 
returned to the 'l'reasury of the United Stat~.] 
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'l'rm U.r-.1TEO STATES 
r~ .(. G. B\"<l.~t(\.<S.'\{1, a._. 

August, 1837. For foraging and keeping the following public horses 
for dragoon service, viz: 

65 horses from lst to 5th August, 1837, inclusive 
SO horses 6th August, 1837 - - -
..,2 horses from 7th to 13th August, 1837 
91 horses from 14th to 19th August, 1837 

lOS herses from 20th to 23d August, 1837 
107 horses 24th August, 1837 ·_ 
105 horses 25th August, 1837 -
56 horses 26th and 27th August, 1837 -
!IS horses from 28th to 31st August, 183i' 

Equal to 359 weeks, at $3 per week 

Days. 

325 
80 

574 
546 
432 
107 
105 
U2 
232 

2,513 

$1,077 

I certify that the aboYe acconnt is correct aud just, and that the services 
therein charged for were performed as stated. 

J. B. BRAI\'T, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Loui~>, Augnst 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
l'nited States army, ten hundred and seventy-seven dollars, in full of the 
above account. 
$1,077 (Signed duplicates.) 

J. 0. BRADSHAW. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect whether Captain Crosman 
held a conversation with you in his office, about the 4th of January last, on 
the subject of foraging the public horses in 1837? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. ·was the interview one of your own seeking, 

or were you requested to come to the office by him? 
Answer. I think I went there of my own accord, on business to tell him 

something about public horses. 
Question by (,"'olonel Brant. Do yon recollect if there was any other 

person in the office at the time, besides yourself uud Captain Crosman '? 
Answer. I do not recollect that there was any other person present ex

cept the clerk. 
Question by Colonel Brant. What was the usual price of keeping horses 

at livery in St. Louis during the fait or summer of 1837? 
Answer. $3 per week for any number. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether yon consider it was necessary 

that horses raised in the country, as the horses for the public, in 1837, should 
have had pasture and range, in place of being kept in close stables. 

Jlnswer. Yes; I think it was very requisite that they should have had 
pasture aud range. That number of horses could not have been kept in 
town in livery-stables and properlf exercised. Without exercise, their legs 
wonld have swollen. 1 
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Quesiion by Colonel Brant. State whether it required the attendance of 
a number of hands, beyond those required for the purpose of attending on 

_the public horses at the plantation of :Major Brant, to take them from, and 
· bring them to, St. Louis, as the service required in 1837. 

Answer. Yes ; about three or four more. 
Question by Colonel Brant. ·would you have made any dirl'erence itt 

price, during the snmmer and fall of !837, between keeping horses in the 
stable at livery in St. Louis, and keeping them at pasture on such a plan
tation as that owned by Major Brant, giving them ample allowance of gmin, 
h ay, and necessary attendance? _. · 

Answer. If I had made any difference; it would have been to have 
charged more for keeping them on the meadow than in the stable. 

Question by Colo11el Brant. State whether you are acquainted with the 
manner in which the public horses kept by William Dowler in 1837 were 
fed and attended; whether they were amply fed with grain and hay; and 
whether they did, or did not, improve in condition and appearance after 
they were put under his care. 

Answer. They were fed with grain all the time ; and with hay, greeu 
corn, and sheaf oats, when the condition of the pasture made it necessary. 
They improved in appearance under Dowler's care, except a few sick one". 

Question by Colonel Brant. State if you know whether the public horses 
Jrept by Dowler in 1837 were confined to the range of a single field, or had 
access to two fields, and, as near as you can, the extent of the range. 

Answer. They were not confined to one field-not all the time. Pretty 
nearly all the time they had the range of two fields. The two fields, I 
should say, contained from 75 to 80 acres. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether the public horses kept by 
Dowler and others on the plantation of l\Iajor Brant received medical at
tendance when sick or hurt. 

Answer. Yes ; they did. 
Quest-ion by Colonel Brant. \Vas not the forag·e which you have relerred 

to, taken out to the farm, and there delivered to ~William Dowler? 
Answer. Yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please state if any inquiries were made of 

you in October, l1:l37, as to the worth of pasturing, and feeding on grain, 
dragoon horses ; and, if so, by whom ? 

Answer. Yes, by Captain Bissell. I am certain as to the time. 
Question by Colonel Brant. ·what is the difl:erence in value per ton be

tween old hay and new hay, taken ont of the meadow without having been 
stacked? 

Answer. Old hay was worth that season from $1 12~- per cwt. to 
$1 25 per cwt. New hay from 75 cents to 87~ cents or Sl per cwt. 

Question by Colonel Brant. \Vere the horses on the plantation of 
Colonel Brant fed with new or old hay? 

Answer. I think they were fed with old hay pretty much all rhe time. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did Captain Crosman ever request from 

yon a written statement relative to the horse-keeping referred to? and, 
if so, did you give him such statement? · 

Answer. Captain Crosman asked me for a written statement. 1 ~0nt 
him a letter declining to give a statement. 

The following- papers (which ·were among those received by the recorder 
from the Wnr Department) were shown to the witness with the next 
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following question by Colonel Brant. The court orde;ed th.e papers copied 
here on the record. 

[Originals in the appendix, • 'os. 13 and 14..] 

Jlemorandum nf a converstdion held with John Kimball, in my office, 
on the 4th January, 1838. 

1. I le says the public horses were well fed in :Uajor Brant's pasture 011 
green corn, t;hear oats, and bran and old corn : that grain was very high 
at the time, and no person could be found to take the horses. 

2. Tlmt he was employed hy Major Brant as a superintendent, to see 
to the feeding, &c. of all the horses : that he kept some of them (from 
fifteen to thirty at a time) in his stable, as many as there was room for; 
and as others were purchased and brought in, these were sent out to the 
pasture. 

3. He says he signed receipts for the money, and purchased all the 
grain, under :Vlnjor Brant's directions ; and that he was paid for his trouble, 
and :\1ajor Brant for his pasture, by dividing the amount according to a 
quota, or fair proportion for the pasture, the cost of the grain, &c.: that 
the grain was hauled out to the pasture from town. 

4.. 'l'hat the horses were ovmjed, and became too fat under the treat
ment adopted, and he was forced to take ~orne of them out of the pasture 
on that account: that the poverty and lameness of many of the horses were 
produced by hard riding and bad treatment of them by the dragoons at 
Jefferson barracks, who then returned them back upon ::\1ajor Brant, &c. ; 
in a word, Kimball says the horses received the very best kind of fare and 
treatment under the arrangements made by }bjor Brant. 

G. H. CROSMAN, 
Captain and Assistant Q1wrtermaster U. S. Arrriy. 

ST. l.ouri', .January 4, Hl38 . 
. ' 

Jlemoranrlwn of a co?wersation held between Cctptain George H Cros
man, United States army, and John Kimball, in Captain Grosman's 
'!!]ice, at St. Louis, on 1-.th January, 183S. 

1. Captain Grosman introduced the conversation by saying that he had 
ent tor him (Kimball) to ask him something of the manner in which ~e 

dragoon horses which were purchased by l\Iajor Brant were fed, and 
where they were kept. 

2. ~Ir. Kimball said the horses in question were kept in Major Brant's 
pasture, and that they were fed with hay, oats, bran, and corn, besides the 
grass that was in the pasture : that when the grass in the pasture became 
indifferent, g;reen corn was cut, and given to the horses. The grain, &c., 
which was fed to the horses, was carried from town to the pasture. 

3. Captain Crosman showed ~Ir. Kimball a letter which the Captain 
said was from the Quartermaster General, or acting Quartermaster Gen
eral, and asked him, if the horses were fed and kept in Major Brant's 
pasture, how it happened that he (Kimball) received the pay for their 
keeping, as appeared from that letter. Kimball replied that he hud the 
general charge .of the horses, and allowed .:\1ajor Brant a certain sum for 
his pasture, and the ~ajor allowed him a certain sum for his trouble; 
that they divided the money according to a "quota." 

'J. Iie ~poke of the feed in the pastnre as being very good when the 

-----
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llorses were first put in, and of the horses fattening under his care whfe 
in the pasture. 

The fore~oing is the substance of a conversation held in my presence 
between the parties before mentioned, in Captain Crosman's office, at the 
time and place mentioned. 

N.J. EATON. 
ST. Lours, January 5, 1838. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at these two papers, purporting to
be minutes of a conversation between yourself and Captain Crosman. 
State where such conversation took place, if it ever did; at whose instance ; 
and whether Captain Crosman ever submitted for your inspection any 
thing purporting to be a memorandum of a conversation held by you with 
him. 

Answer. I had a conversation with him in his office. I had no ide<>. 
it was taken down in writiug, nor that any use was to be made of it. f 
do not think these memoranda are correct. In reference to paragraph l 
of Captain Crosman's statement, I think I may have said what is there 
stated abont the grain. I do not think I said no one could be found to 
take the horses. l may nave said no place could be found so good as 
Major Brant's. 

As to the second p(lragraph, T had a loose conyersation with Capta.m 
Crosman. I may have stated what is said in this paragraph, but I do not 
recollect that I did. 

As to the third paragraph, I do not recollect saying any thing about a 
" quota." I may have said that I purchased the grain. 

On fourth paragraph, I may have said the horses were overfed. I may 
have said that some of them were becoming too fat. r might have made 
the other statements in that paragraph. 

As to the memorandum signed by Captain Eaton: On the second para
graph, I think I may have made the statements of that paragraph. 

On the third paragrftph, I recollect Captain Crosman showed me my 
vouchers, and questioned me upon them. I do not think that I gave him 
any definite answer. He asked me if any other horses (not those of my 
vouchers) were kept on Major Brant's pasture, and I told him yes. I do 
not recollect any of the statements of that paragraph, from the words 
" Kimball rRplied" to the end. 

Paragraph 4. It may be correct. I may have told him so, fur that was 
the fact. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did, or did not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
request yourself and others to make diligent inquiry in and about St. 
Louis, the special object of which was to ascertain whether a suitable 
place or places could be obtained for keeping the public horses prepar~.
tory to their being purchased? If so, at what rates were offers made, and 
by whom; whether resident in or out of St. Louis ; how far; their names ; 
and how many horses did such person or persons propose to keep, and <>.t 
what prices ? 

Answer. He asked me to ·nqu ire for a suitable place. I could not 
find any convenient place as fo r rang-c. I made iuquiries at every livery
stable; of Mr. Alexander, Mr. Calvert, M.r. Reecher: and ull the princ:pnt 
stables. Ther u!l charged $~3 per week. 1 spoke to ~ :0 one li ring ot;t 
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of towtt. I do not know that any one specifird how ma.n:y- he could keep. 
Mr. Myers had in his stable from fifteen to twenty hor:ses. 

Question by Colonel Bra'ltt. Did you keep public horses at livery in 
St. Louis during the administration of Captain 6. H. Crosman, assistant 
quartermaster, in the month of October, 1837? If so, at how much per 
head per day? 

Answer. I did; at 50 cents per day. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please examine the account made in the 

name of the United States as debtor to you, and certified by Captain eros
man, assistant quartermaster; and say if the signature to the receipt be 
vours? · 
· Ansu:er. Yes. It is my signature and receipt. 

The court directed the voucher referred to in the question to be aopied 
01~ the 1ccord. The original returned to Captain Crosman. 

THE Ur-;Tl 'f:D STATES 

To John Kimball, Dr. 
October 5, 1837. For keeping and feeding in stable 9 United 

States dragoon horses 9 days, at 50 cents per day ea~h - $40 50 
For keeping 1 horse 2 nights as above. at 50 t~ts per night - 1 00 

I certify- that the above account is correct; and that the sernces have 
been rendered as therein stated. 

G. H. CROSMANl 
Captain and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Raceived, St. Louis, Missouri, October 23, 1837, of Captain G. H. Cros
Inan, assistant quartermaster of the United States army, forty-one dollars 
and fifty cents, in full of the above account. 

$41 50. (Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN KIMBALL. 

Question by Colonel Brant. \Vere you called upon during the summer 
of 1837 to value certain public horses, afterwards sold by John Darneille 
at public auction'! If so, state the appearance of those horses. 

Anstccr. I was called upon to examine them. Some of them appeared 
bad, and some of them not so bad ; they had been ridden ; and some were 
lame, and one had the distemper. 

Question by Colonel Braut. 'Vas any porllon of the horses returned as 
condemned, from Jefferson barracks, placed in the pasture-field kept by 
1'rilliam Dowler? 

Answer. Yes. 
Q~testion by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with Stunuel F . Reincke; 

and do yon know of !Jis having been employed by Major (now Lieuten
ant Colonel) Brant, in the months of July and August, 18:37? 

Anstcer. Yes: I know him: and know he was then at the farm. 
Question by ()oloncl BraH.t.' Do yon know of his having assisted with a 

drove of horses a part of the way on their journey to Fort Leavenworth; 
of being employed on express ; and of being engaged, a portion of the time 
~bove referred _to, in hunting up stray dragoon horses ? 1 

Ansu·er. 1 es ; about August, 1837. 

-----~ 
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Questiotl- by Colonel Brant. Pleas state do yon Lnow of any C1!licial 
misunderstanding having taken place between :Major Brant and Lewis Bis
sell in the year 1837 ] And if so, st:l.te the circumstances. 

Answer. Yes. I was present at an official misunderstanding between 
them. Mr. Bissell broug-ht into town here, and came to deliver to Major 
Brant, three estray dragoon horses. Major Brant asked what he c'1arged. 
He said he wanted all he conld get from the Government; and that, he 
said, he thollght was $5 apiece. Major Brant said he would not ~ive that; 
but I believe he gave him $5 in all. ! believe the· horses came from ::\Ir. 
B.'s place, about three miles from town, and I believe had been taken np 
that day by him. 

question by Colonel Brant. Do you know any thing of the horses tum
eel over by Major (now LitJutenant Colonel) Brant to Captain Grosman in 
October, 18371 

Answer. Yes. I know that I heard the Major say he had turned them 
over, and I heard Captam Grosman say he had received them. 

The court adjourned to meet to.morrow at 9 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
A question having arisen on yesterday as to the extent to which the cross

examination of witnesses should be carried, the court directed the follow
jug opinion to be entered on the record : 

It appears to the conrt that it has been the common ,practice of court·. 
martial to limit the cross-examination to the matters on which the witness 
b ns given evidence in his examination-in-chief. But the court are of 
opinion that the practice is not so strict and general us to bind the court. 
The court, therefore, permit that ''a witness, on cross-examination, may be 
jnterrogated respecting the motives by which he is actuated in giving his 
testimony, or his interest in the cause, or respectmg the tacts stated in the 
ch~uge, or the matter antecedently given in evidence, either by himself or 
other witnesses," provided such mtltter be not collateral, but material to 
the issue. 

JoHN KD!BALL, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Brant. Loolr at this voucher, and state whdher you 

an tell the services rendered by Reincke, and charged for, and paid, ac
cordjng to this voucher? 

Ans-wer. He went to Fort Leavenworth, and once on express. o.nd was 
also engaged in picking llp some stray horses there. 

The following voucher, from Colonel Brant's public accounts, \\'aS showu 
to the witness, and directed to he here copied on the reeord. Ori!rinal re-
turned to Colonel Brant. • -

'l'HE UNITED ST.o\TES 

1'o Samuel F. Reincke, Dr. 

:September, 183i. For hJs sArvices from the lBth of July tL) 

the 13th of August, itl37; takincr care of and huntmg public 
horses,.assisting with a drove ol"horses to Fort L<Javemvorth. 
and gomg 011 expresses, one month $2u 00 
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I certify that the above account is correct and jnst, and that the services 
therein charged for were duly performed, and that the rate of compensation 
was that previously agreed upon. 

J. B. BRA~T, Quartermaste1·. 

Received, St. Louis, September 26, 1837, of :\lajor J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, twenty-five dollars, in full of the above account. 

$25. (Signed duplicates.) 
SA.11UEL F. REINCKE. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know what was the condition and 
appearance of certain public horses which were kept. at your stable in Oc
tober, 1837, by Captain G. H. Crosman, as assistant quartermaster? "\Vas 
their condition bad? If so, did it appear to have been produced by want of 
proper and sufficient food, or of hard usage, or accidental CRuses? 

Answer. They were estrays from General Gentry's drove, pretty much 
all; except one or two, picked up and brought in by different persons. One 
had been injured accidentally; one had been to Fort Len.venworth on ex
press-was a fine horse \Vhen he went away, but returned poor: two others 
had been injnred by a wagon running away. • 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated, in answer to a question on 
yesterday, that some of the horses sold by John Darneille were "ridden :" 
please to state whether you meant that they were or not over-ridden; and 
by whom. 

Answer. I mean that they had had rather too hard exercise at the bar
racks. 

QuestioJt by court. Do yon know the names of the men you have stated 
were employed in conducting the public horses from the stables or lo~s in 
town to the pasture-field? If so, state them; and say, if you kno,v, whether 
they were employed on account of the United States, and their services paid 
for accordingly. 

Answer. I cannot recollect all the men who were so employed. Lewis 
Vanderwater, Henry Vanderwater, Lewis Johnson, George Dowdel, and 
Henry---, (I do not recollect his surname.) Samuel F. Reincke might 
have taken out some from Bradshaw's stable. I do not recollect the names 
of others. Lewis Vanderwater, and Henry Vanderwater, and Lewis John
son were men in my employ; they were not paid by Government. As to 
the rest, I do not know how they were paid. When my men took horses 
out, it was at my expense. 

Question by court. You have said that, at Captain Grosman's request, 
you wrote and sent to him a letter. State now what that btter contained; 
and whether it was written before or after the conversation was held with 
.him in his office, to which you have alluded in your testimony. 

Answer. It was afterwards, and at his re1uest. I wrote to him to state 
that as, in all probability, if ~Iajor Brant should come before a court martial, 
I should be examined on 0ath before it, I declined making a statement re
specting him till so examined. 

Question by court. Was this letter written at the suggestion of any one 
other than yourself! If so, state by whom. 

Answer. I believe it was my own sug~estion; I believ':l no one told' me 
to do it before I wrote it. Afterwards, I told some one else what I had 
done; he said I had done right. I believe it was :vir .• \1agenis said so. I 
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think I had this com·ersution with Mr. Magenis before I sent the letter, 
but after I wrote it. I wrote another letter after I saw Mr. Magenis. I do 
not know which I sent. They were the same in substance, but uot an e/~
act copy. 

Questio11 by court. Upon what principle would you have charged more 
for keeping the public horses in pasture, in the summer and fall of 1837, 
than for keeping them in your stable? What would have been the grounds 
of such tl difference in your charges? 

AnstoeT. If I had had a meadow lilm tltat, I would not have horses put 
in, chewing the fruit trees and treading up the meadow. 

Question by cow·t. Is it usual to charge more for keeping horses in pas
ture, than to keep them at livery at and in the vicinity of St. Louis? 

Answer. I\"o. 
Question by court. What horses were they for which Captain Crosmn.n 

paid you 50 cent:c; each per day for stabling? Were they put in your sta
ble by order or request of Captain Crosm:m or of Lieutenant Colonel Brant'! 
State all the circumstances ; and the reason why your charge per week was 
altered by Captain Crosman to a charge per day. 

Answe1·. E ight of them were horse5 turned over, I think. by'Major Brant 
to Captain Crosman; they were left in the stable by Major Brant. I do not 
know why it was changed from a charge per week to a charge per day; it 
was done by Captain Crosman. I made it out the other \\'a}'; he said there 
was a mistake in the bill, and altered it. · 

Question by court. By whom was medical attendance given to the public 
horses at pasture, at the time alluded to by you in your previous testimony? 
In what way, and how often was it given? 

Answer. Whenever any thing was the matter with them, I attended to 
them myself while I was here. 

Question by court. Are you aware that the judge advocate and recorder 
of this court has legal authority to administer the usual oath to witnesses, 
and the oath so administered is as binding, and involve3 the same obliga
tions, as an oath administered by a justice of the peace, or any other officer 
duly qualified to swear witnesses and take their evidence? 

Answer. Yes. 

The following note was received from Colonel Brant : 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully prays the c0urt that the testimony, 
o-iven by the witness, in relation to the letter written by him to CaptQ.in 
Grosman, be struck from the record, unless the original be produced, or its 
loss accounted for. 

The court requested Captain Crosman to produce the letter. 

John r r imbnll, the witness, desired to state to the court, in reference to 
this testimony: "The letter I should like to see, and then I can ascertain 
if it is the one I wrote, after I spoke to Mr. Magenis. The letter I sent was 
in my handwriting; if there is any other, and not in my handwriting, I 
know nothing about it." 

W. N. W ICKL rr:F r:, a witness: again called into court : 

Question by court. You have said Mr. Johnson, in lookmg over Mr. Dar
neillc as he wrote. suggested to him to alter here ctnd there a phrase, or 
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substitute one word for another: did you mean only this, or did you intend 
to convey the idea that .Mr. Johnson was actually dictating a letter to Mr. 
Darneille, or inducing him to alter the substance of one he (Darneille) was 
then writing? 

Anstoer. At the time, it made no impression on me ; I have only thought 
of it since. It appeared that Mr. Johnson wanted the letter put in a better 
form than the writer seemed capable of putting it in, until the last sentence, 
which was dietated entirely by Mr. Johnson, for the purpose of strengthen
ing the communication that the writer was making. 'l'his is merely my 
opinion; it may or may not have been the case. The facts I have stated 
in my previous evidence as correctly as my memory would serve me. 

Question by ccrurt. You have said Captain Crosman appeared sanguine 
that he should be able to establish his charges against Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant ; that you thought otherwise, and told him so. Do you mean that 
you expressed to- Captain Crosman your opinion that his charges were ill
founded, or that he would uot be able to produce the necessary proof to 
establish them? 

Answer. I did not express to Captain Crosman any opimon on his 
charges, as to their validity or sufficieucy of them; but stated that I did not 
thmk they would be proved against Colonel Brant, or even that he would 
be arraigned on them. I will state that I gave no reason for this opinion ; 
nor could I give a satisfactory one now, as I never, in my life, knew 
Colonel Brant guilty of nny misconduct in office. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow, at 12 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
Captain CROSl\IAN, a witness, under oath, again called into court, says: 
cc In compliance with the order of the court on yesterday, I searched 

diligently all my papers, but could not find the letter sent to me by Mr. 
John Kimball. I presume it was burnt or destroyed, with a large quantity 
of private memoranda and other unofficial and unimportant paper~, when 
1 packed my papers preparatory to an anticipated journey to the east. l 
w1ll add, that the only circumstance that fixes the tact of its former exist
ence and its contents in my memory, arises from the fact, that, aft'3l' I had 
sent for Mr. Kimball, and shown him the letter from the acting Quarter
master General, and made of him the inquiries therein directed, and care
fully taken down his conversation at the time, that he should soon after· 
wards, upon the same day or the next, address a letter to me declining to 
give the information he had already given." 

The following note was received from Colonel Brant : 

"Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully objects to all that portio-n of 
Captain Grosman's testimony which relates to the reasons assigned by him 
for recollecting the fact of a letter addressed to him by John Kimball; and 
contends that the samo is irrelevant, as it does not prove the loss of the 
letter, and impute~? some impropriety to the witness Kimball." 

The court directed to be entered on the record that " the ~ourt does not 
sustain the objection." 
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Jon!\ KIMBALL, a witness, again called into court: 
Question by court. It appears that one of the vouchers, signed by you, 

(alluded to in your testimony, viz: the one dated 5th of October, 1837,) is 
a charge for keeping mules. State in whose stables they were kept ; 
whether in your own, or in those of other persons. 

Answer. Sometimes I had them in my own stable and yard ; for a short 
time I had them in Major Brant's pasture. I do not know how many I had 
in Major Brant's pasture, nor for how long a time. I believe I kept some 
of these mules in other people's stables; but I cannot recollect certainly. I 
cannot recollect the names of the persons who kept them for me. I think 
I had forty or fifty at one time in my stable-yard; I do not recollect how 
long I kept them there. 

Mr. B. \V. ALEXAKDER, a witness, duly sworn, answers : 
Qitestion by court. Did yon see the public horses or mules at pasture on 

Lieutet'lant Colonel Brant's plantation in the summer of 1837? If so, please 
state the appearance of the ammals, and also of the pasture. 

Answer. I saw them. l did not take particular notice of the pasture or 
of the animals ; an.d, therefore, cannot state the condition of either. 

Question by court. From what you saw of the animals and pasture, what 
idea did you form, and express, as to their treatment? 

Answer. I neither formed nor expressed any. 
Question by cow·t. Do you keep a livery·Stt\ble in this city? and how 

long have you been engaged in that business? 
Answer. Yes ; and l have kept one for seYen years. 
Question by coll1·t. What were tlw current prices of hay, corn, and oats, 

and wheat bran, in this market during the summer of 1837? 
Answe1-. For my hay I paid 62?J cents per cwt. ; but I bought it at a 

bargain, and below the usual market price, which I think was from 62!
cents to $1 37-?i- per cwt. I cannot say what it was generally. I bought 
some, after my supply gave out, for $1 37~ per cwt. Corn was from 50 
to 62:} cents per bushel. Oats were worth from 37~ to 43 cents per bushel; 
I paid that during the season. I do not know what was the price of wheat 
bran. 

Question by court. What were the usual rates of pasturing and feeding 
with grain horses and mules in this neighborhood in June, July, August, 
and September, 1837 '! 

Answer. For pasturing, by the single horse, and giving grass, salt, and 
water, I charg-ed $1 25 per week. It was a very good pasture, a part of a 
meadow which I had fenced off; enclosures good, some shade; the water 
l drew from a well, and kept a man with them all the time fi1r that pur
pose ; the grass was blue grass,- clover, and timothy. But when five or six 
horses were put in by the same person, I charged $ 1 apiece per week. 
The pasture was in this State, and about two and a half miles from town. 
I kept no horses in pasture which were, at the sm~e time, grain-fed. I did. 
not pasture m~y mules. 

Question by court. What were the usual rates of keeping horses at livery 
in this city at the time referred to? and would you make any difference in 
your charges for one or one hundred horses? If so, what difference? 

Answer. I was charging, for a single horse, $3 a week; for twenty 
horses, not more than $2 50. I would not keep any number for less than 
that, v~z ~ $2 50. 
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Question by court. Were you applied to by anr person to keep pubLic 
horses or mnles during the summer of 1837? 

Answer. :So. Some few public horses \vere sent to my stable by Major 
Brunt; I do not think there were more than fit•e or si.r _: they . tuid only 
a few days, while they were shoeing them. 

Question by court. If application had been made to you to keep public 
horses at the time referred to, could you have kept them? and how many'? 
and at what rates per head per week? giving them plenty of good pasturage 
and grain and hay, if necessary. 

Answer. I should like to have kept them at $2 50 a week at livery, I 
11ever kept horses in pasture and gave them grain; and, therefore, do not 
know what it would be worth. 

Question by court. ·what did you charg-e for those public horses that 
were sent yon by Lieutenant Colonel Brant? and how did you feed them ! 

Answer. I fed them on hay, oats, and corn, as I usually do horses at 
livery; I thought them well fed. 1 charged $3 a week : or rather at that 
mte, for I do not think that either horse was there a full week. 

Question by court. Did you or not express a wish to get some of the 
public horses to keep, at the time referred to'? If so, state to whom: and 
the terms yon offered to keep them for? 

Answer. I did tell Mr. Calvert and lVk John Darneille that I sLou!d 
like to have thirty or forty of them for 82 50. I meant to keep them at 
livery. 

Question by court. 'Yhat prices would you have charged for keeping as 
many horses at livery- in your stables as you could have accommodated at 
the time referred to, O"i\·ing them the use of a lot or pasture for exercise? 

Answer. I had n~ lot to let them exercise in. H 1 had undertaken to 
keep them, I should have l•ept them in health and order ; I would have 
kept their legs from swelling, either by sufficient exercise or by hard rub
bing. Those public horses I did keep were exercised. 

Question by court. How many horses would you have undertal\en to 
keep at the time alluded to, if you could have obtained a contract for the 
pnrpose, and at the prices you have mentioned? 

Answer. Thirtv or fortv. 
Question by co~wt. Do 'yon know of any proposals having been invited 

by public ad,·ertJsements, for keeping the public horses, either at live1·y or 
in pasture, in 1837? Are you in the habit of seeking for such kind of infor
mation in the newspapers'! 

Answer.· I ne\·er read any thing of the kind from the quartermaster. I 
saw one from Captain Hitchcock. There might have been oue from the 
quartermaster, ancl1 might not have seen it. I am in the habit of reading 
the newspapers. 

Question by court. Could you, or not, have well ker•t a greater num
ber than 30 or 40 hor-ses at the time referred to, by changing them occa
sionally from your stables to your pasture? How many could you ~nd 
woultl you have thus accommodated, and at what price? 

Answer. I could have well kept in that way about 60. I do not kno\\~ 
what it \Vonld be worth ; I never kept any in that way. 

Questirm by court. ·were you well acquainted with Johu Kimball and .. 
J. 0. Bradshaw, who kept livery-stables in this city during the ·summer ·ot 
1837; and the extent of their resp((~·:ive stable 'accommo.dations? lf so.· 
please state particulars. ' ' 
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Answer. l was well acquainted with the men; but l do not know the 
extent of their stables, and therefore cannot judge how many horses the.y 
would contain. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State where the pasture in which you kept 
horses in 1837 is situated, and its extent. 

Answer. It is on a farm I hired from a man named West. I nm not cer
tain whom he rented it of ; it is near the Prairie House, west of St. 
Louis, and two and a half miles from town ; about 36 acres in extent, us 
near as I can judge. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How much did you charge per week for 
keeping a horse in the fall and summer of 1837, when he remained in 
your stable less than one month? 

Answer. Seventy-five cents a day for any person for less than a week; 
at the same rate for a transient person for more than a week, and less than 
a month ; and $3 a week for an old customer, for more than a week. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How much did you charge for a sii1gle 
feed to a horse in the snmmer and fall of 1837? 

Answer. 'I'hirty-seven and half cents. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did you keep any horses at livery in the 

fall or summer of 1837 for less than $3 per week? and for whom kept, 
and for what price? 

Answer. Yes. Dr. Martin for one-that is, by the year; Dr. Clarke tor 
another, for $2 50; I do not think Dr. Clarke kept a horse all the year. 

Question by Colonel Bt"ant. State which is the preferable mode to pre
pure horses for hard service-O'ood p•sture, hay, old grain, range. mnning 
water, and shade, or the usual mode of stabling in this city: during the 
summer season . 

.Answer. I should think old grain, stabling, and exercise. 
Question by Colonel Br(;Lnt. Do you know the stable kept by Joha 

Calvert the summer and fall of 1837? If so, can you say how many public 
horses could have been accommodated there at that time, in addition to the 
number of private ones usually at that stable? 

Answer. I do not know enough about it to say. 
Question by Uolonel Brant. Did you keep any horses for the Indian De

partnJent: or for the American Fur Company, in the fall or summer of 1837'! 
If so, state the price per week, and the numb'er of horses. 

Answer. I did not keep any for the Indian Department. 1 do not think 
I kept any for the American Fur Company ; if I did, it was very trifling. 
There might have been one or two of them; I do not recollect the price, if 
they were kept, but I suppose 75 cents a day. 

Question by Col()nel Brant. Did Captain Grosman apply to :on for a. 
written statement on the subject of horse-keepino-, in the fall of 1837, or 
the winter and spring of 1838? and, if so, state all the circumstances con
nected with his calling on you. 

Answer. I received a note from Captain Grosman. I do not think he 
called in person ; and I answered it, beca•se I had already committed my
-self in speaking on the subject to Mr. C~.vert and John Darneille; other· 
wise, I would not have answered it, not wishing to interfere with Colonel 
Brant's business. 

Questio1l by Colonel Brai/.t. Are you personally acquainted with John 
Dnmeille and John Calvert? Do you kaow whe-ther both or eithe.r of them 
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is unfriendly to Colonel Brant; and have you heard either of them speak 
in unfriendly terms of him? 

Answer. I am very well acquainted with them both. I have heard Mr. 
Darneille speak very roughly of Colonel Brant; I have never heard Mr 
Calvert say any thing against Colonel Brant. 

Question by Cvlond Brant. Please repeat: if you can, some of the ex
pressions used by Darneille in relation . to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Answer. I cannot repeat them; I heard him abuse Colonel Brant in 
speaking of him. 

Question by Colonel Brant. W onld you have agreed to keep 30 or 40 
public horses at $2 50 per week, unless yon could have been assured of 
having them for some definite time? 

Answer. Not for a day or two, as a matter of course; a man ou ht to 
have them at least a month, to take them on those terms. 

Question by court. Did Darneille, on the occasion alluded to, speak as if 
he bore malice against Colonel Brant; or was he merely complaining of 
Colonel Brant's treatment of him? When and where did the abuse of 
Colonel Brant, by Darneille, occur? 

Answer. 'l'he first time I ever heard him speak unfriendly of Colonel 
Brant was the time he brought horses here for Colonel Brant, (as he said,) 
and Colonel Brant refused to take them. He had always spoken well of 
him before. He told me, in the early part of the day, that Colonel Brant 
would not take the horses ; afterwards, in the evening, he said Colonel 
Brant had taken them; but he appeared still angry with him. This was 
in the summer or fall of 1837, when they were purchasing horses for the 
United States in this city. 

Question by court. Did he appear to be impressed with a revengeful 
feeling against Colonel Brant? 

Answer. I do not know; he made no threats. All I know is, that he was 
very angry, and said a good deal. • 

'l'he court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

'rHuasnAY, DEcEMBER 13, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

JoHN CALVERT, a witness, again called into court: 
Question by court. Are you acquainted with the size of the livery

stable kept in the summer of 1837 by John Kimball? if so, state particu. 
larly its capacity, or the number of horses it will contain. 

Answer. I built that stable some seven or eight years ago. The centre 
or principal stable holds 38 horses in stalls; and an additional shed, built by 
me, holds 10 horses ; and a second additional shed, built by me, holds 12 
horses. I believe that other additional accommodations have been added 
since, in 1838; and there may have been some added in 1637. But I be
lieve that all the alterations made since I built it have been made in 1838. 

Question by court. Do you know the size and extent of the stable kept 
in 1837 by J. U. Bradshaw? if so, state it, and how many horses it could 
accommodate. 

Answer. I cannot say exactly. I should say, though, not more than 30 
or 40 horses. It is not calculated for very extensive accommodations. 

6 
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Question by court. Did you, or not, formerly purchase many public 
horses for Lieutenant Colonel Brant 1 and did you ever sign blank receipts 
Ior them 1 

Answer. I purchased a good many horses for Colonel Brant, and I 
transacted a good deal of business with him. I signed a great many re
ceipts. I think I have signed blank receipts, but I cannot be certain. 

Question by court. State what pastures on this side the river, and near 
town, you could have obtained for the purpose of keeping public horses in 
the summer of 1837 ; and the distance of each from this city. 

Answer. I could have got a very fine pasture from Mr. W. C. Carr, about 
a mile and a half from town. 1 have had it for some years before in suc
cession. Mr. Lucas had a pasture about a mile or a mile and a half from 
town, which he pn>posed renting to me. None other, nearer than four or 
five miles. 

Question by court. Was application made to you, at any time during the 
year 1837, to keep public horses; and diu you keep any during that year 1 
if so, by whom was it made, and how many did you keep, and for how 
long a period 1 
· Answer. No application was made to me by any person, and I kept none
I mean none at all for the dragoons or the quartermaster. I kept a good 
many for the Indian Department. 

Question by court. Where and how did you keep the horses of the In
dian Department, and for what price per week 1 State also the months when 
you kept them. 

Answer. Part of the time, I kept them in my stable and stable lot; part 
of the time, in a pasture I got from Mr. Choteatl, about four miles from 
town. I kept them as first stated, (viz: in stable lot,) when they were 
purchased and broue:ht in, till they amounted to 30 or 40 ; then they were 

,carried out to the pasture. In all, there were betwRen 2UO and 300; some
times 150 at a time ; generally on hand between 80 and 100. When I 
kept them in the stable, I charged $3 a week for any number. When they 
were in the pasture, we charged $1; that is, when the first were put in the 
pasture, and the pasture was fresh ; and we did not feed them at all. After 
the first lot was taken out, and the pasture had been somewhat shorter than 
it was at first, though still a pretty good pasture, we fed them on grain 
twice a day, giving them what they would eat, keeping their troughs full. 
When they were fed in this way in the pasture, I charged $2 : this was 
from the middle of September to the middle of November, 1837, I suppose, 
from the first to the last of the business. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What kind of pasture could you have got 
from Judge Carr and Mr. Payne-woods or meadow 1 if meadow, was it 
before or after the grass was cut 1 

Answer. Mr. Carr's was part meadow and part blue grass, and, I sup
pose, as good a pasture as any in the country. I could n0t have got the 
meadow part before it was cut. Mr. Payne's was not meadow, it was 
blue grass. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State what you know as to the occupancy 
nnd extent of " Kimball's" stable, located a little west of the Methodist 
church, St. Louis . 

.!lnswer. I do not know that there is any stable there ; but I have heard 
so. I was never in it. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. How many stalls were in the stable you 
'kept in 183i, during the time yon were receiving Indian horses? 

Answer. About 75. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State what description of horses were those 

belonging to the Indian Departr.::~ent; were they of the same quality as 
dragoon horses ? 

Answer. They were generally what is termed in this country French 
ponies. A good many of them were very fine horses. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. State the quality of the pasture yon hired 
of Mr. Choteau; meadow, or woods pasture, or stubble. 

Answer. Part of it stubble, part woods pasture. It is known that stubble 
pasture in this country, when the grain is first taken off, is very fine ; 
nonl:l better. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did yon not keep a good many of those 
Indian horses in the lot adjoining your stable ? were they groomed? 

.!Jnswer. They were not groomed in the lot ; they were groomed in the 
stable ; they were changed bnckward and forward from the stable to the 
lot.. We had sometimes 40, or perhaps 60, in the lot, and 20 in the stable ; 
but the object was not to stable them, unless it was convenient. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State what is the usual mode of making out 
an account for keeping a large number of horses; do yon state the number 

·of days, multiply the number of days by the number of horses, and divide 
the whole by seven? 

Answer. That is the rule I generally go by. I have made all my ac· 
counts in that way. 

Q1ustion by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect how much you received 
for keeping Indian horses at livery in Hl37? If so, state the amount, or as 
nearly as you can. 

Answer. I do not know exaetly. I cannot be certain, without referring 
to my books. I suppose between $600 and $800. 

JoHN K. WALKER duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a practical farmer, and do you know the 

best mode of feeding horses and mules, and pasturing them on farms '1 
Answer. I am a farmer on a small scale. I keep my own horses in 

·good condition by feeding them plentifully. In this country we mean, by 
pasturing a horse, "to put him in a field and give him no grain." 

Question by court. Have you been in the habit of keeping horses in 
pasture, or in stables? If so, what is your usual method of treating them, 
in either situation, when required for active service? 

Answer. I have not been in the habit of keeping other horses than my 
own. When I intend them for hard. service, I do not put them in pasture, 
or feed them on grass at all. I put them in stables without stalls, (though 
it is better to have stalls,) and give them as much grain as they want. 

Question by court. Did yon express to any one a wish to keep public 
horses or mules in the summer or autumn of 183i; and could you have 
kept them if applied to; and at what prices, giving them good pasturage, 
and plenty of grain if required 1 

Answer. I did express a wish to keep some at that time. I could have 
kept fifty, giving them good pastnrage, and plenty of grain if required. 
I would have done it for $1 50 a week. That would have been a low 

· price, though corn was high that season-from 50 cents to 62! cents in the. 
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country. 1 came here to apply to Major Brant to keep horses at $1 50 ; 
but I heard they would soon be removed, and therefore I did not say 
any thing to Major Brant about it. I suppose he never knew of my inten
tions to make proposals, or any thing- about it. 

Question by court. Please state fhe nature of the pasture you had, and 
would have given them; its extent in acres, the nature and quantity of grass 
upon it, and its advantages of shade and water. 

Answer. I had a field of seventy or eighty acres; part of it was in 
clover, part of it wheat stubble, and part of it meadow, the grass having 
been mowed off it. 'I' here was plenty of shade for that number of horses; 
but, perhaps, not water enough. 1 should, perhaps, have had to carry 
them to water part of the season. This pasture is about a mile and a half 
west of the Bellefontaine road, about ten miles from St. Louis, and in this 
State. · 

Question by court. Did you see the public horses or mules at pasture 
on Lientenant Colonel Brant's plantation during the summer or autumn 
of 1837? and, if so, what was the appearance of the animals and of the 
pasture? and what opinion did you form and express on the subject? 

Answe1·. I saw horses there that I understood to be public horses. At 
the first, when the horses went there, I should say the pasture was very 
.good. How long it remained so, I cannot say. Bnt it was pretty bare 
some time before the horses were taken away. 

Question by court. Had you, or not, good and frequent opportunities 
of observing the condition in which the public horses were on Colonel 
Brant's finm? if so, state for what snm you would have kept such horses 
in like manner and condition. 

Answer. I saw the horses frequently. I generally come to town about 
-once a week, and the road passes by Colonel Brant's pasture-field. This · 
afforded me the only opportunities I had of observing. I generally looked 
at the horses as a traveller would in passing. I wo.nld have kept about 
fifty horses in the condition in which those horses seemed to be kept for 
$1 50 a head per week. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know whether those horses were 
frequently changed? and, if so, state whether you would have kept the 
public horses for $1 50 per week at the time stated by yon, and have fur
nished attendants to take them to your farm as frequently as those horses 
were changed, in the summer and fall of 1837, from the city to the 
pasture. 

Answer. No ; I certainly would not. 

1\lr. Jor-IN CALVERT, a witness, came into court, and desired to make a 
statement in explanatiOn. He says he made the contract for keeping the 
Indian Department horses in the pasture for prices as stated by him : that 
he receiveJ the money for the pasturage, as stated, till the second Jot were 
put in, and then began to feed them on grain : that then he turned the 
contract over to Mr. John B. Sarpy, who furnished the g-rain, and who 
kept them at the contract price made by him, (Calvert,) viz. $2: that on 
Ieferring to his books, since he left the conrt, he perceives this to be the 
case. He further states, on reference to his books, now produced in court, 
that the whoh~ sum received by him for keeping these Indian horses was 

·$703 24?t. This does not include what Mr. Sarpy received on the con
:tract turned over to him. 
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Qucst·ion by Colonel Brant. Why did you turn the contract to Mr. Sarpy, 

after the pasture became bare? Was it not profitable to have carried and 
furnished the grain at the contract rate? 

Answer. Because Mr. Sarpy had the grain on the place, and\vished to 
use it. I turned over the contract on his account, not on mine. Mr. Sarpy 
had made the contract with _me for Captain Hitchcock. I think the con
tract would have been profitable to me; I should have been perfectly wil
ling to have carried it out. 

Doctor HARDAGE LANE, a witness, heir:g duly sworn, answers: 
Question by court. Did you see the public horses or mules at pasture on 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation, during- the summer or autumn of 1837; 
-and, if so, what was the condition of the animals, and also of the pasture 1 

Answer. I saw the horses in a pasture, which I did not then know to be 
Colonel Brunt's, and which I did not know to be his till the sale to Mr. Rig
gin; though, perhaps, I had heard it said to he his, when the newspapers 
took notice of this subject. The condition of the horses I did not particu
larly observe. I saw nothing in the pasture on which animals could sub
sist. On the east side of a ravine, which passes through, I saw green corn 
growing. I am not certain that green corn was on the east of the ravine 
while the horses were in the pastnre. As to whether the horses could pass 
from the pasture to the corn-field, I am not sure; I saw no fence between 
them; but I saw no horses in the corn-field. This was in the fall of 1837, 
I think. I think the animals I saw, and which are referred to in my testi
mony, were chiefly mules. 

Question by court. Did you remark whether the horses or mules were 
kept in that pasture-field long after it had become destitute of grass? 

Answer. I did not pass there more than three times, and, consequently, 
did not observe them during a long period of time. I think the three times 
I passed there was within a period of a week or ten days, or perhaps less. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you go into the pasture and examine it 1 
if so, state when. 

Answer. I did not. 
Question by Colonel Brant. [Erased. For reason of this erasure; see 

below.] 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 14, 1838. 

'l'he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
. Present : All the members. 

Colonel Brant requested the permission of the court to withdraw the last 
·.question to the witness. [See sup1·a.] 

'rhe court, in compliance with the request, directed the ~uestion and an
swer to be erased from the record. 

J. T. SwF.ARlNGEN, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Did you see the public horses or mules upon the farm 

of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in the summer or autumn oflS37? If so, wilL 
Y?'! please state to the court the opportunities you had of knowing their con
ditlOn, mode of treatment, and the accommodations afforded them; and what 
they were? 

Answer. In the summer of 1837, I was in the habit of passing frequently 
the field on Major Brant's farm in which the horses were kept. I saw both 
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horses and mules in the field at the same time. When they were fir~t put 
in there, the pasture was very g~od. In a very short time after they were 
put there, the pasture was entirely eaten off. The whole field became quite 
dusty. I noticed that, when some of the horses were first put in, they were 
in very fine order, and that a. short time afterwards they had fallen away 
very much in flesh. As to the mules, I did not pay so much attention to 
them. As to the mode of feeding the horses, I do not know any thing about 
that. 'l'here was good water and shade in the field. There were forest 
trees left in the field, and locust trees planted along the fence; but the 
horses destroyed most of these by eating the bark off. 

Question by court. If horses to the same number had been put in any
pasture-field, would or would not the pasture have become necessarily 
trodden down in a short time? Would any field have been procured near 
here, in which the horses would have fared better'! 

Answer. If the same rmmber of horses had been put in any field of that 
size, it would soon have become trodden down. I do not know that any 
field could have been found near here, better than that, when they were 
first pnt in. Other fields could have been got to have changed to, when the 
pasture was eaten down in that. Doctor Farrar's field could have been got, 
adjoining Colonel Brant's farm. I do not know certainly of any other. 

Question by court. At what times, and how often, (as nearly as yon 
recollect,) did you see the mulr:s at pasture on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
plantation? 

Answer. I cannot recollect the dates exactly; I saw them several times. 
Question by court. Did you see the p1:1blic horses and mules when they 

were taken from Colonel Brant's pasture? If so, what was their condition, 
generally? Were they fit for ordinary service? 

Answer. I do net recollect that I saw them when they were taken from . 
Colonel Brant's pasture. I saw them frequently in the field-once or twice 
every week while they were there. Judging from their appearance in the 
field, as I pas~ed, some were and some were not fit for ordinary service ; 
most of them were. 

Question by cow·t. Are you acquainted with the locality and capacity of 
the stable kept in the summer of 1837 by John Kimball? 

Answer. I know where it is; but I do not know its capacity. 
Question by court. Did you or n'ot ever see clouds of dust arising from 

the pasture in which the horses were kept? If so, please state particulars. 
Answer. I did. On returning from my brother's in the country, several 

miles on the other side of where the horses were kept, from the top of a 
high hill I observed, in the direction of town, what I thought was a smoke; 
but on arriving near the place where the horses were kept, I discovered it 
was the horses and mules, ·who were running through the field, which 
caused the dust to rise in clouds. 

Question by court. Did you see any public horses or mules in Kimball's 
stable '! If so, how were they kept-whether in stalls or otherwise-in 
the summer or fall of 1837? · 

Answer. I do not recollect that"' saw any in the stable. I saw some in 
the yard, which I was told were dragoon horses ; some of these were in 
stalls, in open sheds on the side of the -yard. I do not recollect, particularly, 
whether there were any mules ; but l notir.ed the horses. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you been questioned by Captain 
Grosman on the subject of any knowledge you might have of the appear-
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ance and condition of the public horses kept on the plantation of Major 
Brant in the summer or fall of 1837? If so: have you conversed with 
him more than once, and when, on that subject? 

Answer. I have not been questioned by him. I never spoke over three 
or four words with him on the subject; I do not recollect that it was more 
than once. 'l'he subject may have been mentioned more th:m once; but 
he never questioned me at all about it. I believe the only conversation we 
had was this morning, in the witness's room, when he mentioned the sub
ject on which I would be examined here. He may have done that also in· 
the street. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State, as accurately as you can, the size 
and kind of pasture belonging to Doctor Farrar; its advantages of shade, 
water, and grass. 

Answer. It was much larger than Colonel Brant's, containing between 
fifty and one hundred ncre::;, and had a running stream through it. Part 
of it was good blue grass pasture. Shade very good. Part of it upland 
pasture, part lowland. 
• Question by Colonel Brant. Describe the color, size, and general appear

ance of such horses as you saw, which, when first put into the pasture, 
were in good order, and afterwards were by yon observed to have fallen 
off. 

Answer. Some of them were large bay horses. I was looking for a 
match for a horse that I had, and therefdre I observed them particularly. I 
believe I mentioned to Colonel Brant that I was looking for a match. The 
horses changed so much that I scarcely knew them. I feel satisfied they 
were the same horses. I observed particularly these horses ; but I con
sidered that all in the pasture had fallen oif. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How many horses do you believe were in 
the field at the time you say they all appeared to have fallen oif? and state 
the particular period of time when you saw them look thus. 

Answer. 1 could not say how many were there. I suppose from fifty t() 
one hundred-probably more ; but I cannot form any correct idea. I 
cannot fix the time. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How often did you go into the pasture, and 
examine the condition of the horses and mnles kept on the plantation of 
Major Brant? · 

Answer. I do not recollect that I was in the field more than once. I was 
several times along the road when the horses were assambled near the 
road, where they fed. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was the pasture of Doctor Farrar, at any 
time dnring the year of 1837, equal to the pasture of Major Brant when 
the public horses first were put there? 

Answer. Part of it was-I cannot say how many acres; but a large 
piece of it, near the running stream of water. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you have spoken a good 
deal on the subject of the manner in which the public horses were kept at 
the plantation of Major Brant, and in terms of censure as to the mode of 
keeping. 

Answer. I have spoken very seldom of it. I made remarks after passing 
there; but not often. I spoke of it as I have testified here, that I did not 
consider the horses well kept, or well taken care of. · 

~~--~====--~-------
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Question by Colonel Brant. Are you a farmer; and have you e\rer been 
accustomed to keep a large number of horses? . 

Answer. I have been raised on a farm till 16 or 17 years old, and am ac
eustomed to keep horses, such as are generally kept on a large farm. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What length of time intervened between 
your first noticing the good condition of those bay horses you alluded to, 
and your remarking that they had fallen off? 

Answer. It might have been 10 or 12 days-probably more. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Was there more than one field to which the 

horses on Major Brant's plantation, in the summer and fall of 1837, had 
access? If so, state about what number of acres it contair,ed. 

Answer. I think there was but one field that I recollect to have seen 
any horses in. 

Question by . Colonel Brant. In what month was it that you went t0 the 
pasture to look for match-horses, in the year 1837? 

Answn·. I cannot recollect the month ; it was in summer. 
Question by court. You have stated that any pasture, with a like num. 

ber of horses in it, would have necessarily become trodden down ; what, 
in such cas~?, would have been the obvious and proper mode of insuring 
the thriving of such horses? 

Answer. To have fed them at proper times with grain, or something 
uitable. 

Question by court. Did you see 'the horses at any time when they had 
just been fed? If so, what kind of feed was before them? 

Answer. I have seen them feeding at the troughs, but did not see what 
kind of feed was before them. I was not close enough to them, and most 
of them were gathered around the troughs; and when they were feeding 
in this way, I judge that the vicious among them kept the others off; and 
that, I judge, was the cause of their falling away more rapidly than they 
would otherwise have done. 

Question by court. Have you any knowledge of the price of pasturing 
and feeding horses in the summer and autumn of 1837? If so, state what 
you know. 

Answer. I had mine pastured and fed on grain, but I do not recollect at 
what price. I do not know what the customary price would be for feeding 
on grain and pasturing a large number of horses. 

Question by court. Do you know of any proposals having been invited 
by public advertisements, either in the newspapers or otherwise, for pasturing 
or otherwise keeping the public horses under charge of the quartermaster's 
department, in the year 18~7? 

Answer. I do not recollect of ever having seen any, and I know of none. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know whether Dr. Farrar would 

have agreed to pasture and grain-feed the public horses in 1637, furnishing 
the necessary attendance, &c., for the number you have seen on the 
plantation of Colonel Brant? 

Answer. I do not know any thing further than I heard him say he would 
have rented the pasture, and let go with it a piece that was in corn~ of about 
12 or 15 acres, for a fair price. I suppose the corn was planted, as is 
usual, in the latter part of May . 

.Judge W. C. CARR, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you acquainted with the usual prices of pasturing, 

. and at the same time feeding with grain, or of keeping at livery, a large num· 
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ber of horses in the neighborhood of St. Louis, in the summer and autumn 
of 1837? If so, please state them. 

Answe7'. I am not aware that I know any thing about the customary or 
usual price of pasturing or grazing horses. I know that I have myself pas
tured and grazed horses for six or seven years past. I have never charged 
for Rasturing horses more than 75 cents a head per week, except in the 
year 1837 and 1S38. The price for which I pastnred many horses in 1837 
wn.s 75 cents; but in some instances, perhaps, it was $1 a head per week. 
Prior to that time, it had been lower ; I think l had charged less. I speak 
only of grazing horses; I have never fed them with grain at the same time. 
My pasture is about a mile from St. Louis. 

Question by court. What was the current price of hay, oats, corn, and 
wheat bran in the summer and autnrnn of 1837? 

Answer. I am not able to say what was the price of hay at that time. I 
$Old mine later in the winter for more than $1 25 per cwt. But I believe 
that was the usual price at that time, viz: in December, 1837. I paid 50 
<Cents a bushel for corn, and 37-?J- cents for oats, at different times, in the fall 
and summer of 1837 -somewhere between the middle of June and 1st of 
October. I do not think that I paid a higher price than those stated. I 
recollect that l sometimes bought oats lower. I bought wheat bran some
where about October: I gave i2t cents a bushel for a large quantity. I paid 
16 cents afterwards for a small quantity. 

Question by court. If application had l:Jeen made to you, would you 
have undertaken to keep public horses or mules in the summer or autumn 
of 1837; and, if so, at what rates per week, giving them plenty of grain, if 
required? 

Answer. I do not think I wonld have agreed to take them at all-that is, 
to feed them. I might have taken them to have pastured. 

Question by court. Do you know what were the usual daily wages of 
white men and negroes, accustomed to the care of horses in the way of 
feeding and grooming, in the summer and autumn of 1837? 

Answer. I do not. 
Question by court. Did you see the United States horses and mules, in 

the summer and autumn of 1837, on the farm of Colonel Brant, near this 
place ; if so, what was their condition, and that of the pasture? 

Answer. I did not see them. I do not think I was in that direction at 
:all duriag the time they were there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State, if you can, what is the difference in 
value per ton, in the months of July and August, between old hay and new 
hay which has never been put up in stacks? 

Answer. I cannot say. I have always sold hay from the stacks or the 
barn. But I have always understood, and believe, that old hay, well cured, 
is more valuable than new. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was your pasture meadow? if so, was the 
grass mowed at the time horses were put on the pasture? How many 
horses could you have taken on your pasture'? 

Answer. Part of it was meadow lnnd mowed, part of it was not. I rented 
my meadow after it had been mowed, in 1837, to Mr. Dubois, for (I think) 
$100 for the grazing season, with tbe liberty to put on it as many horses 
as he pleased. I think he had, perhaps, 30 or 40 in at a time; sometimes 
not half that number. There are between 30 and 40 acreg in that pasture. I 
will mention that several of the livery-stable keepers applied to me for the 

- ------
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meadow I rented Mr. Dubois, as above stated. I think I asked $200, which 
they were unwilling to give. At last, and about six weeks after this, Mr. 
Dubois took it for (I think) $100; when, too, the season was well advanced. 

Question by Colonel Brant. At what rate per head would you have been 
willing to pasture public horses on your meadows before they were mowed, 
and, at the same time, supplied the full allowance of grain-say, eight 
quarts of old corn per day for each, during the summer of 1837; and, if so, 
what number would you have pastured? 

Answer. I would not have done it at all. M'y meadow was very fine : it 
produced nearly three tons of hay to the acre. I can make no estimate 
of what it would be worth. I am not so good a judge of the price of corn 
as some other persons. But the price of the quantity of corn required for 
that purpose may be easily calculated. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did John Calvert rent pasture land from 
you in 1837? If so, state the kind of pasture, and the number of acres. 

Answer·. He did not rent of me that year, though he applied ; but the pas
ture he wanted Mr. Dubois got. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know the character of the low land 
on the plantation lately owned by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, near this city'"? 
if so, state it. 

Answer. I am inclined to think that it is a good grass land. But I have 
not examined it particularly, and am not able to say. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What quantity of hay do you suppose the 
low meadow laqd of Lieutenant Colonel Brant would have yielded in an 
ordinary season? 

Answer. I am entirely unable to say. It would depend on the cultivation~ 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

PATRICK DILLON, duly sworn as a witness, answers : 
Question by court. Did you see the public horses and mules while in 

Colonel Brant's pasture in 1837? if so, what was their condition ; the ac
commodations afforded them, as regards the quality of the pasture; and what 
the kind of food given them, other than grazing? 

Answer. I saw a number· of horses in the field as I was going along the 
road in (I think) August, 1837. I noticed the horses, as I wanted to buy 
a few horses to put on my farm. I thought they looked poor, and that I 
could get them cheap. I did not then know to whom the horses belonged. 
I made inquiry in order to see the owtler, and ascertained that they belonged 
to the Government. I did not think any thing more of it then. The pas
ture was very poor, I thought. I know nothing about the food given to 
them. I have never been there but on that occasion, while the horses were 
there. As far as I saw the field, it appeared to be bad. I do not kno\V 
that I can say positively ho\v many horses were in the field; perhaps be
tween 60 and 100. I did not go into the field ; but I took a good look at 
the horses, to satisfy myself that they were in bad order. I do not mean 
all of them ; but they generally were so. 
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In consequence of the absence of a witness, the court adjourned to meet 
on Monday, at 10 o'clock. 

.MoNDAY, DEcEMBER 17, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Mr. THoMAS J. PAYNE, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Were you acquainted with ·william Walker, who

resided in 1837 in Franklin county, Missouri? and, if so, how long have 
yon known him? 

Answer. Yes, I am well acquainted with him; and I first knew him in 
the fall of l832. 

Question by court. Were the promissory notes of hand of Mr. Walker 
in 1837 as good as cash, or not? if not, how much per cent. were they 
worth in this market? 

Answer. I consider them good as cash, and they were worth that in 
this market, as far as I know. 

[Refer to explanation of this witness at page 129.] 

The following note was received from Colonel Brant : 

CouRT RooM, St. Louis, December 17, 1838. 
Sm: I beg leave to suggest to the court that the last question propounded 

to the witness is wholly irrelevant to the matter pending before this tribu
nal, and can have no proper bearing on it. 'I' he notes of Walker, if not 
good in market, were certainly good against him. I therefore respectfully 
object to a question being put, which can be only intended by its purport to
throw suspicion on me, without elucidating the investigation in any way
the testimony of John Darneille being already in possession of the court. 

J. B. BRANT, 
Deputy Quartermaste1· General. 

The court did not sustain the objection, but directed the examination of 
the witness to be continued. 

Question by court. Are you a practical farmer ; and, if so, how long 
have yon been engaged in that business? 

Answer. I was raised a farmer, and I have been engaged in farming
about 16 years. 

Question by court. How far ·distant is your plantation from St. Louis, 
and how large is it'? 

Answer. My house is about five miles distant, in the direction southwest. 
l have about 1,400 arpens under fence. 

Questiou by court. Have you ever kept horses or mules at pasture ; and 
would yon have kept any, if applied to in the summer and autumn of 1837; 
and at what rates per week, giving them plenty of grain if required? 

Ans10er. I have kept horses, though I do not make it a practice. I have 
pastured horses at $1 75 per monfh. I could not have kept any public 
horses well that summer, because I had my pasture enclosed too late to 
preserve the grass for that season. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the character 
and quality of the tract of land on which the pnblic horses were pastured 
()n the plantation of Colonel Brant in L837 ? If so, state whether it was 
good meadow land. 

Answer. I know the land ; it is good meadow land. As to the quality 
()f the pasture, I cannot say. 

Question by Colonel .Hrant. You say you have pastured at $1 75 
per month; was it woods pasture in its natural state? 

Answer. It is not properly timber land ; it is prairie land. 

L. A. BENOIST, duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows : 
Question by court. Are you a broker and dealer in promissory n tes 

-c0f hand ? and, if so, how long have you been engaged in that business ? 
Answer. I am a broker and dealer in promissory notes in this city, 

~nd have been so for about six years. 
Question by court. Are you acquainted with William Walker, who 

resided in Franklin county, Missouri, in the year 1837? 
Answe1·. Yes. 
Question by court. Do yol} know, and, if so, state, what per cent. in 

ready money the promissory notes of hand of William Walker were worth 
~n 1837 in this market? 

Answer. Before Walker's failure I discounted his notes for two per 
eent. per month, which was at that time the usual discount among brokers 
()n the best paper offered to us. He failed about eighteen months ago ; 
and, since his failure, I consider his notes worth nothing at all. He is 
perfectly insolvent. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 

" Lieutenant Colonel Brant makes the same objection to the question 
just addressed to this witness, which he did to a simtlar one when put to 
Thomas J. Payne." 

The court directed the examination to be continued. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did Captain Grosman apply to you for 
information as to the pecuniary circumstances of William Walker in the 
summer of 1837? 

Answer. No; I have no recollection that he applied to me. I made a 
remark to him on the subject, in an accidental conversation, without his 
asking for the information. 

Question by Colonel Brant. At what time in 1837 did William Walker 
fail? Can von state that he had failed on or before the 13th or 14th 
June, 1837?' 

Answer. I think he failed about three weeks after the 5th June, 1837. 
I am not positive as to the date of his failure. 

JoHN CALVERT, a witness, came into court to request to be permitted 
to correct a statement made by him in his evidence ; and permission being 
granted, says: 

" I stated in my testimony before the court, that for the horses which I 
kept for the Indian Department I charged at the rate of $3 a week, while 
they remained in my stable and lot. I find, on examining the receipt for 
1he money, that the charge was $2 50 per week. I made the mistake by 
confusing the account for the Indian Department with the general account. 
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of Mr. Sarpy. The charge was at the rate of $2 50 a week for the latter 
part of the time-that is, about two or three weeks. I am not able to say 
what the charge was previous to that, whether it was $2 50 or $3. I 
think I did not expect to receive from the Indian Department less thun 
$3 a week. But Major Hitchcock said that the horses had remained on 
hand longer than was expected, and that the appropriation would not cover 
a large charge, (or something of that sort,) and on that account I consented 
to receive $2 50: this, I think, is correct." 

Question by Colonel Brant. Is the receipt of which you speak in your 
present explanation, that goes to show the horses were kept at $2 50 per 
week, in your own handwriting, or that of your clerk'! 

Answer. In my clerk's. 
Quest-ion by Colonel Brant. Has not this correction or explanation 

of your testimony been made upon the suggestion of Captain Grosman, or 
in consequence of conversation with him'! 

Answer. No ; it was made by the suggestion of Mr. Sarpy. 

Major E. A. HITCHcocK, United States army: duly sworn as a witnessr 
answers as follows : 

Question by court. ·what prices were paid by you, as a pnblic agent,. 
for keeping horses either in stables or at pasture, during the portions of the 
years 1837 and 1838, at or in the vicinity of St. Louis'] What number 
of horses were thus kept'! 

.flnswer. I paid $2 50 a week for the horses that were kept in St. Loni . 
at the livery-stable. For a single horse, on account of the Indian Depart
ment, I paid $3 a week: this horse· I had for my own use. The other 
horses were not kept, I presume, with the same care ; but were principally 
kept in the yard connected with the livery-stable. I paid for the horses, 
except the single one that I refer to, through an agent employed by me, wh<> 
made the arrangement for the keeping of the horses. I did not make the 
arrangement myselt~ but assumed that of my agent. I paid for the horses 
kept in the country $1 a week. 

I will explain to the court that I commenced making the purchases of 
the horses, I think, in October, 1837. Previous to the commencement, I in
vited proposals, through the new& papers of the city, for receiving the horses 
I was about to purchase in pastures in the country. I received some three 
or four proposals, ranging from 50 cents to $1 per week. After examining 
the field (I cannot call it a pasture) which was offered at 50 cents, I was 
not pleased with it, and thought it would be better to pay a higher price 
for a better field or pasture; and I authorized my agent to exercise his 
judgment in selecting a pasture for the horses. I commenced making my 
purchases, the horses being for the Sac and Fox Indians. The horses for
these tribes were to be paid for from a specific fund; and I included in th~ 
price of the horses all the expenses attending the purchases, until I com
menced driving them to the nation. The number purchased for the Sac · 
and Foxes was abemt 150; the exact number l do not remember. About 
the close of this duty, I received two or three letters of instruction to pur
chase horses for several delegations of Indians returning from the seat of 
Government to their homes. As far as practicable, the expenses of these 
purchases were also included in the prices of the horses. But, on account 
of the uncertain period of the arrival at the place of the delegations, some 
of the horses were1 fo~· a longer or shorter period, Of:\ hand at expenses.: 
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these expenses I paid separately, at the rate of $2 50 a week for their ex
penses in the town, and $1 for their pasture in the country. On the settle
ment of the accounts, the agent that I had employed to make these pur
chases, and to attend to whatever was necessary for their proper keeping and 
security, wished me to make him an allowance on account of some increase 
of expense, alleged by him as resulting from what he called the necessity of 
feeding the horses in the country with grain-it being late in the season, 
and the pasture, of course, not so good as it had been. This I declined do
ing on general grounds: my understanding with him having been that I 
was to pay but $1 a week. The agent was John B. Sarpy, of this city. 

Within the present year I purchased about 100 horses in the city for the 
Winnebago tribe of Indians. I did not invite proposals for pasturing the 
horses, but made personal application to two gentlemen living in this vi
cinity, who, I thought, had the best pastures in the country. And I agreed 
with one of them that he should take the horses at $1 per week; which I 
paid. I made no arrangement with respect to the stabling, but left that for 
the agent to do. I do not know what he paid. · 

Question by court. Were the prices paid by you for keeping the horses 
in the country, for pasturage solely upon the grass within the enclosures 
where they were kept, or was any allowance for grain included 'J How 
far was the pasture from St. Louis? What was its quality, in reference to 
abundance of grass and water, as well as shade1? 

Answer. It was solely upon the grass. I did not allow for grain at all. 
The pasture \\ras, I think, about four and a half or five miles from the city. 
I believe it had abundnnce of all the requisites for keeping the horses; and 
the condition of the horses "·as entirely satisfactory to me. Salt was to 
be furnished by the pasture-keeper. 

It may be proper to state that the horses were not kept at the livery-sta
ble in the town entire weeks; some were kept only a day, others two days; 

·but they were charged for by the week, not by the day: the whole number 
of days being cast into weeks. 

Question by court. Were the persons who took the horses to the pasture, 
and brought them back to St. Louis when necessary, hired by you, or by 
the owner of the pasture? What were the daily wages of such men? 

Answer. The men employed for that service were not engaged by me; 
and I never understood that any separate charge was made for tliat service. 

Question by court. Did you see the public horses which were turned over 
to the dragoons, in 1837, at this place, and at the time they were thus trans
ferred? if so, please state their apparent condition; 

Answer. I did not se~ those horses at the time they were turned over; 
and only saw a few of them, from time to time, during the summer, and 
prior to their being turned over. I saw one party of horses, which I un
derstood to be for the dragoons, in a yard opposite the City hotel. I did 
not give any particular attention to the horses. I thought the horses, when 
I saw them opposite the City hotel, looked very well. But I am not a judge 
of horses. 

Question by court. Were you a member of a board of survey which in
spected certain dragoon horses in 1837 at this place? If so, state the period, 
and what was the result of the inspection, or the opinion of the board, as 
expressed in their report. 

Answer. I was a member of a board of survey; it was late in the autumn
~he precise time I cannot state. r.J;'he board examined several horses, and 
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received explanationR from Colonel (then Major) Brant, and from persons 
present at the time of the examination, accounting for the condition of the 
l1orses. Some were poor, some were galled by the saddle. The opinion 
of the board, to the best of my recollection, and as will be shown by their 
report, was, that the horses came to their condition from ordinary caus'3s. 
It was not considered extraordinary that the numher of horses examined 
by the board should be unfitted for service, considering the number necessary 
for a whole regiment. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TuESDAY, DECEli1BER 18, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

Major E. A. HITCHcocK, United States army, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. Did you relieve Lieutenant Colonel Brant as dis

bursing agent for the Indian Department at this place in 1837? and did 
that officer turn over to your care a quantity of Indian goods? If so, where 
were the goods deposited at that time, and what articles were they? 

Answer. I did relieve Colonel (then _Major) Brant in the duties of dis
bursing agent for the Indian Department in 1837. I believe it was about 
two months after I had thus relieved him, when I understood from him that 
he had in his charge a quantity of Indian Rtores. These were not formally 
turned over to me and receipted for, until some time later still in 1837. 
The goods had been stored in a brick building, which I understood was a 
public store-house. The articles were looms, spinning-wheels, ploughs, &c., 
articles intended for the benefit of the Pottawatomie tribe of Indians. I 
will remark, with reference to the public store-house which I have referred 
to, that I had no knowledge of my own respecting the ownership, or the 
m11.nner in which it was rented for the public. It is on the corner of 
Second street, and the street next above Viue. 

Question by court. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant express a wish to you 
that the articles referred to should be removed? and, if so, for what pur
pose? Please state particulars. 

Answer. The first intimation that I had, to the best of my recollection, 
from Colonel Brant, in reference to those goods, was connected with a wish, 
on his part, to have the goods moved. On the morning of the day follow
ing, I found a note at my office from Colonel Brant, reiterating his wish ; 
the note stating, as a reason, that Colonel Brant had use for the store-house. 
I went out, at once, and made a conditional arrang-ement for the reception 
of the stores elsewhere, and called on Colonel Brant and expressed my 
readiness to move the goods. Some conversation ensued, in which it ap
peared that Colonel Brant was not particularly desirous of having the 
goods removed entirely from the store, but that he wished them moved 
from a particular floor or part of the building, in which, as I understood 
him, it was his wish to partition off a room for an office ; the Colonel 
adding, that he supposed the goods might as well remain in the building. 
To which I had no objection; declining, however, on my part, to move the 
goods from one part of the building to another. I afterwards saw the 
go?ds in the upper story of the building, sometimes called the garret or 
~Ute. 
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Question by court. Did you ever pay for storage of the goods of the Indian 
Department in the building you have spoken of? If so, to whom was the 
payment made? by whom were the receipts for the monP.y signed, and for 
what periods was the payment 1 What, also, was the sum paid? 

Answer. I received the funds, and entered upon the duties of my office 
about the last of April or first of May. rl'he clerk employed by me was a 
man who had been performing the duties of clerk in the same department 
before my arrival. I was myself, at that time, new in the duties I was 
about to enter upon, and deferred my own judgment, in many instances, 
to that of others whom I supposed experienced in the duties. The clerk, 
<>n preparing the papers making up my quarterly return for the quarter 
ending June, 1837, had entered a voucher for the payment of storage upon 
the goods in question, for the months of May and June: amounting ·to $24. 
The receipt to the account was signed, according to my present recollection, 
by George K. McGunnegle; the clerk receiving from me a check for the 
amount: whether payable to order, or not, I do not remember. 

[NoTE.-At the request of the court, Major Hitchcock presented a du
plicate of the voucher which the court directed to be recorded as follows, 
and the original returned to Major Hitchcock.] 

'l'HE U:-.ITED STATES 
To George K. McGunnegle, Dr. 

1837, June. For storage of one hundred and ninety-two packages 
and articles, consisting of 100 ploughs, 40 boxes, ::!0 spinning• 
wheels, and 20 looms, for Pottawatomie Indians in the months of 
:May and June, 1837, at ti;} cents per package per month $24 

I certify that the services above charged for were rendered for the pur-
rose and during the period stated. 

Received, St. Louis, June 30, 1837, of Captain E. A. Hitchcock, military 
disbursing agent Indian Department, twenty-four dollars, in full of the 
above account. 
$24 (Signed duplicates.) 

. G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

:Major HITCHCOCK stated: 
" I will remark that the duplicate voucher which went to Washington 

bad, I presume, my signature to the certificate; which was given on my 
part in good faith, having no doubt that the service was rendered." 

Question by court. Have you the account-book of the Indian Depart
ment, containing entries of the expenditures of the disbursing officer here 
()f that department? if so, please state what sums, according to said book, 
-were paid for storage of Indian goods in the building you have al!uded to. 
Can you produce the book, and point out entries such as are here referred to? 

Answer. The book is in my possession, to which the question refers, and 
bf course subject to the order of the court. 

It appears from this book, that, under date of April 30, 1837, there was 
entered a voucher for payment of £)48 to George K. McGunnegle for 
:>toring Pottawatomie goods. T he period for which this charge was made 
i s not stated ; neither is the place of store. I ~m not aware of any other 
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Entry in this book for storage on such goods before I took the duties. I 
present this book to the court as belonging to the Indian Department, 
turned over to me by Colonel Brant when I relieved him in the duties 
of disbursing ngent in the Indian Department. 

The court directed the rec,,rder to copy, from the book on this record, 
the entry or chnrgc mentioned in the lust answer, as follows : 

{See book, on page 14.] 
THE UNITED STATES 

In account current with Major J. B. Brant, 
military disbursing agent, Dr. 

For disbursements on account oi the Indian Department in the quarter 
ending March, 1837. 

Date. To whom paid. On what account. Amount. 

------ -----------1----------- ----

1837, April 30 G. K. McGunnegle Storage of Pottawatomie 
good:. $48 

Quest ion by court. Was any account presented or paid for storage of 
these goods for the third quarter ending 30th September, 1837 ; and, if 
not, why did yon not pay for such storage? . 

Answer. After the close of the third quarter of 1837, in the office of 
Colonel Brant the subject of the goods was mentioned ; and Colonel Brant 
remarked that another quarter's storage was due upon these goods. I had, 
however, in my own mind, doubts of the propriety of making any pnyment 
for the storage of those good~; and without expressing any opinion to 
Colonel Brant, I was determined to wait the presentation of some account, 
it any person claimed pay for storage, and then to ascertain the justice of 
the claim before making payment. A few days afterwards, Colonel Brant 
made the same remark, which I allowed to pass under the same impressions. 
I did not seek f0r any clairnant. No claim was presented, and no money 
was paid. 

Question by court. Whom did you regard at the time as the owner of the 
building in which you paid rent for storage of ll•dian goods through your 
clerk, to George K. McGunnegle, as spoken of in your former testimony 1 

'rhe following note was presented by Colonel Brant : 
"Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to this question. The title to real 

property is a matter of fact, and not of supposition or mere vague opinion; 
and this court has already had written evidence on the subjeet of this very 
property." 

The court decided that the witne!'s answer the question. 
Answer. At the time that I made the payment through the clerk, 1 

cannot remember, at this time, whether I had any opinion upon this sub
ject. I presumed, as a matter of course, that the voucher presented for 
payment was a true one, and that some person was entitled to be paid for 
the storage. 

Question by court. Under whose administration of the duties of the dis
bursing agent of the Indian Department did the claim for payment of 

7 
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storage (alluded to by Colonel Brant in his conversation with you) purport 
to have accrued? Did Colonel Brant say to whom payment was due for 
said storage? 

Answer. Under my own administration. Colonel Brant did not indic11te 
the person who had the claim for the storage. 

Question by court. If the claim, referred to by Colonel Brant in his ~pn,... 
versation with you, accrued under your own administration, why did you 
object to pay it? ' 

Answer. At the time of that conversation I had been several months in 
St. Louis; and I had derived the impression (though in what manner I am 
unable to say) that the building in which the stores were stored was already 
rented for the Government, and that no individual could have a just claim 
for storage of Indian goods in that store : that if any claim existed, it was 
one rather of the Quartermaster's Department against the Indian Depart
ment; my impression being that the building was rented for the quarter
master's department. 

Question by court. In what bnilding was the office of the disbursing 
agent of the Indian Department kept at ttfi§ place, when you relieved 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant as disbursing agent for that department, in 
1837? 

Answer. I di~ business with Colonel Brant in tb~ basement story of his 
dwelling-house, where he appeared to have two rooms as offices. 

Question by court. Have you, or not, an invoice qf the Indian goods 
referred to in your testimony 1 If so, will you produce ~t? 

Answer. Yes ; and I present it to the court. \\ 
'.. -~ 

[NoTE.-'The court directed the invoice to be recorded-as"follows, and 
the original returned to Major Hitchcock.] 

" Invoice of articles for Pottawatomie Indians, delivered by Ca7ilain J. 
P. Taylor, commissary of subsistencR, to Captain N. F. Webb, of 
steamer Gazelle,for transportation to Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master, at St. Louis, Missouri. 

Packages. Marks. Contents. Weight. 

---
Pounds. 

:Boxes 1, 2, and 25, Maj.J. B. Brant, U.S.A., at 300 felling axes, assorted - 1,534 
inclusive. St. Louis. 

Boxes from 26 to Do. - 300 hoes, assorted , grubbing, hill, 
31, inclusive. and weeding - - - 821 

:Bundles lO - Do. ·- Bar iron - - - - 1,120 
Bundles 2 - Do. - Steel - - - - 341 
Plough~ 100 - Do. - Ploughs - - - - 6,200 
Looms20 - Do. - Looms, 20 (detached pieces) - 8,400 
Wheels 20 - Do. - Spinning wheels - - 260 
Boxes 1, 2, and 3 - Do. - Containing fixtures and parts of 

l 20 looms - - -
:Boxes 4 and 5 - Do. - Rims, standards, and heads for 

20 spinning-wJ1eels - -
Box 6 - - Do. - 40 shuttles, 20 rakes, 20 temples, r 3,667 

Boxes 7 and 8 Do. 
and 40 strips for looms - -

- - 40 reeds and hiddles for looms - I 

Box 9 - - Do. - 40 pairs of cards - - J ---
22,343 
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Received, Louisville, 1st of September, 1835, of Captain J. P. Taylor, 
-commissary of snLsistence, the above described packages of articles for 
Pottawatomie Indians, in good order, which 1 promise to deliver in like 
good order (the accidents of the river only excepted) to Major J. B. Brant, 
quartermaster at St. Louis, he paying freight for the same at the rate of 
~ixty-two and a half cents per hundred pounds. 

N. F. WEBB. 
Five bills of lading. 

A true copy~ 
J. B. BRA~T, Quartermaster. 

Re~eived the above articles for transportation : St. Louis, 1st of May, 
1837. 

E. A. HI'l'CHCOCK, 
(]apt. and Military Disburs·ing .R.gent." 

Question by court. Were ~lie goods referred to afterwards removed from 
the brick building or pub)i'c storehouse mentioned by you, to another 
building 1 If so, under whose direction was it done ? and were the goods 
as safely and as conven;e'ntly stored in the last mentioned building as they 
were in the first oue ? , · 

Answer. The stores were removed to another building in ·walnut 
street, I think betw9en Main and Third streets. The goods were removed 
under the direction of the clerk of the quartermaster. I furnished him the 
invoice to superjtft~md the removal. The building to which they were 
moved was a f1,1tme building. Considering the place of the goods in the 
two stores, they were more conveniently situated in the second buildin![. 
For securit)t,\mless from fire, I considered them equally safe. All wooden 
buildings, in general, are more exposed to fire than brick ones. 

Qu.estion by the court. Was the Indian Department charged with any 
~torage or rent on account of the goods referred to, under the new arrange
ment with regard to the storage of public property made by Captain Gros
man, assistant quartermaster 'l and, if not, for how long a time, and why, 
were they not thus charged for'! 

Answer. Captain Crosman informed me officially that the new store 
was rented for the quartermaster's tlepartment, and desired me to pay no 
account for storage on those goods, should any be presented by anybody. 
This arrangeme-nt continued until Captain Crosman was relieved in the 
duties of quartermaster, about the month of August ~I think) in this year, 
when I was informed by Colonel Braut, by a note, to the effect, I think, 
that he had relinquished that store, and that the goods were subject to my 
order) or required my attention. I directed my clerk to apply to the 
owner of the store for the terms upon which he would continue to take 
care of the property. He reported as the answer of Mr. Page, the reputed 
owner of the building, that the goods were not in his way, and that he did 
not care about making any charge, and that I might pay what I pleased. 
I was very much occupied, and directed the clerk to make a minute of 
what he had said, intending, at a later period, to adjust the matter. I have 
recently sent to him again to ascertain what charge would be made for the 
~torage of those goods. The clerk reported that the store had passed into 
the hands of another person, whose name I do not remember, and that he 
had made an answer similar to that of Mr. Page. I directed him to return 
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for specific informntion ; and from the answer procured, I ascertained that 
the charge would be between six and seven dollars per month for all the 
goods on the invoice submitted to the court. 

Question by court. In what part of the first or brick building were the 
Indian goods stored, Rnd where were they stored in the building io which 
they were removed? and from the construction of the two buildings, and 
the place of their storage, could, or not, the goods, in the event of fire, 
have been much easier and more rapidly removed from the latter building? 
Please state also what reasons there were, if any, to apprehend danger 
from fire in the Iutter building. What are the relative advantages of the 
two buildings for the purposes used? 

Answer. At the time I first saw those goods in the brick building, 
they were in the upper loft, principally, if not entirely ; though I believe 
they had been originally below, on the second story, and it would have 
been a difficult matter to remove them. In the new buildmg, they were 
principnlly, if not entirely, on the ground floor, level with the street, and 
could hnve been removed with great facility.\ I do not consider that there 
were any special reasons to apprehend fire in. the latter building, except7 

generally speaking, that it was a frame building, and su hject to the casual
ties that such a building would be subject to, over a .. brick buildiug similarly 
situated. I think it is not particularly exposed from 1imrounding buildings. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

'WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 19, 1838. ' 

'l'he court met pursnant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

Major E. A. HITCHcocK, a witness in continuation : 
Question by court. Was the building rented by Captain Crosman par· 

ticularly shielded from danger by fire, in consequence of its being wholly 
detached from surrounding buildings ; and was this the case with the · 
brick one? 

Answer. There are, adjacent to the brick building, upo!l the east and 
west streets, some small frame buildings. I am unable to state whether 
the other storehouse is entirely detached or not. 

Question by court. From the location of the building rented and used 
by Captain Grosman for public purposes, was it, or not, equally as con
venient for shipping and receiving public stores a::; the brick one '! and, 
from its interior construction, would the same amount of labor be required 
in storing and delivering packages? Plea:se state its facilities in this 
respect. 

Answer. With regard to the first part of the question, the only difference 
that I perceived in the facilities of shipping and receiving stores would de
pend upon the particular spot where the steamboat might land. 'l'he steam· 
boats generally land and do business above Market street, which is one 
street above that on which is situated the store rented by Captain Grosman : 
the business landing principally rmming up the river some four or five 
streets above the brick building referred to. 1 do not consider this differ
ence of distance of any material importance; the charge for drayage being, I 
believe, the same. I am under the impression, as stated already in my tes
timony, that stores could be more easily received and discharged from the 

; 
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bui1ding rented by Captain Grosman than from the brick building, suppos· 
ing them to be of eqnal capacity-the frame building being broader, though 
not so high as the other. I have not examined the buildings with a view 
to answer any such a question as this, and can only state my impressions 
generally. 

Q1wstion by court. By whom, or under whose administration as dis
bursini! agent, was the arrangement made for the storage ot the Indian 
goods in the brick building; and by whom was storage for said goods in 
the wooden building engaged'! Plense, also, state what were the costs to 
Government for storage of like qnantity of Indian goods in the respective 
buildings. 

Answer. The goods were delivered to me by Colonel Brant, and, I pre
sume, were received and stored by him in the brick building. I was not 
here at the time they were received at St. Louis. 'l'he wooden building, I 
was advised by Captain Grosman, had been rented by him for the quarter· 
master's department, or for the public service-I am not certain as to the 
precise terms. I paid $24 for the storage of the goods in question for the 
months of May and Jnne, the goods being in the brick building. I have paid 
nothing since then, embracing the period for which the frame building was 
rented by Captain Crosmnn. But since that building was relinquished as a 
public store, I expect to pay for the storage of those goods not exceeding $7 
a month, and it may be a little less. Under the arrangement of Colonel 
Brant, as I understand it, the Indian Department was charged $12 a month, 
to include the rnbnth of June, 1 S37; but how far back, l do not know. 
Under the arrangement of Captnin Orosman, tbe Indian Department was 
e_harged nothing, and h<ts paid nothing for the storage of the goods in ques
twn. 

Question by court. Did not Captain Grosman afterwards inform you, at 
the time he relinquished the brick warehouse alinded to in yonr testimony, 
in the spring of 18:~8, thnt he had engaged another building, at a cheap 
rate per annttlll, sufficiently large to accommodate the military storekeeper, 
commissary of subsistence, and Indian department, as well as the quarter
mastPr's department; and dtd he not invite you to store your Indian goods 
in it free or charge? 

Answer. Captain Grosman did state, in referenr.e to that building, that it 
was rented at a cheaper rate than the brick building; and he did receive 
the Indian stores there at his own sngzestion, subjecting the Indian Depart
ment to no charge for storage. And -I have a faint recollection of his sta
ting that the store wonld accommodate the commissary department, as well 
as the quartermaster's department and the Indian department. 

Question by conrt. How long did the Indian goods remain in the. brick 
bnilding after Captain Grosman relieved Lieutena.nt Colonel Brant, Ill the 
n.urumn of ltl37? 

Answer. I do not remember. 
Question by collrt. At what time did Captain Grosman write to inform 

you that the buildino- was already rented for the use of the public? and to 
what building did be" refer-was it before or after the relinqnis!Jing by him 
of the brick warehouse 1 Please state particulars. 

Answer. In ans\ver to that question, I present the original letter to the 
court. 

[NoTF:.-Captain .Crosman1 as a witness~ stated the letter to be the origi
ll.illletter written by him.] 
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The court directed the letter to be copied on the record, and tile origl:
nal to be returned to Major Hitchcock. 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Louis, December 6, 1837. 

SIR: The warehouse in which your Indian goods are stored, and for 
which, I understand, you have paid storage to the Jessee, Mr. McGunnegle, 
on account of the Indian Department, was rented of Mr. G. by Major Brant. 
quartermaster United States army, for the quartermaster's department, and 
is paid for at the rate of one thousand dollars per annum. As the whole of 
the building was thus rented for the United States, it was not proper that 

.any charge for storing Indian goods, or other public property, in this build-
ing, should have been made against any department of the Government; and 
I have to inform you that, from the date of my commencing duty here in 
charge of this district, viz: the 20th of September last, no such charge will 
be permitted; or, if presented, I trust you will not pay it. 

I request you will inform me for what period a charge for storage on these 
goods was made and paid for by the Indian Department, with a view to
all the facts being submitted to the acting Quartermaster General at Wash
ington. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your most obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Captain: and Assistant Quartermaster. 
Captain E. A. HITCHCOCK, 

Superintendent awl Disbursing Agent 
Indian Department, St Louis, Missouri. 

Major E. A. HITCHCOCK, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Rrant. Of what description were the horses pur

chased by you in 1837, and about how much their average cost? 
Answer. The horses that were purchased when I first commenced making 

the pnrchases were principally of the pony description, or French horse. I 
think their average cost was about $40, including all the expenses previous 
to the commencement of their being driven to the nation, except a small 
bill for advertising, and one for a brand. rrhe horses purchased for the 
several delegations of Indians, referred to in my testimony, were a better 
class of horses. Their average cost might have been $65, o:r possibly $70. 

Question by Colonel Brant. In whose name was the contract made for 
pasturing the horses purchased for the Indian Department in 1837? Was 
the contract in writing? If so, where is it? 

Answer. There was no written contract made. About the time I was to 
make the purchases in 1837, the duty was new to me, and I was uncertain 
as to the best mode of making the purchase. Knowing that Colonel Brant 
bad been making a purchase of horses for the Government, I applied to
him for information as to his mode. He stated to me that he had employed 
some men as agents to go out into the country and purchase horses; and 
that he allowed them 5 per cent. upon their pmchases~ as their compensa
tion. I asked him the names of some of the agents. The only name that 
I remember his giving to me was that of Kimball, a livery-stable keeper; 
but whether he was sent into the country, or not, I do not know. The 
names of other persons were mentioned to me, but the men were unknown 
to me; and I was a good deal an. . .--.ious on the subject, being unwilli.~ag to 
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employ agents in such a trust, in whom I had not entire confidence. The 
men might have been trustworthy, but were unknown to me. I think I 
had two or three conversations with Colonel Brant upon this subject, and 
finally he suggested my employing John B. Sarpy. I was apprehensive 
that Mr. Sarpy would be unwilling to take such an agency; but I never
theless made the proposition to him, and was glad to find him willing to 
undertake the duty. I had advertised, as already stated in my testimony, 
inviting proposals for receiving the horses I might purchase at pasture. I 
-examined one pasture offered me at 50 cents a week, in company with Mr. 
Sarpy, and was of opinion that the pasture was indifferent; and I recom
mended Mr. Sarpy's taking some other pasture; and I desired him to exer
cise his own judgment, not exceeding a dollar a week; giving him full 
authority tel make all the arrangements necessary in the execution of the 
duty I was about to commence. My arrangement was with Mr. Sarpy 
rather than with the owner of the pasture. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you wish to be understood as stating 
that the accounts for pasturing the horses for the Indian Department in 1837 
were made in the name of, and paid to, John B. Sarpy? 

Answer. There was not a separate account made out for the pasturing of 
the horses purchased for the Sac and Fox Indians; the expense was in
duded in the price of the horses, and paid to Mr. Sarpy. 

There was an account for the pasturage of some of the horses purchased 
for the delegations, in consequence of the horses having· been here on hand 
waiting the arrival of the delegations. That account I p~id through Mr. 
Sarpy, he rendering me an account sig-ned by a man named Lepiere, who 
I understood lived on the farm, and had the management of it, where the 
horses were kept. The farm was owned, I believe, by Mr. Choteau. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did not Captain Crosman apply to yon 
officially, by letter, to know the rate which you paid for the pasturing 
Indian horses '1 and, if so, is that letter in your possession, and will you 
,produce it 1 

Answer. I present this letter to the court as the one referred to in the 
question. 

(Non~.-The court directed the letter to he copied on the record, and the 
original returned to Major Hitchcock. Captain Crosman, as a witness, 
£tated to the court that the letter was written by him.] 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, December 6, 1837. 
Sm: You have, I believe, purchased a considerable number of horses 

for the Indian Department during the past summer and autumn, and had 
them some time at pasture in this neighborhood. 

For a particular and public purpose, I have to request you will inform 
me what facilities yon met with in obtaining pasturage, &c., in this imme
diate vicinity1 and the rate paid by you per week or month for it. 

I am, sir, very respeclfully, your obedient servanr, 
. G. H. GROSMAN, 

Captain E. A. HrTCHcocrc, 
Captain and Assistant Quartermaster. 

~·uperiutendent and Disbursing A.!{ent 
Indian J:?epartment, Si. Louis, Missouri. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know, of your own knowledge, 
that the horses purchased by the Indian Department in 1837, and sent to 
pasture, as you have stated, were fed with grain after the pasture became 
bare? 

Answer. I do not know it. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did Major Brant, to your knowledge, while 

acting as Indian disbursing agent at this place, employ one or more clerks 
at that time '1 

Answer. Between the period of my arrival in St. Louis and my relieving 
Colonel Brant, he had in his employment W. Haverty as clerk. I did busi· 
ness with Mr. Haverty as the clerk, and I never knew of any other. I will 
add, that l believe I saw (on, perhaps, more than one occasion) another per
son writing in the office where Colonel Brant wrote, who might have been 
a clerk. Though I do not recollect that I had any business with him at 
all ; nor did I think of him as a clerk, for I never thought any thing about 
it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Since you ha\·e been acting as disbnrsing 
agent for the Indian Department at St. Louis, have you had an office for 
the transaction of your business as such agent? if so, by whom was it 
furnished, and at what rate per month ? 

Answer. I have paid $10 a month for an office during the principal 
part of the time. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was the book to which you have a!luded 
in your testimony voluntarily placed before Captain Grosman by you, or 
did he make official application to you for it, or permission to examine it? 

Answer. The book referred to Captain Grosman desired to see, and I 
handed it to him. He observed some entries in it, which he referred to, 
and wisheu me to allow my clerk 'to furnish him a copy of them. I de
clined doing it, desiring Captain Grosman, if he wanted the book, to call 
for it before the court, when the court could make what extracts they 
pleased. 'l'wo or three days afterwards, Captain Grosman came again to 
my office, and had in company with him the recorder of this court. He 
desired ag-ain to look at that book. I pointed it to him, and he took it to a 
table, and made minutes from it. After doing so, he exhibited the minutes, 
or read them off, that he had made. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were there not two distinct apartments in 
the dwelling of Major Brant, occupied as offices, at the time you relieved 
him as disbursing agent of the Indian Department? 

Answer. There were. The minutes made by Captain Grosman, referred 
to in the answer to the previous question, had reference to charges for 
office-rent. And it seemed to be the c,bject of Captain Grosman to show 
from the minutes an unuecessary charge for office-rent. I told him he 
had better let that matter alone ; that Colonel Brant had two offices, to my 
knowledge, in u::;e; that he was entitled to two-one as qnarrermaster, and 
one as Indian disbursing agent. He remarked that he wished to prove 
something else by the memrirandums. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When was the first time tbat Captain Gros
man asked to see the book in question? 

Answer. I do not remember of his ever seeing it, (though he might have 
done so) till within a few days before I understood he gave his testimony 
before this court. He asked for it when he saw it. 
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Q!lestion by Cv?onel Brant. You have stated that the Indian goods were 
removed hy Captain Grosman's clerk from the brick warehonse in l,aurel 
street to the hui/ding occupied by Captain Grosman in Walnut street. 
Please state whether the expense of removal was paid by the Indian or 
quartermaster's department. 

Answer. It was paid by the Indian Department. I paid a small bill for 
drayage. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Yon have stated that the Indian goods were 
more conveniently stored in the building occupied by Captain Grosman 
than in the brick one. Do yon mean to say that the building or storehouse 
of Mr. Page was locatPd in a more business part of the city, or more con
tiguous to the principal steamboat landing-'! 

Answer. No. The convenience to which I referred had reference to 
the position of the goods in the building. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What distance is the brick building used 
for the quartermaster's department from the steamboat wharf, at the ex
tremity of Laurel street? 

Answe1·. 'I' he street on the river, I believe, is called Front; the next, Main ; 
and the next, Second: and it is on this street that the building is sltuated 
on the corner; two squares nnd the width of ~'ront and Main streets inter
vening. I have no knowledge of the measured distance. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Is not the principal landing for steamboats 
between Oak street and Vine sireet? 

Answer. l do not know where Oak street is; whether below or above 
Vine. I would remark, that I am not well informed of the names of the 
streets in this city. I think that Vine street is abont the centre of the 
business of the city. 

Q'testion by Colonel Brnnt. Were these Indian goods, as stored under 
the new arrangement, more conve.nient to your office than when in the 
bnck warehouse; and were you in the habit of inspecting their state and 
condition from time to time? · 

Answer. The distance from my office is greater to the frame building 
than to the brick building. It was several squares farther. My office is 
in Vine street. I gave such attention to the goods as my duty required, 
and did inspect them. 

Q1te.1tion by Colonel Brant. Please say whether you have been on 
terms of frequent intercourse with Captain George H. Grosman since Oc· 
tober, L837 ; and, if so, during that period, whether you have not often 
conversed with him respecting the allegations which he had preferred 
against Major (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant. 

Answe1·. I have been on terms of frequent intercourse with Captain 
Grosman, and, for a number of years, have enjoyed an uninterrupted friendly 
interconrse with bin.. I have heard Captain Grosman frequently speak of 
those allegations. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether the tone and general character 
of the language used by Captain Grosman in relation to Major (now Lieu
tenant Colonel) llrant, dn rin:g· the period spoken ot; was indicative of friendly 
or unfriendly feeliug towards him. 

Answer. The tone and manner of Captain Grosman, in reference to that 
matter, have gem•rally indicated a strong conviction that the allegations 
would be established against Colonel Brant. They have not indicated an 
unfriendly feeling towards Colonel Brant. As the basis of his proceeding 
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against him, I will explain: In my frequent intercourse with Captain 
Crosman, he has referred to this matter, exhibiting the belief that I have 
stated. To say that there has been any thing like friendship towards Colonel 
Brant on the part of Captain Crosman, being under the convictions I have 
expressed, would be nearly a contradiction in terms. Bnt that his condnct 
or conversaticns with me have indicated a malicious purpose or disposition, 
I cannot say that I have ever witnessed it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether Captain Crosman, so far as 
you could learn from his remarks, was not desirous of convictiog Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant of official misconduct. 

Answer. I think Captain Crosmnn had adopted the convictions I have 
expressed ; and that his desire of convicting Colonel Braat was rather 
a consequence than a cause of that convictiOn. I do not know that he 
ever expressed such a desire. But his making the allegations, and seeking 
the evidence to sustain them, indicate very clearly his purpose. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have yon heard Captain Crosman, since 
the commencement of this court, speak in terms of exultation of the evi
dence which he had been able to bring forward against Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant? 

Answer. 1 think not. I think the term exultation would not express the 
teeling that Captain Crosman has exhibited. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you ever hear Captain Crosman say, 
within the last three months, "that he had driven a nail through Brant's 
body, and that he would elinch it," or words to that effect? 

Answer. I never heard Captain Crosman use language of that character 
at all. 

Question by co'urt. Have you ever had reason to infer, from the tone of 
Captain Grosman's conversations with you, that he was influenced by any 
other motive than a sem>e of vublic duty, as an officer c,f the army, in ad
ducing the allegations before this court against Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

Answer. '!'he period of our intercourse has been of some duration. It is 
difficnlt, in a few words, to characterize the conduct uf Captain Crosman 
throughout this business. After making the allegations that he did, under 
the opinions that I br.lieve he entertained of establishing them, it was quite 
natural for him, and I believe he did, imbibe some feelings in which other 
officers did not participate. But that he ever exhibited any purposes or 
motives other than became an officer and a man of honor, I cannot s<ty that 
I ever saw it. I have never witnessed any evidence of his having been in
fluenced by private resentment. 

Question by court. Yon have stated that you transacted husiness with 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant in the basement of his own dwelling-house, and 
that he appeared to have two rooms in use as offices: please state whether 
one of these rooms was, or was not, occupied by the clerk of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant for the quartermaster's department, Mr. Haverty, and the 
other used by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the quartermaster's department 
and the Indian department at the same time? And do you know of any 
different arrangemPnt with regard to these rooms, either before or since the 
time you relieved Lieutenant -Colonel Brant as disbursing agent for the In
dian Department? 

Answer. Colonel Brant usually sat in one room, and Mr. Haverty, the 
clerk, wrote in the other. That the business of the two departments was 
separated, and that of one discharged in one office, and that of the other in 
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the other office, I presume was n0t the case ; n 1r do I think it at all neces
sary that it should he, to establi~h the claim of Colonel Brant for rent for 
two offices. I cousidered that he had two offices, and that he was entitled 
to two. His mode of discharging the business in them was a matter that he 
had a right to regulate for his own convenience. I know of no other ar
rangement, after I relieved him, till his; return to this place, within a fe\V 
months, when, I believe, he erected a small building for an office. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 20, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant presented the following question, which he de

sired to put to Major Hitchcock: 
Qltestion. Please state whether, since you have been acting as disbnrsing 

agent for the Indian Department at St. Louis, you have not received claims 
against the Pnited States, without the items being carried out, or the amount 
inserted in the receipt? And, if so, have you not necessarily had to fill up 
snch receipt or receipts with the amount of the claim, over the signature af
fixed thereto ? 

The court ordered the following decision to be placed on the record : 
The court objects to this question, on the ground _that it involves an in

quiry into the conduct of an officer, which it is not the province of the court 
to inquire into. If the question went to the custom of disbursing qffice7·s 
generally in making out public accounts, there would seem to be no impro
priety in the inquiry; but, in the shape in which it is now presented, the 
court deems it inadmissible. 

Mr. GEoRGE F. BARNEs, duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows: 
Question by court. Were you employed by Mr. Darneille at auy time in 

the summer of 1837, to assist him in driving horses from Franklin county 
to St. Louis? 

Answer. I was with him, and gave him my assistance. I did not charge 
or receive any thing for it. 

Question by court. Were you, or not, present at any time during the 
summer of 1837, when Mr. John Oarneille purchased animals of Mr. Wil
liam Walker, in Franklin county, Missouri? lf so, what animals were they, 
how were they paid for by Darneille, and at what time did the transaction 
occur? State all the circumstances. 

Answer. I was present on the occasion alluded to. There were five 
horses, a yoke of 0xen, and one mule, that he purchased of Mr. Walktlr. I 
did not see any money given to Mr. Walker, but I saw Darneille give 
him a note of hand. It was some time in the month of June. I saw Mr. 
Walker return Mr. Uarneille $10 or $20, which, he said, was the balance 
of the note. I think it was $20. 

Question by co11rt. "\'V ere yon the person employed to settle the estate of 
William Walker after his failure in 1837; and were you well acquainted 
with him and his business affairs generally? 

Answer. The estate fell into the hands of Dr. Merry and Mr. T. J. Payne, 
when Walker failed ; and Dr. Merry employed me as agent to settle the es
tate. I had been acquainted with vV ulker, and had had-COllSlderable trans-
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actions with him. 1'he transfer of Walker's property to Payne and Merry 
was made, if I mistake not, on the 31st of July, 1837. 'fhe property was 
assig-ned by deed. vValker failed at that time entirely; and I suppose it was 
what would be considered a failure in law. But it had been talked of since 
the 4th of March, 1837. He left many debts unpaid. I know that that 
was abont the time his failure was talked of or expected, because a neigh
bor of mine, Mr. Brown, near that day, told me he was go in!; to sign a note 
for Walker, to secure a rfebt due from him to another person, Mr. Osborne, 
as Mr. Osborne required security on a debt then due him from ·walker. I 
have positive knowledge of the transaction, because I have since seen the 
note, and know that Brown's name was on it. 

The fqllowing note was presented by Colonel Brant: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brunt objects to the statement just made by the wit

ness, relative to the pecuniary circumstances of William Walker in the 
spring of 1837, on the ground that it is wholly irrelevant to the inquiry be. 
fore the con rt. Further, if intended to operate on Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
in this prosecution, it ought to be shown t~at he knew of it in St. Louis. 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant also objects, for the reason that it is not shown or 
deelnred what bearing this statement is supposed to have; it not, so fi:tr as 
he can perceive, proving that the animals were or were not worth the sums 
at which they were taken. 

The court directed the following decision to be recorded : 
'rhe court does not sustain the objection, deeming the question perfectly 

relevant; and the other grounds, on which the objection is made to rest, 
insufficient. 

Qurstion by court. How much was allowed to Walker for the oxen? 
how much for the mule? and state, as nearly as you recollect, the prices 
allowed for each of the horses. 

Answer. '!'here was $80 for a large bay horse, and $70 for another 
bay horse, and $65 for another bay with a blaze in the face ; for one large 
sorrel, near 16~- or 17 hands high, he gave more than for either of them; 
and for a small sorrel he g-ave less than for either of the others, to the 
best of my recollection. For the oxen, he gave $80; for the mule, $4.0. 
1'he last two mentioned prices I am positive of. 

Qnestion by cow·t. At the time of the transaction alluded to, were 
Walker's notes as good as cash? 

Answer. They were not generally considered so, as it was believed he 
was likely to break. 

Q11estion by the court. Was the probability of Walker's failure a mat
ter of notoriety in this community or elsewhere? 

Answer. I do not know that it was, in St. Louis particularly. On my 
arrival here at that time, when I came with Mr. Darneille, Dr. Merry 
asked me what rumor was that afloat np in my neighborhood, that 
Walker was likely to break: to which I replied, that there WflS much of it 
there, but that I was in hopes it would not prove so ; which led me to 
suppose that some persons in this place were acquainted with the rumor. 

Question by court. How many horses and other animals altogether 
did you assist Darneille to drive to this city at the time alluded to '~ and 
what was the total amount of the expenses, as nearly as you remember? 

Answer. There were eight horses in all, and one mule. 'l'he yoke of 
oxen he brought only part of the way, and then hired another person to 
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bring to this place for him, for which Mr. Darneille promised to pay him 
one dollar. 

He paid me $10 or $12 for l•eeping the animals three or four days in 
Franklin. He paid at Manchester $5. He was at $3 or $4 expense in 
Union. That is all thut I now recollect of: We were nearly two days on 
the journey from Franklin here. 

Question by court. What was the quality of the h01ses which DaT
neille got of Walker 1 were they, or not, all of them such as he (Darneille) 
purchased abont the same time with ready money? 

Answer. He paid cash $80 for a horse which I thought a better horse 
than the oue he took of Walker for the same price. He took a horse of 
Walker for $65, which I thought $10 or $15 better than one he paid $60 
cash for. Therefore, in reference to these four horses, I think those taken 
from Walker were taken upon equally as good terms t\S those for which 
cash was paid. 'fhe large sorrel horse, bought of Walker for a sum exceed
ing $80, I thought an inferior horse for the price. The little sorrel, I 
suppose, did not exceed fonrteen hands high, and was quite an ordinary 
horse for one of his height and size. 

Question by court. Did you see Mr. Darneille buy any other horses 
than those that he got of Walker? If so, state how many, ttnd the prices 
paid for them ; as also, if you know, what kind of money he paid, and 
whether they were in the same drove you assisted Darneille in driving to 
this place. 
• Answer. I did see him buy three horses; two of them have been pre
' 'iously spoken of iu a comparison. One cost $90, which he paid-$50 
of it in a United States bank note, or Illinois note, $20 in gold, and $20 
in Tennessee bank notes ; one other horse he paid $80 for in gold; one 
he paid $60 for in silver: which three horses he did not buy of Walker. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 21, 1838. 

'l'he court met pnrsuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
GEORGE F. BARNEs, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. After your arriv!tl at St. Louis with the oxen, 

mules, and horses obtained from Mr. Walker, did you, or not, hear Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant say that he was well pleased or satisfied with the 
success of Dar.neille in collecting one of Walker's notes, and wished he 
( Darneille) had succeeded as well with the other note also? 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
" Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to this question for two reasons : 
" lst. Because it is a leading question, and therefore improper to be put 

to a witness on his examination-in-chief by the prosecution. 
"2d. Because the witness has already stated, on oath, on yesterday, that 

he could not personally recognise the identity of Lieutenant Colonel Brant." 
The court directed the fallowing decision to be recorded : 
The court sustains the objection, for the first reason assigned by Lieu

tenant Colonel Brant. 
In reference to the declaration made in connexion with the second 

reason, on which the objection is made to rest by Lieutenant Colonel 
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Brant, the conrt has to remark, that the witness's declaration on yesterday 
was, that he could not identify Lieutenant Colonel Brant as the individual 
whom he saw in the stable lot at the time the horses and mule, which 
were purchased of Walker, were delivered there. The declaration of the 
witness referred to a single and partiCular occasion, and was not general. 
It was in answer to a question which was put, inquiring to whom the 
horses and mule were delivered. The witness stated that a person came 
to the stable lot where the horses and mule were delivered to him; but 
that he could not recognise Colcmel Brant to be that individual, nor could 
he identify the individual were he to see him again. This does not neces
sarily disqualify the witness from identifying him in reference to another 
transaction. The declaration alluded to as 'having been made by the 
witne:>s was in answer to a question, which was afterwards withdrawn by 
the court; and neither the said question, nor the answer to it, appears 
therefore upon the record. 

On the openiug of the court after the above decision, it appeared that 
the witness under examination had been taken away by a process from 
the circuit court of the county of St. Louis ; whereupon the following 
letter was addressed to that court : 

ST. Louis, October 21, 1838. 
A court of inquiry, instituted by the authority of the President of the 

United States, and which is now in session at this place, respectfully 
represents, that this morning, while George F. Barnes was in attendance 
on it as a witness, and pending the delivery of his testimony, he was taken 
from its presence by a process originating in your honorable court, as it is 
understood. As the person herein referred to is a material witness in an 
important case before the court of inquiry, it begs to ask how soon his 
testimony can be again made subject to the call of said court. 

Respectfully, 
E. CUTLER, 

Colonel 4th Infantry, President of the Court. 
To the honorable CmcurT CouRT 

of the County of St. Louis. 

The circuit court returned a verbal answer by the judge advocate of this 
court, who delivered the above letter, to the effect: " That Barnes was a 
wituess befnre that court, and his at!e!ldance there indispensable; that he 
would probably be discharged at 3 o'clock on this day." 

In consequence of the absence of this witness, the court adjourned to 
meet to morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 22, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
GEORGE F. BARNEs, a witness, in continuation : 
Question by court. How old was the mule 1 and was it fit for service or 

not 1 · 
Answer. I do not know its age precisely; I would suppose two ot three 

years old, and unbroken. It was of small size. I have seen such used. 
~he witness desired to state to the court, in explanation of his previous 

testimony, as follows: 
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"In my first answer, as regards the number of horses, I spoke of five; 
in my comparison, l spoke of only four; there were five, in all, bought of 
Mr. Walker." 

Question by court. Please describe the fifth one also. ·was be a good 
animal for the price, and such a one, as to quality, as could have been 
purchased at the time for cash? 

Answer. The fifth horse purchased from Walker, not spoken of in the 
comparison, was a bay horse, for which he allowed $70. It may be con
sidered a fair price for the horse. I was not acquainted with his qualities, 
nor his age. 

Question by court. Did Mr. Darneille pay you any money for any pur
pose whatever 1 If so, state for what; and how much money did he pay 
you, in connexion with this particular transaction? 

A11swer. As I have stated, he paid me ten or twelve dollars for keeping 
the animals at my farm three or four days; that is all he paid me, as regards 
the horses purchased of Walker. 

Qllestion by court. What was the discount on Tennessee money at that 
time 1 and where did Darneille get the Tennessee money? If you know, 
state from whom he obtained it. 

A.nswer. I do not know, positively, what was the discount, but to the 
best of my recollection between five and fifteen per cent. 'rhe $20, in 
Tennessee money, he received of Mr. Walker; which Mr. W. said: when 
he gave it to him, was the balance due on the note, with the interest. 

Question by court. [See page 113, for reason of this erasure.] 

The court was here cleared on a question of order, under the following 
circumstances : 'l'he last question upon the record had been put, and its an
swer received and recorded, when Lieutenant Colonel Brant rose, and re
marked, in a tone in which, in the opinion of the court, was exceptionable, 
that he "should like to know of the prosecutor whether the last question 
and answer was to be considered as new matter against him; that, if so, 
he should wish it adduced in form against him ; that he did not see its 
relevance in the present case." 'l'he president of the court observed to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, that" the court had remarked that he frPquently, 
in his observations, used the word 'prosecution ;' that there was no prose
cution; that this was an investigation." Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in 
resuming his seat, observed, in a manner the court thought not respectful, 
"I refer to Captain Crosman ; I regard him as a prosecutor; I do not know 
how you regard him." The court was cleared; and, after mature delibera
tion, decided that the president should say, on the opening of the court, to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, (and the court being opened, the president did 
accordingly say to him,) that "the court deemed his interruption of its pro
ceedings improper; that the court had to remind him of the rule already 
laid down, that all observations on his part, tending to action on the part 
of the court, must be communicated in writing;" when Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant rema~·ked that he should make a communication in writing. At this 
moment the witness under examination observed, that while Colonel Brant 
was. writing his remarks, he begged to look at the last question and answer, 
addmg that he was not entirely satisfied with the answer. The court, not 
knowing to what point Lieutenant Colonel Brant's written remarks were to 
be directed, inquired of him to what they would have reference, explaining 
to him that the object of the inquiry was to ascertain whether bis intende~ 
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remarks were in reference to the subject tonched on in the answer upon 
which the witness had desired to make further explanAtion. Here Lieu. 
tenant Colonel Brant, in a manner and tone deemed exceptionable by the 
court, observed "the witness may go on." Whereupon the president of 
the court remarked to Lieutenant Colonel Brant: "Colonel Brant: your last 
remark is certainly exceptionable; the court is the judge of its own pro
ceedings, and will decide whether the witness may go on." Colonel Brant 
then rejoined with great warmth, and in a manner the court considered 
altogether disrespectful, "I should like to know of the president whether 
this rebuke or reprimand is from him personally, or from the court; if it is 
from you personally, I deny your right to reprimand me." 'fhe president 
then ordered Lieutenant Colonel Brant to take his seat, which he failed to 
do, repeating in substance the last mentioned remarl\s; whereupon the 
court was directed to be cleared. In the act of leaving the court-room, 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant continued speaking, adding, "and I deny the 
right of any member of this court." 

The court, in reflecting maturely on the remarks of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant as above recorded, and the tone and manner with which they were 
uttered, ordered the following decision to be recorded: 

I. That the conduct before this court, of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, as 
just recorded, the court deems extraordinary, and highly improper. 

II. That, in reference to the convenience of the public service involved 
in the propriety of this court proceeding in the discharge of its original and 
appropriate duties without being diverted by matter like the present, the 
court will allow the conduct of Lieutenant Colonel Brant to rest here, with 
this simple declaration of the court's dissatisfaction with it; trusting, also, 
that its proceedings will not, in future: be interrupted in any manner calcu
lated to divert its action from the suhject specially committed to it by order 
of the President of the United States. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 

CouRT-RooM, Saturday, December 22, 1838. 
Sm: 'l'he tenor of the questions put by the court to the witness in rela

tion to "Tennessee paper," if they have any bearing- in this case, are calcu
lated to involve another imputation on my official conduct; in this respect, 
most probably: that l have paid out depreciated paper-money for the pur
chase of horses for public use, while amply supplied with good current 
money of the United States for the same purpose by the Government. 

'fo an allegation of this character being preferred against me, either by 
order of the conrt, or by him whom I regard as the real prosecutor, (Capt. 
Grosman,) I have not the slightest objection; on the contrary, I cheerfully 
court the investigation ; but, until it shall be placed in a tangible shape, in 
the form of an allegation, I object to questions being put and answers given 
to m::ttter which, in my opinion, has nothing to do with the truth or false
hood of the allegations now pending against me, and can serve only to 
generate suspicions respecting my official conduct, without affording me a 

.full and fair opportunity of refuting them. 
l remain, sir, &c., 

To Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lieutenant Colonel Staff U. S. Army. 

Recorder Court of lnquiry. 
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"l'he court decides that the only question in reference to "Tennessee 
paper" is relevant, inasmuch as it is intimately connected with the use of 
Walker's note. The question and answer following, in reference to the 
valne of Illinois and Cincinnati paper, and gold and silver, the court directs 
t{) be erased. [See page 111.] 

'l'he court ndjourned to meet on Wednesday at 11 o'clock. 

\V BDNESDAY, DECEMBER 26, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
The paper at No. 32 of the appendix was presented by Colonel Brant. 
The court directed the paper just submitted to be attached to the appen-

dix; the court not intending nor desiring to express any opinion of its 
merits. 

GEoRGE P. BARNES, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. What was the condition of the horses obtained from 

Walker by Darneillc? 
Answer. There were four of the horses that I would suppose were sound 

horses. The large sorrel was lame at the time Mr. Darneille received him, 
and grew worse in bringing him to this place. The particular qualities of 
the hor!':es I am not able to describe. 'I' hey were general! y work or har
ness horses, such as were used on Mr. Walker's farm for ploughing and 
wagoning. They were in middling order. 

Question by court. What did the individual to whom the animals were 
delivered in the stable lot by Darneille say relative to the manner he (Dar· 
neille) had performed the duties intrusted to him? 

Answer. Jf I mistake not, his observation was, "Well, Darneille, how 
have yon succeeded in yonr business?" To which Mr. Darneille replied, 
"Here is what I have got," pointmg to the horses and mule purchased o.f 
Walker, "and I have a first-rate yoke of oxen coming on, behind." To 
which the individual replied, " l am very glad you have succeeded so far, 
and wish you had succeeded in the whole of it." Mr. Darneille observed, 
also," Mr. Walker will be dJwn in a few days to settle the other note with 
you."' 1'his is the sum and substance of what was said on this subject, to 
the best of my present recollection. 

Q!lestioJi by Colonel Brant. How came you to be present at the trade 
between Darneille and \Valker? Was your presence accidental, or were 
yc:;u invited there by one of them? 

Answer. Mr. Darneille staid at my house when he came up from this 
place. He asked me to go over to Walker's with him. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How do you happen to recollect the differ
ent prices given by Durneille for the animals bought by him from Walker? 
Did you make a memorandum thereof at the time of the sale, or have you 
recently had your recollection tefreshed on that subject? 

Answer. I rei y on my recollection for facts in general. I did not make 
any written memorandum of the prices. rrhe oxen I have repeatedly heard 
Mr. Walker state the price of, previous to Mr. Darneille's purchasing them. 
And as to the fact of rny knowledge of the price of one of the horses, Mr. 
Walker had but a short time purchased it of Mr. Osborne, and gave him 
$70 for it; and I observed to Mr. Darneille that he was buying it for $5less 
than Mr. Walker had given for it. There are two of the horses of which 

8 
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I have not specifically named the price. I have endeavored to refresh my 
memory as to the prices of the horsef:, supposing, naturally, that that ques
tion wonld be asked, from those nsked me previously. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you not conversed with John Dar
neille since you were summoned as a witness before this court; and has 
not a statement of the animals, with the prices, been furnished you, or shown 
to you by any one ? If so, by whom? 

Auswer. No. I have not seen auy written statement from any one since 
I have heen here. Mr. Darneille aud myself have had conversations, in 
which he requested me to refresh my memory in regard to my accompany
ing him when he purchased the horses of Mr. Walker, and in corning to 
this place; bnt he never attempted to name to me in any way the price of 
any oue article. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was the large sorrel, got of Walker, an in
ferior horse in appearance; or when speaking of his inferiority, do you do 
so more from a knowledge of his powers of performance than from his ex
.ternal appearance? 

Answer. l speak of his inferiority from [seeing that he was lame, and 
from having heard Mr. Walker say that he was glad he had got him off his 
bauds. He was a large, clumsy, awkward horse. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You spoke of a note having been given by 
Darnielle to Walker, in payment of the animals purchased from him. Did 
~on mean a note of hand? and, if so, did Darneille endorse it over to him ? 

Answer. I conceived it tq be a bond, or note of hand; and l saw Mr. 
Walker tear his name off, and say he was glad he had paid that off. I did 
not see Mr. Darneille endorse it. I looked at it as Mr. Walker held it, 
but did not read it over: nor observe the amount, nor to whom it was made 
payable. Previous to Mr. Walker's tearing his name off the note, he made 
some calculations on the back of it; and, when he gave Mr. Darneille the 
$20 previously spoken of, he observed, that was the balance of the note and 
interest. . 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are not all, or nearly all, horses owned by 
farmers in this country, generally used to work in the plough, wagoJJ., or 
harness? -

Answer. They are, in general. There are some exceptions. 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

'l'HURSDA Y, DECEMBER 27, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Mr. JorrN B. SARPY, duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows : 
Question by court. Did you make arrangements in the summer or au

t umn of 1837 for Major Hitchcock to keep horses belonging to the Indian 
Department? If so, please state to the court what those arrangements were, 
the manner the horses were kept, and where, and the prices paid for their 
keeping-. 

Answer. I think it was about the beginning of September, 1837, that 
Captain Hitchcock told me that he had an appropriation to purchase horses 
for the Sac and Fox Indians. vVe had several conversations about it ; 
he wishing to know how he conld get the horses in the shortest time, and 
so on. I proposed to the Captain, to facilitate his undertaking, that I would 
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purchase the horses for him. Upon which he observed thnt Major Brant 
had recommended him to make an arran~rement with me. He asked me ou 
what ccnditions I would make those purchases. I replied, that the object 
of out house was to oblige him, and serve the Indians; that I did not wish 
to make money by it, and would charg-e whatever would be sufficient to 
cover my expenses. He said he was willing to pay 5 per cent., Major Brant 
having told him that was a fair compensation. After eommencing to pur
chase horses for Major Hitchcock, I went with him to :Mr. Payne's pasture. 
After examining this pasture, we concluded to put the horses in a pastnre 
on Mr. Pierre Choteau, jr.'s farm. The Major had left the arrangement 
entirely to me. 1 paid there $l (one dollar) per we~k; there were four pas
tures communicating, and containing in all from 90 to 100 acres. There 
was plenty of spring water and creek water; the grass was good; some of 
the horses thrived there. One of the fields contained about ~0 acres of 
WQOd. They were not fed with grain in the pastnre. Except the last 28 
horses, (mostly for the Winnebagoes, which were put in there in the begin
ning of November, and only kept there seven or eight days,) I ordElred corn 
and hay fed to them; but Major Hitchcock would not pay any thing for it. 

Until a few days ago, I thought I paid Mr. Calvert, for the Indian Depart
ment horses kept in town, $3 a week ; but on examination, and referring 
to arcounts, 1 find that I paid him $2 50. Pratt & Co. were paying him 
$3; bnt, in conversation with me, he agreed to keep the public horses, as 
stated, for $2 50. These horses were put in Calvert's stable in this way: 
when horses were bonght and brought in, (having no lot in town to put 
them in,) I sent them to Calvert's, where they staid half a day, or a day and 
a half, or two days, till I had a sdficient number, and was re<~.dy to drive 
them to the pasture. All the horses purchased, except a few, passed in this 
way through Calvert's stable. 

Q1testion by court. What are the usual prices for pasturing, or for pas
turing and grain-feeding, horses or mules on plantations in this neighbor
hood 1 State if yon have had any experience in such business; and, if so, 
how long? 

Answer. There are various pri~es; it depends a good deal on the horses. 
At this time I an:1 paying for Indian ponies, or French hQrscs, $1 12-! per 
week, for feeding them with corn and hay, and letting them run in the field 
in the dny1 and at night bringing them up either into the barn lot or the 
stable. For fine American horses, I have heretofore pai<l from $2 to $2 50 
per weeki they were not groomed, bnt were fed with grain, hay, or fodder, 
Rnd let run in a field. The general custom of farmers is to let them run 
~bout their meadows, or in other fields, and, whenever the weather is bad, 
to put them under shelter iu a stable, or under a shed. Since 1825, I have 
been in the habit of bnving horses, &c. 

Question by court. Did you see the United States horses at pasture on 
Lientenant Colonel Brant's plantatioll in the summer or autumn of 18371 
lf so, what was their condition, and that of the pasture? 

Answer. Either in the middle or latter part of August, 1837, I passed by 
once or twice, iu ridiug out. I observed them only as I passed by the road
such horses as were near the fences. I cannot say that I ee:amined them par
ticularly. Some of them, I thonght, looked badly; but the great number 
()f the horses were at a distance. I cannot say that I observed the pasture. 
It is fine meadow land, and some time before was in fine order. 
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Question by court. Were yon at any time ever called upon or requested 
by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to say what the rent of the brick bnilding, 
situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets, was worth per aurwm 't 
If so, state what price you fixed upon it, and when it was. 

Answer. Lu November, 1836, Colonel Brant addressed a note to Mr. Ed
ward Walsh (of the firm of John and E. WaJsh & Co.) and myself on that 
subject. We examined the warehouse, from the first floor to the garret, and 
agreed that it would be a very fair rent at $1,000 per annum. 

Question by court. Did you, in assessing the rent of the building by the 
year, intend to say that it was worth S 1,000 for one year o:1Iy, or for any 
number of yenrs '! 

Answer. We referred, I think, to that year and the year after. 
Question by court. State whether the celtar of the brick warehouse can 

at all times be used ; and, if not, why? 
JJnswer. I did not exdmine the ce!Iar, but, from my knowledge of the lo

cality, I would suppose that, in ordinary seasons, there would be water in 
it, and it could not be used. 

Question by court. Who at the time was the owner, or reputed owner, of 
the building you were requested by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to assess the 
yearly rent of, as referred to in your testimony'! 

Jlnsu-er. I understood it to be Major Brant's warehouse. 
Question by court. When you assessed the rent of the brick warehouse 

nt the request of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, did you or not mean to include 
the cellar under it'! Was any thing said about the ceflar at the time, and 
did you know there was one under it, and its condition? 

Answer. I !mew that there was a cellar under. I did not remember about 
the eel Jar until I had a conversation with Mr. W a Ish; but I am new satis
fied that we spoke of the cellar, but did. not take it into consideration in our 
assessment. 

Question by court. Is the building referred to by you the same that has 
been for several years hired by the United States, for the purposes of the 
quartermaster's department of the army? 

Answer. I have known the building since it was built-I think, in 1834; 
but whether it has always been hired by the Government, I do not know·; 
though~ have always understood so, from public talk. I went into it first 
in 1836, to examine a lot of public saddles. 1 was in it two or three times 
that year. 

Question by court. Does the paper now shown to you contain a trne 
account of the statement on this subject to which yon signed your name 1 

Answer. Yes. I believe it to be a true copy of the original signed by 
Edward Walsh and myself; and I believe the statements of that paper to 
be correct. 

The court .directed the paper shown to the witness to be here copied on 
the record. 

ST. Lours, November 14, 1836. 
We, the undersigned, having been called upon by Major J. B. Br.ant. to 

state what, in our opinion, should be the rent of the warehouse in th1s city 
at present occupied by the United States, for this year and the ensuing year, 
are of opinion that the said warehouse is worth the annual rmt of $1)000 
during the ~aid period. 

EDWARD WALSH, 
JOHN BAPTISTE SARPY. 
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Question by court. Do you know of any Jifference in price for pasturing, 
or pasturing and grain-feeding horses, in consequence of their size, whether 
horses of ordinary size, or what are termed ponies 1 If so, state it. And 
would, or not, the number of animals to be kept materially vary the price 
per head 1 

Answer. French ponies are kept on the prairies till three or four years 
old, and, consequently, they can do with a great deal less food than fine 
American horses. If you were to send two hundred horses to any farmer, he 
could not undertake it. Tweuty horses could, no doubt, be kept for less 
per head than half a dozen. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How were the horsPs of the Indian Depart
ment kept by John Calvert in 1837 -in stables, or in a y<rrd or lot? 

Answer. The large majority were turned in his yard back of his stable. 
I think a few were kept in his stable, when they could be crowded in some 
of his stalls. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You h.< ve stated that some of the horses you 
saw in the field of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in 1837, looked badly; will 
you state whether, within your own knowledge, it was not customary to 
send out horses f.rom this city, as they were purchased or returned from Jef
ferson barracks by the dragoons, to that field 1 

Answer. I do not know 'any thing ah0ut their being sent out to Colonel 
Brnnt's pasture; nor do I know of any horses sent from Jefferson barracks. 

Q1wstion by Colonel Brant. By whom were the Indian Department's 
horses taken from this city to the pasture? Who bore the expense? 

Answer. I did. They were taken by my own men. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know in what part of this city 

steamuoats usually land'] If so, state the points. 
Answer. I do, not know the 11ames of the streets. The general and most 

suitable landing is from Van Pool & McGill's, which is about the third 
square above the old market, to Sproul & Agnew's; that is, I ascertain to 
be, from Olive street on the south to Prune street on the north. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What distance is the building hired by Cap
tain Crosman frorn the principal steamboat landing of this city? Is it not 
at least five or six squares? 

Answer. I think it is five squares below Olive street. 
Q1Lestion by Colonel Brant. Ha.ve you ever beeu in the frame building 

late1y used by the quartermaster's department at this place; and can you de
~cribe the manner in which the goods belonging to the Indian Department 
are kept Lherein? alluding to the Pottawatornie goods . 
. Answer. I never was inside. I was around the building twice or three 

times. I do not know any thing about the gooJs. 
Q'1estion by Colonel Brant. If you were desirot:s of renting a building 

to be used as a storehonse, which should you prefer-the brick building now 
occnpied by the quartermaster's department, or the frame one lately used for 
thut purpose? And what difference of rent would yon be willing to give 
for the one over the other 1 

Answer. I should always, by all mean:;, prefer a brick building to a frame 
one; the frame one in this case is only one story, and the brick is a three 
story. I should make a difference in these two buildings of from $300 to 
$ cl0(} per annum. 

9-tustion by Colonel Brant. Do you know of any building in this city 
ivhrch could have been procured so convenient as a storehouse for the 
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quartermaster's department during 1837, as the brick building occupied fo:r 
that pnrpose at that period? taking into consideration its vicinity to the 
office of the quartermaster and the principal steamboat landing. 

Answer. I do not know of one that could have been procured for the 
same rent as was paid for that, with the same convenience, taking into con
sideration the distance from the office and the landing. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether it would or would not be ex
ceedingly inconvenient, and occasion great loss of. time, for Lieutenant Colo
nel Brant to occupy the frame buildi~g spoken of, in place of the brick one, 
for the quartermaster's stores? 

Answer. It would, certainly, occasion dP-lay in receiving and shipping 
stores. I do not know whether that would be of importance to the Govern. 
ment. The frame bnilding in question is about sevP.n or eight squares from 
Colonel Brant's office. 

Question by court. Do not steamboats land sometimes as low down on 
Front street as one square from the old market? and have not several boats 
landed as low down as this, during- much of the business season? 

Answer. I have seen boats landing there ; 1 think only during a short 
part of the year. Boats cannot take in cargoes there, when the water is low. 

Question by court. How far is the brick building spoken of from the office 
of the quartermaster? where is, and has been, the office of Lieutenant Colo
nel Brant? 

Answer. The office is about a square 011 a square and a half from the 
warehouse ; the office has been at his house or on his lot. 

Question by court. Will you ' state what are the circnmstances, within 
your knowledge, that would create delay in receiving and shipping public 
property to a greater extent in reference to the wooden storP.house in ques
tion than in reference to the brick onr? Please state all your reasous for 
thinking so. 

Jlnsw£r. First of all, it would take a longer time, owing to the distance 
from the main and common steamboat landing; and iC the Government 
employs a shipping and receiving clerk, it would occupy him longer: that 
is the only reason. 

Question by court. You say you would give $400 per annum more tor 
the brick building than for the frame one: which is the largest, and !!lost 
easily filled or emptied? 

Answer. 'l'he frame building is about three times as wide as the brick, 
with about the same depth. It has only one floor; the brick has three. 

Question by cow·t. How many outside door1:1 or entrances are there in 
the brick building, and how many in the frame one hired by Captain Gros
man? Please state whether goods stored on the second or third loft of the 
brick building conJd posf;ibly be delivered as rapidly as from the frame one. 

Answer. In the brick building there is one front door upon the street, 
and one leading into tl1e yard, and a trap door on the second and third 
floors. Either three or four doors in the frame building, and fronting on 
the street. Goods on the second and third story of the brick building cer
tamly could not he delivered as rapidly as from the frame building. 

Question by court. At what seasons of the year is the most of the river 
freight business done, particularly in sending supplies to the upper posts'! 
and what is the nsual stage of water at those seasons; is it high or not? and 
can steamboats usually land at such seasons anywhere from the squares 
next to the market to the upper part of Front street'! 
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Answer. I have always known Government to ship goods from the open
ing of the season till late in the fall. 

Q11estion by conrt. Are you, or were you in 1837, likely to know whether 
other suitable buildings could be rented for the public, with all the advan
tages of the one you assessed for Lieutenant Colonel Brant; and could, or 
not, there have been several such buildings offered for rent without your 
knowing it'! 

An.swer. I am very well acquainted with all the business houses; and 
all the houses in that neighborhood were occupied in 1837. It might be 
that other hDuses could have been had, without my knowing of it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Cay you say whether property and rents of 
buildings are as high in the street where the frame building spoken of is 
situated, as in the one where the brick buill ling stands 1 

Answer. Certainly not. I think thn.t houses and stores in the upper pn.rt 
of the city are more desirable than in the neighborhood of the frame build
ing. 

Question bu Colonel Brant. In whose name was the account made out 
for pasturil!lg ~nd stabling the horses bought for the Indtan Department in 
18371 

Answer. They were made in the names of John Calvert and Mr. Lapere. 
Lapere lives on Choteau's farm, and is authorized to buy and sell, and 
manage all the affairs of the place. 1 do not know that he has a power of 
attorney; but all his acts are sanctioned by Choteau. As to the first horses 
purchased for the Sac and Fox Indians out of the $10,000 appropriation, 
these expenses were (Ill put in the first cost of the horses. For the other 
horses kept by Calvert and Lepere, the bills were made out in their names. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Can you state what was the average origi
nal cost of the horses purchased for the Sac and Fox Indians, in 1837? 

Answer. Less than $40, embracing all expenses of purchasing and keep
ing. I think. the origiual cost averaged about $33 or $34. This is the first 
lot of horses out of the 8l0,000 appropriation. Other horses afterwards 
purchased cost about $60 or $65. 

Question by rourt. Have yon, or not, known proposals invited through 
the newspapers for furnishing the quartermaster's department here with a 
proper storehouse, at any period since 1834? State whether you would, or 
not, be likely to know of such advertisement, if made. 

Answer. I have not known of such advertisement. I generally read the 
papers. But it may very easily be the case, and have escaped my memory. 

Qnestion by Colonel Brant. Have you known any advertisement made, 
inviting proposals for furnishing a storehouse for the quartermaster's de
partment at this place, prior to 1834? 

Answer. I do not remember. 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 28, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: AU the members. 

Captain J. W. KINGSBURY, military storekeeper United States army, duly 
sworn as a witness, answers as follows : 

·Question by cm.trt. How long have yon been stationed in this city as as
~tist.ant commissary of subsistence and military storekeeper 1 
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Answ~r. A~ assistant com~issary of subsistence since the spring of 183S', 
except. SIX mo.nths' furlough m the summer of 1836; and acting assistant 
commissary smce 3d of October, 1837. As military storekeeper since 17th 
of October, 1837 . 

. q_uestion by court. Where ~ave your public subsistence supplies and 
military stores been stored dunng that period?-

Answer. Until the fall of 1836 the commissary stores were stored by the 
quartermaster, without my having a storehouse. In thP. fall of 1836 they 
were stored in a building on Laurel street, back of .1\'Ir. P. Choteau's; and 
were then removed to a building on Church street, in the same block; from 
which place they were removed to Mr. Page's building on Walnut street. 
The mililary stores were stm'ed in the second story of the building on the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets when I received them, in the fall of 
1837. I am not sure how long they remained there. 'l'hey were removed 
from there to Page's, on Walnut sn·eet, where they have since remained. I 
may be mistal\en as to the names of streets. In ~peaking of the block on 
Laurel and Church, or Second stFeets, I refer to the block formerly owned. 
by Mr. Choteau. The commissary stores were removed from Pilge's to the 
brick building, corner of Second and Laurel streets, were they now are. 
'l'he amount of commissary's stores at present is 14 or 17 barrels. 

Question by court. What kir1d of a building is that which is situated on 
Second street, next to the brick warehouse at present occupied for the quar
termaster's department? Is it a wooden building; and what are its dimen
sions? Is it the same which was rented, in 1836, for the subsistence de
partment? 

.Answer. It is a wooden building. Its dimensions, I should think, about 
40 by 50 feet. About 1836 it was rented for thP. subsistence department. 

Question by court. If you know, please state when the brick and wooden 
warehouses referred to were erected; and how have they ever since been 
occupied;. and who has always been the reputed owner or owners of them? 

.Answer. I think the brick building was erected in 1833, and the wooden, 
I think, in the fi:1ll of 1836. I cannot be positive about dates. The frame 
one was occupied as a commissary store until the stores wel'e removed to 
Mr. Page's. The brick one, I think, was occupied till that time for the 
quartermaster's department, and the stores of the purchasing department, 
which were then in charge of the quartermaster. I always considered that 
Major Brant was the owner. I never saw the deeds. I had the same rea
son to think that property was Colonel Brant's, as that this house is Mr. 
Lane's-from general rumor; everybody said so. l will state, also, that I 
have heard Major Brant speak of it as his property. 

Question by court. Was, or was not, the public service benefited, in 
your opinion, by the arrangements made by Captain Crosman for the 
storage of public property? If you are informed, state the amoll.nt saved 
thereby in rent annually or monthly. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to the relevancy of the question last 

proposed to be put. The ground of his objection is, that the qnes~ion 
touches merely the conduct of Captain Crosman, who Is not upon tnal ~ 
and the subject of his merits or demerits cannot affect the inquiry befortt 
the court. 

'l'he court sustained the objection. 
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Qnestion by r;ourt. \Vhat were the effects to the Government, in a pe
cuniary point of view, as well as in reference to the convenience of the 
public service, of the removal of the pnblic stores, in whole or in part, from 
the brick bnilding tu the wooden tenement in which the said stores were 
pletced by Captain Grosman ? 

Auswer. I did not read either of the contracts. I cannot say as to the 
effects in a pecuniary point of view. I think one store as convenient as 
the other for the public service. The store in Walnut street was the largest. 
For the purchasing department, the store in Walnut street was more con
venient than the other, because things could be got in and out more easily. 

Qnestion by court. Will yon describe the two buildings vacated by 
Captain Crosman, and the one hired by him, and also the relative advan
tages in size, accommodations, and location of each of them; having par
ticular reference to the purposes for which they were used? 

Answer. Of the buildings vacated by him, situated at the corner of Laurel 
and Second or Church streets, one was a two-story brick building, with a 
largP. loft. The bnilding, I jndge, about 20 by 70 feet : the quartermaster's 
stores were in the lower part of this, and the stores of the purchasin~ de
partment on the second story, and some of them in the loft. The commis
sary store in Church street was a frame building, adjoining the brick one: 
is one story high, and about 40 by 50 feet. 

'l'he ston~ o-n \Valnut street is 3; one-story frame building, somewhat 
more than 70 feet square, divided in the centre by a partition. I think one 
location was as good as tbe other, and that both are equally convenient 
in respect of shipping and recei viug stores; the draying being 25 cents a 
loud to either bnildmg. 

There was a g-ood loft in the building on ·walnut street, in the part occu
pied by the purchasing department. 

Q~testion by court. How long were your subsistence stores kept in the 
frame building hired by Captain Grosman ; where were they removed, and 
by whose order; where are they now, and where are the articles of public 
property in your charge belonging to the clothing department? 

A11swer. They were removed to Walnut street in the spring of 1838, after 
Colonel Brunt left. here, in the fall of 1837, and remained there till he returned. 
On Colonel Brant's return, he stated that he should remove the subsistence 
stores back to Lame! street. He gave up the commissary store in the 
building on Walnut street; and the subsistence stores were placed with the 
military storekeeper's stores. 1 called on Colonel Brant, and informed him 
that I did not wish them mixed, and requested him to have the subsistence 
stores removed from the military store. They are, as already stnted, in the 
brick building. The purchasing department property is now in the store 
on W ulnu t street. 

Qnestion by court. Did you express a wish to Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
to hn ve yonr snbsistence stores removed to their present place of storage 1 
and were yon consulted on this subject, or ou the subject of removing the 
public clothing in your charge to a more convenient place, or nearer to 

-your office? if so, state when, where, and by whom. 
Answer. I will state that, ou Colonel Brant's last return here, when he 

relieved Captain Crosman, in September, lt\38, he stated to me that he 
shonld remove the stores up to their old situation; that it was too incon
venient for him to go there to attend to them; that he should have them 
convenient to him. He also said it would be more convenient to me to 
have my stores up there. 
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Question by court. Were your subsistence stores ever mixed or 
stored in the same room or apartment with the military stores or clothing 
also in your charge, whilst they were in the wooden warehouse in Walnut 
street? State how these ttvo departments were there accommodated, and 
why you requested that yonr subsistence stores should be removed. 

Answer. 'fhe stores of different departments were not put together before 
Colonel Brant returned ; there were very few barrels of the commissary 
stores. I should have had no objection to their being in the military store; 
but I expected soon to be relieved by Major Lee, and it is unpleasant to 
have stores of different departments put together. . 

Question by court. What'facilities were possessed by the frame building 
rented by Captain Crosman for receiving or discharging public property? 
How many doors are there in it? are they large or small doors? how do 
they open as to the street? and how many drays can be loaded or unloaded 
at the same time, on account of the arrangement of doors? State, also, 
what are the advantages of the brick building situated at the corner of 
Second and Laurel streets. 

Answer. There could not be greater advantages in any store for loading 
and unloading-, receiving and shipping public stores, than are possessed by 
the store in Walnut street; that is, the advantages are as great as in any 
store in this city. It has fonr large doors opening on the street. The 
frame store on Second street has also two doors : I do not know whether 
they are so large. I should think eight drays may be kept at a time loading
and unloading at the 'Valnut street store, twGJ drays backing into each 
door at a time. 'rhe brick building had but one narrow door on the street; 
that is, the door is narrow in comparison with the others. Stores may be 
got out of this store by the back door, but it would be very inconvenient. 

Question by court. Previous to the erection of the brick warehouse at 
the corner of Second and Laurel streets, where were the quartermaster's 
stores kept? 

Answer. I think they were kept on the river bank, in a stone house, im
mediately back of a building on Main street, now occupied by Harstens 
& Angerodt. 

Question by court. Do you know whether there is a cellar under the 
brick warehouse rented of G. K. McGunnegle; and, if so, what is its con
dition? could it have been, or wns it ever used, to your knowledge, for 
storing public supplies or property of any kind? 

Answer. There is a cellar under the housP. ; it is too damp to store sup
plies in it; often has water in it. 

Question by court. Is this brick building a dry storehouse, or is it a 
damp one on the lower wooden floor ; and what causes operate to affect it . 
in this re>'pect? 

Answer. I know nothing about that. I have had pork and flour on that 
floor, and never had any damaged. I hud stores on that floor only for 
short times, when my store was too fu1l. 

Q.llestion by court. How much larger, or, in other words, how much 
more public property could be stored in the building in Walnut street than 
in the brick one at the corner of Laurel and Seconcl streets? 

Answer. I should think their capacities were nearly as two to one in 
favor of the Walnut street store. 

Question by court. 'Vas, or not, public property, or corn in sacks, dam
aged whilst stored in the wooden frame building adjoining the brick ware· 
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house at the corner of Second and Laurel streets? and, if so, when and 
from what cause'? 

Answer. Some corn was damaged in consequence of :rains coming in 
from the roof, I think, in the fall of 1837. I cannot state how much; some 
bags were damaged. 

Question by court. Did you, at any time, write an official letter to the 
Commi'isary General of Subsistence, complaining of the manner in which 
your snbsistence stores were kept, and requesting that you might be fur
nished with a storehouse under your own direction? If so, will you pro
duce that, letter? or, if you cannot produce it, please state its contents; and 
if you do produce it, state whether its contents here are tr~ly set forth. 

Answrr. I did complain to the Commissary General of the way the 
stores were kept here, and applied for a warehouse, almost from the first 
time I came here. I have a letter that I wrote after my :return from fm
lough in 1836. Here is a copy of the copy on my official letter-book, 
which I believe to be correct ; and that its contents and phraseology are
the same as the original sent to the Commissary General. 

Colonel Brant desired that the paper may be read and received. 
The court directed the letter to be copied on the record. 

ST. Lours, MissouRI, Uetober 9, 1836. 
GENERAL: I relieved Lieutenant Eaton in the commissary department 

at this place on the 1st instant. I fear yon will think I am too much dis. 
posed to call on you with re1nisitions that can be dispensed with ; but 
when I assure you I am induced by a desire for the brst interests of the 
department, should you not agree with me yon will ne'\"ertheless appre
ciate my motives. 

'The stores I received from Lieutenant Eaton, amountin:!{ to several hun
dred barrels and boxes, and of such stores as require constant inspl:)ction, are 
partly stored in a merchant's warehouse, with stores of individuals, and 
partly in his cellar, and lmay say almost out of my custody, as I have not 
the key to either. 

My health, from a slight attack of bilious fever, was such, whfln I re
lieved Lieutenant Raton. that I could not look over these stores: had they 

' ' ' been in a storehouse alone, I could have done so. 
I most respectfully request the department here may be snpplied with a 

storehouse suhject to its own control, and under its own key. A commis
sary should be enabled to make an issue in bulk in the darkest night. If 
he has the arrangement of his store, he can do so; as it is~ when I wish to• 
make an issne, I have to call on the quartermaster, and probably on the 
merchant, before I can effect it. 

I respectfully lay the matter before you for your consideration, and~ with 
feelings of respect, remain your obedient servant, 

JAMES W. KINGSBURY, 

Brig. Gen. GEoRGE GmsoN, 
Commissary £§ Subsistence. 

Commissary General of Subsistence. 

Question by court. At the time Captain Crosman vacated the two build. 
ings situated at the corner of Second and Laurel Streets, did he, or not, re
quest yon to accompany him for the purpose of examining several other 
buildings, from which he contemplated to select one fur a public ware-
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house? If so, state where these buildings are situated, their capacity or 
size, and whether built of brick or wood ; state, also, if you know, what 
was the rent of each per anuum. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to the last question, as being wholly 

irrelevant. 
'The court did not sustain the objection. 
Answer. Captain Grosman told me he could find buildings, and requested 

me to walk with him and look at them, which were cheaper, and better 
adapted to the purpose, than the one 1 had. I told him to consider the trouble 
of moviug, and that I dislilred to move unless the Government would be 
the gainer by it. He then took me to see a brick building-, which was the 
back part of the Union hotel. It had a fine cellar and a good upper room, 
and would have made an excellent commissary store. I objected to it on 
account of uot being able to have the purchasing department stores there 
too, without mixing-, as there were not two separate rooms. He then 
showed me a three-s-tory brick building, in Chesnut street, between Front 
and Main streets; which I objected to, because some stores there would 
have to be lifted up by a block. He then showed me the Walnut street store, 
which I told him would answer the purpose. On his assurance that the 
Government would be greatly the gainer by it, I told him I would not ob· 
ject. l do not recollect the rents of any of them. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 29, 1838. 

The court met pnrsuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Captain J. W. KINGSBURY, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. Do you know where Lieutenant Colonel Brant had 

his office as disbursing agent for the Indian Department in 1835 and 18361 
If so, state where. 

A~swer. I think in the basement story of the house he lives in. 
Q.~testion by court. Where has Lieutenant Colonel Brant's office, as 

quartermaster, been kept for the last seven or eight years? 
Answer. For several years it has been kept in the house he livrs in. 

Previous to that, it was kept in the back part of the building where he 
kept his quartermaster stores, which I described yesterday as being on the 
b•t11k of the river. At present, and for the last month or so, it has been in 
a house lately erected east of his dwelling. 

Question by co1trt. During- the period you have" been stationed here, have 
you, or not, known proposals to furnish the quartermaster's department 
with an adequate storehouse to be invited by public advertisement? 
Would yon, or not, have been likely to have seen such advertisement'! 

Auswer. I have not known of such an advertisement. I should have 
been likel}rto have seen it. 

Q11estion by Colonel Brant. Was the wooden building-, rented as a mili
tary store by Captain Grosman, in Walnut street, eqnally as safe for public 
property as the brick warehouse at the corner of Laurel and Second streets, 
rented by Major Brant for a pn blic store; and could insurance have been 
effected on the former as well as the latter 1 
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Answer. I do not think insurance could have been effected on it, because 
1 think they do not insure wooden buildings here ; but I think the building 
was as safe. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether the building on W al
nnt street was as conveniently situated for business purposes, in reference 
to the shipping- and receiving goods- from stettmboats. 

Answer. I think it was. 
Qnestion by Colonel Brant. ,Can you state in what part of the city 

steamboats nsually land? If so, please state between what streets-naming 
the streets that bound it on the north and south. 

Answer. In the spring of thfl year, at high water, I think they land 
from Market street, on the south, to the limit of the business part of the 
city, on the north. ln low water, the southern limit of their landing 
would probably commence two squares north of Market street, about Mr. 
Collier's counting-house. I cannot name the street of the northern limit. 
It is about the street which runs next this side on the south of Mullanphy's 
house. In spring, and June and July, at high water, boats can generally 
land anywhere from the extreme Jlorthern limit of the city to the extreme 
southern limit. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was the frame bnilding on Walnut street 
situated as conveniently to the main steamboat landing of this city as the 
one on Laurel street? 

Answer. It was not as near; but the drayage would be the same, and 
therefore hvould call it as convenient for shipping and receiving. 

Q~testion by Colonel Bra11t. Was the warehouse rented by Captain 
Crosman of D. D. Page as convenient to the residence and office of the 
quartermaster and commissary as before; and could the official duties of 
the departments be discharged with the same facility? 

Answer. It was certainly not as convenient to the residence and office 
of Colonel Brant and of the commissary, but it was more convenient to 
the residence and office of Captain Crosman. With respect to myself, the 
commissary, I had a little farther to walk in receiving stores, &c.; but I 
do not know that that affected the duties of the department. For my 
private convenience, I would have preferred the store on Chnrch street. 
I presume it was the same, in these respects, with the quartermaster's 
department. The distance to walk, in the one case, was about one square; 
and, in the other, about five or six squares. 

Question by (oloJtel Brant. If a warehouse were half a mile from 
the steamboat landing, but tile same price charg-ed only for drayage for 
that distance as to a warehouse situated at the distance of half a square 
from such landing, would you consider the former vvarehouse as conve
nient f1lr business pnrposes as the latter'! 

Answer. I should think the nearest the most convenient. I will state, 
· with reference to these two storehouses, that from the one in Walnut street 
stores might have to be carried to the upper part of the city to be shipped; 
and from the house on Second and Laurel streets they might have to be 
carried to the lower part of the city. In the general, it would depend on 
where the boat was lying. She would not generally come to any parti
cular landing for goods, unless a large quantity were to be shipped. I kno\V 
but little of the business of shipping. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know by whom a stove was 
placed and used in the brick building on Laurel street, occupied as a. 
storehouse by the quartermaster's department in the fall of 1837? 
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Answer. It was placed there by me. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, during your occupancy of 

the frame building on Second street, yon experienced- any inconvenience 
'Elither in receiving or discharging stores in or out of said building 1 

Answer. No. 
Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that corn was damaged 

while in the warehouse on Second street. Will you uow state at what 
time this occurred, the quantity injured, and the amount of loss that 
accrued to the Government therefrom 'l 

Answer. I think it was about July and August, 1837. The quantity 
I do not know ; neither do I know that the Government su:5tained any 
loss. I do not know that it was their corn. I was told it was, and sup· 
posed so from its being put in there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. W us the frame building occupied by the 
subsisteut:e departlllent on Church or Second street sufficient, in point 
of accommodation, for that branch of the public service 1 

Answer. Not always. When there was a large quantity of stores on 
hand,. they we!e rath~r ~rowded; and Colonel Brant told me I might put 
some m the bnck bmldmg; and when he was crowded, he put some in 
the frame building. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was the brick building on the corner of 
Laurel and Church streets, in the general, sufficient for the purposes of 
the quartermaster's department, and also a e-ood substantial building 1 

Answer. It was a good substantial building: whether sufficient for the 
pmposes of that department, I do not know. 

Q~testion by Colonel Rrant. You havfl stated that on Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant's return from the east, in 1838, he stated that he would 
remove the 'stores up to the old stand. Are you sure Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant allndfld to other than the quartermaster's stores ? About what time 
did this conversation take place, and where 1 

Answer. It occurred soon after his return, in September or October, 
UlBS, I think, and in the second story of the bri::k building at the corner 
of Secontl aud Laurel streets. I understood him to say he would remove 
back all the stores of the differeut departments. 

Qnestion by Colonel Brant. ·were the subsistence stores considered as 
under the c0ntrol of Lieutenant Colonel Brant at the time to which you 
allude 1 

Answer. 'l'hey were under my control, and always were. The quar
termaster is directed to furnish competent storehouses; and when he offers 
n suitable store in any part of the city, I should make no official objection 
to him. I might object, if I thought proper, to the head of my depart
ment, if they choose to consider my convenience. I will add, that at the 
time of this conversation, I mentioned to Colonel Brant that I did not wish 
the military storekeeper's stores removed from Walnut street. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether application was made by 
you to Mujor (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant for a warehouse, as referred 
to in your letter to the Commissary General of Subsistence in October, 
1836; and, if so, was it in writing, or verbal; and what time in said year·~ 

Answer. I made no official application to him. I wrote and referred 
it to the head of my department ; because I thought that the chief of my 
department was the proper judge whether I ought to have a separate store 
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for the sn bsistence department, as, at times, the quantity of supplies on 
hand here is very large, and, at others, very small. 

Q1testion by Colonel Brant. Please state what amount of subsistence 
stores yon had i.n possession at the time you applied to the Commissary 
General of Subsistence for storaae, on the 9th October 1836 · and what 

. , J ~ l l 
amonnt remameu on hand on the 14th November followina. 

Answer. 1 refer to my official return book in court and find that on the 
9th October, 1836, I must have had about ' ' 

100 barrels of pork. 
1 UO barrels of flour. 

1,600 pounds of soap, in boxes. 
1,000 pounds of candles, in boxes. 
1,500 gallons vinegar, in barrels. 

62 bushels salt, in barrels. 
220 bushels beans, in barrels. 

On the 14th November following, I had about 
72 barrels pork. 

1,400 pounds of soap, in boxes. 
919 pounds candles, in boxes. 
960 gallons vinegar, in barrels. 
110 bushel& beans, in barrels. 

Qnestion by Colonel Brant. Did you pay a separate rent for that part of 
the brick warehonse occupied hy you as a military store? Were you asked 
to pay such rent? or did yonr immediate predecessor, Captain Spencer, pay 
such rent, to your knowledge? 

Answer. Captain Spencer did not pay suc4 rent, to my knowledge ; 
neither do I think that I paid rent there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state, as nearly as you can recollect, 
what length of time has elapsed since you first heard Captain Grosman 
speak of his intention to prefer allegations or imputations of official mis
conduct against Major (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant; and whether you 
were in formed by him, at that time, of the cho.racter of such allegatiops or 
imputations. 

Answer. I heard Captain Crosman, some years ago, say that a contract 
made by Colonel Brant for the transportation of troops was a suspicious 
matter, that ought to be investigated: it was a detachment of troops that 
went down the river in a boat commanded by Shalcross. 1 teard him say 
in the fall of 1837, after some horses had been examined here, that he did 
not think every thing was right about the horses, and that he should report 
it. I have heard him converse but very little about the allegations against 
,Lieutenant Colonel Brant; and I never heard him say that he meant to 
prefer charges against Colonel Brant. 

Question by Colo11el Brant. Did Captain Crosman call on you, or write 
to you, for the purpose of soliciting information relative to the occupancy 
of the warehouses at the corner ot Laurel and Second streets ? 

Answer. He addressed a note to me, asking how that buildmg, and the 
frame one adjoining it, had been occupied; and where the militnry store
keeper's stores had been stored. 

Question by Colonf:;l Brant. Were you placed on a board of survey in 
the fall of 1837, to examine certain horses, to which yon have alluded 1 
and, if s0, please state all the circumstances within your knowledge rela
tive to same, 
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Answer. I was on the board which examined them, and did not consider 
them fit for public service. They were exhibited to the board there, who 
pronounced them unfit for public service. Some of them had sore legs; 
some appeared broken down. l do not recollect the number. Some were 
very poor. vVe did n1\t examine witnesses on oath, but received state
ments from persons around. I have no knowledge myself of the cause of 
the bad condition of the horses. 

Q11estion by court. What is the usual season for sending most of the 
yearly supplies to the upper military posts on the Mississippi and Missouri 
rivers-is it, or not, in the spring of the year? and, if so, what is the 
usual stage of the water here at that season, in reference to steamboat 
navigation l 

Al~~>wer. The spring is the time the largest supplies are sent up, when 
the water is generally high. I allude to the regular subsistence supplies, 
furnished on estimates; I do not know about other supplies. 

Qu~stion by court. \iVhich of the two warehouses in question was the 
most convenient for the public service, taking: into consrderation the dis
tance of drayage in receiving freights from, arid delivering to, st('amboat~ 
at the ustH'll landing-places; also taking into consideration the distance the 
public officers would have to walk from their respective offices to the said 
warehouses to attend to their duties; and the difference of rent annually 
paiJ for the two buildings also considered? 

Answer. I do not know what rent was paid; and as for the public con· 
venience, I have already said l considered one as convenient as the other, 
in respect of locatiou. With regard to size, the Walnut street store is the 
largest; and, in that consideration, the most convenient for the public. 

Question by ~ourt. From the location and adjoining building-s of each, 
respectively, their construction and fiteilities for receiving a11d delivering 
rapidly public property, in which were the snbsistence stores most secure 
from fire-in the one situated on Walnut street, or that adjoining the 
brick building at the corner of Second and Laurel streets? Please state 
particulars. 

Answer. I do not think the one on Walnut street was at all exposed to 
fire; no building touched it. It was t1velve feet from the nearest building, 
and that a brick one. 

I never considered the frame bnildi ng on Second street in danger of fire. 
It might be more so than the one in Walnut, because it was near a cooper's 
shop and a carpenter's shop, which were frame buildings. The carpeuter's 
:;;hop, I think, adjoins the store. The cooper's stands back in the yard; but 
the front is filled with hoop poles, barrel heads, and SJtaves. 

Question by court. Do you know abont what period the storehouse at 
the corner of Second and Laurel streets was first occupied for the pnrposes 
of the qnarterrnaster's and other military G1 epartments, a11d how long it was 
thus continnously occupied? Please state also, if you can, whether (within 
the period it was so occupied) other suitable buildings might hnve been 
procured at as little cost as the one just referred to, if a call had been made 
through the newspapers for one. 

Answer. I think the lmilding was built in 1833 or 1834; and, I think, it 
has been occupied since as a quartermaster's store, except during the time 
they were moved out and carried to Walnut stre<~t. I do not know whether 
other buildings could have been got. I had no house to rent. 

The court adjourned to meet on Monday at 10 o'clock. 
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MoNDAY, DECEMBER 31, 1838. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
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JoHN McCAUSLAND, duly sworn as a witness, answers as follows: 
Qnestion by court. Were you, at any time, assessor of taxes for the city 

of St. Louis 1 If so, for what years 1 
Answer. I assessed the city for the nse of the city, and for the use of the 

county, in 1835; and for the use of the county, in 1837. 
Question by court. Did you, or not, assess the lot and brick building at 

the corner of Second and Laurel streets? and, if so, in whose name was 
it assessed, and who pnid the taxes upon it? 

Answer. I assessed it to Major Brant. l was not in the collector's office 
when the taxes for 1835 were paid. 

Colonel Brant presented the following pDte: 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant admits that the property, corner of Laurel 
and Second (or Church) streets, consisting of the brick building and frame 
adjoining it, was assessed in his name, and the taxes thereon paid by him, 
from the time those buildmgs were erected. 

Question by court. Did, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant say to you 
that the property alluded to in your testimony was his own, and hand you 
a memorandum to that effect 1 

Answer. When I was assessor, either in 1835 or 1837, (I am not certain 
which,) I called at Colonel Brant's office. He told me that this property 
was his, and gave me a memorandum (written by him) to that effect. He 
said there was an error in the number of feet, which he wished corrected. 
All his property in the city was included in that paper. 

Mr. 'l'. J. PAYNE, a witness, came into court and desired to make a 
statement in relation to his previous testimony, and said as follows: 

"I meant to say that I first knew William Walker when he hved in this 
county, in 1832 ; aud then his uotes were good as cash. I sometimes en
dorsed his pnper at that time; but I did not mean to say his notes were 
good in 1837. He failed in that year, nnd his notes were then worth 
nothing. He failed either in Jnne or August." 

[Refer to witness's testimony at page 91.] 

JoHN McCAUSLAND again called into court: 
Qnestion by Colmtel Brant. Will you state whether Captain Crosman 

called on you in December~ I 837, or previous to that date, for the pnrpose 
of ascertaining the ownership of the property on whicl1 the brick warehouse 
stands, corner of Laurel and Second streets? And, if so, please state all 
the circumstances connected with said inquiry made by Captain Crosman, 
or subsequent to that date. 

Answer. I got a note from Captain Crosman ; I cannot tell the date. It 
was while Major Brant was in Florida. and Captain Crosman here acting 
in his place. The note was an inquil'y of me, as assessor, about the prop
erty iu questiun. I think there was 11othing else in the note. I think I 
had no subsequent conversations with him on that subject. 

9 
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Q~testion by court. Was the information called for by Captain Crasman1s 
note to yon previously given by you verbally and voluntarily, or not? State 
the circn mstances. 

An~wer. Yes. Captain Crosman was boarding at my house, and the 
subject arose in conversation. I told him, in substance, what I have said 
before the court. I do not know how the conversation began, or whether 
it was commenced by him or me. I do not know how Captain Crosman 
knew I was assessor. Captain Grosman wrote me a note, to ask me to pnt 
in writil'g, officially, as assessor, what had been stated in this conversation. 

AsA WILGus, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Did, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant ever say to you 

that the lot of ground situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets 
was his own property 1 If so, please state when, and all the particulars. 

Answer. I can merely state that Major Brant stated to me that he had 
purchased that place, and meant to put some houses on it. He said nothing 
as to whom he had bought it for-whether for himself, or any one else. He 
only said he had bought it. 

Question by court. Did you, or not, paint the exterior: or any part ofthe 
brick building, situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets? If so, 
for whom, and at whose request 1 who paid you for the work, and when 
was it done? 

Answer. I painted for Major Brant the brick on the corner of Second 
street, where the United States goods are stored. I am not sure that the 
cross street is Laurel. Major Brant paid for it. I cannot tell the time ex
actly: I think it was about the latter part of 1835, or commencement of 1836. 

Question by court. Did you, at any time in the year 1837, see John Dar
neille and George F. Barnes drivfng a number of horses on the Manchester 
road to St. Louis? If so, state what kiud of horses they were as to quality; 
did they appear to be good animals or not 1 

Answer. I met Mr. Oarneille at Manchester. He had with him a drove 
of horses, a yoke of oxen, and a mule; either that, or two mules an:i one ox. 
I was at work about Major Brant's house while he was purchasing horses: 
and I thought t/:J.Ose horses ot Darneille's were not such horses as Major 
Brant was buying, as I understood, for public use. I had seen him reject 
better, and therefore I laughed at Darneille for thinking to sell suC'.h horses 
to Major Brant. 

Question by court. Do you know what disposition was made of the 
horses after they arrived here? To whom were they delivered? 

Answer. l do not. 
(/:ltestion by Colonel Brant. Were yon requested by Captain Crosman to 

communicate to him the facts alluded to in your testimony, relative to the 
construction of buildings on the corner of Laurel and Second streets 1 
About what time was it? and state all the circumstances. 

Answer. I was not re~lested by Captain Crosrnan to communicate any 
~hing to him on that subject. 

(/:ltestion by Colonel Brant. Did you call on Captain Crosman, or did he 
call on you, in relation to your testimony? 

Answm·. I did not call on Captain Crosman, nor did he call on me. We 
were in company, and the conversation arose about Mr. D:uneille. 

Question by Colonel Braut. Did you see Darneille with any other drove 
of horses, or know of his driving some to town? 

Answer. I never saw any other drove of horses of his. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. What number was there in the drove of 
horses you met at Manchester ; and were they all indifferent? 

Answer. lt appeared to be about six or seven : I cannot speak exactly. 
It appeared to me they were all of a common kind. 

The court adjourned to meet on Wednesday next at 10 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 2, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Major MAsSIAs, paymaster United States army, duly sworn as a witness, 
answers as follows : 

Question by court. Did, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant ever say to 
you that the lots of ground situated at the corner of Second and Laurel 
streets were his own property? If yea, please state when, on what occa
sion, and all the circumstances. 

Answer. I understood Colonel Brant to say that that property, at the cor
ner of Second and Laurel streets, was his own. I had applied to him for 
permission to build a carriage-house on it. He consented; but afterwards 
told me that I might build on the lot opposite, which also belonged to him, 
as he meant to ·put storehouses on this one. This was some time in the 
summer of 1837. The lot then had on it the brick store at the corner, used 
as a public store. 

Question by Culonel Rrant. When, and on what occasions, and at what 
places, and in what terms, have you heard Captain Grosman speak of the 
allegations he had made, or would mnl{e, against Lieutenant Colonel Brant 1 
Did he speak publicly and frequently on the subject? 

Answer. I have not heard Captain Grosman speak much or speak fre
quently on the subject. He asked me if I knew that the houses and farm 
belonged to Colonel Brant; and I told him that they did. I cannot tell the 
time. I think he asked me, once, a mouth or two after he relieved Major 
Brant, and in Captain Hitchcock's office, about the property in question. It 
was about the time a board of offi~ers was convened by order of General 
Gaines to examine some public horses. 

Question by cow·t. Are you certain it was in 1837 that this conversa
tion occurred with Lieutenant Colonel Brant? Will you refresh your merq
ory as to the year? 

Answer. I think it was in the summer of 1837, some few months before 
Colonel Brant went to Florida. 

Mr. GEORGE CoLLIER, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a commission merchant, doing business in 

the city of St. Louis 1 and, if so, how many years have yo1,1 been engaged in 
business here 1 

Answer. I am; and I have been engaged in business here since the 1st of 
January, 1838; previous to that I was not in business. 

Question by court. Where is the usual steamboat landing of this port; 
and where is the principal commercial business of the city done-that is, 
between what limits or streets, north and south 1 

Answet·. It is done from Market to Oak streets. 
Question by court. How long have you resided here; and were you, or 

not, for a great number of years, in business as a merchant, prior to lst 
January, 1838 '! 
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Answer. I have resided in town since 1826. Previously, my family 
lived in St. Charles; I was in the dry-goods line from 1820 to about 183U; 
and from that time to January, 1838, I was engagPd trading on the river, 
operating- princ-ipally in lead, but had no regular office. 

Q11estion by court. Are you acquaint<'d with the size and convenience 
of the brick and wooden buildings situated at the corner of Second and 
Laukl streets, which have been occupied for storing public supplies'! and 
are you also acquainted with the size and convenience of the brick build
ing on Chesnut street, occupied by Bray & Bailey; and the wooden ware
house on Second street, belonging to, or occupied by, Hempstead & Beebee1 
If so, describe these buildings as to convenience and location, and the prob
able rent of each p€r annum-say since 1836, and including that year. 

Answer. I am acquainted with all those buildings except the frame one 
near the corner of Laurel and on Second street. 

The building on Chesnut street I suppose to be worth, since 1836, about 
$700 per annum; in 1836, something less. I rented a building opposite 
it; it is about half a square from Front street; is convenient to the river 
landing, and in the business part of the city. 
, The building of Hempstead & Beebee, on Second, between Market and 

Chesnut streets, is estimated at $400 per annum since 1836, and including 
that year. We occnpy it now. 

I suppose the brick bnilding on corner of Second street, occupied by 
public stores, is worth about $700 or $~00 per annum. Since, and includ
ing 1836, I consider it worth about as mnch as the building just spoken of, 
occupied hy Bray & Bailey, on Chesnut street. 

I know but little about the frame building on Second street, adjoining 
the brick. It has always b(ten closed up. I do uot know what its capacity 
or conveniEnces may be. 

I consider the cellar of the building on Second and Laurel streets as 
useless ; I so considered it in estimating its rent per annum. 

In these estimates I have included the ground rents. 
With reference to the size of these buildings: 1 suppose the capacities of 

.the building on Chesnut, and the one corner of Second and Laurel streets, 
to be about the same; that is, above gronnd. The other, occupied by 
Hempstead & Beebee, on Second street, is a frame building-a good ware
house, and rents for more, in proportivn to its value, than either of the 
others. Its capacity is not eqtwl to either of the others. 

Question by court. Have rents of warehoustJS in this place risen much 
in amount since the 1st of January, ll:l361 If so, state what would prob
ably have been fair rents in each of the years si!Jce that date for the store-
houses just spoken of. , 

Answcr. l have spokEn of what I take to be the average rent of those 
buildings since 1836, and including it. In the spring of the year rents 
may sometimes rise. The rent of these buldings may have varietl from 
my estimate considerably, during a press of bu::;iness in some spring months. 

Qnestion by court. Smce, and including the year 1836, do you know of 
any suitable buildings in this city which could have been rented for the 
United States, to b~ used as warehouses for storing public property 1 If so, 
will you please state where they are located, and the rents of each, or any 
of them, per annum 1 

Answer. I suppose there wonld have been no difficulty in getting suitable 
houses at about the prices I have mentioned. In 1836; in the ~ummer and 
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business part of that year, I was absent ; but since that time I have no 
doubt buildings might have been got; 1836 was the most difficult year to 
get buildings; bnt I am confident buildings were to be got in the years 
after. I cannot specify any particular buildings ; other persons found 
houses. After the pressure in 1837, when many persons retired from busi
ness, houses to rent were iu greater plenty than they had been. 

Qtlestion by court. Do you own a stone building on Chesnut street, 
directly opposite the one occupied by Bray & Bailey? If so, will you de
scribe it, and the annual rent you obtain for it '! 

Answer. I own it in partnership: it is 40 by 50 feet; a stone building 
three stories high. It was rented in 1836 at $600 or $700, I am not cer
tain which; since 1836, it is rented for about $700. It is nmted in connex
ion with another building; and the rent of the stone building is estimated, 
as stated, at $700. The whole property is rented at $2,500; the front 
being (as I understand) estimated at $1,800, leaving $700 for the stone 
building. 

Que~tiGn by court. What is the relative value of rents of buildings or 
stores on Chesnut street, and near the location of Hempstead & Beebee's 
warehouse on Second street, compared with rents of similar buildings 
near the corner of Second and Laurel streets '! It any, please state it. 

Answer. About the same. They will rent quite as high on Chesnut 
street as above. 

Question by court. How long have yon known the brick building at the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets? Has it, or not, since yon first kne\V 
it, been worth $1,000 per year'?- If so, state when. 

Answer. If it has been worth it at all, it must have been in 1836. l do 
not know what a person might be inducP-d to give to get into a house. In 
that case, they might run up the rent of a house. I would consider it to be 
a high rent. I have known it since it was built. 

Qtustion by court. Why does the warehouse on Second street, between 
Market and Chesnut streets, rent for more, in proportion to its value, than 
either of the other buildings mentioned by yon ·1 

Answer. Its convenience to the particular part of the town where such 
buildings are Wunted. 

Question by court. Have yon e~er seen, prior to or since the year 1834, 
any advertisement calling for proposals to furnish a suitable storehouse for 
the purposes of the qnartermastel''s and other military depMtments '! If 
such advertisement had beeu made, would you, or not, have been likely 
to have known it? 

Answer. It might have been made, and I not have seen it. I have not 
seen such an advertisement. 

Qllestion by conrt. Were you, or not, formerly a direc~or in the branch 
of the United States Bank in thiscity? and, if so, at what time, or during 
what years? 

Answer. Y es ; I was director from 1829, when the branch first came 
here, for three years in snccession. l was then ont one year. (By the 
charter, no one can be a director more than three successive years.) I was 
then director again till the charter expired, or ruther till the branch here 
sold ont to the Commercial Agency, in 1836, I think. 

Question by court. Whilst a director in the said bank, d id, or did not, the 
IJubject of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's partnership or interest in the house 
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of Hill & McGnnnegle ever come up before the board of directors'! If so, 
state the occasions, and under what circumfStaucns. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to the question now presented, on this 
ground: that it desires to know what the directors of the United States 
branch decided as to a partnership existing between Hill & McGunnegle 
and J. B. Brant, which is not, nor can it be made, testimony. Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant is perfectly willing that the witness shall state his own know
ledge of whether J. B. Brant was a partner in the firm of Hill & McGunnegle. 

The court decided that they do not sustain the objection. 

Answer. It was a matter of conversation among the directors, both in and 
out of bank: frequently Colonel Brant's name was on Hill & McGun
negle's paper; and it was a matter of discussion whether he should be 
considered a member of that house, as the rule of bank required on any 
paper two separate responsible endorsers. It bein~ mere rumor and sus
picion, it was judged that we could not, in onr official capacity, consider 
him a partner. 

Question by court. Did, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant inform 
you, or say to you, at any time, that his capital was invested in the house 
of Hill & McGunnegle, or Hill, McGunnegle, & Way? Jfso, please state 
when, and on what occasion, and during what period, it was thus invested. 

Ans71Jer. I do not thinh: 1 had ever any conversation with Colonel Brant 
about McGunnegle & Way. But he once asked me something of this 
sort-" Would you not consider my funds in the house of Hill & McGun
negle as safe as I could use them'!" I thought the object was to elicit my 
opinion. He left me to infer that they were there, but did not say so in 
express terms. 

Question by court. Did, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant inform you, 
at any time, lhat be was interested in the firm of Hill & 1\'lcGunnegle, 
or Hill, McGunnegle, & Way, or McGunnegle & Way; or did he, by his 
conversation, induce yon to understand thnt to be the fact? 

Answer. He never said to me, in direct terms, that he was interested in 
either house. It has been my opinion, and that of many others, that he 
was; but it was merely a surmise. It has been a frequent subject of con
versation. It was judged by the run of transactions in the commercial 
way. I had previously been of the impression that he was interested. He 
did not say so, but his conversation strengthened in my mind my previous 
conjecture. 

Question by court. In the bank and commercial community, generally, 
did the three firms just referred to derive standing and credit from an im
pression that Lieutenant Colonel Brant was interested in said firms 1 

Answer. I suppose the impression strengthened the credit of the bouse; 
it did so with me. I will observe that, if I only thought that Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant had loaned that house large sums of money, it would have 
something like the same effect, because he must then sustain them. 

Question by cow·t. Can yon state through '"hat periods the impression 
just mentioned extended; also, about what time the conversations held by 
you with Lieutenant Colonel Brant occurred '! 

A11swer. The conversation that I allude to happened previous to Way's 
coming into the house, when it was Hill & McGunnegle. At that time 
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I had considerable business transactions with them. Since that time, I 
have had but little. 'I'he impression has, more or less, always existed; hut 
more particularly while the firm was Hill & McGunnegle. 

Question by court. Was Lieutenant Colo11el Brant a usual or a frequent 
endorser for either of the commercial houses above alluded to, in their 
transactions with the said bank, while you were a bank director? If S01 

was it fi>f large or small amounts, and when? What was the amount of 
his liabilities for either of these houses 1 

Answer. I could not say what was the amount of his liabilities. It was 
always understood, when they offered paper, that if the names offered 
were not sufficient, his could be had; sometimes that was required, 
at other times their paper was passed without it. He was a frequent en
dorser, and his liabilities with the house were considerable. Jt was prin
cipally with Hill & McGunm~gle, and before Way came into the firm. 
What his liabilities with that house have beeu since that time, I have not 
had the mAans of judcring-. 

Question by court. "when did the house of Hill . & McGunnegle first 
commence in this city; aud whose building did they occupy; and whose 
h.ave their successors (the other twq firms referred to by you) occupied 
smce 1 

Answtr. I cannot tell what year they commenced. It has been a long 
while. 'I'hey and their successors have occupied Colonel Brant's house 
since they commenced, and since it was built. 

Question by court. Yon have said yon had considerable business trans
actions with the house of Hill & McGnnnegle. Please state whether you 
then regarded Lieutenant. Colonel Brant as interested in said firm ; and, if 
so. whether that fact influenced said transactions. 
· 'Answer. I regarded him flS interested in it only by conjecture, as I said 
before. I suppose it had some weight. I do not know that it determined 
me to have them. I might have had them if I had not entertained that 
conjectura. 

Question by Colonel Brant. I~ not the principal steamboat laniling be
tween Olive street on the south and Oak on .the north; and is not the street 
which runs immediately north of Walsh's warehouse, Laurel street, in the 
centre of business 1 

Answer. Olive street is not the limit on the south. I consider that the 
principal steamboat business is done between Olive and Oak, because 
that constitutes the principal front of the city. I will state, that it makes no 
difference to a merchant where a boat lands, provided she does not go 
without the usual IandinO', If she keeps within the usual landing, the 
drayage is the same. I \;ould take it that the bulk of business is· done 
south of Laurel. Heavy boats, having large cargoes, prefer to land belo\V 
it, because the hill is not so steep, and there is more room on the levee. 

Q~estion by Colonel Brant. Do yon lcnow the rate per annum at which 
the w;nehouse of Bray & Bailey on Chesnut street has rented since Jan
uary 1, 1836; or is the sum which you have named as a fair rent your own 
estimate 1 

Attswer. I do not know it. I have heard it spoken of, and, in conse
quence of that, raised the rent of onr house opposite. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether the brick buil9ing, 
corner ofLanrel and ~econd streets, is not more convenient for business 
purposes than one on W aluut street, between Main and Church or Second 
etreets. 
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Answer. Walnut 'is a little below the active business part of the city. 
Bt1t the drayage would be the same; if wanted only for storage, it would 
make no difference. If a man wanted to open a shop, Walnut wonld not 
be so desirable a place as the other. It would depend entirely on the pur· 
poses for which it was used. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether, in shipping- and re
ceiving goods, it is not considered somewhat of an ohject that the ware· 
house, from which tbey are taken, or to which they are carried, should be 
as near as possible to the landing of boats, even though the price of dray
age shouid be the same as to a point more remote from the landing. 

Jlnswer. Certainly, it is more desirable to be near. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do yon know Mr. John B. Sarpy, of this 

city? What is his general character as a man of trnth, veraeity, and 
intelligence, as a business man? 

Answer. I have known Mr. Sarpy for many years. His reputation is 
very fair for veracity and as a man of business. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State what was the character of the business 
transactions upon which yon say you founded yonr opinion that Lieutenant 
Colonel Brnnt was a partner in the house of Hill & McGunnegle, and 
Way & McGunnegle. 

Answer. The conjecture was founded on his name being on their 
paper. The opinion seemed to be with everybody that he must have 
some interest, or he would not put his name on so much paper. It was a 
current rumor. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you ever know of his (Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant's) taking npon himself to act as a partner of that firm, viz= 
Hill & McGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle, & Way; or McGunnegle & Way, 
in any business transaetion ? 

Answer. I never did. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Is there such a thing known in the mer

cantile world as one person or firm endorsing for another, and receiving a 
per centage or commission therefor on the amount of sue!}. endorsements? 

Answer. It is an everyday transaction. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did Captain Grosman call on you, write 

to you, or otherwise approach you, in order to ascertain the facts to which 
your testimony has been directed? If so, state all the circumstances 
within your knowledge. · 

Answer. I do not recollect that Captain Grosman ever wrote to me on 
any subject. l have heard him and Colonel Brant both speak of the court 
of inquiry. Captain Grosman has asked me if I knew about the property 
which has been referred to. I have had no couversation with him on the 
subject since I knew I was to be a witness here, except as to the locality 
of those buildings. I refer to all the time since October, 1S37. 

Question by court. If the endorsement of one person on the paper of 
another were lreqnent, and for large amounts, might it he fairly inferred 
there was a limited partnership between them? or would the inference be 

, more just that the endorsement was given in consideration of a per centage 
to be allowed therefor? 

Answer. It might be either. It would depend on the accompanying 
circnrnstances. It would not be fair always to infer, because a man en
dorsed another's paperr that he was a partner. It would depend o.n the 
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circumstances. Limited partnerships are not known to the laws of this 
State. 

Q1testion by Colonel Brant. Have you been frequently in the habit 
of endorsing the paper of others for considerable amounts, and sometimes 
for a per cent11ge or commission 1 

Answer. I have endorsed for a great many, but I never did it for a 
percentage in my life. I answer as an individual, not as a firm. I have 
never charged for the endorsement; but, if the paper came back to me, 
and I had to take it up, and advance the money, I have sometimes charged 
for that. 

The court adjourned to meet to morrow at 11 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 3,' 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: AU the members. 

T. P. BRAY, a witness, duly sworn, answers: 
Q~testion by cow·t. Was application made to you at any time during 

the winter of 1837, or spring of 1838, to know whether the building ou 
Chesnut street, between Front and Main streets, then occnpied by you, 
could be obtained (and its rent per annum) for the use of the Uuiteti States 1 
If so, by whom, and what was your reply, and what the terms of the 
rent 1 

Answer. Application about that time was made to me by Captain 
Orosman. I was giving for it $750 per annum, and I offered to give it 
to him for a bonus of $200. I believe this to ,be correct. 

Question by court. How long have you occupied or had possession of 
this bnilding? and what rent do you pay the owner per annum? Will 
you describe the building? 

Answer. It is a large three story and a half building; a warehouse, 
with no cellar ; rooms large. I paid $750 for it for about two years, and 
considered it a cheap rent for that. It still rents for $750. I should think 
it is atout seventy-five feet front by thirty feet deep, and about forty yards 
from the steamboat landing. 

Mr. J. H. GAY, a witness, duly sworn, answers: 
Question by court. Are you the owner of the brick building on Ches

_nut street, between Front and Main streets, recently or now occupied by 
Messrs. Bray & Bailey, commission merchants? 

Answer. l am. 
Question by court. What are the highest and lowest annual rents you 

have ever received for this building, and how much does it rent for now? 
Please describe the building particularly, with its local advantages, and 
say how it has been occupied or used since it was built. 

Answer. It has beeu used, ever since it was built, as a storehouse, and 
by commission merchants. It has two large openings in front; is fifty 
feet by thirty feet, as well as I recollect ; three stories brick, except the 
ends and back of first story, which are stone; is half a square from Front 
street. Since it was built, in 1834 or 1835, it has rented for $7 50 per 
annum till yesterday, when the reut, on the complaint of the occupant, 
was reduced to $600 per annum. 
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Qnestion by court. \1 :_\'P1N'I.c'i1.\\~:~n 'w"-\\. \:1~~1\. "11\'1\""'e \~ 1~\\, ~~~\i. ")~~, 
or not: have rented this building to the United .Stutes for the quartermas
ter's department? If yea, please say at what times, and in what years, 
and at what prices per annum. 

Answe1-. I presume, when it was first finished, if there had been appli
cation, I should have been much pleased to have rented it to them. I 
would have rented it in preference to the United States for the $750 given 
by Bray & Bailey, who were small capitalists. I believe Captain Gros
man 11pplied to me about a year 11go, and I said to him I was willing he 
should have it, if he could g-et the time of Bray & Bailey. I was willing 
he should have it for what they were paying, if they would surrender it, 
as well as [ now recollect. 

question by court. Had Messrs. Bray & Bailey a lease on the building 
for any term of years? or could you, if you had thought proper, have taken 
it from them at the end of one year, or at any time? 

Answer. I could; they had no lease. I had to give them the notice 
the law requires. 

question by court. How long have you resided or been in business in 
this place? Have you, or not, good opportunities of knowing what are the 
fair or usual rents of commodious warehouses? If so, since the year 1834, 
what wonld have been a proper rent, say for a commodious three-story 
warehouse, situated sufficiently colltignous to the steamboat landing for 
the convenient reception and delivery of goods'] 

Answm·. I have been here in business since March, 1824. I have had 
opportunities to know the rents of warehouses. I have been out of busi
ness for four years. I own buildings and warehouses. 1 considered the 
rent of my building I have spoken of not very low or very high-about a 
medium rent. - . 

Question by court. Are you acquainted with the brick warehouse at the 
corner of Second and Lame! streets, where the military stores have been, 
and are, kept? If so, state what would have been a fair, or what has been 
the usual, rent for a like building, equally convenient for storage, throwing 
the cellars out of the estimate, for the last fdnr years. 

Answer·. I know the house; but I never was inside of it, that I remember 
of. I am hardly prepared to answer; but, I should suppose, from $600 to 
$1,000. 

Q11estion by Colonel Brant. Could you have rented your building 
spoken of, at any time between the date it was erected and the spring of 
1837, for more than $750 per annum? 

Answer. I think not; I do not know that I could. 
Q·ttestion by LieuteNant Colonel Brant. Do you know the wooden 

building used as a storehouse by Collier & Petties, situated on Church 
streer, near the post office? If so, state whether you cons1der it worth as 
much per annum as the house rented by you to Bray & Bailey. 

Answer. I know the building, and do not think it worth flS much, as it 
is a one-story wooden building. I should think there was $300 difference 
of rent. I should think it high at $450 per annum. 

WILLIAM HEMPSTEAD, duly sworn flS a witness, answers: 
QuEstion by court. Did you, in 18::!7, own or occupy a large frame 

warehouse on Second street, in this city? and, if so, will you please 
describe its size and capacity and local adv~ntages? 
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Answer. We owned it. It is (I think) about twenty-two feet wide, by 
ninety feet deep. It is advantageously situated for business, about one hun
dred yards from the post office, and between Walnut and Chesnut streets. 
It has a shingle roof. 

Question by court. Do you recollect of being spoken to by any person 
about hiring .this building as a warehouse for the United States, at any 
time within the last year, or winter of 1837; and the terms upon which 
it was offered by yon per annum? If so, plhse say by whom, at what 
time, and the price. 

Ar.swer. I recollec-t that, in 1837, Captain Crosman applied to me to 
know if I knew of any house that could be hired for the United States. I 
did not know of any one at that time; but told him we might possibly rent 
him this one. But we came to the conclusion that we could not well spare 
it. If we could have rented it, we ~hould have done so for between $350 
and $400. 

D. D. PAGE1 duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you the agent for the owner, or have yon the 

charge and renting of the brick storehouse, including its cellar, adjoining 
and west of the Union hotel? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by court. Was, or not, this store or warehouse and cellar for 

rent in the winter of 1837 or spring of 1838, and at what rate per annum? 
Please describe the premises as to size, capacity, and local advantages; how 
it is now occupied; and say at what rate it now rents per year. · 

Answer. It was rented, at that time, at $500 per ann).lm. It is one room 
(on the street) of eighty feet by forty feet; the cellar somewhat larger. 
'l'he cellar is a good dry cellar; would do as a store-room for pork, salt, and 
things that would \10t injure by damp. The room above is a very good 
room, with only one door about four and a half feet, not very well calcu
lated for large packages. Hogsheads are hardly ever more than four feet. 
It is convenient to the steamboat landing-about two squares off. It 
is now occupied as a store-as a wholesale grocery establishment. I do 
not know that l have been in it since its present occupant has been th'ere. 

Question by court. When did Captain Crosman rent and occupy your 
warehouse on Walnut street for the United States? _ How long did he thus 
occupy it? At what rate per annum was it thus rented to him? And when 
or under what circnmstanres was it, or part of it, abandoned by the United 
States ? Please state all the particulars, as far as yon recollect them. 

Answer. It was rented about nine months or a year at $750 per annum. 
Part of it was abandoned about three months ago-for what purpose l 
know not; Major Brant wrote to me saying that he had no further use for 
half of it. It was divi::ied in two parts, each having two large doors. Only 
one story. 

Question by court. Do you know of any warehouse in this city larger, 
or that will contain more goods, than your warehouse on ""\\r alnut street; or 
that has more advantages in receiving and discharging goods of any kind? 

Answer. I !Jelieve it is the largest and most convenient in town, being 
all on one floor; and four large doors, six feet each, 'from which they can 
discharge all at once; that is, speaking of one story buildings. There may 
be stores that will contain more, in lofts and all; but none more convenient. 
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Question by court. Are there, or not, any peculiar advantnges in the fix
ttues or machinery in the brick store or warehouse adjoining- the Union 
hotel, for lowering down and raising goods into the cellar? Jf so, please 
describe them; and, also, say whether this building is or not nearer to the 
river landing than the brick warehouse at the corner of Second and 
Laurel streets. 

Answer. There is a hoisting apparatus for hoisting things into the 
cellar; that is, a wheel and pinion fixed on a crane, which creates a pur
chase. It is a few feet (may be a hundred) nearer than the other building; 
the drayage the same, as well as to any part of Second, Third, or Fourth 
streets. 

Question by court. Do you, or not, own several buildings in this city, 
occupied as stores and warehouses? and are you acquainted with the cus
tomary rents for such buildings in different parts of the city? How long 
have you lived here'! 

Answer. I have lived here eighteen years. I own several such buildings 
as are referred to, and am pretty much acquainted with the rates of rent. 

Question by court. Do yon know the brick building, and the adjoining 
frame warehouse, situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets; and, 
also, the brick store on Chesnut street, between Front and 1\t.Iain streets, 
belonging to Mr. J. H. Gay; and the frame building on Second street, be
tween Market and Chesnut, recently owned and occupied by Hempstead 
& Beebec? If so, how would the two first buildings compare, as to rent, 
with the two latter? 

Answer. I know them, except the last one. l should think that Gay's 
building on Chesnut, and the brick, corner of Second and Laurel streets, 
should rent abont the same for storag:e. Their size is about the same; 
the second is probably.. about twenty feet by sixty-five feet, and two stories 
high, and a large loft. Gay's is about thirty feet by fifty feet, and three 
stories, and a considerable loft--probably as good as the other. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When was your warehouse (Walnut street) 
built and ready for being occupied? 

Answer. Finished abm1t March, 1838. 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, JANUARY 4, 1839. 

'l'he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Captain Grosman offered to testify relative to the partnership interest of 
Colonel Brant with the firm of Hill & McGunnegle. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 

Liei.ltenant Colonel Brant objects to Captain Grosman giving testimony 
on any allegation preferred by him, unless in explanation of what he has 
previously stated on his examination in chief, or on his cross-examination. 
He also objects, further, to his testifying on the subjPct of a copartnership 
between Lieutenant Colonel Brant and McGunnegle & Way; Hill, McGnn
negle, & Way; or Hill & McGunnegle; inasmuch as he (Captain Grosman) 
well knew the rule of this conrt, that no witness, who had not been exam
ined, should be present at the examination of another1 who was giving tes-
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timony on a point similar to that on which he would be called upon to 
give evidence. 

The court decided that the court does not sustain the first objection urged 
by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, inasmuch as the testimony proposed to be 
given by Captain Crosman is on a subject which had not bePn taken up for 
investigation by the court when Captain Crosman delivered his former tes
timony. 'l'hat testimony was confined to matter entirely different from 
that upon which Capt:1in Grosman's testin:ony is proposed to be given. 
Any witness who has testifiEd before a comt-martial, in reference tv a spe
cific charge, may be recalled to testify in chief, and may be cross examined 
in relation to new matter. Nor does the court sustain the second objection. 
It is true that, as a general rule, "witnesses at courts-martial are examined 
separately, and no witness is permitted to be present during the examination 
of another." It is a mistake, however, to suppose that this has heretofore been 
done by this conrt, in pursuance of a mle originating with it. It is a prin
ciple laid down in military law, which governs this, as well as all other mili
tary courts, in reference to witnesses who are known to the court as such 
previous to the subjects of investigation upon which they are to testify being 
taken up by the court. But it is expressly laid dowu, that, "should any 
circumstance render requisite the evidence of a spectator, or a me111ber of 
the court, there is no objection to his beir,g examined as a witness, although 
he has been present during the whole of the preceding part of tile trial." 

Captain CaosMAN, United States army, a witness, again called into court, 
says: 

In 1834 or 1835, the house of Hill & McGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle, 
& Way; or .M.cGLmnegle & Way, (n.s this house bas been known under 
these several nnm~s at different periods,) had a contract for furnishiug sub. 
sistcnce stores at 'Jefferson barracks. They have been frequently public 
contractors for furnishing army supplies. Some of these articles offered lor 
delivery to the assistant commissary ef subsistence, at the time first referred 
to, (I believe it was pork, principally,) were objected to by the commissary. 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on that occasion, exhiuited to me wha< I consid
ered an unusual interest in the matter, in several conversations which I had 
with him; always displayiug a wish that the articles should be received by 
t~e Government. His lang11age and manner were so marked on this occa
SIOn as to draw from me aud other officers (inclnding the assistant commis
sary) frequent declarations of the opinion that he was a partner iu the 
house. I had known George K. McGunnegle while a clerk in Colonel 
Brant's office. I knew that. when he went into business as comrmssion 
merchant, taking the phce ~f his deceased brother in the firm of Hill & 
McGuuuegle, the firm occupied a part of a huildiug which belnnged to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant; part of the same buildiug being nccup1ed by 
Colonel Brant as a quartermaster's store and qnarterma~ter's office lor :;eve
ral years; and, froru the appearance of goods in the building, p11blic and 
private, l inferred that there was an interest of copartnership be1weeu thPm . 
.Many years ago I mentioued t!Je subject to Lieutenant Colonel Brullt, tlwt 
such an impression existed in the public mind, or in the minds of iudi
viduals. He did not, nt that time, positively delly it; but left the impres
sion on my mind that it was not the case. He said, however, that if he 
chose to do so, he had a right, as it was against no law. 
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NoTE.-Here testimony delivered by this witness was stricken out, in 
consequence of the following objections and decision of the court thereupon: 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
"Lieuienant Colonel Brant respectfully submits to the, court, that all that 

portion of Captain Grosman's statement which relates to the contract made 
with the captain of the steamboat Chieftain, and the letter addressed by 
Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant to Captain Shalcross, should either 
be excluded from the record, or else made the subject of a specific allega. 
tion ; inasmuch as there is no specific allegation which covers it, and (he 
statements are therefore irrelevant, going to impute fraudulent conduct, or 
an attempt at fraud, to him, in his official capacity, without affording him 
any mode of refuting the imputation, which is vague in its character, and 
calculated, by inuendo, to assail his reputation." 

The court decided that, "legally, the testimony is admissible in sup
port of the allegation of a copartnership between Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
and a certain commercial house or houses in this place, for which it was 
avowedly introducP.d by Captain Crosman. Yet, as the evidence in ques
tion can have very little weight in the matter in issue, while it conveys an 
imputation against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, the court, on that ground, 
directs that so much of Captain Grosman's testimony as relates to a certain 
contract with oue Shalcross, master of the steamboat Chieftain, be stricken 
out." 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant here formally withdraws all objection on his 

part to Captain Grosman's preferring further allegations against him of offi. 
cial misconduct; and is willing that they shall be made, without regard to 
place, or limitation as to time: he only desires that, whf:ln made, they shall 
be in writing. .' 

'l'he C?urt adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 5, 1839. 

The court met pursnant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

A member of the court submitted to the court for its decision this ques. 
tion, viz: Whether a mr.mber of the court has a right to have entered upon 
its record his dissent, with his reasons therefor, from a decision of the court 
upon a point requiring its action ; provided that decision does not involve 
an opinion in relation to the charges or accusations committed to it for in· 
vestigation 1 

The court decided the question submitted in the negative. 

Captain Grosman presented the following letter : 

ST. Lours, January 5, 1839. 
SIR: In my testimony before the court, in an early part of its session, I 

referred to a transaction of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's, iu connexion with a 
contract made by him for the transportation of a detachment of troops from 
Jefferson barracks to the Walnut hills, or mouth of Yazoo river, in 1t:l30. I 
thought it a matter which ought to be investigated by this court; and I 
considered that it was brought before the court m form. I had mentioned 
it in my testimony. 
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Some days afterwards, on the 7th of December, in connexion with my 
remarks, which were placed on the record, a verbal explanation passed be· 
tween the court and myself, in which I inq nired whether the court con
sidered that that matter had been presented to their notice? rrhe court 
replied in the affirmative. It now appears that the court did not under. 
stand me. I 111ake this explanation that the court may perceive that I have 
held no charges in reserve. 

1'his transaction was one which appeared to me, and other officers, to 
affect materially Lieutenant Colonel Brant's reputation as an officer; and I 
am now prepared to detail the circumstances in evidence. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

Lieut. .l. F. LEE, 

G. H. CROSMAN, 
Captain 6th infantry and Assistant Quartermaster. 

Recorder, <Joe., Court of Inquiry. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully inquires of the court whether it is 

to he understood that the allegation made against him by Captain Crosman, 
this morning, of official misconduct, in relation to a contract made for the 
transportation of troops, in 1830, from Jefferson barracks to the Yazoo, or 
Walnut hills, is intended as a charge of fraud, or attempt at fraud, by Cap· 
tain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brunt upon the Government or the officers 
of the United States armt in command of those troops, in relation to the 
contract spoken of, or the arrangements made by him? 

'l'he court replir.d, that "the court conceive that it is not bound to decide 
whether the allegations in question amount to an accusation of fraud or not, 
because the matters set forth in them might, if pro~en, amount to an of
fence of a less degree than fraud. The court cannot, therefore, now express 
any decision characterizing the nature of the allegations in auy other terms 
than are set forth in the allegations themselves." 

Captain CRoSMAN, a witness, again called into court, says: 
In the fall of 1830, a detachment of the 3d infant,ry was ordered from Jef

ferson barracks to the ·walnut hills, near the mouth of the Yazoo river, 
which I accompanied as assistant quartermaster. The contract for the 
transportation of the troops was made by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. The 
contract specified that the captain of the boat-

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to verbal testimony being given of the 
contents of a written contract, when that contract may be produced. 

The court sustained the objection; and decided that the witness may 
spwk of the existence and date of the contract, but not of its contents. . 

Colonel Brant offered to the court a paper, which he stated to be a dupli
cate original of the contract. 

The court received the paper, with the understanding that it must be 
proved legally; and directed it to be copied on the record, as follows, and 
the original to be returned to Colonel Brant: 
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Articles of agreement made aud concluded, at St. Louis, Missouri, this 23d 
day of November, 1830, by and between Captain J. B. Brant, assistant 
quartermaster United States army, of the first part, and S. Shnlcross, 
master of the steamboat "Chieftain," now lying in the port of St. Louis, 
of the second part, witnesseth: 

1st. That the ~aid S. Shalcross, of the second part, for and in considera
tion of the covenants and agreements hereinafter stipulated, promises and. 
agrees, by these presents, to proceed with the said steamboat to the nearest 
practicable landing at Jefft~rson barrac]{s, on the 25th of the present month, 
and there receive on board six commissioned officers, one citizen surgeon, 
and two companies of the 3d United States infantry, (including the author
ized number of servants and laundresses,) together with their arms and ac
coutremeuts, clothing, camp equipage, and subsistence for sixty days, (pro
vided, however, that the whole of the baggage and subsistence stores shall 
not exceed fifteen tons,) and proceed w1th the bame, without unnecessary 
delay, to a convenient landing-place at or neal the mouth of the Yazoo 
river, in the State of Mi~sissippi; the commissioned officers and attending 
surgeon to have a comfortable cabin passage, and the remainder of the 
command such accommodations as are usually accorded to deck passengers. 

2d. Aud the saiJ J. B. Brant, of the first part, promises and agrees, for and 
in behalf of the United States, to pay to the said S. Shalcross, or his assigns, 
as a fnll compensation for the performance of the above service, the sum of 
$600, on his or their producing the certificate of,the commanding officer of 
the detnchmeut, setting forth the due performanpe of the service stipulated 
in the first pnrt of this agreement. 

In testimony whereof, ·the parties have hereunto affixed their hands and 
seals, the day and year first above written. 

Witnesses- WM. HILL, 
JOHN HAVERTY. 

' J. B. BRANT, [L. s.) 
A ssistant Q.11arterrnaste7·. 

S. SHALCROSS. [ L. s.] 

Certificate endorsed 

CAMP ABOVE V rcKSBURG, December 14, 1830. 
I certify that Captain Shalcross, master of the steamboat "Chieftain," has 

lauded at this plnce the detachment under my command, agreeably to the 
terws stipuluted in the withiu contract. 

H. LEWIS, 
Captain 3d Infantry, commanding detach.ment. 

JoHN HAVERTY, a witness duly sworn, answers: 
Q11estion by co11rt. Will you examine the pnper now shown to you, and 

say if you saw the signatures <tnd seals thereto, by J. H. Brant, assistant quar
termaster, and S. Shnlcross, affixed by themselves, and with their own 
hands? nud is the sianatu re thereto of your name as a witness to said 
paper your own writit~g, done with your own hand? . 

Answer. That is my signature as a witness, with my ow~ hand. ~ :vtt
nesscd only ShP.Icross's signature. I know Colonel Brant s handwntrng, 
and believe that to be his own siguatnre. I drew up the contract. 
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Captain CRoSMAN, a witness, in continuation: 
'l'he contract specified that the captain of the boat should receive $600 

for the transportation of the troops, officers, stores, &c. At . the time the or
der was issued for this detachment to move: Captain Lewis, 3d infantry: who 
had been designated to command, and the other officers of the command, 
requested me to call upon Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and have an arrange
ment made with the captain of the boat, by which the officers should not be 
subjected to pay ilS high a price for their board in the cabin, and for their 
private servants, as had been usually the case on similar expeditions; they 
expressing a perfect willingness, through me, to Lieutenant Colonel . Brant, 
to pay the amount of their rations, which was 80 cents a day. I accord
ingly called on Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and requested him to make this 
.arrangement with the captain of the boat. On our w<ty down the river, a 
letter was obtained by Captain Loring, one of the officers of the command, 
from the clerk of the boat~ · "' 

Colonel' Brant stated t~at the letter referre.P~was copied on his official 
letter-book, and that he will produce thi~ yopy, if required; that he has no 
objection to the witness siating the contents of the letter. 

Captain CH.oSMAN continues: / 
This letter was stgned by J. By-Arant, addressed to S. S. Shalcross; (or 

S. Shalcross,) master of the steamlfoat Chieftain, dated Assistant Quartermas. 
ter's Office, (I think the heading was official,) St. Louis; November, 1830," (I 
am not positive as to the date.) The stJbstance of this letter was this: · 

" When von shall ha\'!e.dBlivered the troops according to the contract, re
turn to me the certificate1 of the commanding officer to that effect, together 
with the statement of the amount of money which you may receive from of
ficers, and so forth, in order that I may deduct it from the $600, and carry 
the balance to your credit on the bbOks of Hill & :fcGunnegle." This is 
the substance, if not ' the very language, of the letter. I have cause to re
member it distmctly·: 

The letter was .s'hown by Captain Loring to the officers in the caLin, and 
we called upon the captain of the boat to explain it. He produced his copy 
of the contract, and Captain Lewis produced his, and compared 'them; they · 
agreed in every particular. But this did not explain to the satisfaction of 
!he officers the letter just spoken of. We thought it was singtilar that the 
officers should pay a part of the public transportt\tion of troops, as appeared 
to be intended by this letter. We had been seventeen days on the passage 
from Jefferson b"'rracks, crowded full of passengers, with two heavy keel
boats, loaded with lead and shot, iu tow; and, by a calculation, (there being, 
in all, ten' or eleven of us belonging to the detachment in the cabin, includ
ing my clerk, the sutler's :::Jerk, and a citizen physician, all of whom had 
been provided for in the arrangements made by me with Colonel Brant,) it 
appeared that in the 80 cents per day which each of us had agrel'd to pay for 
our board in the cabin, together with the customary charge for servar~ts, we 
should pay a considerable portion of the $6011 if this money were deducted. 
from it. 'fhe captain of the boat, after considerable consulf:afion, said ha 
had no claims upon us, inasmuch as, by his contract, he was entitled to and 
would receive $600; and that if we paid him as bad been agreed on, it ap
peared it would be deductP.d from the $600, and would not, therefore, in
crea~e the amount he would receive. We offered, nevertheless, to pay him on 
<.me condition: that he would receipt to us for the money, and assure us that 

10 . 
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it was for his own private emolument, unconnected with the contract. He 
refused to receive the money, for the reasons already stated; and under the 
impression of all of us that the subject needed explanation, that money never 
was paid-at least so far as I Ltm concerned, and know, and belieYe. 

Captain Lewis ordered me to take a copy of rhe letter, with a view to an 
explanation hereafter ; and, at a meeting of all the officers a day or. two after 
we landed, Captain Lewis was desired by them to write a letter to Col. Brant, 
in their behalf, explaining the circumstances I have jnst detailed, and inform
ing Col. Brant, at the same time, that we had no wish to avoid paying any just 
claim for our board on the transport, but that we objected to it for the rea
sons here given; but were willing to pay over the whole amount f0r our 
board, ngreeably to our agreement, to any officer he would designate to 
receive it. On my return to this post, in February of 1832, Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant was almost the first person I saw; and, as I had previously 
defended his conduct, on board the steamboat, in relation to the matter here 
stated, I felt anxious to apprize him of what had taken place on that occa· 
sion, and did so accordingly ; feeling confident that there was some mistake 
in the matter that he could rectify, and which would place it in a different 
light from that which it bore to the minds of all the officers of the detach
ment and all the gentlemen in the cabin at the time. After some conver
sation with Colonel Brant on the subject, in which I detailed to him particu
larly all the facts of the case, he remarked that it was all right in reality, 
but that his clerk, Mr. Haverty, had omitted to insert in those copies of the 
contract which had been furnished to us that the board of the officers should 
be deducted. I objected, at the time, to the practice of making officers pay 
in the cabin, although I was aware that such a practice had obtained here 
before; having been myself more than once a sufferer in c0nsequence of it. 
He maintained the correctness of the practice, on the principles of justice to 
the Government. I think in the winter of 1834 or 1835 I ascertained that 
no such clause was inserted in the original contract on which the money 
was paid, and, of course, after all conversation and corre:;pondence among 
officers on this subject, (it having been a matter of frequent discussion at 
Fort Jesup, Camp Sabine, and in Florida, among officers in the army,) the 
transaction left a very unfavorable impression on my mind. 

On the subject of the copartnership, or supposed interest of Colonel Brant, 
I think it proper to say further, inasmuch as it has had au influence on my 
mind inducing the belief of that fact, that, having been stationed in this 
neighborhood since 1827, with .short intervals of absence, I have known, at 
various periods during that time, and including nearly the whole of the time 
from that date, that buildings and offices hired for the public use had been 
rented of G. K. McGunnegle, or some of his partners in the firms to which 
he has belonged, or from some of the firms, when these buildings and offices 
were notoriously the property of Lieutenant Colonel Brant ; that vouchers 
have been taken in their names, or in the names of some of them, for such 
rents; and that ever since about the winter of 1827, or spring of 1828, 
(when, if I remember aright, the building now occupied by McGunnegle & 
Way was erected,) such has been the practice, on this subject, of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, and such continued to be his practice up to March 31, 1838. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant suggests that all verbal statements respecting 

vouchers are illegal, unless such vouchers are lost or cannot be produced ; 
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if such vouchers are in possession of the accused, the court can direct him 
to furnish them ; and if he refuse so to do, then parol evidence of their con
tents will be proper. 

The court decided that they do not sustain the objection ; for the reason, 
that the witness has no further spoken of the vouchers than very generally 
to characterize their nature. 

Colonel Brant presented the following letter, &c., which the court direct
ed to be placed ~n the record : 

OFFICE QuARTERMASTER's DEPARTMENT, 

St. Louis, January 5, 1839. 
Sm: I herewith submit an abstract, sustained by duplicates of vouchers 

from the files of this office, for the inspection of the court, in order to show 
the different rates of rent charged to, and paid by, the United States for the 
buildings situated on the corner of Laurel and Second streets, in this city, 
and used as public storehouses from the 1st of January, 1834, to the 30th of 
September, 1837, the time I closed my accounts preparatory to my depart
ure for Florida. 

With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. J. F. LEE, 

Deputy Quartermaster General. 

Judge Advocate and Recorder of Court of Inquiry. 

The abstract submitted, with the original letter appended to it, are in ap
pendix, (No. 33,) and, by order of the court, the original vouchers which 
accompanied the abstract were returned to Colonel _Brant; ar.d he was in
formed that the court have now no occasion for them. 

Captain CROSMAN, a witness, in continuation : 
Question by court. Will you examine the schedule of vouchers now 

shown to you, and ~ay whether any of the voucherl" alluded to by you are 
included therein ? and if so, which are they? 

Answer. I cannot say. I believe so. I have ~<len one or two. 
'l'he witness here requested to withdraw a part of his testimony, for these 

reasons: that it would save time and trouble to the court, and might be con
sidered irrelevant. 

Colonel Brant objected, as follows : 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant submits to the court, that, though it is the un

doubted right of a witness to explain his testimony, or correct any statement 
which he has satisfied himself he made erroneously; yet, he respectfully 
contends that no statements made by the witness, which he admits to be 
correct, can be withdrawn by him. He is bound to tell the whole truth; 
and when he has once made a :::tatement, the correctness of which he does 
not controvert, nor in which he does not pretend there is any error, the ac
cused is entitled to the full benefit thereof; and it would be depriving him 
of his legal rights to permit the witness to withdraw such evidence or state
ments. 

The court sustained this objection. 
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Captain GROSMAN, a witness: 
Question by cou1·t. Will you examine the vouchers now shown to you1 

and say whether any of them, and, if any, which of them, covers any of the 
charges alluded to by you, for rents of any kind? 

Answer. The vouchers I now hold in my hand, eleven in number, con
tain similar charges to those last alluded to i:l my iestimony, for office-rent 
and storing Indian supplies. 

The following vouchers, shown to Captain Grosman, were ordered to be 
copied on the record. 'l'hese vouchers were placed in possession of the 
court by Colonel Brant; the originals are returned to him: 

THE UNITED STATES 
To William Hill, Dr. 

18:35. For rent of one room, occupied as quartermaster1s office, 
at St. Louis, Missouri, by Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster, from 
the 1st oi January, 1835, to 31st of March, 1835, three months, 
at $10 per month $30 

I certify, on honor, that the above account is correct; that I occupied 
the room therein charged for during tbe time and for the purpose stated; 
and that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, Missouri, during that 
period. 

J. B. BRAN'T, Quartermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis, Missouri, in 
charge of the quartermaster's department during the period embraced in 
the foregoing account ; and that the price charged is not higher than is 
usually paid for suitable quarters conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, March 31, 1835, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, thirty dollars, in full ef the above account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

WILLIAM HILL. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To W-illiam Hill, Dr. 
183n. For rent of one room, occupied as an office for quarter

master's department, by Major J. B. Braut, quartermaster, from 1st 
April, 1835, to 30th June, l835, three mouths, at $10 per month $30 

I certify, on honor, that the ahove account is correct ; that I occupied 
the room therein charged for duri11g lhe time and for thfl purpose stated 1 
an~ that I was on duty, and stutioued at St. Louis, during the above 
penod. 

J. B. BRANT, quartermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis, Missouri, in 
charge of the quartermaster's dPpartment, dming the perind embraced in 
the {()fegoing account; and that the price ch<~.rgerl is uot higher than is 
usually paid for a suitable room conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quurlermtfster. 
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Received, St. Louis, June 30, 1835, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, thirty dollars, in fnll of this account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

WILLIAM HILL. 

'J'HE UNITED STATES 

1'o William Hill, Dr. 
1835. For rent of one room, occupied as an office for the quarter

master's department, by Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster, from 
1st Jnly, 1835, to 31.lth September, 1835, three months, at $10 per 
~ili p 

I certify, on honor, that the above account is correct ; that I occupied 
the room therein chargf' d for during the time and for the pnrpose stated ; 
and ·that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, during the above 
period. 

J. B. BRANT, quartermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis in charge 
<Jf the quartermaster's department during the period embraced in the fore
going account; and that the price charged is not higher than is usually 
paid for suitable quarters conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, qua1·termaster. 

Received, St. Louis, September 30, 1835, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, thirty dollars, in fnU of the above account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

WILLIAM HILL. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To William Hill, Dr. 
1835. For rent of one room, occupied as an office by Major J. B. 

Brant, quartermaster, from 1st October, 1835, to 31st December, 
1835, three months, at $10 per month $30 

I certify, on honor, that the above account is correct; that I occupied 
the room therein char~ed for during the time and for the purpose stated; 
and that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, during the above 
period. 

J. B. BRANT, quartermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis in charge of 
th~ quartermaster's department, during the period embraced in the fore
.gomg account; and that the price charged is not higher than is usually 
paid for suitable rooms conveniently situ~ted. 

J. B. BRANT, quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, December 31, 1835, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, thirty dollars, in full of the above account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

WILLIAM HILL. 
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THE UNITED STATES 

To William Hill, Dr. 
1836. For rent of one room, occupied as an office for quarter· 

master's department, by Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster, from 
1st January, 1836, to 31st March, 1836, three months, at $10 per 
~ili- ~ 

I certify, on honor, that the above account is correct; that I occupied 
the room therein charged for during the time and for the purpose stated ; 
and that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, during- the above time. 

J. B. BRA:NT, Quartermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis in charge of 
the quartermaster's department, during the period embraced in the foregoing 
account; and that the price charged is not higher than is usually paid 
for suitable quarters conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, March 31, 1836, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, thirty dollars, in full of the above account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

WILLIAM HILL. 

'l'HE UNITED STATES 

To George K. Me Gunnegle, Dr. 
1836. For rent of one room, occupied as an office for the quarter

master's department, by Major .T. B. Brant, quartermaster, from 
1st April, 1836, to 31st May, 1836, two months, at $10 per month $20 

I certify, on honor, that the above account is correct ; that I occupied 
the room therein charged for during the time and for the purpose stated ; 
and that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, during the above 
period. 

J. B. BRANT, Q1wrtermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis in charge of 
the quartermaster's department, during the period embraced in the fore
going account; and that the price charged is not higher than is usually 
paid for suitable quarters conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermq,ster. 

Received, St. Louis, June 1, 1836, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, twenty dollars, in full of the above account. 
$20 (Duplicated.) 

G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To George K. Me Gunnegle, Dr. 
1836. For rent of one room, occupied as an office by Major J. B. 

Brant, quartermaster, from 1st July, 1836, to 30th September: 
1836, three months, at $10 per month - $30. 

, 
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1 certify, on honor, that the above account is correct; that I occupied 
the room therein charged for during the time and for the purpose stated ; 
and that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, during the above 
period. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

J certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis, Missouri, in 
charge of the quartermaster's department during the period embraced in the 
foregoing account; and that the price charged is not hight::r than is usually 
paid for suitable quarters conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, September 30, 1836, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, thirty dollars, in full of the above account. 
$30 (Dllplicated.) 

G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To Geo. K. Me Gunnegle, Dr. 
1836. For rent of one room, occupied as an office by Major J. B. 

Brant, quartermaster, from 1st October, 1836, to 31st December, 
1836, three months, at $10 per month $30 

l certify, on honor, that the above account is correct; that I occupied 
the room therein charged for during the time and for the purpose stated; 
and that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Louis, Missouri, during the 
above period. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

I certify that there were no public buildings at St. Louis, Missouri, in 
charge of the quartermaster's department during the period embraced in the 
fore2;oing account; and that the price charged is not higher than is usually 
paid for suitable quarters convenieutly situated. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, December 31, 1836, ot Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, thirty dollars, in full of the above account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To Geo. K. McGunnegle, Dr. 
1837. For rent of one room, occupied as an office by Major J. B. 

Brant, from 1st January, 1837, to 31st March, 1837, three months, 
at $10 per month $30 

I certify, on honor, that the above account is correct; that I occupied the 
room therein charged for during the time and for the purpose stated ; and 
that I was on duty, and stationed at St. Lonis, during the above period. 

J. B. BRANT, Quarte1·master. 
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I certify that there were no public building-s at St. Louis in charge of the 
quartermaster's department during the period embraced in the foregoing: 
account ; and that the price charged is not higher than is usually paid for 
suitable quarters conveniently situated. 

J. B. BRAN'l', Quarte1·master. 

Received, St. Louis, March 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, thirty dollars, in full of the above account. 
$30 (Duplicated.) 

G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To Geo. K. McGunnegle, Dr. 
1837, March. For storage of 192 packages and articles, consisting 

of 40 boxes, 12 bundles, 100 ploughs, 20 spinning wheels, aud 
20 looms, for Pottawatomie Indians, from lsl January to 31st 
March, 1837, three months, at 6!- cents per package per month . $36 

I certify that the services above charged for have been duly rendered as 
stated, and that the account is correct and just. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Received, St. Louis, March 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Rrant, military dis. 
bursing agent Indian Department, thirty-six dollars, in full of the above 
account. 
$36 (Signed duplicates.) 

G. K. McGUNNEGLB. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To Geo. K . MeGunnegle, Dr. 
1837, April. For storage of 192 packages and articles, consisting of 

100 ploughs, 40 boxes, 12 bundles, ~0 spinning·wheels, and 20 
looms, for Pottawatomie Indians, for the month of April, at 6! cents 
each $12 

I certify that the service above charged for .was duly rendered, and that 
the account is correct and just. 

J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster, 
and Military Disbw·sing .. 9gent Indian Department . 

. Received, St. Louis, April 30, 1837, of Mnjor J. R Brant, milital'y dis
bursing ageRt Indian Department, twelve dollars, in full of the above a~· 
count. 
$12 (Signed duplicates.) 

G. K. .McGUNNEGLE. 

Captain CRosMAN, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you do, or do not, in

tend to impute fraudulent conduct to Lieutenant Colonel Brant in relation 
to the transaction alluded to in your a!.legation. of this morning. 
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The court der.ide that this question is improper, and cannot be answered; 
for the reason, that the allegation referred to cannot be expounded by the 
witness. Its phraseology must indicate its meaning. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that you considered the 
conduct of Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant in relation to the ar· 
rangement and contract made by him for the transportation of troops and 
officers on board the steamboat Chieftain, in Hl30, as highly improper, 
suspicious, and requiring explanation. Please state in what you considered 
his conduct highly improper, suspicious, and requiring explanation, as re
garded that matter. 

Answer. I do not recollect of having used the words suspicious and im· 
proper, although they express my meaning. l did say the trnnsaction ap
peared to me and others to need explanation. I consider that the letter 
written and signed by Colonel Brant, addressed to S. Shalcross, before al
luded to in my testimony, particularly needs explanation ; and I also con
sider the assertion of Colonel Brant relative to the omission by the clerk as 
needing explanation ; as, however proper it may be for officers to pay their 
board on public transports, I cannot perceive how such a proviso can with 
propriety be inserted in a public contract for the transportation of troops, 
inasmuch as it is a private charge agaiust the officers individually. 

Question by Colonel Bmnt. What part of that letter required explana
tion, or in what contract is the proviso alludeJ to inserted 1 

Answer. The whole of the letter. I have not said that the proviso was 
inserted in any contract. I said Colonel Brant informed me it was omitted 
to be inserted in the two copies furnished the captain of the boat and Cap
tain Lewis. I will state, it did not nppear in these copies, both of which I 
saw and examined. I inferred thereby, of course, that it was inserted in 
the one on which the comract was paid. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have said that the letter alluded to 
required explanation. Be pleased to state in what particulars it required 
explanation. 

Answer. In this : Lieutenant Colonel Brant had made a con'tract, as 
before stated, (for a specific sum,) for a certain public service, therein set 
forth, which was to be ·paid upon the performance of the service. He had 
also, at my request, (as I was informed by Colonel Brant,) made an agree
~ent with the captain of the boat1 (the same person mentioned in the pub
he contract,) that the officers and other gentlemen attached to the command 
should pay a specific sum per diem for their board in the cabin. By the 
letter in question, it appeared that the whole amount of money which should 
be received from the officers, clerks, &c., was to be deducted from this specific 
snm, and the balance carried to the credit of the captain, on the books of 
Hill & McGunnegle. Tltis is merely a repetition of my former testimony. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was it customary in 1830 and L831 for 
officers to move on hoard transports with troops without paying a fixed 
rate per day for their board? And in cases where it was not paid, wonld 
or would it not affect the certificate to their pay accounts during such 
period? 

Answer. Such was the custom at the time alluded to. With regard to 
the latter part of the qnestion, it is a matter for the consciences of officers, 
upon which I can only give an opinion. I consider that custom of mnking 
officers pay, however, as it then and before did obtain here, decidedly 
wrong. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. You have spoken of Captain Lewis, of 
the 3d regiment of United States infantry, who commanded the detach
ment of United States troops sent from Jefferson barracks on board the 
steamboat Chieftain to the Walnut hills, as being reqnested by the officers 
accompanying that detachment to address a Jetter to Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant on the subject of the contract made by him with Captain Shalcross, 
and the letter which he addressed to Captain Shalcross relative to the sum 
per diem to be paid by those officers for board while in that boat : please 
state whether you are aware of Captain Lewis's ever writing to Captain 
(now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, as requested. 

Answer. Captain Lewis told me that he did, at the time, or about the 
time; that he did, or it had been done. He said such a letter had been 
written. I inferred he wrote it. When the detachment left that country, 
and jcined the head-quarters, no answer had been received: this was in 
the following spring. I might state, that I had seen Captain Lewis at Fort 
Jesup in the spring of 1836; (I think it was in March-March or April;) 
he said he had never received an explanatioR upon that subject from 
Colonel Brant. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this letter, and state whether you 
believe it to be in the handwriting of Captain A. Lewis, or whether the 
signature to the same be his'! 

Answer. I am acquainted with his handwriting. I believe this to be his 
signature. 

The court directed the letter shown to the witness to be here reeorded, 
and the original to be returned to Colonel Brant. 

CAMP ABOVE VrcKSBURG, December 14, 1830. 
Sm: Herewith you will receive the copy of Captain Shalcross's con

tract, with my certificate of his having performeJ the services required of 
him. 

The officers of the command declined paying the captain of thf1 boat for 
their board, as it appeared by your letter of instructions to him that it was 
to be deducted from the amount of your contract. 

They all agree, however, that when the thing is satisfactorily explained, 
and that if the amount of their board is to be paid to the Government, 
they will pay it over to some agent of the Government. 

I have to request that you will write me on this subject. 
Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

A. LEWIS, 

Captain J. B. BRANT, 

Captain 3d Infantry. 

Assistant Quartermaste1· U. S. A. 

The court adjourned to meet on Tuesday morning next at 10 o'clock. 

TuESDAY, JANUARY 8, 1839. 

The court met pursnLJ.nt to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Captain Grosman presented the following letter: 
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ST. Lours, January 5, 1839. 
SIR: I perceive that my letter to the court of this day, speaking of the 

transaction therein brought to the notice of the court as one " which, in 
my opinion, and that of other officers, was considered materially to affect 
Colonel Brant's character as an officer," may be considered indefinite as to 
the degree of culpability thereby inferred. 

I now state, that I meant to charge Lieutenant Colonel Brant with con
duct improper and unbecoming an officer. The circumstances are specified 
and detailed in my testimony to-day. 

I do not understand that a court of inquiry, investigating "transactions," 
requires accusations to be presented in the form of "charges and specifica
tions," technically, as before a court -martial. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Capt. 6th Infantry and Assist. Quartermaster. 
Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

Recorder, <fc. 

Colonel Brant presented to the court a letter, [placed in appendix No. 34,] 
requesting to be furnished with copies of all letters written by the court, 
"for the purpose of procuring documentary testimony." 

The court decided that :cit was under no obligation to communicate to 
Colonel Brant the nature of any official documents it thought proper to 
send to Washington for. No testimony, either documentary or oral, will 
be brought befcire the court without every opportunity being afforded 
Colonel Brant to answer it. The court cannot furnish copies of its letters, 
as requested; but whatever documents may be received, and found rele
vant to the sn bject before it, will be made known to Colonel Brant before 
they are acted on." 

Captain CROSMAN, a witnass, in continuation: 
Question by Colonel Brant. You have said, in your previous testimony, 

that you saw a letter, signed by Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, 
addressed to the captain or clerk of the steamboat "Chieftain," directing 
whatever money was received from the officers to be deducted from the 
amount of the contract, and the balance placed to his credit on the books 
of Hill & McGunnrgle. Are you quite clear that such were the instructions 
contained in the letter alluded to? 

A.nswer. I stated that I saw a letter addressed to Captain Shalcross; the 
substance of which 1 h'lVe detailed, and, as near as I recollect, the very 
language of it. I have unusually good reasons for remembering the par
ticulars referred to, and I believe they were such as I have represented. 

Q~testion by Colonel Brant. State in what part of the arrangements 
and contri'lct, made by Captain (now Lieutenant liolonel) Brant for the 
transportation of officers and troops on hoard the steamboat Chieftain, you 
thought his conduct unbecoming an officer. 

Auswer. 1 think I have already detailed particularly to this court 
wherein I considered the condt1ct of Lieutenant Colonel Brant as unofficer
like, in reference to this transaction : I do not perceive in what I can be 
more explicit. I arn willing to relate whatever I know, if the court will 
direct my attention. 



[59] 156 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully asks of the court that the witness 

may be more explicit in his answer to the question just put to him. In his 
letter to the court, the witness has said that he viewed the con duet of Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, in relation to the contract and arrangement, llS being 
improper and unofficerlike. There must surely be some basis upon which 
to rest this charge, other than the facts detailed. There must, in the con
templatioa of the witness, have been some evil intent on the part of the ac
cused, so as to give a character of criminality to that which in itself does 
not, or did not, contravene any one of the articles of war, or a 11 y regulation 
of the service. If the acts themselves, which were done by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant in making the contract and arrangement spoken of, did not 
violate any of these, and were not morally dishonest in appearance, his of
fence must consist in an evil intent; the quo animo would constitute his 
offence. This is what it is his desire to learn from the witness-what he 
thinks or thought him culpable in. 

The court directed Captain Grosman to "stnte the particular points 
which involve the accusation of unofficerlike conduct against Colonel 
Brant." 

Answer. l st. Colonel Brant made a public contract in behalf of the 
United States with Captain Shalcross, for the transportation of troops and 
public stores, &c., in which a specific sum was agreed to be paid by him as 
agent of the United States. 

2d. Colonel Brant, at my request, made a private arrangement or bargain 
with Captain Shalcross, for the board of officers attached to the command, 
in which a certain sum was agreed to be paid by them. 

3d. Colonel Brant wrote a letter to,said Shalcross, in which he directed him, 
amongst other thinQ"s, to report to him the amount of money which he should 
receive from the officers, and so forth, in order that he (Colonel B.) might 
deduct that amount from the sum agreed on in the public contract, ($6011,) 
and carry the balance to the credit of Captain Shalcross on the books of 
Hill & McGunnegle: thus apparently intending to make the officers pay 
actually, from their private means, a part of a public contract; and also leav
ing the impression on the tuinds of some of the officers and gentlemen pre
sent at the time, that the intention might be even still worse. If Cclonel 
Brant had furnished any one of the officers with a copy of the letter which 
had been written to Captain Shalcross, just referred to, or had explallled 
verbally to either of them his instructions to the Captain1 the transaction 
would not have appeared as it then did. But the first time I myself knew 
any thing of such an arrangement as is therein provided for, (aud I believe 
all the 0ther officers also,) was upon the oc;casion mentioned, when, near the 
end of the journey, Captain Loring found in possession o( the clerk of the 
boat that letter. 'l'he intention, of course, of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
could only be inferred from the facts previously detailed in my testimony. 

Qllestion by Colonel Brant. You have stated that you defended Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant when on board the steamboat Chieftain, ~t the time alluded 
to: will yon please to state whether you meant to say that you had defend
ed his conduct in relation to the contract and arrangement spoken of; and, 
if so, say from what accusations, insinuations, or imputations, you defended 
him. 

Answer. I defended him from imputations of fraud; from an attempt to 
defraud either the officers or the Government, either expressed in terms, or 
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strongly implied in the conversations of the officers. With one officer, in 
particular, I had an ang-ry discusswn on the subject. I was then on friend
ly terms with Colonel Brant, and I then thought favorably of him. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please name the officers to whom you have 
alluded as attributing improper motives to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in re
lation to the contract and arrangements spoken of. · 

Answer. The commissioned officers of the army of the detachment were 
Captain Lewis, 3d infantry; Captain Loring, 3d infantry; Lieutenant Cot
ton, 3d infantry; Lieutenant Montgomery, 3d infantry; Lieutenant Stilwell, 
3d inf11ntry; Lieutenant Blanchard, 3d infantry; acting Assistant Surgeon 
Woolloll\, of this city; and myself. As near as 1 remember, the expression 
was general among these gentlemen; but Captain Loring was the most 
pointed, and used severer terms than any other. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you have not repeatedly, and 
in different parts of the country, viz: Fort Jesup, Camp Sabine, Jefferson 
barracks, Washington city, Florida, and other places, in presence of officers 
of the army, spoken of, and commented freely upon, t!Je imputed official 
misconduct of Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, relative to the con
tract for the transportation of troops on board the steambo~t "Chieftain," in 
November, 1830, from Jefferson barracks to the Walnut hills? If so, name 
some of those who were present at the time at each of the above plnces. 

Answer. I am not positive about Washington city; I do not recollect ever 
to have spoken of it there. It has, of course, been a subject of frequent re
mark, both by me and the other officers just mentioued, at various times 
and plnces ; I think at all the places mentioned in the question, except 
Washington. Ever since the transaction o~curred, I have freely spoken of 
it, and often, and in much the lnnguage I have used in detailing the cir
cumstances to the court. 1 mentioned it to General Je:;up in Florida. I 
recollect, also, that Captain Walker, 3d infantry, was present when Captain 
Lewis and myself talked of it at Fort Jesup i in 1836, at Jefferson barracks, 
probably to Captain Alexander and Captain McRee, und Lieutenant John
sou, now a citizen of Texas. I may have spoken of it in presence of a 
great mnny others. I have spoken of it at St. Louis-! believe to Major 
Hitchcock and Captain Kingsbury both-and I dare say to others. 

Q~teslion by Colont:l JJranl. State whethu, within the last four or five 
years, in conversing with oflicers of the army relative to the contract aud 
arraugemenl made by Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant with the cap
taiu of the steamboat Chieftain in 1830, ynu have not insinuated, or inti
mated yonr belief or opinion, that, if tile officers had settled for their board 
at the rate specified, the Government would not have deri\·ed any benefit 
therefrom, but that Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant would have 
bec11 the gainer thereby? 

A11swu. I believe I have dt>clared so since 1834 or 1835, since I became 
satisfied that no such clause was inserted in the coutract upon which the 
money was paid; as I had previomly been led naturally to infer from Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant himself, that it had been inserted. I may have ex
pressed it; I know !thought it. 

Question by Colontl Brant. How did you ascert:lin that there was no 
snch clause 111 the contract nllnded to, npon which the money was paid? 

Answer. 'l'llrongh the means of a pri vale correspondence. In talking of 
this IIllltler with the' officers of the detachment since IS3ll, we had con
cluded, inasmuch as no explanation had yet been given, that we would, 
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some of us, ascertain the truth of the matter; and, with that view, I sought 
the information, and obtained it, about the winter of 1834 or spring of 1835. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you ascertain the fact through one of 
the clerks or any person connected with the Quartermaster General's office 
at Washington city? 

The court decided that "this question is irrelevant to the subject of in
vestigation, and need not be answered. The sourc~ from whence the wit· 
ness derived his information cannot affect the facts set forth in the contract; 
which is proved before the court, and is the best evidence of its contents." 

Qitestion by Colonel Brant. State whether you have spoken to or corres· 
ponded, either officially or unofficially, on the subject of the imputations 
against Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, growing out of his contract 
with S. Shalcross, with Major (now Colonel) Cro~s, while acting Quarter
master General, or with any of the clerks in the office of the Quartermaster 
General? 

The court, with regard to this question, decided "that an answer to it, af
firmatively or negatively, can in nowise affect the result of the matter at 
issue before it; while its tendency is to cousume unnecessarily the time of 
the court. It is true, other questions equally unimportant have been per
mitted to be put; but the court thinks sufficient latitude has been given to 
such inquiries." 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you have not repeatedly 
said, within the last two years, that your official character was pledged in 
the controversy with Major (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant; and that you 
would prostrate him, or he must yon ; or words to that effect? and, if so, 
about what time, where, and to "hom made? 

Answer. I do not recollect on what occasion, nor to whom made; but I 
believe I have said, within the last year, that I considered my own official 
integrity involved in the truth or falsity of the reports which I had made 
against the official conduct of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. I have no recol
lection of having used such language as is expressed in the latter part of the 
question, nor do I believe I ever did. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you have not said, since the 
organization of this court of inquiry, "that you had driven a nail or spike, 
or forced the same, through the allegations or imputations against 'Brant,' 
and that you would clinch it; that you had proven much, and would 
prove more ;" or words to that effect. If so, when, and in whose presence 
was the declaration made. 

Answer. I. have no recollection of having ever used such expressions as 
driving nails or spikes. I may have used this expression, and think it pro· 
bable that I have: "that such testimony (alluding to tparticular testimony) 
seemed to me like clinching the nail;" or words to that effect. I dare say I 
have said I could bring more testimony, which is the fact ; but to whom 
made, when, or where, or how, I have no recollection. 

Mr. HAVERTY, a witness, again called into court, answers as follows: 
Question by court. Look at this book, and state whether the writing, pur

porting to be the copies ofletters addressed to Captain A. Lewis, dated No
vember 23, 1830, and January 5, 1831, and to Captain S. Shalcross, dated 
November 23, 18~0, are in your handwriting: and, if so, whether you ever 
saw the originals, of which these purport to be copies ; whether they were 
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signed by Captain (now Lientenant Colonel) J. B. Brant; whether they are 
truly copied in this book; and whether they (the originals) were sent to 
Captain A. Lewis and Captain S. Shalcross, respectively, at the dates they 
indicate? 

Answer. They are all in my handwriting, copied by me from the origi
nals. I believe them to be true copies. 'fhe originals were signed '' J. B. 
Brant, assistant qual termaster." The original Jetter to Captain Lewis, dated 
January 5, 1831, was sent to the post office, I am certain. The other two 
!.etters were sent to the steamboat, I think. This book is the official letter
book of the quartermaster's office-letter "C" of the series. 

Question by court. During your period of service in the quartermaster's 
office at this place, do you .know of any letter or communication being re
ceived by Lieuteuant Colcnel Brant from Captain Lewis, acknowledging 
the receipt of the letter of 1 ,ieutenant Colonel Brant to him of January 5, 
18311 

Answer. I do not. 

The court directed that these letters, referred to in the testimony of this 
witness, be copied upon the record of the court from the office book pro
duced in the court. 

AssisTANT QuARTERMASTER's 0FFTCE, 
8t. Louis, November 23, 1830. 

SrR: When the master of the steamboat "Chieftain" shall have complied 
with the terms of the enclosed contract, be pleased to affix thereto the evi
dence required by the second article, aud return the same to this office as 
early as practicable; and also the like evidence on the triplicate in the 
hands of Captain Shalcross. 

It has been agreed on between Captain Shalcross and myself that the of
ficers, including the acting assistant surgeon, shall pay seventy cents each 
per day for board ; that the sutler shall pay the same per day for his board, 
and ten dollars in addition for his passage; and that his stores shall be trans
ported at the rate of fifty cents per hundred pounds. Wishing you a plea
sant trip, 

I am, sir, with much respect, your obedient servant, 

Captain A. LEwrs, 
3d Infantry, Jefferson Barracks. 

J. B. BRANT, 
Assistant Quartermaster. 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
:St. Louis, N01Jemb(jr 23, 1830. 

DEAR SIR: When you shall have discharged the troops and stores at 
their place of destination, be pleased to obtain the certificate of the com
manding officer to the enclosed contract, setting forth the dne performance of 
its stipulations, and enclose the same to this office, with a statement of the 
amount received by you from officers, &c.; this will enable me to close 
your accounts, and pay over the balance to Messrs. Hill & McGunnegle. 

With respect, your obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Assistant Quartermaster. 
Captain S. SHALCRoss, 

·Steamboat " Chieftain.'' 
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AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, January 5, 1831. 
Sm: In answer to your letter of the 14th December last, covering a con. 

tract for the transportation of troops by S. Shalcross, I have to stnte that, 
on concluding this agreement, the amnunt stipulated was imbodied therein , 
without deducting the sum to be reimbursed to the Government for officers' 
board while on t.he passage, as this could not be exactly arrived at until 
after the performance of the trip ; in consequence of which, the letter 
mentionP-d by you was addressed to the master of the boat, who was in
structed to forward, with his contract, a statement of the amount so receivecf, 
which would, of course, be ded11cted from the $bOO, and appear on the 
face of his account for tran$portation, to be forwarued to the Treasury. 

In my letter to you of tlje 23d of November, I stated the price agreed on 
for the officers' board, (70 cents per day; and let me observe that this 
arrangement was made at your suggestion.) Why should I have made 
this communication to you, were it not for the purpose of having the cost 
of their llllbsistence taken from the $600? 

I shall-pay to S. Shalcross the entire sum his contract calls for, leaving 
the officers to make such arrangemenis as they may deem proper, in order 
that the certificates to their pay accounts muy harmonize with this transac
tion. 

I have never made a contract to cover the subsistence of officers while 
moving with troops; as well might it be furnished while discharging their 
ordinary duties at tlwir regular stations. lu cases only where extra expenses 
are supposed to be incurred, are extra allowances made; but in the present 
instance it falls short ten cents per day of the commutation allowed by 
Goverl1ment to officers for subsistence. 

Will you do me the favor to inform me (should the officers think fit to 
reimburse the amount of their board) to whom, and by whom, such reim
bursements shall have been made, with their total amount? 

With great respect, I am, sir, your most obedient servant, 

Captain A. LEwrs, 
3d lnfautry, Vicksburg, Mississippi. 

J. B. BRANT, 
Assistant Quartermaster. 

Captain CRo:::;MAN, a witness: in continuation: 
Question by court. Certnin vouchers which you have referred to in your 

testimony, and which have been spread upon the record, purport to be for 
rents of nn office for Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in his capacity as quarter
master. Please refer to those vouchers again, nnd state in what building 
the office was, and who was the owner, or reputed owner of it, during the 
periud eml:lracPd in the several vouchers. 

Auswa. Dmiug the eleven months of 1836, embraced in four of these 
vouchPrs, I do not know where the office was; I left here in February. In 
Jauuary, and part of February, the office was in the basement of the house 
Colonel Brnnt lives in. He is the reputed owner. 

For 1835, embmced in four vouchers, I believe the office was in the 
same place all tile time I was here. I was absent some two or three 
months, on duty. 

I was not here March 31, 1837. I do not know where the office was at 
that time. 
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I was not here at the time referred to in the vouchers for storage of Indian 

:_goods. . 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

"WEDNESDAY1 JANUARY 9, 1839: 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: Colonel Cutler, president; Major Graham, Lieutenant Lee. 

In conser:~uence of the absence and illness of Major Wharton, the court 
.:adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

rrHURSDA Y 1 JANUARY 10, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
The judge advocate and recorder laid before the court the following 

'>deposition of Mr. Jesse Lindell, taken this morning in presence of the 
parties, and before the meeting of the court, in consequence of said Lin

. dell's being about to leave the city this morning for New Orleans: 

Deposition of JEssE LINDELL: 
Question by recorder. Were you a director in the branch of the Bank of 

the United States formerly located in this city '1 and, if so, did, or not, the 
,-subject of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's interest in the house of Hill & Mc
··Gunnegle ever come up before the board while you were a director? 

Answer. I was a director in 1830, 1831, and lt:l32-out in 1833, and again 
-director till the bank closed here. I do not know that the subject came up 
formally, but it was talked of by some members of the board. , 

Question by recorder. Will you please say how long you have been a 
·,resident of St. Louis; and whether, during any portion of that time, Lieut. 
·Colonel Brant has had the general reputation an,ong the merchants and 
<()thers of being a secret partner, or of having an interest, in the house of 
Hill & McGunnegle? 

Answer. I have been a resident of St. Louis since 1813. I have heard 
. it frequently suggested that Colonel Brant was a partner of that house ; 
but I do not know it, and have no means of knowing, except from general · 
report. 

Question by recorder. Is there any other circumstance within your 
. knowledge, besides those mentioned by you, which iruluced a belief in your 
,ptind of the copartnership or interest alluded to? If so, state it. 

Answer. There are no other circumstances except what I have mentioned 
, in my previous answers; and the fact, that Colonel Brant was a frequent 
··endorser of their paper. , 

Question by recorder. If the house of Hill & McGunnegle had failed at 
;-ihe time allude.d to by you, and you had a claim against that house, would 
you, or not, have held Colonei Brant responsible for the debt? 

Answer. I think I should have attempted it, under the impressions I then 
.· had and now have. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you any knowledge, of yourself, of 
:any transaction of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's in the way of general busi
. ness, in which he acted as a partner of the firm of Hill &. McGunnegle 1 

Answer. I have none. 
11 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant ever say t()o 
you that he was a partner in that firm ? 

Answer. Never. 
Question by Colonel Brant. The only fact within your knowledge, frorn 

which you inferred a partnership between Colonel Brant and said firm: is, 
that of his frequently endorsing their paper? 

Ans?oer. That is the only fact. I suppose reports are not called facts .. 
Sworn to before me, this lOth day of January, 18:~9. 

J. F. LEE, J~tdge Advocate .. 

JoHN HAvERTY, a witness, in continuation: 
question by Colonel Brant. In your testimony before the court on the 

4th instant, you stated that yon draughted the contract between Captain 
(now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant and S. Shalcross, master of the steamboat 
" Chieftain," for the transportation of ,::ertain United States troops to the· 
Walnut hills, on the lower Mississippi, in 1830: were you aware at that 
time of any arrangement having been made, whereby the officers of that 
command were to pay a per diem for their board while on their passage to 
the point above indicated? If so, state what that arrangement was; why 
made ; how the per diem to be paid by the officers was to have been appro
priated; and what bearing it was to have had on the final settlement of the 
boat's account, &c.; whether Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant was 
intended to have been benefited thereby. 

An.ncer. I have stated that I did draught that contract. I was aware, at the· 
time, that an arrangement was made for the officers to pay a per diem tor 
their board .. According to the construction given to the regulations in that 
.day, the assrstant quartermaster considered that the officers were not enti- 
tled to their board, but only to their transportation : hence an arrangement 
was made by the quartermaster, and, as I understood, at the request of the· 
commanding officer of said troops, by which the officers were to pay for · 
their board. 'l'his was arranged at 70 cents per day each. It was proposed 
by the quartermaster to Captain Shalcross, that he (Shalcross) should col
lect this amount himself; and that the amount of the contract should be so
far diminished. Shalcross declined ; he said he would perform the service 
for a stipulated sum-say, $600; and that if the officers, on their arrival at 
their destination, chose to pay over to him the 70 cents a day, such amount 
would be deducted from the $600 on the settlement of his accounts. He· 
further stated to me, both on board the boat and in the office; that he did 
not feel inclined to leave himself at the mercy of the officers, on their arri
val at Walnut hills, for the payment of their board. He mnch preferred to 
have a distinct sum imbodied in the contract; and that any payment made 
on -account of board could be afterwards deducted from that amount. Jn 
Jny cor.~ception of it, Captain Brant was, by no means, intended to be bene
fited by this arrangement. 

I will further state, that: in consequence of this arrangement, letters, con-
1aining triplicates of the contract, were severally addressed to the command
Jug officer of the troops and the master of the steamboat; in which letters it 
was requested that the amount so collected should be stated or noted, for the 
subsequent settlement w1th the boat. Had this statement been rendered, 
the course observed would have been, to have deducted the amount re
ceived for the board, on the face of the account of the transporter, fron1> 

-~he gross amount stipulated in the contract, 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Please state, if within your own knowl('dge, 
who were the agents for the steamboat Chieftain at this place, in the fall 
and winter of L830 and 1831. 

Answer. Hill & McGunnegle. 
Question by court. Will you state where the office of Lieutenant Colonel 

Brant was between the 1st of January, 1835, and the 31st of March, 1837 't 
who was the owner, or reputed owner, of the building in which the office 
was? were you the clerk of Lieutenant Colonel Brant dming that period? 

Answer. On Washington avenue, between Third and Fourth streets. 
Major Brant was the owner, as I understood. It was in the lower part of 
his dwelling-house. I was the clerk of Colonel Brant during that period. 

Question by cow·t. You have said that it was the construction of the re
gulations, that officers on board transports were to have only their transpor
tation, and not their board, paid by the Government: was it, under th:1t con
struction, the custom of the quartermaster's department to provide for the 
payment of such private board of officers, by atl article in a contract be
tween that department and the owner or owners of transports? 

Answer. It was not the custom to provide for the payment of their board 
by an article in the contract ; nor by the amount in the contract to cover 
their board. And I will observe, that it would not have been done at that 
time, if the master of the boat could have been induced to come in to the 
other terms-that is, to charge only for the transportation, and to trust to the 
officers for the collection of their board. 

Question by court. Do you know whether Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
then the quartermaster, made any official representations to the Quartermas
ter General, or to the Paymaster General, of the fact that the officers re
fused to pay the per diem alluded to for their board, with the view of re. 
claiming this amount for the benefit of the United States 'J If so, what was 
the nature of those representations? 

Answer. I have no recollection that any such representation was made. 
Qllestion by court. During the period Lieutenant Colonel Brant was act

ing military disbursing agent for the Indian Department at this place, was, 
or not1 an additional room rented by him for an office for said department 1 
If so, state where it was. 

Answer. Yes : there were two rooms in the basement story. In one of 
these rooms I wrote, in the other the quartermaster usually wrote with 
another clerk ; that clerk was employed tor the Indian Department. 'I'he 
two rooms were used, and the clerks assisted each other; neither room nor 
clerk was exclusively appropriated to either department. . 

Question by court. How long have you been engaged as a clerk m_ the: 
quartermaster's department at this place; and dnring the whole of ~hat ttme,, 
where, and in whose buildings, have the public offices of Lwutenant 
Colonel Brant, as quartermaster, and military disbursing agent for the In
dian Department, been located? and where is the office kept now? 

Answer. I have been continuously engaged here in the. quart~rmaster's 
department since April, 1829, excepting the time I was wtth M~Jor Br~nt 
in Florida. The office for the Indian Department, during the ttme MaJor 
Brant was disbursing agent, (viz: from the fall of 1834 to 31st of ~larch, 
1837, I think,) was kep~ in the house I have spoken o~, between :rhud and 
Fourth streets. His office as quartermaster was kept m No. 29, m a house 
belono-ino- to Pierre Choteau, corner of Laurel and Main streets. lt was 
then ;emt:>oved to the rear oft\ stone building, said to belong to .M.ajor Brant, 

' 
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on Front street. It continued in that building till 1831; from 1831 to 1837 
in the building on W asbington avenue, I have first alluded to. It is now 
kept on Washington avenue, in a building on the same lot. I believe these 
two last buildings belong- to Colonel Brant. I cannot know positively with
out seeing deeds and documents. 

Colonel Brant said to the court : "I admit that those buildings, and the 
lot they stand on, belollg to me." 

Question by court. During the whole of the time you have been em· 
ploycd ns clerk in the quartermaster's department here, where, and in whose 
building, !;ave the public stores of every kind , in charge of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, or for which he was required to furnish storage, been kept 1 
and where are snch stores now kept 1 

Answer. In 1829, 1830, 1831, 1832. and, I believe, 1833, the public 
stores were kept in a stone builJing on "\Vater or Front street, in the upper 
apartments. These buildings I understood to belong to Colonel Brant. 

f:olonel Brant said to the court: "I admit that stone building was my 
property." 

The witness, Mr. HAVERTY, continues: 
They were removed from that stone building to a brick building, corner 

of Second and Laurel stt·eets, of which brick building Major Brant was re
puted the owner, where they are now kept-that is, the quartermaster's 
stores are now kept there. The military storekeeper's stores are now kept 
in Walnut street. 

Qucstio11 by cow·t. At the time accounts were made out and paid for 
storage of Indian goods which were then stored in the brick building cor
ner of Second and Laurel !';treets, viz: during the 1st and 2d quarters of 
1837, was, or not, tl;)at building rented to the quartermaster's department 
for $1,000 a year '! 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by cow·t. What merchants, if any, occupied the stone building 

of which you have spokeu, on Water or Front street, in which the public 
stores were kept from 1829 to 1832 or 1833; and who occupies it now'? 

Answer. By Hill & McGtmnegle, and their successors, Hill, McGun
negle & Way, and McGunnegle & Way. It is a double building; one 
was occupied entirely by them, and the lower or street floor of the other. 
The quartermaster's department, during the ·years I have mentioned, occu
pied the second and third stories and garret of this second building. Since 
the department moved out, those firms have occupied the whole of both 
buildings. 

Question by court. You have stated that, with the exception of a period 
when the quartermaster's office was in a house owned by Mr. Choteau, it 
was in different buildings owned by Lieutenant Colonel Brant ; please state, 
when accounts were made out for the rent of such office, during the period 
it was thus situated in Colonel Brant's houses, in whose nRmes such ac
counts were made out. Did you, or not, make out the accounts1 

Answer. I made out the accounts. A part of the time they were made 
in the name of William Hill, and a part of the time in the name of George 
IC McGunnegle. 

Question by court. Whose corn was it that was stored in 1837, in the 
frame building adjoiaing the brick one at the corner of Second and Laurel 
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streets, then rented for the United States, for the use of the sabsistence de
partment 1 How much corn was there? Was it a large or small quantity? 

Answer. The corn was public corn. I guess a thousand bushels. 
Question by court. What did you do with the check handed to you by 

Major Hitchcock, military disbursing agent for the Indian Department, for 
the payment of an account for storage of Indian goods for the 2d quarter 
of 1837; the account for which, in the name of G. K. McGunnegle, you 
presented to Major Hitchcock for payment? · 

Answer. I cannot exactly tell ; nor whether it was made payable to order 
or bearer. As well as I recollect, I handed it to Major Brant. 

Question by court. Why did yon hand it to Colonel Brant? Did you 
receivA it from him again? What was the amount of the check? 

Answer. I think, it was $24. I am not certain whether it was a check or 
cash. I knew Colonel Brant and McGunnegle had open accounts for stores 
furnished on account of the quartermaster's department. I handed it to 
1\'Iajor Brant, supposing it would be arranged between them. I had no other 
rea~n. • 

Question by court. To whom were you told by Major Hitchcock to hand 
the money? W!)re you told by any one to give the money to Colonel Brunt? 

Answer. I have no recollection that Major Hitchcock said any thing to 
me about it; nor was I told by any one, that I recollect of. I was then do
ing duty as clerk for Major Hitchcock. 

Question by court. If the accounts were made out in the name of George 
1\. McGunnegle, as you have stated, and the receipt signed by him, why 
did you not ueliver the sum to him? 

Answer. I have no other answer than that already given-that I knew 
Colonel Brant had open accounts with McGunnegle. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Where, and at whnt place, was it that l\'lnjor 
Hitchcock gave you the check or money for McGunnegle? 

Auswer. In Mnjor Hitchcock's office. 
Question b!! Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Do you know, of your own 

knowledge, w hetber it has been a long existing and general practice for offi
cers belonging to the disbursing departments, and stationed at this place, to 
occupy rooms as offices in buildings belonging to or owned by themselves, 
near to or in their dwelling- houses? If so, state the length of time, and the 
names of such of the nfficers as you knew who acted in that way. 

Answer. I know it to have been the practice here since 1829. 
[The witness here went on to state the names of individnal officers, as 

inquired of in the question. The court afterwards directed such part of 
his answer to be stricken out; for the reason, that it is an inquiry into the 
conduct of officers not before the court, and cannot be beneficial to the de
fence of the accused.] 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated in your testimony before· 
this court, that the brick building corner of Laurel and Second streets, in 
which the Indian goods were stored, was at the same time under a rent of 
$1,000 per annum for the quartermaster's department ; will you now please· 
to state under what conditions and considerations the Indian goods were 
stored in said building during a portion of the same period '] 

.Answer. During a portion of the time that these Indian goods were in the 
quartermaster's store, a large quantity of public stores (quartermaster's and 
subsistence stores) were stored in the plank warehouse of McGunnegle and 
Way, next door, in consequence of the want of room in the quartermaster's 
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store, occasioned by its occupation by these Indi:m goods. For this storage 
furnished by McGunnegle, no separate charge was made to my knowledge, 
as it was understood a charge would be made for the Indian goods. I view 
the arrangement as n. matter of accommodation between the parties. I can
not state for what length of time the qnartmmaster's and subsistence stores 
were put, as stated, free of charge, in the plank warehouse of McGunnegle 
on Second street. It was frequently done, and for a short time. This was 
in 1836 and 1837, and probably sometimes in the fall of 1835. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know that the Government, in the 
foregoing arrangement, received in storag-e from G. K. McGunnegle an 
equivalent for that charged on the Indian goods? 

Answer·. It is difficult to answer that question. At times, I r;hould say, 
the Government did receive more than an equivalent; at times, not an 
equivalent. But, on the whole, I should say, the facilities thns afforded the 
Government were a consideration equal to the rent of the Indian stores. 
McGunneg-le sometimes received Government stores in his warehouse on 
the river, for which no charge was made. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Can you state by whose order the Indian 
goods werE' placed in store at St. Louis? . 

Answer. General Gibson's, the Commissary General of Subsistence. 
Question by Colonel Rrant. Was there not a quantity of subsistence 

stores stored by McGunnegle & Way, on their contract for Jefferson bar
racks? State about the amount and time. 

Answer. I thiek it was in 1836. A very considerable quantity re
mained on hand after the period of completing their contract. 

Question by Colonel Brant. At the time the quartermaster's stores 
were kept exclusively in the stone building on Water street, who rented 
the whole of the two buildings from Lieutenant Colonel Brant? What 
was the rent paid therefor per annum? 

Answer. Whether Hill & McGunneglt: rented the whole buildings 
from Colonel Brant, and afterwards rented a part to the United States, 
I cannot say. The vouchers for the part occupied by the United States 
were made out in the name of William Hill. I do not know what rent Hill 
& McGunnegle paid. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please look at this paper, and say whether 
it is a correct extract from the return alluded to therein. 

Answer. I believe it to be a correct extract. It is signed by me. 

The court directed the following paper, shown to the witness with the 
last question, to be recorded here: 

Extract from the Jn·opert:IJ return of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster, 
for the q11arter ending 30th September, 1837. 

"Received from sundry persons, taken up as strays - 14 horses. 

"REMARKs.-The horses taken np between the 9th nnd 30th instant, 
included ten ::>trayed from the drove in charge of Richard Gentry, and four 
from Colonel Twigg's command. All tnrned over previous to the de
parture of the dragoons were turned over to them as they came in. 

': Since making o11t the credit part of the return, one horse of those 
receipted for by J. 'I'. Bnird, conductor, was left behind sick; and three 
strays were taken up and delivered to me by John Kimball, which accounts 
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for the above excess. Mr. Baird is consequently entitled to credit for on~ 
horse. 

·" To amount to be accounted for 
" Total accounted for 

A trul:l extract. 

- 508 horses. 
- 512 horses. 

" Excess 4 horses." 

JOHN HAVERTY, 
Clerk Quartermaster's Department. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you acquainted with the horses 
turned over by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to Captain G. H. Grosman early 
in October, 1837? and, if so, state the facts in the case ; also, whether 
you had any conversation with Captain Crosman as to their condition ; 
how said horses came into the hands of Lieutenant Colonel Brant the 
second time, and object of such interview with Captain Grosman. 

Answer. I do not know that the horses turned over to Captain Cros
man were estray horses. I could not identify them. I knew but little 
of the stables. The horses received were emered on the return under 
different heads, as received ty purchase, estrays, &c. The whole was 
exhanstP.d by the issnes, and an excess remained on hand. This excess 
was turned over to Captain Crosrnan. I infer they were the estrays. I 
waited on Captain Crosman in October, l 837, to exchange, I believe, some 
papers. He took occasion to speak to me about those eight horse~ turned 
over to him, and asked why they were in such bad condition. I observed 
to him that they were chiefly estrays, and turned in by various persons, 
and generally in bad condition at the time- they were turned over by those 
persons. 

Question by Colonel Brant. "Will you state, if within your knowledge, 
the quantity of subsistence stores in the brick warehouse, corner of Laurel 
and Second streets, on the date the report of Colonel Brant was made, 
under the instructions of Colonel T. Cross, then acling Quartermaster 

· General, relative to said building; and the date and object of thus ascer
taining said quantity? 

Answer. I believe the report was made in November, 1836. 'l'he sub
sistence stores in the brick warehouse were not more than twenty barrels, 
and eight or ten boxes. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you acquainted with John Dar
neille? and, if so, please state all the circumstances connected with hi~ 
being employed to purchase hor:;-es for the public service in 1R37; how 
his accounts for said purchases were settled and signed, and every thing 
else relative to said transaction corning within your knowledge. . 

Answer. I know Mr. John Darneille, and l also know he Was m the 
habit of purchasing horse~ on account of the United States in the summer 
of 1837. I made out several accounts in his name against the United 
States for horses purchased for dragoon service and for pack service. I 
viewed him as an agent employed by the quartermaster's department to 
purchase horses, and I settled three accounts in his name against the 
United States for horses so purchased. His accounts were settled like 

· those of other agents. The mode of settling these accounts was this : 
Agents were employed . to go and purchase horses. Money for that pur·-
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pose was placed in their hands by the quarterm_nster. After returnin~ 
with their droves, they rendered a statement showmg the first cost, color, 
size, &c., of each horse. They next gave an account of the expenses . 
of driving- said horses from the place where they were purchased to St. 
Louis. The whole amount of expenses, including the compensation of · 
the agent, (generally five per cent. 0n the amount disbursed,) was added 
together, and divided by the number of horses in that drove, and the 
quotient added to the first cost of each horse. The account was then 
stated in the name of this person against the United States for so llllany 
horses at these prices. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this voucher, dated 21st June, 
1837, and state whether the handwriting· in the body of it is yours; if so, 
can you recollect whether it was signed by John Darneille before you
:filled it up, as to the particular items composing it, or with the gros3 
amount specified at the bottom of it? 

Answer. It is in my handwriting. It was my invariable custom to · 
write the amount in the receipts before they were signed. The items may. 
not have been stated. I have no recollection of this partirular voucher, 
distinct from my general recollection of the way accounts were taken. 

[NoTE.-Voucher here alluded to at page 41.] 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether yon were in the habit of 

making out the accounts, and filling up the vouchers for the public horses 
bought by Lieutenant Colonel Brant in 1837? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Have you heard, since the conclusion of 

the contract with S. Shalcross, master of the steamboat Chieftain, in 1830, 
the merits of its provisions spoken of by Captain Grosman, or any other 
person adverse to the agency Lieutenant Colonel Brant had in making. 
said contract, until since the organization of this conrt? 

Answer. I heard that dis'>atisfaction was manifested directly after the con
tract was ~:;om plied with. Dr. Woolfolk, the citizen surgeon, who accom
panied the command, told me some of the officers expressed dissatisfaction 
at having to pay for their board. I have no recollection of having heard 
Captain Grosman speak of it. 

Question by court. You have alluded to pnblic property placed in the · 
private warehouse of Hill & McGunnegle ; please state, as nearly as you. 
can, the amount of that public property, aud in what it consisted. 

Answer. It would be mere guess-work. I cannot state. It was fre
quently very considerable for n short time, until nn opportunity occurred 
for sending it off. They were public stores of the different departments. 

Question by court. Was what you stated to Captain Crosman about the 
horses being "strays, and in bad condition when brought in," from your 
own actual knowledge of these facts, or only your impressions and mfer
ences derived hom other sources? 

Answer. Simply my inferences. I saw horses brought to the office in 
bad condition as estrays; whether they were turned over to Captain Gros
man, I cannot say. I was not present at the turning over. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 11, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

JAcoB SwiGERT, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 

[59] 

Question by court. Did yon ever make a bargain with Lieutenant Col()
nel Brant to swap a horse for a mule? If so, state when, where, and all 
the particulars . 

.l111swer. No ; I did not swap with Colonel Brant. Colonel Brant offer
ed to swap a mule for a horse of mine. I brought a horse here to sell, ana 
showed him to the Colonel; who said the horse did not suit him, but that he 
had a mule he would swap w1th me for the horse. I made the swap for 
this mnle with '.Mr. Darneille. He gave rne $70 to boot, at this place; at 
Mr. Kimball's stable; and 1 think in June, 1837. 

Question by court. Had you previously offered to sell the same horse to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant? And if so, for what sum; and what was his 
answer? 

Answer. I offered to s~>ll the same horse to Colonel Brant, and he replied 
that he did not s•1it him. I am not certain as to the price mentioned to 
Colonel Brant. I think I offered him for $100. 

Question by court. How old was the mule, and what kind of an animal 
was it? 

Answer. I think not above twenty month!! old. I never examined its 
month. It looked like a young mule. I should thiuk it was worth about 
$35 or $40 ; I sold it for $35. 

Q11estion by court. Did you ever see the horse yon thus exchanged, after
wards? If so, where and when? Was he, or not, branded with the letters 
u.s.? 

Answer. I saw him the day he was sold by the United States. He was 
with a lot of horses at Kimball's stable, condemned, as I understood. He 
was branded in that way. 

Question by cow·t. Have you not frequently spoken of this trade, and 
met1tioned that $100 was the sum you asked for the horse alluded to, at the 
time yon offered to sdl him to Colonel Brant 7 Please recollect as nearly 
as yon can. 

Answer. I have spoken of it to Mr. Darneille, and told him that I would 
rather sell the horse for $100 than make the swap. This was an hour or 
two before the swap. I am certain that the $100 is what I said to Darneille 
and others; and I think I offered him for $100 to Colonel Brant, two or 
three hours before the swap. 

Question by court. Yem have said you offered to sell Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant the horse you exchanged for the mule. Did yon offer him for sale 
to Lieutenant Colonel Brant,-knowing or believing he was purchasing horses 
for the United States service? and did yon understand Colonel Brant to 
Teject him as unfitted for that service? 

Answer. I knew he was purchasing horses for the United States service, 
and I offered him the horse for th1J.t service. He had the horse ridden, and 
then said that he did not suit him. 

Question by court. Do you know to whnm the mule belonged imme
diately before it came into the possession of Lieutenant Colonel Brant or of 
the United States? 

Answer. No. 
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Question by court. Do you know how that horse came afterwards into 
the possession of Colonel Brant or the United States? Who sold him to 
Colonel Brant ] 

Answer. I do nor know. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State the appearance, sizP., and color of the 

horse spoken of. What were his qualities, and gaits, his age, &c.? 
Answer. He was a sorrel ; something over fifteen hands and an inch ; as 

well as I recollect, seven years old. He paced slow and trotted. He look
ed to me like a tolerably good horse. I had not used him enough to say 
what he was worth for service. -

Question by Colonel Brant. How long after you sold the horse to D•w
neille was it that you saw him at public se~le as a condemned horse? 

Answer. I think as much as two months. 
Question by Colonel Brant. What were the appearance and condition of 

the horse at the time yon saw him offered for sale as a condemned horse ? 
Had he the appearance of having been hardly used? 

Answer. "He looked like he had been hard used." He was poor ; had 
fallen off; did not appear injured ; was a good deal poorer than when I 
sold him. Mr. Darneille, 1 understood, bought him at the sale. He after· 
wards offered him to me for $50. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether Captain Grosman has not 
frequently conversed with you relative to the swap or trade alluded to in. 
your testimony. And if l"o, when and where'! and the substance of such 
ccnversation? 

Answer. The Captain has talked to me al)out it. I do not recollect but 
one time, nor when : it was in town here. He asked me about this trade; 
1 told him how it was: that I brought a horse and offered it to Colonel 
Brant; that he said it did not suit, but that he had a mule, which Darneille 
had brought down from the country, which he would trade with me for a 
good bargain, and I might use him on my farm; that he had offered me 
either $50 or $60 to boot ; and Darneille afterwards offered me $65, and 
I asked $75. We then went to where Colonel Brant was, and we (Mr. 
Darneille and myself) split the difference; and I received from Mr. Dar
neille $70 to boot. This is the mule alluded to in my testimony before. l 
do not recollect that Captain Grosman said any thing to me, except to in
quire about the transaction. 

Question. by court. Did you, or not, come into Captain Grosman's office, 
and tell him voluntarily the story about the exchange of the mule and 
horse? and did Captain Grosman ever speak to you on this subject before 
that time? 

Answer. I came to his office with Mr. Darneille. Captain Grosman did 
not speak to me before that time. I believe Darneille first commenced the 
subject, by telling the Captain that I knew all about that trade; which led 
me to relate it. I never had seen the Captain before. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you not go to Captain Grosman's office 
at the solicitation of John Darneille? If so, did he say why he wanted you 
to go there? 

JJnswer. I recollect that Mr. Darneille and I were walking down the 
street near Captain Grosman's office, and Darneille asked me to walk in 
there, ~nd he then said to the Captain that I kne\V all about the trade. 
Darnellle had not said or intimated to me, before we went into the office, 
any thing about this affair, or that he wished me to speak of it. 
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JonN C. DtNNIEs, a witness duly sworn, answers: 
Question by conrt. Were you formerly employed as bookkeeper for the 

house of Hill & l\IcGunnegle of this city, or of Hill, McGunnegle & Way? 
If so, when, and for how long a period? 

.!lns"lver. I was, about three years; during 1832, 1833, and 1834, I 
think. 

Quc.,tion by cou1·t. Did any circumstances come to your knowledge, 
whilst bookkeeper in that tirm and firn1s, which induced a belief in your 
mind that Lieutenant Colonel Brant was interested in a pecuniary way in 
said firm or firms, or in both? If so, state what they were. 

Jlnswer. I always regarded Colonel Brant as a particular friend of the 
-firm. I never considered him as more interested in it than any other par
ticular friend. In my duty as bookkeerer, I never made out any balance
sheet showing the division of profits. I considered Hill & McGunnegle as 
the partner!'. I did not know that any one else had any direct interest in 
the firm; I had no means of knowing. Any friend of a firm, who endorses 
their paper, may be said to be interested in their success, though he has no 
direct interest as a partner. 

Question by conrt. Whilst you were employed as bookkeeper in the 
house of Hill & McGunnegle, or at any other time, do you know, and, if 
:so, state, the character of open accounts kept between Colonel Brant and 
that firm, or their successors? 

Answer. 'To the best of my recollection, there was a personal account 
kept with Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in which he was credited for his rents, 
and charged for articles for his personal use. 'l'here was also an account 
with the qnartermaster's department, which was regularly settled. 

Question by court. Do you, or not, know of claims of individuals against 
the United States, for militia, or army, o~ other public supplies and services, 
in the year 1832 or 1833, being paid to these individuals, or put to their 
credit on the books of said firm, by request or order of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant? 

Jlnswer. I recollect that an amount was placed to the credit of Colonel 
Marsh, who was an officer of militia, on their books ; whether by order or 
request of Colonel Brant, I do not recollect. This was at the period of the 
Black Hawk war. 

Qnestion by court. From all the circumstances, transactions of a busi· 
ness character, notes of said firm and firms, or of either of them, what in
terest, and to what extent, did yon believe Colonel Brant to have had in 
said firm? 

.O.nswer. I do not believe or know that he had any interest, fnrther than 
I have already stated, and that he endorsed their notes frequently. 

Qnestion by court. Do you, or not: know that Colonel Brant was the 
usual endorser of the notes of said firm and firms, or of either of them?
Was it, or not, understood that his name could always be had ou such nG>tes 1 

Jlnswer. There were other gentlemen who endorsed their paper. One 
<>ther, perhaps, endorsed as frequently as Colonel Brant. I suppose Colonel 
Brant's name could have been had at any time; but I know of no under
standing between them. The partners were of undoubted credit, and 1 
presume Colonel Brant would have given his name to any amount they 
might require. 

Question by court. What were the liabilities at any time of Colonel 
.Brant for either or all of said firms? State them as nearly as you can. 
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Answer. My recollection is so vague on that subject, that it would be 
difficult for me to answer; but I suppose from $5,000 to $20,000. 

Quest'ion by court. Has, or not, Colonel Brant the general reputation 
of being a partner, or as being indirectly interested, in the house of Hill & 
McGunnegle, and its successors? and, if you had a money claim against 
said firm at the time you were their bookkeeper, and they had failed in busi
ness or become insolvent, would you, or not, have sought by legal means 
to recover snch claim of Colonel Brant? 

Answer. Since I left their employment, I have frequently heard it stated 
·that Colonel Brant was a partner in the concern. This is the extent of the 
general reputation, as I know of. I would not have sought to recover of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant a debt owed by them, because I knew of no in
terest that he had in the firm ; and, while I was in their ernploymt!nt, I 
heard nothing of the general reputation on this subject, because no one· 
would then speak to me about it. 

Question by court. Was the credit of the said firms, or either of them, 
supposed to derive strength from the understanding that the name of Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant could be had on their paper, or was frequently on their 
paper? 

Answer. I think the credit of any firm would be strengthened by Col. 
onel Brant's being frequently their endorser. I have said I considered this 
firm as of undoubted credit, independent of his being their endorser. 

Q11estion by court. From your knowledge of the relations between Colo
nel Brant and those firms, have you reason now to believe that he derived: 
any pecuniary benefit, directly or indirectly, from the business of said firm 
or firms, or all of them? 

Colonel Brant presrnted the following note : 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to this qne~tlon as being irrelevant, un

less the prosecutor: Captain Crosman, will prefer a new allegation against 
him, out of which this question may fairly arise. The present allegation is, 
that he was, or is, a partner in the firm. Now, a man may derive pecuniary 
benefit, directly or indirectly, from a firm, without being a partner. He may 
loan them money, and receive a high interest therefor ; he may endorse 
their paper, and rec!Jive a commission on the amount of his endorsement. 
These are some of the instances, ont of many, in which he might derive 
pecuniary benefit, without being a partner. If the presecutor, however, 
wishes to have an investigation of Lieutenaut Colonel Brant's moneyed 
concerns with the firm or firms in question, let him file an allegation charg
ing him with being guilty of a military offence in deriving pecuniary bene
fit from his dealings or transactions with that firm, or any other, and Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant will most readily respond to such allegation. 

The court decided that, "this question not originating with Captain Cros.· 
man, but with the court, is relevant and proper." 

Answer. Yes, he derived pecuniary benefit in various ways; the build
ings they occupy belong to Colonel Brant. I do not 1<now that he derived 
any interest from his endorsements, though it is very frequently the case· 
that endorsers receive a commission for endorsing. I have no doubt the 
firm borrowed money from Colonel Brant, though I have no distinct recol
lection of any instance. I do not know that Colonel Brant derived any bene
fit from these loans, though 1 presume, of course, that he d1d. 
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Question by court. Do you know who built the brick warehouse corner 
of Second and Laurel streets, or who furnished or paid for the materials 
of which it was built? Was there any entry relative to this subject on the 
books of that firm? if so, state it particularly. 

Answer. I had no means of knowing certainly who built tht~t warehouse. 
I believe, however, it was built by Colonel Brant; I understood so from 
~eneral report. There was an entry on the books, representing property on 
Laurel street. They had a house there, under their sole control. My im
pression was, that the brick building, and the lot on which it stood, was 
Colonel Brant's property, and they (the firm} owned the frame warehouse 
adjoining, on LaurP.l street; but I had no sure means of knowing, as I never 
saw any deed of the property. 

Question by court. How did it happen that an entry relative to any real 
<>r 1person11.l estate of Colonel Brant was made on the books of Hill & 
McGunnegle ? 

Jlnswer. I understood that the entry I spoke of related to their property, 
and not to Colonel Brt~nt's. 

Question by court. Please state, as near as yon now recollect, the items 
or nature of that account : was it for 'ground, or for building materials? State 
also the caption of such account. 

Answer. My impression was, that it was for building materials, and a 
payment on account of ground. I have no certain kno\vledge of that, and 
my recollection is not distinct. I think the title of the account was " ware
house." 

Question by Colonel Brant. Yon have stated in yonr testimony that 
money was paid to Hill & .M:cGunnegle, in 1832, for purchases of public 
stores on account of the Black Hawk war ; will you now state about the 
amount of said purchases, by whom made, and of what did they consist ? 

Answer. It is the fact, but I have not stated so. I am under the impres
sion the amount was about $9,000. 'fhe purchases were made by various 
"officers corlllected with the war; they were subsistence stores, generally. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was E. C. Marsh authorized to make pur
·chases connected with the Black Hawk war? and if so, by whom? 

Answer. I have no knowledge. I suppose he was, by Governor Rey-
nolds, or the proper officer commanding the militia. " 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect the amount, or nearly the 
.amount, of purchases made by E. C. Marsh, in 1832, on account of the 
Black Hawk war, from Hill & McGunnegle? if so, by whom the amount 
was settled 't [and was any deduction made therefrom, and by whom, and 
its amount, as well as you can remember? 

Answer. It appears to me the amount was between four and five thousand 
dollars. I think there were charges objected to by Colonel Brant, and cor
rected and diminished; how much, I do not recollect. Colonel Brant's clerk 
generally attended to the settlement of accounts, and was very particular and 
correct. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether William Hill, apart from his 
interest as partner in the firm of Hill & McGunnegle: was in embarrassed 
circumstances on account of old debts 1 

Answe1·. I do not think he was in embarrassed circumstances. I do not 
know what arrangements he made with his creditors in the settlement of 
his estate up the Ohio ; but he never was embarrassed by them, in any 
.shape or way, that I know of. 

• 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know the annual rent paid by 
Hill & McGnnnegle to Lieutenant Colonel Brant: for the buildings which 
they occupied on Water street, during the time you lived with them as 
bookkeeper? 

Answer. I believe it was $1,100 per annum. 
Question by court. Was the $9,000, you say was deposited in the house 

of Hill & McGunnegle, placed there in anticipation of the purchase of sup
plies from that house; or was that sum iu payment of supplies already fu,r
nished the Government? Who deposited, or caused to be deposited there, 
that amount of money? 

Ans~ver. I did not say $9,000 was deposited with that firm. I am un
der the impression that it was in payment of supplies already purchased, 
or being purchased. I cannot say that the goods were all purchased be
fore the money was paid; but they were in the act of being purchased. I 
cannot say that the supplies were delivered, in all cases, to a Government 
agent, before the money was pnid over. The money was never all paid at 
once. 

Question by c<'w·t. Did you understand the $9,000 alluded to, or any 
part of it, given to Hill & McGunnegle, with a view that they might pur
chase such supplies as they might not have in their own store; or was it,. 
in fact, for stores turned over to a United States agent, or after a requisition 
on that house had been fully complied with? 

.answer. My recollection is so vague, that I cannot answer the par
ticulars of that inquiry. I am under the impression, however, that part of 
the money was paid prior to the delivery of the articles, but during the 
execution of the order. 'fhe whole might have been doue in a day, or in 
a few hours; that is, the purchase, delivery, payment, and shipment. 

Quest-ion by court. Were, or not, large sums of money paid to the firnl.> 
of Hill & McGunnegle, during and aboilt the time of the Black Hawk war,. 
by Colonel Brant, for public supplies and services? 

Answer. I do not recollect of any other sums than the $9,000 already 
spoken of. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at these papers, and state whether
they contain an account of all the articles furnished by Hill & McGunnegle· 
during the period of the Black Hawk war, in 1832, as far as you know. 

Answer. I had supposed the amount of purchases from them was $9,000. 
These vouchers show payments to the amount of $11,069 34. I infer, 
therefore, and believe, that this amount covers all the payments made to 
that house for subsistence supplies during the Black Hawk war. I am 
well acquainted with the handwriting of McGnnnegle, and know the sig
nature of Hill & McGunnegle to the receipts of those vouchers to be the 
handwriting of the partner McGunnegle. 

Here Colonel Brant presented the vouchers to the court. The court 
directed copies of them to be placed in the appendix, (No. 35,) and the 
originals to be returned to Colonel Brant, and the following abstract of their 
contents to be placed here on the record: 

• 
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.ABSTRACT. 

Date of voucher. To whom paid. What account. Amount. 
---------------- --------- -------
21st May, 1832. 
20th June, 1832. 
20th June, 183!d. 
20th June, 1832. 
20th Jnne, 1832. 

Hill & McGunnegle. Subsistence stores 
do. do. 
do. do. 
do. do. 
do. do. 

$5,993 00 
1,283 20 
2,922 43 

435 63 
435 08 

11,069 34 

'rhe paper at page -of the appendix, (a list of stores delivered to Illinois 
militia, on requisition of Colond Marsh, commissary, and by order of the 
Governor of Illinois,) the court directed to be placed as stated, and the sig
nature of Colonel Marsh to be proved, and the original to be returned to 
Colonel Brunt. This paper \\'as offered by Colonel Brant, as the basis of 
the payments to Hill & McGunnegle. 

A. S. MAGENis, Esq., duly sworn, says: 
I have often seen Enoch C. Marsh write his name, and I believe that to 

be his signature to the certificate of that paper. 
The court adjourned to meet w-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 12, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

WILLIAM HEMPSTEAD again called into COurt: 
Question by court. Do you know of any instance where blank receipts 

for public supplies or services were taken or paid by Colonel Brant? if so, 
please state when, where, and all the circumstances. 

Answer. I think that in 1832 or 1833, (which year I do not recollect,) 
Captain Palmer and myself were appointed commissioners on the part of 
'lhe United States to receive testimony in relation to claims against the 
Government, growing out of the Black Hawk war. We were sitting and 
acting in that capacity for five or six weeks in Galena. The claimants had, 
or were furnished with, printed duplicate blank vouchers, setting forth the 
account as "Dr. the United States to A B," and a receipt attaG:hed, and 
also a printed or written' affidavit, to be signed by the claimant, that he had 
received no money from the United States on that account. The claimants. 
made out their accounts against the United States on these printed blanks; 
and proof of them was then laid before Captain Palmer and myself, as com
missioners, particularly as to the reasonableness of the charge. The blank 
receipts were in all cases signed by the claimant; the receipt not filled up. 
The items of the account were stated above the receipt, as I have said. 
The accounts were acted upon by the commissioners in that shape ; and 
such amount as we judged reasonable we recommended to Major Brant for 
payment. An abstract was sent to Major Brant, showing the amount set 
forth in the original account, and the amount approved by the commis" 
sioners; and also to whom, or in what manner, the claimant wished to be 
paid. In a great many cases I was mentioned as the person whom they. 
wished lo receive the money1 being personally known to all of them, 

..... 
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Frequently, in recetvmg the amount of those accounts from the quarter
·master, Mr. Haverty, his clerk, would ascertain (as I think) the amount 
wished to be paid at the time. It was paid me in gross; and I did not 
wish or require to see the amount filled in the receipt. 'l'he accounts were 
.already in possession of the office. 'l'he amounts recommended for pay
ment by the commissioners were in many instances less than the amount 
stated in the body of the accounts as claimed by the claimants. The re
ductions recommended on those claims by the commissioners were noted 
in the abstract and on the vouchers, and the letter to Major Brant (1 think.) 
I did not in all cases see the vouchers and receipts of those accounts when 
I received the money. Some I did see; and of these, the amounts were 
filled in the receipts at the time I received the money. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 
"Lieutenant Colonel Brant submits to the court that the statements just 

made by the witness are not leg-al evidP.nce, unless the papers referred to are 
produced and identified by the witness. He therefore submits that all that 
portion of the answer to the question put, which refers to the contents of 
the vouchers, and the remarks made thereon by the commissioners, should 
be excluded." 

<fhe court decided that "the conrt do not sustain the objection. 'l'he 
witness has not spoken of the contents of.any paper as testimony before the 
-court; nor can the court view their contents as testimony, since the present 
inquiry is solely in reference to the mode in which these papers were e·x
-ecuted, and not as to what they contain." 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant presented to the court the following- interroga
tories, and requested the court would have the deposition of William A. 
Gordon, of Washington city, taken in answer thereto, to be used as evidence 
<>n bis behalf: 

Questions by Colouel Brant. No. 1. "Are you personally acquainted 
with Captain George H. Crosman, of the United States army?" 

No. 2. "Has Captain Crosman been in the habit of correspondin~ with 
you by letter, for some time back? If so, has the official condnct of Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, Major Brant, or Captain Brant, of the quartermaster's 
department, been animadverted upon by Captain Crosman in communi
cations to you, as above mentioned? If so, in what terms?" 

J'\o. 3. " Of what official acts of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, Major Brant, 
or Captain Brant, did Captain Crosman, in his correspondence, complain ; 
or of what misconduct did he accuse him ?'' 

No. 4. " Has Captain Grosman, to your knowledge, by letter or other
wise) applied unofficially to you, or any other person employed in the office 
of the Quartermaster General at Washington city, to obtain information 
respecting the official condnct of Major Brant, or Captain Brant, or to pro
cure copies of official papers sent by him to the Quartermaster's Department?" 

No. 5. "State whether, to your knowledge, as derived from Captain Cros
rnan, there has been a strong feeling of hostility personally toward Lieu
tenant Colonel (formerly Major) Brant, or Captain Brant 1 If so, when 
did you first become aware of the fact?" 

'l'he court, having considered the foregoing interrogatories, decided as 
follows: viz: "'l'he conrt regards the second, third, and "fourth questions as 
irrelevant and unnecessary to Lieutenant Colonel Brant's defence. 'fhe 
court is not disposed to become the medium of disclosing the private cor-
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zespondence of individuals, unless such a course is obviously necessary to 
a proper understanding of the several matters before the court for its ex
amination." 

The court adjourned to meet on Monday, the 14th instant, at 11 o'clock. 

MoNDAY, JANUARY 14, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present; All the members. 

The court inquired of Colonel Brant whether he wished the deposition 
{)f Wm. A. Gordon taken in answer to the first and fifth interrogatories 
proposed by him; which Colonel Brant declined. 

WILLIAM HEMPSTEAD, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. By whose direction or suggestion was it that the 

blank receipt~ were signed before payment? and by whom were the alter· 
ations or deductions from the sums claimed by some of the claimants made1 

Answer. The practice of sending accounts, with blank receipts attached, 
was adopted by the claimants in many instances before the board of com
missioners met. In the ~ummer of 1832, a large proportion of the claims 
growing out of the Black Hawk war were forwarded by the claimants to 
the quartermaster's office in St. Louis, for settlement. To all of these were 
attached blank receipts. The accounts being sent to the commissioners 
with blank receipts, it was a necessary conseqtience that the commissioners 
forwarded them in that situation to the quartermaster. I am under the 
impression that the commissioners were instructed by Colonel Brant to 
forward the accounts with blank receipts to him ; but whether his instruc
tions were verbal, or in writing, I am not able to state. As I before stated, it 
was the commissioners who decided on the claims, recommended the de
ductions otnd noted the same on the accounts. I settled accounts of this 
sort with the quartermaster, Major Braut, previons to the board of commis
sioners; and when the amount received was less than the claim, the de-
duction was made in the quartermaster's office. . 

Question by wnrt. Under the arrangements made by Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant for paying accounts for public supplies and set:vices furnished and 
rendered during the Black Hawk war, had or not the claimants you have 
referred to any certain way of knowing what sums of money were inserted 
in the receipts, over their signatures? 

Answer. In many cases they had not. , 
Question by court. Was Captain Palmer, your associate commissioner, 

an officer of the army at the time spoken of by you ? and, if you know, 
state why he did not pay the accounts. 

Answer. He was Captain Zalmon C. Palmer, th.en of the United States 
6th infantry. I do not know why he did not pay the accounts. He was' 
not furnished with any funds at that time. In the fall of 1833 he was 
furnished with funds, and took a tour through the mining country to pay 
some similar accounts. 

Question by court. Was Captain George H. Crosman on duty at Galena, 
in the summer of 1832 ~ and was he disbursing public money there for 
similar objects 1 

12 
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Answer. He was there on duty in 1832, in the months of June and July, 
c think, and was disbursing public money; but I believe more directly 
onnected with the regular service. 

Question by court. Do you know whether Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
does now bear, or has formerly borne, the ~eneral reputation among the 
merchants and business men of this city, of being a partner or interested in 
the house of Hill & McGunnegle, or the successors of that firm; :md if so, 
do yon believe it? 

' Answer. I have heard it frequently suggested that snch was the fact. 
But no person had any direct knowledge or proof of it. It was barely a 
supposition. I have been of that opinion; probably the belief was created 
by the opinions expressed by others. 

Question by court. Do you lmow the two buildings situated at the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets, viz: the brick one on the corner, 
and the frame one adjoining it on Second street ? and if so, will yon say 
what, in your opinion, each of these buildings is worth per annum, if 
rented-say for the last three years 'J 

Answer. I am acquainted with the buildings. The brick on the corner~ 
taking an average rent for the last three years, was worth from $600 to 
$650 per annum. And the frame, 1 suppose, was worth $250 per annum. 

Question by court. Are you a merchant, and how long have you resided 
in St. Louis? 

Answer. I am; and I have lived in St. Louis since 1811, excepting an 
absence at Galena from 1826 to 1833. 

Qw;stion by court. Upon what do you form your opinion of what was 
a proper rent for the storehouses referred to? 

Answer. From their situation; and the rents we were paying, and others. 
In 1835 we were paying only $400 for a three-story warehouse on Water 
street, rented by the year; in 1836 the owners charged $1,000; in 1837 
they charged $2,000, and we moved out; and they then rented for $2,500. 

Question by Colonel Brant. By whom were you appointed a special 
agent for the adjustment of militia claims in 1832 ? who recommended 
you, and by whom was such appointment approved? 

Answer. I have not seen the letter of appointment, or the letter of in
structions, for five or six years. I think I was appointed by General Atkin
son, recommended, as I understood, by Major Brant. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have said that the accounts required 
to be transmitted by the special agents were in blank, so far as it regarded 
the receipts : will yon now state the object of their being in blank, if you 
are aware of it-whether it was not for the purpose of avoiding the neces
sity, if they were not properly made out, of returning them to the claim
ants, who resided at the distance of several hundred miles from St. Louis 1 

Answer. That was the object of sending them in blank. 
Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that certain claims, made 

by different individuals against the Government, were examined by your
self &nd Captain Z. C. Palmer, as special agents on the part of the United 
States, and by yon transmitted to the quartermaster (Major J. B. Brant) at 
St. Louis; the vouchers containing, in the body of them, the different items 
on which t!Je particular claim was based, together with the sums claimed 
therefor; the receipt at the bottom of the voucher being signed in blank : 
that yourself and Captain Palmer noted on each of these vouchers the 
amount which you considered to be justly due by the United States: that 
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many of those claims were directed to be paid to yourself, and that you 
received money from Major Brant on nccount thereof; but in many in
stances, at the time when payment was made, the vouchers on which you 
received the monP-y were not exhibited, bnt their respective amounts added 
together hy the clerk of the quartermaster, and the gross sum paid to you. 
Please look at these papers, and say whether you believe them to be the 
same, or duplicates of those on which you were paid as agent of the 
claimants; and whether there is any difference between the sums paid 
to you, and those stated in the receipts of the vouchers now shown. 

Answer. I have examined those accounts, and compared them with my 
memorandum made at the time the accounts were intrusted to me for col
lection, and I perceive that they are correct; and that I received, for the 
claimants, all the amounts stated in the receipts, which are correctly filled 
up. Among these accounts are a few which were not collected by me. 

[NoTE.-The numerous vouchers here referred to, and exhibited to the 
witness, are not appended to these proceedings, because the contents of 
them have not been called in question, either by any allegation against 
Colonel Brant, or by any question put by the court. Their contents have 
been alluded to on the cross-examination, with the view of removing any 
suspicion that the blank receipts had been improperly filled up-a course 
the court had no disposition to prevent.] 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you make application to Captain, 
Major, or Lieutenant Colonel Brant, to see the vouchers alluded to in your 
testimony ? And, if so, what objections, if auy, were made by Colonel . 
Brant to your seeing them? 

Answer. Whenever, in collecting the accounts, I asked to see the vouch
ers, they were shown to me, and every opportunity afforded me of exam
ining them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you ever known any transaction in 
business where Lieutenant Colonel Brant acted, or assumed to act, or ap
peared to act, as a partner in the house of Hill & McGunnegle i Hill. 
McGunnegle, & Way; or McGunnegle & Way 1 

Answer. No. 

The court adjourned to meet to.morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 15, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

Captain Crosman presented the letter, [at No. 36 appendix,] dated January 
14, 1839, requesting the court to decide whether he is the "prosecutor;" 
and, if they decide that he is, requesting to be allowed the aid of counsel. 

The court ordered the following decision to be recorded: 

"In reference to the appellation 'prosecutor,' applied to Captain Cros
man by Colonel Brant) the court has to remark, that it has on a former 
occasion said, and it now repeats the declaration, that it did not recognise 
any prosecution or prosecutor before it. The peculiar light in which 
Colonel Brant may choose -to view Captain Crosman, and the correspond
ing title he may apply to him, the court will not pretend to control, so long . 
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as the proceedings are conducted with due regularity, and the title applied 
to Captain Grosman is not disrespectful. 'fhe court will add, that it had 
hoped, however, that Lieutenant Colonel Brant would have ab:stained, pur
suant to the views of the conrt in reference to the character of the inves
tigation, from applying the term 'prosecutor' to Captain Grosman, seeing 
that the court recognised no prosecutor. In reference to the extent of the 
cross-examination into the motives actuating Captain Grosman in the mat
ter umler investigation, the court has to remark, that, although they have 
viewed some of the questions put by Lieutenant Colonel Brant on said 
point as unnecessary, yet they have never regarded them as referring to 
Captain Grosman in any other light than that of a principal witness 
before it." 

Mr. HAVERTY came into court, and desired, as a witness, to make a state
ment in explanation of his previous testimony, and says: I understood the 
question which was asked me about the manner of taking accounts, when I 
replied that it was the invariable custom to fill up the amounts in the re
ceipts, and not to permit them to be signed blank. I understood this question 
to refer to the accounts for the purchases of horses in 1837. I did not 
mean to extend my answer to all accounts. My reason for making this 
explanation is, that I have in recollection two classes of accuunts, wherein 
the receipts were signed, in some cases, before the amounts were filled in. 
The first of these are accounts for the transportation of officers' baggage, 
when officers resided at a distance ; officers sometimes send their transpor
tation accounts to the office not made out, as they may not know the dis
tances, which are ascertained in the office. The other class of accounts 
were militia claims, growing- out of the Black Hawk war. 

Mr. N. J. EATON again called into court: 
Question by court. Has, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant the general 

reputation of being a partner, or being interested, in the house of Hill & 
McGunnegle, or its successors, in this city ; and ar~ there any circumstan
ces within your own knowledge which induced the belief of that fact in 
your mind? If so, please state them. 

Answer. I think he has the general reputation of haviug been interested 
in the old firm of Hill & McGunnegle. There have been circumstances 
which led me to believe that he was interested with them in some wav or 
other; he seemed to take an unusual and very deep interest in a contract 
with the Government, where Hill & McGunnegle were the contractors. 
The circumstance was this : Some years since, Hill & McGunnegle were 
contractors for supplying the post of Jefferson barracks with subsistence stores, 
and I was the cemmissary there. They sent down a lot of pork, which was, in 
my judgment, not at all in accordance with the terms of the contract. I did 
not think it was fit to be received, and I declined to receive it. Colonel 
Brant came down to the barracks, and urged me to receive the pork with 
considerable importunity. The impression made upon my mind, in conse
quence of his urgency in the matter, was, that he wa~, to say the least, 
very much interested in the success of Hill & McGunnegle. I cannot say 
that I made np my mind that he was a partner; I staggered between the 
two opinions. I was aware that Colonr>l Brant owned the buildings in 
which Hill & McGunnegle did business; and I sometimes thought that he 
might be a partner in the house, and again I thought that the interest he 
evinced in the bouse might arise from their renting his buildings. I will 
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add, in reference to that pork, that the quality of it was not snch as the 
~ontract required. Hill & McGunnegle were frequently contractors, and I 
frequently was dissatisfied with the supplies they furnished; and Colonel 
Brant's desire to have me receive such supplies was frequently evinced. 

Question by court. Might, or not, the interest you say Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant took in the house of Hill & McGunnegle, as contractors for the 
United States, have originated from the belief he entertained in their ·pecu
liar efficiency as such, and that they would serve the United States on 
better terms, or more promptly, than others ? 

Answer. It might have been so; but I did not think so then, nor do I 
think so now. 

Question by court. Had Lieutenant Colonel Brant, at the time you have 
referred to, any official control over the operations of the subsistence de
partment here, which would have made his interposition in the case of the 
contract proper ? 

Answer. He had none. The contract was between Hill & McGunnegle 
and General Gibson, Commissary General. 

Question by court. Did you, at any time, hear John Kimball make a 
statement to Captain Grosman relative to the manner of keeping United 
States horses hereabouts in 1837? and if so, did you take a memorandum 
of such statement at the time; and is this the memorandum ; and ·is this 
memorandum correct? 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to the question proposed, as it is evi

dently put for the purpose of discrediting John Kimball, a witness called 
on the part of the prosecution, but the general tenor of whose evidence 
was favorable to the accused. He contends that it is not competent for the 
prosecution to introduce testimony' of this kind for the purpose of strength
ening, it is supposed: the statementg of Captain Grosman, at the expense of 
Kimball. Lieutenant Colonel Brant thinks that he had the lrgal right to 
object to the re-introduction of the present witness, as he was already 
examinP.d in chief; so far, however, as his testimony affected the merits of 
the present allegations, he was willing to waive that right, as he had no 
desire to shun or avoid any scrutiny; but he cannot permit, in justice to 
himself, the present question to be put, without placing- upon record his ob
jections to a conrse which he believes is not warranted by the rules of law 
that govern in similar cases. 

The court decided " that the court doeg not sustain the objection. If, as 
is supposed in the exception taken, the question is put to illustrate or ex
plain an alleged discrepancy between the testimony of two witness~s, it is 
pp,rfectly proper, and the duty of the court, to adduce further testlmon.y; 
whether such additional testimony shall have a tendency to confirm or In
validate the evidence of either witness. 

Answer. I did hear John Kimball make a statement to Captain Grosman 
in his office. I took this memorandum at the time, and it is correct. 

[NoTE.-The memorandum at No. 14 appendix, and which is copied at 
pagP. 71 of the record, was shown to the witness with the foregoing ques
tion.] 

Question by Colonel Brant. Plense state whether it was not frequently 
the case, during your duties at this place in the summer of 1836, as disbnrs-
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ing agent of Indian Department, that accounts were sent to you or handed 
to you for payment, the receipts to which were signed, and the amounts not 
filled; in other words, blank receipts. 

Answer. I do not recollect that any such accounts were presented to me. 
Q11estion by Colonel Brant. Who was the clerk in the office of the dis

bursing Indian agent at the time yon acted in that capacity during Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant's absence in the summer of 1836? 

Answer. John Haverty. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant go expressly 

from St. Louis to the barracks, for the purpose of urging you to accept the 
lot of pork? 

Answer. I do not know that he did. 
Question by Colonel Brant. What became of the lot of pork of \vhich 

you have spoken : was it condemned? 
Answer. I am not certain, but I think it was received. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether the pork in question had un

dergone the necessary inspection; and whether, in relation to the supplies 
furnished, you did not frequently consult with, and ask the opinion of, Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant. 

Ans·wer. It had undergone the necessary inspection, according to my con. 
struction of the necessary it:spection; inasmuch as I relied more upon my 
own judgment in that matter than anybody else's. I do not recollect whe
ther the board provided for in the contract had examined it nr not; but I 
incline to the belief that they had. As assistant commissary, I did not fre
quently consult with Colonel Brant, and ask his opinion relative to subsist
ence supplies. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have said that, as assistant commissary, 
you did not frequently consult with Lieutenant Colonel Brant in relation to 
supplies. Did you consult him in any way as to supplies for subsistence 
department? 

Answer. No. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State where the stores were kept belonging 

to the subsistence department at the time you turned them over to Lieut. 
Kingsbury. 

Answer. In the quartermaster's store at this place ; in a brick warehouse, 
corner of Second and Laurel streets; and in a frame house connected there
with, on Laurel street. I am not positive with regard to this frame ~use. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, within your own knowlkdge, 
you are aware of any business transaction in which Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant acted, or purported to act, or appeared to act, as a partner in the firm 
of Hill & McGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle, & Way; or McGunnegle & 
Way. 

Answer. I do not know of any business transaction in which he has 
acted, or purported to act, or appeared to act as a partner, unless the inter
est he evinced in relation to that pork may be considered an instance in 
which he appeared to act as a partner. 

Q~testion by Colonel Brant. You said you stao-gered between the opin
ions of whether Lieutenant Colonel Brant was or "'was not a partner in the 
firm of Hill & McGnnnegle: will you please to state in which opinion you 
finally settled down ? 

Answer. l have settled down into the opinion that he was not a partner; 
for the reason, he stated to me, with very solemn adjuratwns, that he was 
not. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this newspaper extract, and say 
whether you are the author of it. 

The court directed that this question may be put; the president saying to 
the witness that he is not bound to answer if his auswer will subject him to 
a prosecution for any criminal ofi{mce. 

Jlnswer. I am the author of the article signed Vindicator. 
[NoTE.-This article is placed in appendix, No. 37.] 
Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that the lot of pork you 

have spoken of had been inspected according to the terms of the contract : 
will you further state~ as such was the fact, by what authority or warrant 
of law you would have refused, or did refuse, to receive that pork from the 
contractors 1 

Answer. I tlid not state that it had been inspected according to the con~ 
tract. I stated that I was under the impression that it was so inspected. I 
would have taken the responsibility to refuse to receive it, if I thought it 
was not fit to receive; for the reason, that the inspectors were liable to be 
swayed by every opinion that was expressed. I have known an inspector 
.to swear that a lot of pork was according to contract, and in less than an 
hour afterwards swear that it was not; and accordingly, in this instance, 
the lot of pork I now speak of was rejected. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, to your knowledge, Captain 
George H. Crosman has not for a number of years been personally unfriend
ly to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Answer. I do not think that Captain Grosman has been friendly to Colo
nel Brant for several years. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you are not rqvare that the 
commencement of the personal hostility on the part of Captain Grosman to· 
wards Lieutenant Colonel Brant did not originate iu a difference between 
them us to the official conduct of Captain Crosmau when acting as ussistant 
quartermaster at Jefferson barracks; and, if so, in what year you first be
came ac'lllainted with the hostility existing. 

Answer. Some years since, (it strikes me it was in 1832,) Captain Gros
man believed that Major Brant attempted to exercise over him authority 
which he had not a right to exercise; and, in consequence, a tart official 
correspondence passed between them, which, I think, produced ill blood on 
the part of both. 

Question by Colont;l Brant. State whether you have not heard Captain 
Crosman speak in harsh terms of Lieutenant Colonel Brunt, or denounce 
him as having acted frandulently in relation to a contract made with the 
captain of the steamboat Chieftain, for the transportation of officers to the 
Yazoo, or Walnut hills, in 1830. 

Answer. I have frequently heard Captain Grosman speak harshly of 
Major Brant's official condnct; and, in relation to the contract alluded to, 
l have heard him say, long ago, that he believed it would be his duty to 
cause it to be officially investio-ated, if he had the proof which he believed 
to be in existence toncbing that contract. 

Q11estion by Colonel Brant. State whether yon have not understood 
from Captain Grosman that he considers his standing as an officer identified 
with the success of the present investio-ation; that is, in sustaining and 
proving the truth of the allegations pr~ferred against Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant. 
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Answer. I have never heard Captain Crosman express himseff to that 
effect, that I know of. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are yon not now, and have you not been 
for many years, the warm personal friend of Captain Crosman? 

The court considered this question irrelevant, and decided that it shall 
not be answered. 

Question by court. Do you think that Captain Grosman has borne any 
malice or revengeful feeling against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, when you 
say you do not think he has been friendly to him for several years past? 

Answer. I do not. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 16, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
WILLIAM GLASGow, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Do you know the brick building corner of Second 

and Laurel street, and the frame one adjoining, on Second street? and, if 
so, will you say what the rent of each of these buildings should be worth, 
for (say) the last three years? 

Answer. I know the buildings. I suppose the brick one is now worth 
$600 per annum, and the frame one is worth $300 per anr..um; that is, in 
1839 and 1838. In 1837 there were fe\\·er warehouses than there are nowt 
and rents for them were then higher. I should think these buildings were
worth per annum, in 1836 and 1837, about 25 per cent. more than they are 
now per annum. 

Question by court. Can you state any actual rents paid, during the pe
riod referred to in the last question, on any buildings of about the same di
mensions, or affording as good accommodations; ,having reference to sizet 
quality, and convenient locality for mercantile business? 

Answer. Mr. Gay's warehouse, on Chesnut street, near the water, rented 
for $750 in the last year, and in this year for $600. It is a larger building 
than the brick, corner of Laurel and Second streets, and equally convenient. 
The drayage, which is regulated by a city ordinance, is the same to either 
building. Mr. Page's warehouse, built in 1838, is much larger than either 
of them-a one-story frame house on Walnut street. Neither of these three 
buildings is very convenient, except for storing goods. Mr. Page's is not 
so near the business part of the city. It is accessible, and for storing heavy 
goods more suitable than either of the other two. Colonel Branfs frame has 
similar conveniences to this one. 

Question by court. Has, or not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant the general 
reputation, among merchants of this city, of being interested in the house of 
Hill and McGunnegle, and the successors of that firm? and, if so, do you 
believe it? 

Answer. I have heard it conjectured r but, from a conversation I had 
with Colonel Brant a year or two ago, I inferred he was r:;ot. Colonel 
Brant was friendly to McGunnegle, owing, as I snpposed, to the f~ct that 
McGunnegle had lived with him, and that he had assisted to estabhsh Mc
Gunnegle in business. But I do not suppose that Colonel Brant was a 
partner. 
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Question by court. From the nature of Colonel Brant's relations to the 
mercantile houses alluded to, or either of them, would, or would not, 
Colonel Brant have been a loser, had either of the said houses failed in bu
siness? 

Answer. I presume he would, as far as he was liable by his endorse· 
ments. 

Question by court. Yon say you think Colonel Brant would have been a 
loser hy his endorsements for the firms referred to : do you know that he 
endorsed for them, or either of them, or loaned money to either of them? 
If so, what sum had Colonel Brant, at any time, involved in the solvency of 
said firm or firms ? 

Answer. I do not know that he had any money invested with them; nor 
do I know the amount of his endorsements for them. I was a director in 
the old Branch Bank of the United States and in the Commerr.ial Bank, and 
Colonel Brant frequently endorsed Hill & McGunnegle's paper. I do not 
know that he loaned them any money. 

Question by cmtrt. Are you a merchant, residing in this city? and how 
long have you resided here 'J and are you a member of the board of com
merce at this place ? 

Answer. I am a merchant, residing in this city. I have lived here con
stantly for the lnst twelve years, and in this vicinity for twenty years. I 
am a member of the board of commerce at this place. 

Question b11 Colonel Brant. When was Mr. Gay's building, on Chesnut 
street, finished and ready for occupation as a warehouse? 

Ans-wer. I think about three years ago. 
Question IJy Colonel Brant. State whether the warehouse of Page, on 

·Walnut street, is well adapted as a place of storage for articles which are 
required to be kept free from damp, such as clothing, tools, &c. 

Answer. I do not think it as good for that purpose as a brick one. I 
believe it is perfectly dry, from the looks of it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have said that, if Hill & McGunnegle 
had failed, Lieutenant Colonel Brant would have been a loser thereby to 
the amount for which he was their endorser: is this a mere surmise? or 
have you any facts within your knowledge which warrant the conclusion 
that he was not secured by the firm to the amount of his endorsements? 

Answer. It is a mere surmise; he was the common endorser. Whether 
he was secured, I do not know. He was the only endorser they offered on 
accommodation paper. 

Question by court. You have spoken of what yon think would have 
been a fair re11t for the houses at the corner of Second and Laurel streets, 
during 1836, 1837, 1838, and 1839: please state whether, if an advertise
ment had been made for warehous~s for the United States during those 
years, and for the present one, other equally O'OOd buildings, as conve
niently situated for business, could have been"' procured; and for what 
rents. 

Answer. There are a good many warehouses in different parts of this city. 
I do not know what they could have been got for. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state what buildings, of equal dimen
sions and equally well situated for business us the one at the corner of Se
_cond and Laurel streets, were vacant and for rent in 1836; and the rates of 
rent tor which they could have been obtained. 

Answer. 1 rlo not know of any that were vacant. 
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EDWARD TRAcY, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, residing in this city? how long 

have you been a merchant here? are you a member of the board of com· 
rnerce here '1 

Answer. I am a merchant of this city, and a member of the chamber of 
commerce. I have resided here twenty-one years. 

Question by court. Are yon acquainted with the brick warehouse at the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets in this city ; also with the frame ware
house adjacent to it, on Second street? If so, what is your opinion would 
be a just rent for each of those buildings per annum-say for the last three 
years? 

Answer. I am acquainted with those buildings. I should think that the 
brick warehouse has been worth, on an average rent for the last three 
years, from $750 to $800 per annum; and the frame one from $300 to 
$350 per annum, on an average rent for the last three years. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you been on terms of intimacy with 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant and George K. McGGnnegle since their arrival in 
this city? If so, do you know of any partnership between them? If Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant had been a partner in either the firm of Hill & Mc
Gunnegle; or Hill, McGunnegle, & Way; or McGunnegle & Way, would 
you have been likely to know the fact: and were your means of knowing 
it as good as that of the great majority of th·e merchants of this city? 

Answer. I have been on terms of intimacy with Colonel Brant and Mc
Gunnegle since their arrival in this city. I do not know of any partner
ship; and it is likely that, if any existed, I should have known it. That 
question has often been aRked me, both at home and abroad. I have al
ways given it as my opinion that no such partnership existed. I think I 
had as good means of knowing about it as the majority of merchants of this 
city. 

Questio'H by Colonel Brant. Please state whether Captain Crosman 
called on yon to learn the fact, relative to such partnership of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant in either of the firms named. , 

Answer. I do not think that he ever called on me for that purpose. In 
a conversation, he inquired of me about it, and I answered him as I had 
others. 

GEoRGE KNAPP, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you one of the proprietors of a newspaper, pub

lished in this city, called the Missouri Republican? If so, is this a file of 
that paper for 1837 ? 

Answer. Yes. It is a file of the daily paper for six months of 1837, from 
January to June. 

Question by court. Will you examine this file, and say whether, in the 
spring or summer of 1837, any advertisement was published in that paper 
offering pasturage, or field for pastnrage, for rent or lease? and, if so, ho\V 
many of them, and how often published? 

Answer. There was an advertisement on 20th June from W. C. Carr, 
offering pasturage for rent; it was inserted three times: also, an advertise
ment l:ith June, threP. insertions, offering between twenty and thirty acres 
for pasturage, by the executors of William Christie. I am not, at present, 
aware of any Gther instances. 

Captain Crosman presented the following note : 
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CouR'!' ROOM, Wednesday, January 16. 
Captain Crosman respectfully submits to the court, whether the last ques

tion put to the witness Tracy is relevant and proper. He does not conceive 
that his character as n witness can be at all connected with the qNestion; 
and th<:~t this is <:~nother instance of an inquiry, on the part of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, into his conduct as the supposed prosecutor. 

Captain Crosman, therefore, begs of the court to interpose its authority, 
and not to permit such inquiries. 

The court decided . that, though the question referred to, and others of 
like ciJaracter, are deemed entirely unnecessary, yet the court do not reject 
them, as they cannot affect the rights of Captain Grosman; and for the rea
son, that the court is un tvilling to restrict the extent of cross-examination 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant may think necessary to his defence, provided the 
question be not clearly inadmissible. 

A summons to attend as a witness was sent to Captain J. B. Hill, of the 
steamboat United States ; to which he returned a verbal reply, as delivered 
to the court by the messenger of the court, to this effect: that he was en
gaged; that the court could not make him come; that he would be up after 
a while. The court then ordered the following letter to be written to him: 

ST. Lours, January 16, 1839. 
SrR: I am directed by the court of inquiry, now in session at this place 

by the special direction of tho3 President of the United States, and empow
ered by act of Congress to take testimony, to state to you that the court is 
now waiting for your attendance before it as a witness, in conformity to the 
summons this morning served upon you. You are, therefore, again re
quested to appear before the court immediately. 

I am, respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. F. LEE, 

Lieut. U. S. army, Judge Advocate and Recorder. 
Captain .lAMES n. HILL, 

of the steamboat United States, St. Louis, Mo. 

•rhe messenger of the eourt was directed to procure a reply in writing. 
He returned for answer, verbally, that Captain Hill said the letter required 
no written answer ; that he would attend after a while. 

The first letter of summons was sent to Captain Hill about 12 o'clock. 
The court, after wailing till near 3 o'clock, and then having reason to be
lieve, from the reply of the messenger, that Captain Hill did not mean to 
attend, adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 17, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

The following letter was received from Captain J. B. Hill, returning the 
summons sent to him yesterday: 

[The original letter, and the summons returned, will be found at No. 38 
appendix.) . 
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ST. Lours, January 16, 1839. 
Having been summoned to appear before the court of inquiry now in 

session, I take leave respectfully to inform the court that the interests of the 
steamboat "United States," which I command, will not permit my absence 
from the boat. 

Having refused the same to the former court of inquiry in the case of 
Captain Crosman, I do not feel myself bound in this case ro neglect the in
terests of my owners, even to refute slanders and foul calumnies against 
my friend. 

Very respectfully, 
J. B. HILL. 

Lieutenant LEE, 
" Judge Advocate and Recorder." 

The court directed the following letter to be written to Captain Crosman : 

ST. Lours, MrssouRr, January 17, 1839. 
SIR: I am directed by the court to inquire of yon whether you con

sider James B. Hill, who has refused to attend and give testimony before 
this court, as au important witness. 'rhe court desires to know upon what 
subject you expected him to testify. 

Respectfully, 

Captain CRosMAN, 

J. F. LEE, 
Lieutenant, Judge Advocate and Recorder. 

United States Army. 

Captain Crosman's answer is at No. 39 appendix, stating that J. B. Hill 
is the brother of the late partner of McGunnegle, and the only witness, 
whom the court can call, who can certainly know the fact of the alleged 
partnership. 

Colonel Brant presented the following letter: 

CouRT-ROoM, ST. Lours, January 17, 1839. 
SIR: Having understood that some doubts were entertained by the court 

as to the extent of my admissions in relation to certain real estate, the title 
to which has been called in question during the present inquiry, I wish 
now, for the purpose of precluding any misunderstanding, to state as fol
lows: I was the only owner, either in law or equity, of the plantation, near 
this city, on which the dragoon and other public horses were pastured and 
fed in the summer and fall of 1837; and this property was mine, in fee 
simple, at the time William Dowler kept said horses. I am now, and have 
been since the year 1830, the exclusive owner, at law and in equity, of 
the lot and buildings where the quartermasler's office and the office of the 
disbursing agent for the Indian Department were kept, during the period I 
discharged the duties of quartermaster and Indian disbursing agent. The 
money charged for the use of those offices to the Governmet.t was received 
by me, for my own benefit. The legal title to the lot of ground on which 
are erected the brick building and frame building, on the corner of Laurel 
and Second streets, where the qnartermaster's and subsistence stores have 
been kept since the year 1834, with the exception of the short period during 
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which they were kept by Captain Crosman at the warehouse of D. D. Page, 
on Walnut street, has also been vested, in fee simple, in me, (and still is) 
ever since the year 1833, or thereabouts; though, as I have previously 
declared, the real and equitable owners of this last mentioned property, 
duriug the time the ostensible legal title to it has been in me, were, first, 
William Hill and George K. McGnnnegle; and, latterly, George K. McGun
negle alone, he having purchased out the interest of said William Hill 
therein. 

I trust I have now sufficiently explained the extent of my previous admis
sions, and that no ambiguity can exist respecting them. 

I am, very respectfully, your obedient servant1 

Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

J. B. BRAN'I', 
Lieutenant Colonel, Staff United States Army. 

Recorder of Court of Inquiry. 

The court adjourned to meet to morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, JANUARY 18, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Mr. C. C. RHODES, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, doing business in this city 1 and 

how long have you resided here? 
Answer. I am; and I have resided here seven years. 
Question by court. Do you know the two buildings, the brick and frame 

warehouses, situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame 
one fronting on Second street? and, if so, will you state what, in yoMr 
opinion, these two buildings should have been rented for per annum, for the 
last three vears? 

Answer. I know these buildings. I think the brick would have brought, 
upon an average, about $700 per anm1m for the last three years-perhaps, 
in 1836, not quite so mnch; and the frame, I suppose, would have rented, 
for the last three years, for about $300 per annum, on an average. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you ever conversed with Captain 
Crosman as to the values of the rent of the buildings spoken of, previous to 
your coming here to-day 1• 

Answer. No. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Have you ever examined the interior of the 

buildings in question? 
Answer. No. 
Question by court. Upon what data, or facts, have you formed your esti

mate of the jnst rents of those buildings 1 
· Answer. From examining their exterior and dimensions, and comparing 
them with the rents of other warehouses. I supposed their interior arrange
ments to be like those of similar warehouses intended for storage. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What induced you to examine the buildings 
in question, and compare them, or the rents of them, with other buildings? 

Answer. A conversation that I had with my next-door neighbor, (Mr. 
'l'racy,) on this subject; and from the circular which Captain Crosman 
sent to merchants in town, asking them to look at those buildings, with a 
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view to giving evidence here. I expected to be called here to give evi
dence. The matter is now a subject of conversation among the merchants 
in town. 

[Non~.-Colonel Brant requested the circular to be produced in court. 
The court ordered it to be produced.] 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have spoken of a circular being ad
dre~sed by Captain Crosman to the merchants, or certain merchants of this 
city: please state whether you received one of those circulars. If so, please 
produce it to the con rt: if it is in your possession. 

Answer. The circular was addressed to several gentlemen. It was 
shown to me. I did not take it, and have it not in my possession. 

[NoT£.-The circular was here presented to the court by Captain Cros
man, and was stated by the witness to be the circular alluded to by him. 
The circular, by order of the court, is placed in the appendix at No. 40.] 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant respectfully applies to the court, and hopes it 

will inform him whether the circular just read was issued by order of the 
court. 

The president replied that the circular was not written by order of the 
court; but remarked, that Captain Crosman had been instructed by the 
court to furnish a Jist of such witnesses as be wished examined. His at
tention was also called by the court to the propriety of ascertaining the 
extent of the witnesses' knowledge upon the points in reference to which 
they are expected to testify, before the summonses were issued. 

AuGUSTUS KENNEDY, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. ~re you city collector of taxes for the city of St. 

Louis; and are you acquainted, generally, with the rents of buildings here 1 
How long have you resided here '! 

Answer. J am city collector of taxes. I have some acquaintance with 
rents. I cannot say I am generally acquainted with rents. It is not a 
subject that comes particularly under my notice as collector of taxes. I 
have rf3sided here since July, 1827. 

Question by court. Do yon know the two buildings, the brick and frame 
warehouses situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame 
one fronting on Second street? and, if so, what, in yonr opinion, would 
have been a fair rent, per annum, for these two buildings-say for the last 
three years 1 

Answer. I know the buildings. I should not suppose that both of them 
together would exceed $800 per annum, on a fair average rent for the last 
three years. Perhaps the brick building was worth $700 per annum. 

JoHN LEE, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, doing business in this city 1 

and how long have you resided here 1 
Answer. I am; and I have resided here something like twenty-eight 

years. 
Question by r:ourt. Do you know the two buildings, the brick an& frame 

warehouses situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame 
one fronting on Second street 1 aud, if so, what, in your opinion, would 
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have been a fair rent, annually, for these two buildings-say for the last 
three years? 

Answer. I know the brick building; the other I have not noticed partic
ularly. I think $800 a year would be a fair rent for the brick building, on 
an average for the last three years. I have assumed that it has the usual 
conveniences in the interior for storage. 

Question by court. Are there any circumstancas: within your knowledge, 
which induce a belief in your mind that Lieutenant Colonel Brant was 
formerly, or is now, a partner in the house of Hill & McGunnegle, or ot 
the successors of that firm, in this city? If so, state them. 

Answer, I do not know any thing, except from hearsay. I have heard 
it spoken of frequently. 

Colonel Brant presented the following letter: 

CouRT-ROOM, January 18, 1839. 
Sm: I beg leave to say to the court, that I have heretofore, without 

making any objection, submitted to a long investigation as to the rate of 
rent that the buildings employed by me for public storehouses were worth 
per annum; but, as the testimony on the part of the prosecution is, as I am 
informed, now nearly closed, it becomes, I think, material for me to ask 
the particular object with which the inquiries as to the fair rate of rent for 
those buildings lla ve been m,ade, as I do not believe, on examination, that 
they will be found to have any bearing or relevancy to the allegations ex
hibited against me. The accusatory matter, which the allegations contain 
against me relative to those buildings, 1 understand from them to be of a 
two-fold character: first, renting my own property under a false name, 
to the Government, for public storehouses; secondly, charging double rent; 
that is, once to the quartermaster's department, and once to the lnd ian De
partment, during the same period, for the same building. I certainly did 
not understand that, suppo~i11g both charg-es to be unsupported or un
founded, there still rem::~ined a third one, viz: that I had allowed too high 
a rent for those buildings to the individuals from whom they were rented. 
I presume, however, that even the framer of the allegations-the real prose
cutor-could not intend that mere error of judgment, in giving a higher 
rent than those buildings, in the opinions of some very respectable mer
chants, were considered tn be worth, could be made or tortured into a crim
inal act; (to render it so, it must have been done corrnptly; that is: with a 
clear knowledge on my part that the rent allowed was too great;) but in
tending knowingly to sacrifice the interest of the Government to the pecu
niary advantage of the owner of the property. This conduct, I have no 
doubt, the prosecutor intended or intends to impute to me ; and with a 
view of fastening it upon me, the testimony alluded to has been taken. In 
my opinion, however, there is no intimation of such official misconduct 
contaim~d in the allegations. I have r.o wish whatever to shrink from 
meeting snch an accusation when openly and distinctly made; all [ ask is, 
that it may be put in a tangible form-not left to be implied from th13 char
acter of the questions asked, and the answers received from, the witnesses: 
when this is done, I shall be able to shape my defence accordingly. I there. 
fore respectfully request of the court to look at the allegatious; and i( they 
find, upon so doing, that I am correct in the view which I have taken of 
them, to direct that one of two things may be done : either a new allega-
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tion, to be prepared and filed imbodying this charge; or else that the whole 
of the testimony which has been given as to the comparative rate of rent 
between those buildings and other buildings in this city may be struck 
from the record. 1 submit, with all deference to the judgment of the 
court, that the mere fact of giving a greater sum per annum (or the rent of 
a building to be used for public purposes than, in the opinion of Captain 
Crosman or some of the gentlemen who have been examined on oath, it 
was worth, is not either a military or moral offence, unless it is proved to 
have originated in a corrupt motive. 

I remain, &c., 

To Lieut. LEE, Recorder, o/c. 

J. B. BRAN1~, 
Lieutenant Colonel U. S. Army. 

The court decided that its proceedings, thus far, having been strictly in 
accordance with its duties under the orders it has received; and the par
ticular evidence referred to by Lieutenant Colonel Brant being incidental 
to one of the allegations against him, no change can be made in the record, 
or in the course of proceeding. 

'l'he court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 19, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

ALFRED TRACY, duly sworn as a witness, answers : 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, doing business in this city 1 and 

how long have you lived here 1 
Answer. I am; and I have lived here seventeen years. 
Question by court. Do you know the two buildings, the brick and 

frame warehouses situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the 
frame one fronting on Second street 1 and, if so, will you say what, in 
your opinion, would have been a fair and just annual rent for these two 
buildings-for say the last three years 1 

Answer. I know the buildings. I suppose the brick has been worth, 
during the last three years, an annual. rent of $700, and the frame $350 
per annum. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was not Captain Crosman frequently in 
the habit of visiting your counting-room at or about the time of his reliev
ing Major Brant as quartermaster at this post in the fall of 1837, and also 
during the absence of the latter in Florida 1 If so, did Captain Grosman 
often make Lieutenant Colonel Brant's official conduct the subject of con
versation 1 and were you not induced, from his manner and language, to 
believe that he was decidedly hostile towards him, though professing not 
to entertain any unfriendly feeling against him 1 

The court did not permit this question to be answered, and directed the 
following decision to be recorded : 

" The court regards the question to be inadmissible. It has permitted 
questions, having some similarity to it, to be put to almost every witness 
who has been examined, but always regarding such haterrogatories as 
unnecessary ; and thinking the present one particularly so, inasmuch as it 
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.asks the impressions of a witness as to Captain Grosman's motives of 
action-impressions which, if legal evidence at all, can have but little 
bearing on the main points at issue-the court thinks the time has 
arrived when, in reference to the convenience of the public service and 
the time of the court, it must interpose to prevent such undue examination 
of witnesses. lf a question be asked whether any particular witness is 
known to bear malice against the accused, the phraseology of it should tend 
directly to the point; and in such shape no objection will be made." 

The court ordered the following entry to be made upon the record : 
" Here Lieutenant Colonel Brant put a question to the witness, which 

the court decided to be inadmissible, under its decision just made ; and 
accordingly that it could not be put to the witness, or placed upon the 
record. Lieutenant Colonel Brant then requested an opportunity to ad
dress a written communication to the court. The court, in accordance 
with this request, suspended its proceedings to allow him to do so. The 
communication was an objection to the -last and verbal decision of the 
court, and upon the ground that the question rejected by the court 'might 
tend to show the state of feeling existing towards him (Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant) on the part of Captain Grosman, who is a material witness, and has 
testified against him on this investigation,' and contending ' that it is 
eompetent tor him to show the prejudice and hostility existing- in the mind 
of a person whose testimony is to be used against him.' This was not, in 
the opinion of the court, the tendency of the question; but it was to inquire 
into Captain Grosman's conduct on a much broader ground than the court 
have a right to embrace in hearing testimony with reference to it. Any 
question tending directly to aseertain the existence of malice or prejudice 
on the part of any witness, in a manner affecting the weight of that wit
ness's testimony before the court, will be admitted as just and proper ; but 
the court cannot allow questions put under that plea to embrace a latitude 
absolutely tending to investigate the conduct of persons not before it for 
trial, and on points not tending to show whether or not there existed either 
malice or prejudice calculated to affect the testimony of such person as a 
witness. Besides, the communication is inadmissible, because it imbodies 
at full length the question overruled by the court under its previous de
cision; thus seeking another means of placing upon the record a question 
which had been ruled out of order. The last communication from Liett
tenant Colonel Brant cannot, therefore, be placed upon the record." 

S. L. LEBAUME, a witness, duly sworn, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, doing business in this city 1 

.and how long have you 1\ved here 1 
Answer. I am; I was born and have been raised here. 
Question by court. Do you know the two buildings, the brick and frame 

·warehouses at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame one 
fronting on Second street'! and, if so, will you please state what, in your 
opinion, would have been a fair and just rent annually for these two 
buildings for (say) the last three years'! 

Answer. I know them. I believe that, on an average for the last three 
-years, from $700 to $800 would have been a good rent for the brick build
·ing; and, for the frame building, from $300 to $400. 

13 
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The court directed it to be recorded that, Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
having no question to put to this witness, he was discharged. 

N. E. JANNEY, duly 8worn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant1 doing business in this city ? an& 

how long have you lived here? 
Answer. I am ; and I have been here nearly four years. 
Question by cow·t. Do you know the two buildings, the brick anCf 

frame warehouses situated at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the 
frame one fronting on Second street? and, if so, state what, in your opin
ion, would have been a fair and just amount of rent for these two buildings 
for the last three years. ' 

Answer. I know the buildings. I have had little experience as to rents 
of that kind of property--rents of houses used as I suppose those are. l 
would say for the brick, $ 400 per annum ; and the frame one next to it,. 
$200. My answer is predicated, not upon what I consider the value of 
the houses, but the current rents of the city. I have not been in them. 
I examined them this morning on the outside. The brick appears to be· 
twenty-five feet front, and from seventy to ninety deep-two floors and a. 
loft. I do not know whether there is a cellar; my estimate was exclusive 
of a cellar. 

Question by court. Do you occupy a building on Chesnut street as a
store? and, if so, what is its size and extent of accommodation; of what 
materials is it built; how situated with regard to the steamboat landing; 
and what annual rent do you pay for it? 

Answer. I do occupy a storehouse on Chesnut street, between Main and 
Front, of stone, three stories high, fifty feet front by forty deep, and one large 
stone house between it and the river. I leased it, and another adjoining it, 
on the 6th of April, 1837, for four years, for $2,500 per annum, and re-leased 
the other for $1,700 per annum, leaving me to pay $800 per annum for the 
one I keep. 'l'he value of this is affected by the entrance; there is no inte
rior communication between the ground floor and the second floor ; the 
ground floor is used as a storeroom. I enter to the second story, at the 
end, by going up two pair of stairs. The other building (which I have 
spoken of as leased and re-leased by me) is smaller than this ; and its high 
rent is owing to its being on Main street; and it accommodates the occu
pant with his family residence above, and his hardware store below. 

Question by court. To what extent is the rent of the building you oc
cupy, fronting on Chesnut street, affected from the want of an interior com
munication directly from the lower to the second story? 

Answer. lt is difficult to say. I think such a communication would en
hance the value of the buildmg $200 a year: if the lower floor were dry 
enough for general business transactions. As it is, it would raise the rent 
of it $150. 

Question by cow·t. What sum would it cost to effect such a communica
tion? 

Answer. I do not know. 
Question by court. For what purposes do you occupy the stone building1 

Stale whether you are in the habit of receiving heavy or large paclmges 
into the upper or second floor of the stone building; and what facilities, if 
any, there are for getting such packages into the upper part of the building,. 
there being no connexion between the lower or ground floor and the second 
story. 
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Answer. I occupy it for my business, which is the queensware, glass, and 
china, wholesale. I meant to say there is no interior stairway from the 
first floor to the second; there is a hatchway, and through it heavy pack
ages are hoisted up by a wheel and rope. I do receive very heavy and 
large packages. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. Will you please to state, if the brick build
ing on Laurel street is of the dimensions you have supposed, why you be· 
lieve it to be worth only $400 per annum, when you pay $800 for that oc
cupied by you? Is the building on Chesnut street more convenient than 
the one on Laurel street, or the ground on which it is erected more valua
bla? 

Answer. The building I occupy is decidedly more convenient in respect 
of locality than the oue on the corner of Second and Laurel streets. Its 
value is greatly enhanced by its being in a central position as regards the 
large business of the city. I do not know that the ground it stands on is 
more valuable than the other. 

Questio11 by Colonel Brant. What rule have you observed in forming 
your judgment as to the just rent of buildings on Laurel and Second streets, 
you being a resident on Chesnut street? 

Answer. I judge from the general rents of the city. 
Qttestion by Colonel Brant. Were you callecd upon by Captain Grosman~ 

o1· any other person, to fix in your own mind the rent of the buildings re
ferred to in your testimony? and when? 

Answer. Captain Grosman informed me yesterday that I would probably 
be examined before this court on this subject. He did not ask me m)r opin
ion as to the rents, nor did I tell him. I had to examine the buildings to 
form an opinion. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you mean to say that the building on 
Chesnut street is more valuable, as being nearer to the main landing for 
steamboats, than that on Laurel street; and that it is more convenient as a. 
warehouse for storing goods? 

Answer. I did not mean to say that the greater convenience e>f the stor~ 
on Chesnut street was owing to its being nearer the landing, but because lt 
is in the midst of the heavy business hot1ses <!lf the city. 

Question by Colonel Brant. F'rom whom do you rent the building oo. 
Main street, and the one on Chesnut street ? 

Answer. Messrs. Collier & Powell. 

The court adjourned to meet on Monday at 10 o'clock. 

MONDAY, JANUARY 21, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

E. PRICE, duly sworn as a witness, answer~ : . . . . 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, domg busmess m thts ctty 1 awl 

how long have you lived here? 
~ Answer. I am; and I have lived here since ~8~0. . 

Question by court. Do you know the two bmldmgs, the bnck and fra_me 
warehouses at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame frontmg 
on Second street 1 And, if so, what, in your opinion, would have been a. 
fair and just rent for these two buildiHgs for the last three years 1 
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Answer. I know them. I should say about $600 a year was a fair rent 
for the brick building during the last three years, and for the frame $300 
per annum. 

Question by court. Were you formerly master ef the steamboat Chester, 
of this port? And if so, did any circumstance ever come to your know
ledge, whilst master of that boat, which led you to believe Lieutenant Colo
nel Brant was interested in the house of Hill & McGunnegle? lf yea, state 
all the circumstances. 

Answer. I was master of that boat. I do not know, and I have no rea
son to believe, that Major Brant was a partner or interested in that firm. 
When that boat was attached in New Orleans, to answer a claim against 
that firm, Hill, the partner, gave me an instrument in writing, showing a 
transfer of their interest in said boat (one-third or one-sixth, I believe,) to 
Major Brant, to release the boat from the attachment. No transfer of such 
interest was made on the account books of the boat. I do not know that 
Major Brant knew of this matter. I was one-third owner. This was in 
18~4 or 1835, I think. 

Question by court. Have you the bill of sale referred to in your testi
mony, and will you produce it to the court? 

Answm·. I returned it to Mr. Hill. 
Question by court. Do you know of any reconveyance to Hill & McGun

negle, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, of the share in the boat you have just 
teferred to? or can you say how long Lieutenant Colonel Brant continued 
to have any interest in said boat? 

JJnswer. I know of no reconveyance. I never saw any such bill of sale. 
I cannot say how long he continued to have any interest in ~aid boat. It 
was my opinion that Hill & McGunnegle gave that bill of sale as a sham, 
to get the boat clear of the seizure at New Orleans. I do not know that 
such was the fact; but it was my opinion. 

JosEPH CHARLEss, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, doing husiness in this city? 

and how long have you lived here'! -
JJnswer. 1 am a druggist. l have lived here thirty years. 
Question by court. Do you know the two buildings, the brick and frame 

warehouses at the corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame one front
ing on Second street? And if so, what, in your opinion, were the rents of 
these buildings worth per anuum for the last three years? 

Answer. I do not know as to the extent of the frame- and I have never 
been in ~ither : I judge from the external appearance ~f them. I should 
say a fair annual rent for them, for the last three years, would be $600 for 
the brick, and $300 for the frame. I would remark, that I am not much 
acquainted with rents in that part of the town. 

A. G. FARE WELL, duly sworn as a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Are you a merchant, doing business in this city? and 

how long have you resided here? 
Answer. 1 am; and I hl'l.ve lived here since the fall of 1834. 
Question by court. Do you know the two buildings, the brick and frame 

warehouses corner of Second and Laurel streets-the frame one fronting 
on Second street ? And if so, will you please say what, in your opinion, 

.1he rents of them were annually worth for the last three years 1 



197 [59] 

Answer. I know them. I have not been in them, and cannot state the 
value as well as if I had examined them particularly on the inside. I know 
their size, and can give my impressions as to what they are worth. I think 
the brick one worth, for the last three years, an annual rent of from $600 
to $650. I do not know the dimensions of the frame ; I suppose it is about 
35 or 40 feet wide by about 50 feet deep ; and if that be correct, I value it 
at $350 per annum. If it is 70 feet deep, I would value it at $400. 

'l'he court adjourned to meet to·morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TuESDAY, JANUARY 22, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

The following papers, received by the recorder from the office of the 
Adjutant General of the army, and read in court on November 28th, were 
again read to-day, and ordered to be placed in the appendix : 

Letter from B. W. Alexander to Captain Grosman, dated 6th of January1 

1838; subject, the price of forage. No. 18. 
Auctioneer's bill of sale ofnine horses, October 17, 1837; sold by Cap

tain Grosman. No.3. 
Letter of Hempstead, Bee bee, & Co., 6th January, 1838, to Captain Gros

man; subject, price of forage. No. 16. 
Letter of Edward Tracv, 6th January, 1838, to Captain Grosman, on 

price of forage. No. 15. · 
Letter from Captain Kingsbury to Captain Grosman, dated December 9th, 

1837 ; storehouses. No. S. 
Letter from J. McCausland to Captain Grosman, 13th December, 1837; 

subjer.t, ownership of storehouses. No. 9. 
Letter of Quartermaster General to Captain Grosman, November 22d, 

1837; subject, Major Brant's accounts, &c. No. 4l. 
Letter of acting Quartermaster General to Captain Grosman, December 

13th, 1837; subject, Major Brant's accounts, &c. No. 42. 
Letter of acting Quartermaster General to Secretary of War, February 

14, 1838 ; subject, Major Brant's accounts, &c. No. 43. 
Letter of acting Quartermaster General to Major Brant, June 2d, 1838. 

No. 44. 
Letter of acting Quartermaster General to Captain Grosman, April 18, 

1838. No. 45. 

The following papers, received by the recorder a few days ago from the 
office of the Quartermaster General, were read over to the court, and re
corded or placed in the appendix, as hereinafter noted : 

'l'HE UNITED STATES 

To John Kimball, Dr. 
May 12, 1837. For 1 bay horse, for dragoon sen·ice, 15f hands 

high and 5 years old - - - $87 00 
For 2 canoes, for feeding dragoon horses, delivered at the pastures, 

at $6 50 each - - - - - - 13 00 
For i:$ bushels of salt, at 75 cents per bushel 2 25 

$102 25 
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Received, St. Louis, May 12, 1837,-of Major J. B. Brant, one hundred 
and two dollars and twenty-five cents, in full of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN KIMBALL. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To John Kimball, Dr. 
July 27, 1837. For the following horses furnished for dragoon 

service, viz : 10 bays, 3 blacks, 1 son·el, and 1 gray : total 15 
horses, at $120 50 each - $ 1,807 50 

Received, St. Louis, July 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, eighteen hundred and seven dollars and fifty cents, in 
full of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN KIMBALL. 

THE UNITED STATES 
To John Kimball, 

September 1, 1837. For 48 bushels of corn, at 75 cents per 
bushel 

For 6Q bushels of oats, at 62k cents per bushel 
For 1 ton of hay 
For 8 good sound horses, (2 bays, 2 grays, 3 sorrels, and 1 

black,) at $112 50 each 
For 1 good sound mule 
For 1 four-horse road wagon, complete, with corn and feed 

troughs 
For 1 set four-horse wagon harness, complete -
For 3 common saddles, at $10 eaq_h 

Dr. 

$36 00 
37 50 
23 50 

900 00 
75 00 

170 00 
50 00 
30 00 

$1,322 00 

Received, St. Louis, September 13, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter· 
master United States army, thirteen hundred and twenty-two dollars, in full 
of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
JOHN KIMBALL. 

QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Louis, November 14, 1836. 

SIR: In answer to your letter of the 28th ultimo, covering a copy of a 
communication from Lieuter.ant Kingsbury, assistant commissary of sub
sistence, to the Commissary General of Subsistence, dated 9th of October, 
on the subject of a warehouse for the safekeeping and preservation of the 
subsistence stores in his charge, I have to state that I was not aware that a 
separate building or room was to have been furnished for that department 
here, until the Commissary General had sanctioned the application ; this 
seems t0 be the view taken of the matter by Lieutenant K. himself, whose 
object is to obtain a house or room entirely subject to his own control. In 
this view Ifully concur, as it would be as great an inconvenience to me to 
have the house in which I keep the public stores committed to my charge 
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subject to be entered at all times by other persons, as it would be to Lieut. 
Kingsbury in his case. 

The storehouse occupied for public purposes at this place consists of a 
cellar, (too wet for use,) a first and second story, and a garret; and measures 
67-! feet in depth, by 20 feet in width in front. The second story and 
garret are occupied by the clothing, camp equipage, dragoon saddles, and 
quartermaster's stores remaining on hand ; and the first story for stores re
ceived for transportation and distribution. There have been received here 
for the latter purposes, between the 1st of January and 31st October last, 
1,200 boxes, 1,165 barrels, 200 tierces, Hl3 sacks, 972 kegs, 777 pigs of lead, 
and 11 field cannon and carriages, with their equipments. In addition to 
the foregoing, there have been stored in said warehouse, for the subsistence 
department, between the 1st of Jnne and Bd October last, 429 barrels and 
64 boxes, of which some 20 barrels and 9 boxes still remain on hand. 

You remark," Nor is the necessity of this perceived, when a house is 
rented in St. Louis at $60(') per annum, which, as appears by your report, 
is occupied for storing public supplies." With regard to the value of the 
house in question, I have requested two respectable citizens of this place to 
examine. it, and to state, in writing, what they would consider to be a fair 
rent therefor, during the past, as well as the present and ensuing year. By 
their statement herewith, you will perceive that they estimate it at $1,000 
per ann'llm; which, I presume, will be the charge from the 1st instant. 
Immediate arrangements will be made to furnish Lieutenant Kingsbury· 
with suitable storage for the puhlic supplies in his charge. 

I have the honor to be, sir, with much respect, your most obedient ser
vant, 

J. B. BRAN'r, Quartermaster. 
Major 'l'. CRoss, 

Acting Quartermaster General. 

'l'he report of persons and articles, &c. employed and hired at St. Louis, 
Missonri, during the month of September, 1836, by Major J. B. Brant, 
quartermaster United States. [From this report the court directed the fol
lowing items to be, copied on the record : " One house, 1st September to 
30th September-one month, at $50 per month ; owned by George K. 
1\'lcGunnegle-$50 paid-occupied for storing public supplies." 

"Richard Morgan, July 1 to 30th September-51 days, at $1 a day; 
owned by --- ; $61 paid-services rendered, public warehouse and 
quartermaster's office." 

This report: certified and signed by,_, J. B. Brant, quartermaster," which 
Colonel Brant admits in court to be his proper signature, and that the report 
is authentic and his official act. · 

Report of persons and articles employed and hired at St. Louis, Missouri, 
during the month of October 1836, by Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army. [From which the court directed the following item to 
be copied on the record:] 
• c: One house, 1st Qctober to 31st October, at $831 per month; owned by 
George K. McGunnegle-amount due, $83 33-occupied for storing public 
supplies." 

This report, certified and signed by c: J. B. Brant, quartermaster," which 
Colonel Brant in court admits to be his proper sig-nature, and that the re-

,port is authentic, and his official act. -
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These papers recorded, or extracted from, as before mentioned, the court 
directed to be returned to the office of the Quartermaster General, for the 
Treasury of the United States. 

The official and certified copy of a letter from the acting Quartermas
ter General to Colonel Brant, dated October 28, 1836, (and to which his 
letter this day read and recorded is an answer,) the court directed to be 
placed in the appendix, No. 46. 

A copy of a paper signed Edward Walsh and John H. Sarpy, estimating 
the annual rent of the building at the corner of Second and Laurel streets, 
certifierl by Colonel 'Brant to be a true copy, and of which another copy 
has been already proved before this court, and placed on the record, the court 
directed to be returned, with the other original papers, to the office of the. 
Quartermaster General. (See page 116.) 

JoHN HAvERTY, a witness, again called into court. 
Question by court. Are yon acquainted with the signature of John Kim

ball? If so, look at the three vouchers now shown you, viz: One dated 
:May 12, 1837, for $102 25, received from Major J. B. Brant; one dated 
July 31, 1837, for $1,807 50, from same; and one dated September 13, 
1837, for $1,322, received from same, by the said Kimball ; and say if the 
signatures of his name to the receipts attached to those vouchers are his 
handwriting. Who wrote the vouchers? 

['I'he vouchers shown to the witness with this question were those this 
day read in the court and before recorded.] (Pages 197 and 198). 

Answer. I am acquainted with the handwriting of John Kimball, and 
I believe the signatures to these vouchers to be his handwriting. 'l'hese 
vouchers are made out in my handwriting. 

The following letter was presented by Captain Grosman : 

CouRT-ROOM, ST. Louis, January 22, 1839. 
SIR: 'l'he papers that have just been read make it proper I should say 

to the court, that I think they show new grounds of accusation against 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

It would seem that the United States paid for the salt and troughs for the 
use of the horses in Lieutenant Colonel B's. pasture. It seems, also, that 
forage was purchased of Kimball for the public use. I believe that all the 
public horses in charge of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, at the time, were 
either foraged and pastured, or kept at livery. I do not, therefore, under
stand these new charges for salt, canoes, and forage ; and, in my opinion, 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant ought to explain them to the court. I bring the 
subject to the notice of the court, that he may be called on to explain it. 

It appears, also, by the "report of persons," &c., for third quarter 1836, 
that " Richard Morgan" was hired at one dollar per day in quartermaster's 
store and office. I request the court will call for this voucher. I believe 
this SiltTJe Richard Morgan is a slave, then and now the private prop<::rty 
and servant, or coachman, of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Very respectfully, yom obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, Captain, ~~c. 

Lieut. J. F. LEE, Recorder, o/c. 
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The court directed the following decision to be recorded : 
" The court decide, with reference to the communication from Captain 

Crosman of this morning, that it is iQexpedient to enter into any inquiry 
upon the subjects mentioned in that letter, inasmuch as it does not set forth 
any allegations in a form suggesting any course of action on the part of 
the court, with reference thereto. The court cannot take up any matter 
of accusation, unless presented to it with specifications purporting to show 
wherein there has been misconduct on the part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant; 
so that the testimony necessary to be taken may be directed to the points 
embraced in such specifications." 

The president of the court here informed Colonel Brant that the court 
would wait until Friday morning at 10 o'clock for papers and documentary 
evidence, for which they had written to Washington, as he had been in
formed ; that if the saiJ papers and documentary evidence do not arrive on 
that day, the court propose to call and examine witnesses on his part, 
provided he will consent that said papers and evidence may be introduced 
and acted on by the court whenever they are received: to which Colonel 
Brant assented; and the court adjourned to meet on Friday morning at 
10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, JANUARY 25, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

The following letter was presented by Captain Crosman : 

ST. Louis, January 25, 1839. 
Sm : In consequence of the decision of the court on the day of its last 

adjournment, with reference to my letter of that day, l respectfully submit this 
statement to the court : 

1st. That the voucher dated May 12, 1837, read in court, and recorded 
on Tuesday, shows that Lieutenant Colonel Brant made the United States 
pay for two canoes used for feeding dragoon horses pastured on his. farm, at 
$3 per week for each horse ; which charge against the public for said 
canoes was improper, and for his own pecuniary benefit. 

2d. That his official "report of persons, &c., for September, 1836," shows 
that the United States were charged $l per day for the services of Richard 
.Morgan in the warehouse and quartermaster's office for 61 days. It appears 
by said report that the account for said Morgan was made out in the same 
manner as the account of John Haverty, the clerk in the office; that is, as 
though he was a free man; and, consequently, that he signed the voucher as 
such. I believe, and expect to prove, that said Morgan was a slave, the 
property of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and at that time his private servant 
or coachman. In this transaction and account I impute to Lieutenant 
C0lonel Brant conduct highly improper. 

lam, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Captain 6th lrifantry, AssiBtant Quarte1·master. 
Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

Recarder, <5-c., Court of Inquiry. 
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The president of the court said to Colonel Brant, that, in consequence of 
these charges to-day presented by Captain Crosman, the court felt it their 
duty to investigate them, notwithstanding their decision on Tuesday that 
they would to-day call and examine witnesses in his behalf. Colonel Brant 
stated to the court his willingness that these charges should be investigated. 

JoHN HAVERTY, again called into court, a witness, answers: 
Question by court. Examine the papers now shown to you, and say 

whether the items and entries therein made are in your own handwriting. 

lNoTE.-'l'he vouchers, Mayo 12, 1837, and "report of persons," &c., for 
"September, 1 836," read and recorded on Tuesday, were shown to the 
witness with the above question, [pages 197, 199.] 

Answer. They are in my handwriting. 
Question by court. Do you know the man Richard Morgan, there reported 

to be hired for the United States? and, if so, is he a white man or a sla-ve?
and if the latter, to whom did he belong at the time mentioned in the report, 
and who owns him now? 

Answer. I know the mgn Richard Morgan. I know he is a negro ; -and 
he is reputed to belong to Colonel Brant, and was so reputed at the time 
mentioned in the report; that is, Colonel Brant was his assumed master. 
I never saw any bill of sale. 

Question by court. Was he, or not, at or about that time, a private ser" 
vant and the coachman of Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

Answer. He was owned, as I suppose, by Colonel Brant. I have seen 
him sometimes drive Colonel Brant's carriage. I know that he was em
ployed about Colonel Brant's house, when not el!lployed in the warehouse, 
or on other public duty. I kept a check of his time. 

Question by court. As the report of persons and articles hired, &c. is made 
out in your handwriting~ why, if Richard Morgan was a slave, th@ reputed 
property of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, was he not thus reported under the 
proper head of "by whom owned," in said report? 

Answa. I cannot say. . 
Question by court. What was the nature of the check yon kept of Mor

gan's time? Was it of days' or of hours' service ? In making out the 
monthly report of his labors, did you merely credit him with the precise 
time devoted by him to the public service? 

Answer. I kept a running check of his time; frequently days, frequently 
half-days were noted. In some instances I was obliged to exercise my own 
discretion in putting together hours to make days or half-days. For in
stance, he was every day employed in the office, cleaning out, making fires 
in winter, going errands, &c. · 

Question by court. Look ag-ain at the report of persons, &c., hired ; and 
say whether Morgan, during the period set opposite his name, was exclu
sively devoted to the public employment, or whether, during that time, he 
served Lieutenant Colonel Brant as a servant. 

Answer. I thought my former answer embraced that. I kept the check 
of his time for the periDd mentioned in this report. It is my opinion that 
the time charged was given to the public service; that is, 61 days were 
made up, by coblnting all the parts of days and hours that he worked for 
the public. 
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Question by court. For what length of time, or how many years, has the 
slave Richard Morgan been thus hired to the Uaited States, and reported in 
this manner? 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to this question, on the ground that it is 
eliciting a reply from the witness, which cannot be used as evidence in this 
case, being too vague and indefinite in its character; and, besides, there being 
testimony of a higher order, (to wit, written testimony,) showing the period 
of time for which said slave was hired to the Government. 

The court did not sustain the objection. 

Answer. I say I cannot answer the question with sufficient certainty 
without referring to documents. By general recollection, he was employed 
in 1835 ; the exact time I cannot give. He was employed in 1836, anterior 
to the time mentioned in that report. He has been recently employed in 
that manner. He was reported in the way he is reported in the paper 
shown to me, leaving blank in the column headed "by whom owned." 

Question by court. Look at the voucher now shown to you, and say 
whether the items there inserted are in yom own handwriting; and, if so, 
what "pasture" did you understand to be referred to where the canoes were 
to be used? 

[Non~.-Voucher dated May 12, 1837, signed by Kimball, here again 
shown to witness. See page 197.] 

Answer. I presume the pasture where the dragoon horses were kept. I 
know of but one pastnre where those horses were kept in that year, (1H37,) 
north of St. Louis. The voucher is in my handwriting. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant submits to the court that the allegation just 
filed by Captain Grosman, charging him witb improper conduct in buying 
two canoes and sending the same to his plantation for the use of the public 
horses, is vague and indefinite, in this: that it does not allege that there 
was a charge made, at the same time the canoes were purchased, of $3 per 
week for each horse ; and that horses were kept there at that date (12th 
May, 1837,) on said plantation. 

The court decided that the imputation upon Lieutenant Colonel Brant is 
sufficiently explicit. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know what was the usual rate of 
wages per day for laborers in the snmmer of 1836-board wages? 

Answer. It varied from one dollar and a quarter to a dollar and a half
that is, the man finding himself; and sometimes more, where the person was 
employed by the hour. Sometimes they paid 25 cents an hour. 
fi<' Question by Colonel Brant. Was Richard Morgan an able-bodied and 
efficient laborer in the summer of 1836, and the other periods mentioned 
in your testimony? 

Answer. So much so, that I much preferred him to any person I could 
get; he having acquired a facility in handling casks, barrels, &c. 

Question by CoLonel Brant. State whether you know any other laborer 
who could at all times have been procured, when required for the public 
·service, as capable, industrious, and in whose honesty you couldconfide, as 
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Richard Morgan ; and whether his being employed tended to facilitate the 
despatch of public business. 

Answer. I know of no person who could be got by the job equally suit
able. :::lnch a person might have been got, if hired continuously or by the 
quarter. His being employed very greatly facilitated the despatch of public 
business, in consequence of his dexterity and address; and I had always 
the greatest confidence in his integrity and honesty_ 1 am satisfied that no 
person could have been got on the same terms, to be subject, at all times, to 
the call of the service. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect about what time the pur
chase of horses for the 2d regiment of dragoons commenced in 1837? 

Answer. My recollection is vague; but, according to my best recollec
tion, some time in May. 

Question by court. What were the monthly wages of an able-bodied slave 
during the summer and autumn of 1836? Do you know that any efforts 
were made to get any other laborer than Morgan for the quartermaster's. 
department here ? 

Answer. I do not know what were the monthly wages at that time. I 
know of no efforts to get any other laborer in the place of Morgan. I fre
quently ma.:ie efforts to get laborers on the river bank, and frequently un
successfully, when stores were crowded and hands wanted in haste ; andt 
in those cases where I succeeded, it was frequently by paying an extrava
gant price-sometimes 12! cents, and from that to 25 cents an hour. 

Question by court. What were the habitual duties of Morgan in the 
quartermaster's department ? 

Answer. Assisting to receive stores at the steamboat landing at times; 
placing said stores in warehouse; delivering them for shipment; weighing 
them; frequently making and repairing boxes; coopering casks; going 
errands for the office ; attending to the office in the mornings, and as fre
quently during the day as it was necessary to cnll him ; sweeping and 
cleaning out the public warehouse. This is the general scope of the duties 
he was in the habit of performing. 

Question by court. ·were the accounts for Morgan's services made out 
]n your handwriting'! In whose name were the accounts made out? And 
who receipted for the money on said accounts? 

Answer. 'fhey were made out in my handwriting, and in Morgan's name. 
He receipted for the money. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 

CouRT-ROoM, January 25, 1839. 
SIR : If the court wishes to extend its inquiry relative to the different 

periods of time during which Richard Morgan was employed as a laborer 
for public business, and a charge made therefor in the accounts of the 
quartermaster at St. Louis, 1 will have search made for such vouchers, and 
present them to the court. 

Respectfully, yonr obedient servant, 

Lieutenant JoHN F. LEE, 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lieutenant Colonel United States army. 

Judge .D.dvocate and Recorder Court of lnquiry. 
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The court replied that it will receive any vouchers tending to eluci
date this subject which l ,ieutenant Colonel Brant may choose to lay before 
it, and every consideration shall be given to them with that view. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 26, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

Mr. AMBROSE BRUEN, a witness called on the part of Colonel Brant, 
being duly sworn, answers: 

[NoTE.- 'I' his witness was called at this time, in consequence of the ap
plication of L!eutenant Colonel Brant, stating that the said witness is about 
to leave the Clty.J 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you reside in the city of St. Louis in 
the summer and fall of 1837? and what was your occupation during that 
time? ~ 

Answer. Yes. I kept a livery-stable here at that time with Mr. Kimball. 
The firm was J. Kimball & Co. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know the .plantation about three 
miles north of this city, formerly owned by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and 
on which the public horses were pastured and fed by Wm. Dowler, in 1837? 
If so, state whether it was then well adapted, as regards shade, range, water, 
and grass, for keeping horses. 

Answer. I know it very well: the range is about eighty-five acres, as I 
have heard it generally estimated by the neighbors. It has good shade, and 
the best water I have seen in this country, I think. The pasture was good 
when the horses first went in. I think it was all in one field, but I am not 
positive. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you at that plantation on several oc
casions during the time public horses were kept there in 1837? If so, have 
you any knowledge of the manner in which those horses were fed and kept 
at that time ? 

Answer. I was up there a number of times; I always thought the horses 
were kept well and well fed. 1 always saw shelled corn in the troughs, or 
corn on the stalk cnt up m:J.d thrown into the field ; but the latter part of 
the season I was not there so frequently. I was there when the last drove 
of horses were taken out. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you seen any of the public horses after 
they. were purchased, and before they were £ent to the plantation ; and did 
you see them afterwards while there? Did they seem better or worse for 
the change to the plantation? What was their appearance? 

Answer. It was my opinion that they generally improved in the pasture. 
I saw them before and after they were sent there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant, at or about 
the time when he commenced buying horses for the public service in 1837, 
speak to you upon the subject of procuring a suitable place to keep them at 
in the vicinity of St. Louis? 

Answer. Yes. He spoke to me about our keeping them. I told him we 
otmld not ; we were full, as all the stables were pretty much i and I ad
vised him to send tiem to the country. -
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Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, in your opinion, the public 
horses, by having the range of the fields above mentioned, and plentifully 
supplied with food and water, were likely to be in as good a condition for 
active service as though they had been stabled for the same period. 

Jlnswer. I have always thought it better that they should have had the 
range of the field, for exercise, and be well fed, than to be confined in a close 
stable. 

Que~tion by Colonel Brant. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant manifest any 
desire, to your knowledge, to have the public horses kept at the plantation 
in charge of W m. Dowler, or the contrary? 

Answer. He never stated to me any thing of that kind ; he only said he 
wanted them kept somewhere. It was the opinion of myself and others 
that they should be kept in the country or some place. He did not appear 
anxious to keep them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you kept public horses at 
livery in the summer and fall of 1837 ; the price per week which you 
charged for each horse ; and, supposing you had rented the plantation spo
ken of, what you would have charged or thought a fair price for keeping 
horses there in the manner they were fed and tended by Dowler, with the 
trouble of taking them out from the city to the plantation, as they were re
quired to be, to your knowledge . .~ 

Answer. I kept at livery a number. My price was $3 a week for any 
number. For a single horse we charged $3 50 a week for a single week; 
for a 3ingle horse, for more than a week, we charged at the rate of $3 a 
week; for a single. horse, for a day or less than a week, we charged 75 
cents a day. If I had kep't those public horses on that farm, in the manner 
as stated in the question, I would not have charged less than $3 a week. 
I would sooner h~ve kept them in the stables and lots in St. Louis, than 
have been at the trouble of carting corn out to them. It was a great trouble 
in driving them to and from the pasture. 

Question by Colonel Brant. ease state whether it is the usual practice 
at the livery·stables in this city to have the horses kept there exercised 
daily: would so doing increase the expense to the owners ·of the stables '? 
Would you, in the summer and fall of 1837, have agreed to keep the num
ber of horses which your stables would have contained, and had the requi
site exercise given them, for $3 per week? 

Answer. No. We never mad~ a practice to exercise horses, unless we 
had time; we always charged extra if we did it. I could not state how 
much we charged for exercising them: because we never would do it. We 
always let every man exercise his own horse. It is not the u~ual practice 
to exercise them. It does increase the expense to the owner of the stable 
to exercise horses. It would take double the men to do it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did Captain Crosman call upon you in the 
fall of 1837, and inquire about condemned public horses? If so, what con
versation ensued between you and him on that occasion ; and can you state 
the date thereof? 

Answer. I cannot state the date. It was about the time there was to be, 
or had been, a sale of condemned horses. The Captain came into the yard 
where I was ; one or two gentlemen were with him. At that time I did 
not know Captain Grosman from any other man. He came there, and 
asked me if I had nny horses for sale. I told him yes. He went up and 
looked at them. He said, yom horses look .bad. I told him they had been 
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half-starved in the pasture. I meant to try and sell him the horses. I did 
not know he was a Government agent, and I was trying to sell these Gov
ernment horses. When a gentleman comes to me to buy horses, I always 
put on him the best story I can to sell my horses, and get the biggest price 
for them. He then asked if I would swear to that? or said that he would 
have me sworn to it; or something to that effect-I do not know which it 
was now. He spoke to me here in town one day about the same thing. l 
then told him, as near as I can recollect, how it was : I stated to him that 
those horses he was looking at then were some condemned horses left there 
for sale; and that the horses Major Brant had kept were all gone, and 
·nothing to do with those under the shed, and were all thrown off his 
hands. This is as near as I can recollect about it. Of those horses ex
amined by Captain Crosman, I think three came from the pasture, and four, 
I think, were estrays. 

Question by court. You mentioned in your previous testimony that the 
pasture was good when the horses were first put in: how long did the pas
turage continue good, and afford a sufficiency of grass for the mimber of 
horses kept there? In what condition was the grass a month or six weeks 
afterwards ? 

.!lnswer. I think it was good pasture for two months. I had opportuni
ties of observing frequently: I was out there every week, on an average; 
sometimes every other day, sometimes daily. 

Question by court. Who purchased the grain or other forage fed to the 
public animals at pasture on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation at the 
time alluded' to? 

Answer. \Ve purchased a good deal at our stable for Major Brant. We 
sent out a number of loads of shelled corn. H'-l purchased the rest himself, 
I believe. · 

Question by court. How many United States horses were at any one time 
kept in your stables ; and how many mules at any time did you keep at 
your stables and sheds in town? 

.!lnswer. I cannot state the number horses exactly: I think twenty 
horses, kept over three days, was the highest. One drove of n.bout 160, and 
one drove of 100, were brought down from the field and kept in our lot half 
a day; we did not feed them, and charged nothing for their being put in 
there. We never kept any mules in our stable or sheds in town ; not more 
<than half a dozen at a time staying there a half-day or a day, or may be 
near a week, till we could take them out to the pasture. Sometimes a drove 
of mules going to the pasture were put in our lot, but not fed, and no 
charge was made for them. I recollect one drove, which, however, staid 
only one night. 

Question by court. Did you know J. 0. Bradshaw, formerly of this place; 
and did he keep a livery-stable in St. Louis in the summer or autumn of 
18371 And, if so, did he keep at livery United States horses; and how 
many? Were they constantly kept in his stable for a day or two, and then 
sent to the pasture, and their places in the stable supplied by others? 

.!lnswer. 1 knew him ; and he kept a livery-stable here in the summer 
and autumn of 1837. He kept United States horses at that time, and had 
about as many as I had; that is, eight or ten, or may be fifteen. He always 
had some. They were generally kept there a short time, and then taken to 

•the pasture in the same manner as with us. In carrying horses to the pasture_,. 
and bringing others to this city, there were always some few in his stable. 
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Question by court. You have said that John Kimball was a partner of 
yours in keeping a livery-stable in the summer or autumn of 1837: how 
many horses, if any, belonging toJyourselves and private individuals, did you 
generally keep in your stables and sheds~ 

.!lnswer. We would sometimes have from thirty to fifty; some days 
seventy, when travellers came into town. The stable would hold about 
forty-six or forty-seven. 

Question by court. Do yon mean to say that the horses branded U. S., 
which you showed to Captain Crosman in your stable or shed, had been 
condemned, or had been sent to the stable for sale? 

Jlnswer. I believe they were condemned. 'I' hey were sold as condemned 
horses, as near as I recollect. 

Question by cow·t. If you were a partner of John Kimball in kee,Ping a 
livery-stable in 1837, why were not the receipts for money paid you for 
keeping horses at livery in your stable signed by the firm-that is, in both 
your names? 

Jlnswer. Unless it was a transaction of his own that did not concern the 
stable, and about which I know nothing, the accounts were always signed 
by "J. Kimbal1 & Co." 

Question by conrt. Were you, jointly with your partner, Mr. Kimball, 
employed to mperintend the horses sent to the pasture? or were you in any 
manner employed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant about said pasture or horses, 
or in reference to them? What was the nature of the agreement between 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant and yourself or partner? -

Answer. Mr. Kimball made the arrangement al1out superintending horses 
at the pasture; and he and I always aftended to it. I presume there was 
an understanding about it, as the Major was there every two or three days 
to tell me what to do about it. I do not know what was the agreement as 
to compensation for superintending the horses at the pasture. If Mr. Kim
ball received any thing, I do not know it. I never charged any thing. 
Colonel Brant sometimes pointed out horses to us, which we took and put 
in our stable. 

Question by court. You have said that the horses on Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant's plnntation were abundantly fed and carefully attended to: do you 
mean to say that horses properly kept at livery could not have been as well 
fed and attended to as they were at the pasture? 

Jlnsu;er. A horse could be kept r\icer and cleaner in a stable ; but a 
horse that has been travelling 200 or 300 miles in a drove (as some of these 
had) would do better by being put in a pasture and fed, where he could 
have range, than if put on a hard stable·floor without exercise. 

Q1ustion by court. You have said that but few, if any, of the United 
States mules we're kept in your and Kimball's stables and sheds: where 
were these animals kept in the summer or autumn of 1837? 

Jlnswer. They were most of them kept in Major Brant's pasture. 
Question by r:mtrt. You have said that corn and oats were hauled out to 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant's pasture for the horses from St. Louis: by whom 
was this forage hauled, or under whose direction was it done? und who 
purchased the grain? If you know, state all the particulars. 

Answer. Mr. Kimball and I purchased the grain, and Colonel Brant's 
team hauled it out. There were other drays or wagons, but I do not 
recollect which. 
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Question by court. Did yon not say to Captain Crosman that some of 
the horses had been "half-starved" on Major Brant's plantation? (alluding 
to some eight or nine then in your stable;) and did you not afterwards 
request him not to inform Major Brant that you had mentioned it? 

Answer. As I said before, I stated to him that these seven or eight 
horses were half-starved for want' of grass. I do not recollect that I asked 
him afterwards not to mention it to Major Brant. I might have done so, 
because I first said it in order to sell the horses, and I did not wish after
wards to make any distnrbance. 

Question by court. Who owned the canoes at the pasture, out of which 
the horses were fed ? Do you know where or from whom they were 
procured, and what has become of them? How many canoes were there 
in the pasture '1 

A7zswer. I do not know who owned the canoes, nor from whom they 
were procured, nor what has become of them. I think 1 saw two canoes, 
and three or four logs-perhaps more-dug out in the shape of troughs. 
These contained grain. I thought there was room enough for them to 
feed-perhaps not all at once, when 160 horses were in there together; 
but they had plenty of time to eat during the day. 

Question by court. As you visited the pasture frequently while the 
horses were in it, did you or not see them have plenty of hay, and how 
often? 

Answer. I do not recollect that I ever saw them have any hay. I did 
not think that they needed any hay at that season of the year. 

Question by court. Do you recollect of Major Hitchcoek and Captains 
Symington and Kingsbury being in your stable-yard some time in October, 
1837 ? and, if so, did they seem to be examining the horses alluded to as 
having been condemned and subsequently sold? , 

Answer. I do not know their names, and am not acquainted with them. 
'l'wo or three officers came in there with Colonel Brant to examine the 
horses. 

Question by court. State to whom the horses and the forage taken out 
to the pasture were delivered, and who had the direction and control 
there. 

Answer. Dowland, or some such name. l knew him personally ; he 
was the manager of the farm. 

Qnestion by court. Can yon state whether any sick horses were sent 
out to the plautation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in May, 1837? If so, 
in what part of the plantation were they kept? 

Answer. Some were kept in a lot on this side of the pasture-field, on the 
west side of the Brllefontaine road ; and some, I believe, were kept in the 
stable located in the field where the sick horses were kept, on the west 
side of the road. This was in May and June, 1837. 

J. T . SwEARINGEN again called into court, a witness, answers as 
follows: · 

Question by court. Did yon see the troughs out of which the United 
States horses were fed ou Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation in the 
summer or autumn of 1837? and, if SO: what kind of troughs were they? 
Were there any canoes amongst them? 

Answer. I saw them. I think that most of them, if not all of themJ 
were canoes. 

14 
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Question by court. Do you know what afterwards became of these 
canoes ? Did you, or not, see them afterwards? If so, when and on 
what occasion ? 

Answer. I do not know that I ever saw them afterwards. 
Question by court. Did you attend an auction sale at Lieutenant Col

onel Brant's plantation last autumn or winter? and were there any canoes 
offered for sale, or sold, on that occasion'! 

Answer. I did. Some canoes were sold there. I could not tell whether 
or not they were the same canoes I had previously seer.. 

Question by Colonel Brant. IJid you see any canoes on the hill on the 
west side of the road leading to Bellefontaine'! If so, how many do you 
recollect seeing there? and how many sold at sale alluded to? 

Answt:r. I saw some canoes on the hill on the west side of the Belle
fontaine road. 1 cannot recollect how many, but I should think as many 
as five or six. I do not recollect how many were sold at the sale. I sa\V 
some on the east side of the road, in the pasture where the horses were 
fed. 

Question by court. Do you know whether the catwes which you saw 
at the plantatiOn of Lieutenant Colonel Brant had been purchased from 
John Kimball in the month of May, 1837, at the price of $13, for the 
Upited States? 

Answer. I know nothing about tha.t. 
The court adjourned to meet on Monday at 10 o'clock. 

MoNDAY, JANUARY 28, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : AU the members. 

'l'he judge advocate and recorder presented to the court the following 
deposition of JAMES S. LANE, taken, on the part of Colonel Brant, out of · 
court, by order of the court, in consequence of application of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, stating that the said witness is about to leave the city. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was Captain Grosman in the habit of fre
quently visiting your counting-room in the fall of 1837, and winter and 
spring of 1838? Did he speak of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in hostile 
terms, or snch as indicated vindictive feelings towards him? 

Answer. Captain Grosman occasionally called at our co11nting-room 
during the year 1837, and in the winter and spring of 1838. I do not 
recollect that Captain Grosman ever mentioned Colonel Brant's name in 
my counting-room, except upon one occasion ; and that was in a casual 
conversation respecting the charges that were in circulation about Major 
Brant. I cannot detail the whole conversation. I thought C.1ptain Cros· 
man showed hostile feelings towards Colonel Brant, although he expressly 
disclaimed it, and said that what he was doing was prompted by a sense of 
duty to the Government as an officer, or language to that effect. I cannot 
recollect the terms of the conversation. I judged that he entertained what 
may be called hostile or unfriendly feelings towards Colonel Brant. I would 
hardly call them vindictive feelings. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did Captain Crosman, during the fall of 
1837, or at any subsequent period, state to you that great abuses existed, 
?r had been committed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in the q.uarter~aster's 
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department; that they should be brought to light; that he (Captain eros
man) considered the merchants of this city the proper persons to make, or 
bring forward, charges against Colonel Brant; and, if they did so, he 
•(Captain Crosman) would back or sustain them? 

Answer. I cannot say that Captain Crosman stated abuses existed. I 
inferred as much from what he said. I cannot say that he said abuses 
should be brought to light. He said something to this amount: that if the 
merchants felt themselves aggrieved, they could bring charges; and I think 
be said he would sustain them in it. I will not be positive as to the last, 

.-about his sustaining them in it. It may be a mere impression on my mind. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the brick ware· 

lhouse on the corner of Laurel and Second streets, and the frame building 
·<>n Second, which adjoins it? If so, what should yon consider a fair average 
rent for the brick tenement for the five years ending 31st December, 1838, 
a11d for the frame building during the year 1837? 

-Answer. I am acquainted with the two buildings. I can only answer as 
>to the rent of the brick building-, by a comparison with a building which I 
•used as a warehouse and counting-room. I paid $2,500 a year for a stone 
warehouse on Water street, three stories and a garret, about 30 feet front, 
and running back 60 or 70 feet, (and may be 80 or 90 feet-I am not positive 
as to the dimensions.) It leaked then, and does now. It is impossible for 
me to fix any value on that building corner of Laurel and Second streets, 
'rents vary so much : sometimes 5U per cent. For example, the building 
I gave $2,500 for, had rented the year before for $1,600; and the year be
fore that, for $1, lOO. It now rents for $2,000. I was not here till July, 
1836. I cannot fix a value on the frame building. As to these rents, I do 
'not know, except as to what I paid myself; the rest I heard from others. 

Question by judge adt•ocu.te. Who commenced the conversation? What 
induced Captain Grosman to say that if the merchants brought their charges 
he would back them, or words of similar import, a...o; expressed in your tes
•timony? 

Answer. Perhaps I commenced 'it; perhaps Captain Grosman ~id. It 
was a matter of talk, and surmise or suspicion that there was some Interest 

1betwcen Colonel Brant and Hill & McGunnegle that led to the remarks. 
I know nothing about any such partnership ; and although there has been 
.:a good deal of talk about it, I know nothing to justify me in believing it. 

Question by judge advocate. Did you, at the time referred to, or do you 
now, believe Captain Grosman has suffered his unfriendly feelings towards 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant to induce him to bring the accusations now un
-dergoing investigation, or thnt Captain Grosman could be induced from that 
·cause to do Lieutenant Colonel Brant a private or public injnry? 

Answer. I thought at the time that Captain Grosman had unfriendly 
feelings to Colonel Brant, or you may call them hostile feelings. He said 
what he did was done from a sense of duty. I have no opjnion on the 
.subject as to Captain Grosman's motives in bringing the charges. 

Sworn to before me, this 26th day of January, 1839. 
J. F. LEE, 

J1tdge Advocate and Recorder. 

Mr. David Wheeler, of Alton, stated by Captain Grosman to be an im
portant witness, not having arrived, and the court having expected his 
.attendance as early as Saturday morning1 the court decided it was inex: 
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pedient to suspend its proceedings any longer on account of the absence of · 
this witness, to whom a summons was i:o;sued on the 24th instant; and there 
being no other witnesses in support of the allegations, the court decided to
~lose the inquiry upon that side, and to proceed now with the examination 
of witnesses on the parf of Lieutenant Colonel Brant ; it being understood,. 
however, that should the papers which have been expected from Washing
ton arrive before the conclusion of the testimony for the defence, the court 
will act upon them, in pursuance of the understanding heretofore made· 
known to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

JAMES LovE, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly ~worn, answers;. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Are you a resident of St. Louis? How 

]ong have you resided here, and what is your occupation, and how long 
have you pursued it? 

Answer. I have lived in this place since August, 1834, and am a horse-· 
:>boer or farrier. I have pursued the business ever since I was a lad o£· 
fourteen. I am thirty-one years of age. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you employed by Lieutenant Colonel 
.Brant to shoe public horses in the summer and fall of 1837 1 and what 
.number did yon shoe ? 

Answm·. I believe I shod that sei\.Son five hundred and forty-nine public. 
horses. 

Question by Coloml Brant. Do you know where the horses shod by · 
you were principally kept and tended? 

Answer. I believe some at Mr. Kimball's; some at Mr. Myers's; some at 
Beecher's; some at Dubois's; and a vast number were brought from the 
pasture: I shod some at Jefferson barracks. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did von visit the :fields where the horses 
alluded to were kept? and, if so, ho\v did they seem to be fed and tended 1 · 

Answer. I visited the fields, but not often. I passed by the field several 
times; but I believe I was in the pasture only once. This was early in the 
fall, I believe. The horses appeared to be well fed. They were feeding · 
them, and I stopped and looked at them. Some of them were very much 
improved. I went out to visit one or two sick horses in a :field on the west 
side of the Bellefontaine road. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you brand any of the public horses. 
purchased in 1837? and, if so, was the brand put on them immediately 
after their delivery at St. Louis, and before they were sent to pasture? 

Answer. Yes; I believe so. 
Question by Uolonel Brant. Did you no:ice the condition of the horses . 

-when you branded them, and afterwards when brought in from the pasture 
1o be shod? If so, had they fallen away or improved in their appearance· 
during the time they were in said pasture? 

Answer. I do not recollect that ~ny had fallen off, and many of them 
had improved. 

Question by Colonel Brant. With your knowledge of horses, and the· 
manner of keeping them at livery in this city, compared with the manner· 
in which the public horses were kept and tended in the pasture referred to,. 
which would you have preferred, with a view to their health and prepara
tion for active service-the stables in the city ; or the pasture, with the 
eed and attention there given, at the same price per weeli? 



213 [59 I 
Answer. I think, candidly, that the horses were much better in the field, 

on account of exercise. I would have preferred to have my horses kept in 
·that way in a pasture, than at livery, for the same price. 

Question by court. You have said some of the horses were very much 
improved ; had yon seen these horses before they were placed in the pas
ture? Did you shoe and bmnd them yourself, or did you always see them 
when brought to your shop to be shod ? 

Answer. Those that I say had improved, I saw myself before they were 
sent to the past me. I did not shoe all of them myself; it was done at my 
shop. I generally saw the horses sent to my shop. 

Question by court. How many horses did you shoe at Jefferson barracks? 
Please state the time, and in what condition they were. 

Answer. I do not recollect the number. More than half of the number 
I have mentioned, viz: five hundred and forty-nine, were shod at Jefferson 
barracks in August, 1837. They were iu very good order; some of them 
fatter than I would wish to have them for a journey. 

Question by court. Did you kuow J. 0. Bradshaw? and how many
United States horses did he keep, it any? how many at Kimball's stable 1 
how many at Myers's? and also how many at Reecher's? 

.Rnswer. I knew Bradshaw. I do not know how many were kept at 
either stable. 

Question by court. Were the horses you shod at Jefferson barracks, or 
.any portion of them, the same horses that you had previously shod at St. 
Louis? If so, how ~o:nany? 

Jlnswer. Some of them were ; I do not recollect how many. 

WrLLIAM lVIYERs, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. At the sale of public horses made by Aus
tin in 1837, did you purchase a horse or horses at the auction held by 
·him in October, 1837? If so, will you please state his color, condition, 
and the price you paid for him? , 

Jlnswer. I bought horses at the sale made by Dameille, and at the sale 
made by Austin. At one of these sales I bought an iron-gray horse, near 

. sixteen hands high ; good horse, in tolerable order; injured in the right hjnd 
pastern joint by a rope ; he has got well of it. I do not recollect what I 
paid for him: either $77, ·Or somewhere along there-within a dollar or 
two. I think it was the last sale I bought at. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you that horse now? and, if so, what 
··do you value him at? or what could you get for him in cash? 

Answer. I have refused $125 for him. I have him yet. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know by whose direction the lot of 

.horses were sold on the day you purchased the one alluded to? 
Answer. I do not. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Are you the keeper of a livery-stable in this 

. city? and how long have you been so employed? 
Answer. I am; and have been for about five years. 
Question by Colonel Brant. What did you charge per week for keeping 

-public horses in your stables and shed in the summer and fall of 1837? 
.Answer. $3 a week. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the plantatiort 

near this place on which the public horses were fed and tended in the 
.·summer and fall of 1837 ? 
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Answer. I am. 
Question by Colonel Brant, Were you acquainted with the mode of 

-feeding and tending said horses? and, if so, what do you think it was worth· 
per week? taking into consideration the quantity and quality of the food, 
and t,he advantages of water, shade, and secure fences. 

Answer. I was very little acquainted with the feeding them. I was there 
some three or four different times. I saw them hauling grain in the lot 
once when I was there, and feeding the horses. If they were as \\·ell fed · 
there as they were in the stable, I should as lief have them there as in a 
stable. . 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you believe that any other place for 
keeping the public horses in 1837 could have been had equally near to St. 
Louis, and affording like advantages, for a less price per week (say) than 

-$3? 
A9lswer. I do not know of any. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, in your opinion, it was more 

beneficial for their health, and in order that they might more speedily be 
in a condition for service, that these horses should have been kept at livery
stables; or put in such pasture as that on the plantation of Major Brant~ 
and being fed there, in addition, on grain, hay, &c., as much as they 
would eat? 

Answer. My opinion is, that, if properly attended to, they would have 
done better in tl~e field than in the stable. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether it is the usual practice · 
with the keepers of livery-stables here to have the horses kept in them 
regularly exercised ; and, if such was required to be done, whether yon · 
would have agreed to keep as many horses as your stables would have con
tained, giving them the proper exercise, for the sum of $3 per week, during · 
the summer and fall of 1837? 

Answer. We never exercise horses unless requested. I would not have · 
kept as many horses as my stable would have contained for $3 a week~ 
¥iving them exercise. I do not know what I would have charged extra 
for exercising them. It would have taken two hands more; and at that 
time nothing was made by keeping horses at $3 a wer.k; and I always had 
my stables full without it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the kind of horses 
known here by the name of prairie horses, or French ponies? If so, state 
whether, in making a contract for keeping a large number of those animals, 
you would be willing to keep them at lower rates, each, per week, than the · 
same number of horses of the description which you kept for the Govem
ment in 1837? And, if so, what difference in price per horse, per week, 
you would make between them? 

Answer. I know the French pony horses. I should make $1 difference · 
-at livery; charging- that much less per week for French ponies. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you are acquainted with the 
liVE:.ry-stahle kept by John Calvert, in this city, during the summer and 
fall of 1837 ; if so, the number of stalls which it then contained; and how 
.many horses it could have accommodated in addition to those usually kept 
there. 

Answer. I know the stable. It contained between forty-four and forty
eight single stalls at that time. It was generally full. It would contain 
iorty-four o:c forty-eight horses. 
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Question by court. Had you been the owner of the pasture which has 
been referred to, for what sum per head per week could you have afforded 
to receive and feed, in the manner they were fed, the public horses that 
were in that pasture in 1837 ? 

Answer. If they were fed there three times a day, it would have cost 
nearly as much as if they were kept at livery. 

Question by court. What kind of treatment would you adopt in pre
paring horses for the severest kind of service-such, for instance, as a very 
long journey, or for heavy draught? 

Answer. For a long journey, I should put them in a good pasture, and 
feed them well. If exercised every day, I would rather have them in a 
stable ; if not so exercised, in the pasture. 

Qu_estion by court. Do you, or not, mean to say that in preparing horses 
for a JOtuney, or other hard service, they could be better kept and attended 
to in a pasture, when kept as the United States horses were in 1837 on 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation, than in a good livery-stable, with 
the use of a yard or lot for exercise? 

Answer. If they were exercised, I would rather have them in a stable, 
of course. 

Question by court. Do yon usually make a difference of $1 per week in 
your charges between large and small horses, (or brge horses and French 
ponies,) when both receive the same kind of care and attention in your 
stable? or do you ever make any difference for keeping horses at livery, 
merely on account of their difference in size? 

Answer. I would charge the same price when they receive the same 
care and attention-that is, in reference to large horses, or small horses, 
or French ponies. French ponies might be turned out into the yard, and 
fed there. They do not require the same care that other horses do. You 
may keep them fat on half the food ; and I was referring to this sort of 
treatment when I said I would make a difference of $1 per week. 

Question by court. If a contract had been offered to yon, in the summer 
of 1837, to keep 600 or 800 United States horses and mules at livery and 
in pasture-say mostly in pasture-would you have been willing to under
take it, or any part of it? and, if so, at what price per head per week 1 
agreeing to give then~ plenty of grass, green corn, wheat bran, and old 
corn or other forage, and receiving and delivering them when required; 
and you to be paid monthly or quarterly for the service, and supposing the 
whole contract to amount to $4,000 or $5,000. 

Answe1·. It would make a great difference to me if I had a farm, or had 
to rent one. · I paid a dollar and a dollar and a half a week for horses 
pastured-the pasturer engaging to feed them once a day on oats. I do 
not know whether he fulfilled his bargain. The horses looked very well. 
They were fourteen miles from town. I cannot say what I would take 
a contract for, like that proposed in the question. 

Question by court. By whom were you offered $125 for the horse you 
purchased at the public sale in the full of 1837? Have you had any con
versation with any one in relation to this horse ? 

Answer. By Mr. January. O!le of his horses died, and he wanted mine 
for a match. It appears to me that some twv or three persons spoke to me 
about the horse; but I cannot recollect any of them, except my partner. 

Question by court. After you had been offered the $125 for the horse 
alluded to, did you not say yon regretted you had not taken it ? 
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Answer. Yes, because I thought it was more than he was worth. 
Question by court. State whether you know of any yard or yards in 

this city in the year 1837, which were large enough to have afforded suffi
cient range for fifty or sixty horses, and whether there was any shade. 
State how many horses, if any, could have been accommodated. 

Answer. I do not know of any that could have accommodated fifty or 
sixty horses. I believe Reecher had a yard that would have accommo· 
dated forty horses. It had a shed, which gave shade. Kimball had a good 
yard, with a shed. I do not know of any other. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Supposing you had a plantation three miles 
from town, containing forty or fifty acres of good meadow, would you have 
been willing to take public horses to the extent they were taken at the 
plantation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant ; put them on the meadow before 
it was cut ; furnished them with eight quarts of shelled corn per day, or its 
equivalent; salted them; taken them from town, and sent them back when 
required? What sum would you have required for them at the time 
spoken of, if kept in this way, viz: in the summer and fall of 1837? 

Answer. I would not have kept them for less than $3 a week. 
Question by court. Did you not say, in a former part of your testimony, 

when asked for what you would have taken a contract to keep the public 
horses in 1837, that yon did not know what you would have taken such 
contract for? On what data are you now enabled to say, in reply to the 
last question, that you would not have kept such horses for less than $3 
per week each ? 

Answer. Since you stated to me that they were to be put into the field 
before the grass was cut, and to be given eight quarts of corn a day, and 
taken backwards and forwards, I can come at the price. I look principally 
to the grass not bEing cut; a meadow may give two tons of hay to the 
acre. 

Question by court. If you had owned such a plantation as the one 
alluded to, what would you have kept the number of horses stated, or any 
part of them, for; agreeing to feed them as stated in the last question but 
one, but reserving to yourself the right to cut the hay, and feed it to them 
as they might require it, instead of allowing the horses to nm over the 
meadow, and thus subject it to be trampled down and destroyed '! 

Answer. That could not make a great deal of difference. 

L. F. REECHER, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you keep a livery-stable in this city 1 
and, if so, how long have you been in the practice of keeping and trading 
in horses? 

Answer. I keep a livery-stable in this city, and have kept one since 28th 
October, 1835. I did not trade in horses before. 

Qnestion by Colonel Brant. State whether you kept public horses for 
the Government in 1837. If so, how were they kept- in the stable, open 
yard, or shed ? the number of those horses kept by you, and the price you 
charged per week for each horse ? 

Auswer. I kept public horses--in the stable and in the shed-tied up, 
and kept as other horses were: I suppose more than 100 during the 
season. I had at one time thirty or forty. When they first commenced 
purchasing horses, .Major Brant sent some lots to my stable, which staid 
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there one or two days, and were then taken out to Major Brant's pasture, 
for which I charged fifty cents a day. After that, horses staid with me 
some time, and I received $3 a week for them. I charged fifty cents a day 
for them. Like all men, I wanted as much as I could get ; but Major 
Brant said that I ought to keep them for the regular price, as the pay was 
.good, and I had so many. I then agreed to charge the regular price, $3 
a week. I took or sent horses to and from the pasture. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you occasionally at the place where 
the public horses were kept by William Dowler, on the plantation of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in the year 1837, during the time the horses 
were there? If so, can you state what appeared to be the condition of 
those horses? did they seem to have been well fed, or otherwise? 

Answer. I was there frequently. I never saw them feeding. I saw 
there were troughs or canoes there for them to feed out of, and the horses 
were standing around them as if feedin'g. I went on business, and did not 
go up to the troughs to look at them. A number of them were lame whert 
they were put in. An injured horse is . apt to look worse rather than im
prove, till he gets well. '!'hose that were put in there not injured looked 
well when they cnme out. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you a_cquaintcd with the pasture
fields or meadows on the farm of Lieutenant Colonel Brant near this city, 
in the summer and fall of 1837? If so, did you consider it a suitable 
place for the keeping the public horses in that year? Could the same 
llllmber of horses have been conveniently stabled and suitably t~tnded in 
this city, so as to fit them for active service'! 

Answer. I have been acquainted with those fields for eight or nine 
years. I think it was a suitable place. I do not believe that the I i very
stables in town could have kept all the horses. l know all the stables in 
town. I think that, on account of exercise, it was better to keep them in 
that field, if they were taken care of as they ought to be, than to have 

ut them in stables. 
Question by Colonel Brant. From your knowledge of the pasture where 

ihe public horses were kept by William Dowler, on the plantation of Lieut. 
Colonel Brant, in 1837-supposing them to be well fed and tended, and the 
<trouble of taking them out there from the city when required-what would 
you consider to have been a fair price per week for each hors~? 

Answer. I do not suppose that a man could make a fair profit by keeping 
them for less than $3, if kept out there and fed as they ought to be. • 

Question by Colonel Brant. State what was the character of the pasture 
.alluded to; was it common pasture or meadow? if the latter, what was 
the quality? Can you form an opinion of what it would have averaged per 
.acre? 

Answer. It was an excellent meadow. I cannot say what a meadow turns 
<>ut here per acre. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether it is the usual practice at the 
livery-stables in this city to have the horses kept there regularly exercised; 
.and whether you consider it wonld increase the expense to the owners of 
the stables. 

Answer. Where we kept horses for others, and the owners did not use 
them, we generally exercised them. Where 40 or 50 horses were required 
to be exercised, it would increase ' the expense to the stables; they would 
have to hire one or two boys more. If I kept 40 or 50 horses, and were 
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required to exercise them, I cannot say what would be the extra expense;: 
at times it might cost a good deal; at times nothing at all; at times yow 
might find boys enough in the streets to ride them and give them exercise. 
I cannot say any thing about what would be the additional expense. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether yon would have agreed to
exercise the public horses under your care in 1837, and keep them, for the 
price you then received. 

Answer. I should not like to have exercised them, making it a business 
to give them regular exercise, unless I got paid for it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you saw the horses bought 
for the Indians by Major Hitchcock in 1837; and whether you would 
make any difference in the price of keeping such horses, and those pur
chased for the dragoon service in that year. If so, how much per \Veek per 
horse? 

Answer. I never kept any French pcnies. I believe the way here of 
keeping French ponies is, just to turn them out in a lot; to take them and 
keep them as they ought to be kept, and like other horses. I would have 
charged as much as for any kind of horses. The custom is, to let these 
French ponies run on the prairie, and eat whatever they can get. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you are acquainted with the 
livery-stable kept by John Calvert in this city during the summer and fall 
of 1837. If so, the number of stalls which it then contained; and how 
many horses could it have accommodated beyond the number usually kept 
there? 

Answe1·. I think there were not more than 44 stalls in that stable. Mr .. 
Calvert's stable is generally full, and was at that time. 

Question by court. Had you much knowledge of the mode of proceeding 
to get horses, after they were purchased or received here, to the pasture? If 
so, please state by whom they were sent or taken to the pasture from the 
stables generally, or elsewhere in town. Who was put to the expense of 
thus taking them out, or of bringing them back to town, when necessary? · 

Answer. I know how it was done. Major Brant generally had some 
men, and the stables from which they came sent some men. When it was 
required to bring horses from the pasture here, Major Brant would generally 
write a note, or send to the livery-stable where the horses were to go, to 
inquire if they had any hands they could send for them, and how many. 
I suppose the stables were at the expense of the men they furnished; at 
least I was. 

Question by court. In yonr estimate of what would have been a fair price 
for pasturing aod feeding the public horses in 1837, do you include the 
trouble and expense of sending the horses to and from the pasture? 

Answer. Of course, I included that expense. 
Question by court. In preparing horses for hard service, would you, er 

not, feed them on grass, green corn, and wheat bran? What would be the· 
best kind of forage for them in such a case? 

Answer. Wheat bran is very good occasionally. I would, by no means, 
feed them on green corn and green grass. As good a food as any other for 
horses intended for hard service, is corn, oats, hay, and chopped food. 

Question by court. Do yon know how the United States mules were fed' 
on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation in 1831 ; that is, what kind of 
food they got? If so, state it, and all you know on the subject. 

Answer. I saw them hauling out old shelled corn in sacks; that is all I. 
know. 
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Question by court. How long, at any one time, did the same horses re
main in your stable? Who paid you for keeping them ; and how were the 
accounts made out and signed by yon? Describe them as well you can. 

Answer. I thought one Jot (I cannot say how many) staid 15 or 16 days. 
The first lot was paid for by a young man named Morehead: who was hired 
by Kimball for purchasing horses. He came and said Major Brant wanted 
my bilL I made it out and gave it to him, and the next day he brought 
me the money. After that, Major Brant paid me. Morehead paid me~. 
perhaps, twice. 

Question by court. What is the usual prio;e, or what did you pay in the 
summer of 1837, per month, for the services of men and boys employed 
by you in your stable to feed and take care of the horses ? 

Answer·. I cannot say. I recollect hirin!S one small negro boy about 12· 
or 15 years old, for $12~ a month. I think the price of white men was 
from $15 to $20 a month, and found in board; and for a negro ma·n, we 
clothe him in addition. 

Question by court. Who were the persons employed on the plantation 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant whilst the horses and mules were there in 
'1837, taking care of these animals? If you know, name them, and state· 
whether they were white or black men, or boys; and how many of each,~ 
near as you can remember. 

Answer. I cannot answer. I know Sam Renicke was there; how many 
more, or who they were, I do not know. Mr. Dowler lived there, and 
Major Brant's negroes; whether they attended to the horses, I do not know. 

Question by court. Did you know J. 0. Bradshaw in 18~7; and did he· 
keep a livery-stable in this city? if so, where was it? and, if yon know, 
state how many United States horses he kept at livery at any one time. 

Answer. I knew him very well. I suppose the stable would hold from 
35 to 40. I think he had not many besides the United States horses. 

Question by court. Did yon not say to an individual of this city that 
yon would have been glad to have got the United States horses to keep in 
1837; and that you would have kept them better than they were on Lieut •. 
Colonel Brant's plantation for $2 a week for each horse ? 

Answer. No ; for I generally had as many as I could keep. 
Question by court. Have you not frequently spoken of the manner the 

Unitt>d States horses and mules were kept on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's · 
plantation in 1H37? and, if so, what opinion did you express on the subject'?" 
Did yon, or not, say they were not well fed ; and that there was no grass 
in the pasture? 

Ar.swer. I never said the horses were not well fed. I say no\\", but 
never said before, that towards the last there was no grass ; the horses had 
eaten it all down. I never saw the mules there. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

The court directed it to be recorded : that after waiting an hour for the
attendance of the witness Reecher, whose crol!s-examination was interrupt
ed on yesterday by the adjournment of the court, the court sent their mes-
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:senger to said Reecher, requesting him to come before them. The messen
ger returned to the court the verbal reply of Reecher, that he was engaged, 
.and could not come to-day ; that he would come to-morrO"I-Y. 

The recorder here presented a written communication to the court, 
which the court declined receiving. 

No witnesses being present, the court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 
<O'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1539. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

'l'he witness Reecher not attending, the conrt directed the following let
•ter to be written to him, and copied on the record : 

ST. Lours, January 30, 1839. 
Sm : You are hereby informed that your presence is required imme

'<iiately before the court of inquiry now in session at this place, by the special 
direction of the President of the United States, in order that yonr cross
examination as a witness before it may be completed. When the court 
adjourned on Monday afternoon, the 28th instant, you were particularly 
informed that your presence would be necessary yesterday morning (the 
29th instant) at 12 o'clock, and, having assured the court that you would 
attend at that hour, the court was kept waiting for yon until lutlf-past 1 
o'clock. The court is now waiting, in order that your testimony may be 
completed, and yon are requested to attend before it without delay for that 
J>nrpose. 

Respectfully, your obedient servant, 

To Mr. L. F. REECHER. 

J. F. LEE, 
Judge Advocate aud Recorder. 

L. F. REF.CHER, a witness, in continuation : 
Question by court. Examine the paper now shown to you ; and from 

your knowledge of the capacity and accommodations of the stable kept by 
J. 0. Bradshaw in this city in 1837, and of his means of keeping horses 
-during that year, say whether he could have kept at livery the number of 
horses there enumerated as having been kept for different periods. 

[NoTE.-'l'he voucher signed by Bradshaw for $1,077, dated August 31, 
1837, recorded on the previous record at page 69, was shown to witness 
with the foregoing question.] 

Answer. 'l'here could not have been 108 horses put in that stable, to ac
commodate them as they ought to have been: I think something like 40-
something from 35 to 40-might have been put in and accommodated. I 
made out my bill in thi3 way : say 25 horses came in on the 20th, and these 
"25 staid till the 21st and went out, and 25 more came in ; these last 25 went 
<>ut on the 22d, and 25 came in and staid till the 23d, and were carried out, 
and none left; that makes 75 horses in a days. Now say that my stable 
would only hold 25 horses, and I make out my bill for keeping 75 horses 
for one day.· This bill might be made out in this way: 75+7 makes 10 
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weeks and 5 days, which, at $3 per week for the weeks, and 43 cents a day 
for the days, makes $32~. I do not know how .Mr. Bradshaw made out his: 
bills. 

Question hy court. If Bradshaw could not have kept the number or 
horses in his own stable, where and how were they kept 1 

.!lnswer. I cannot answer. I do not know any thing about it. 
Question by court. You have mid you kept United States horses at livery 

in your stable in 1837. Did you, or not, &ign such an account or receipts 
as the one now shown you 1 If not, what kind of a receipt or account, ir 
any, did you sign for the money paid yon by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for 
that service ? 

Answer. I did sign receipts for the money paid me by Colonel Brant, on 
paper which had printing and writing on it : it was similar to this. 

Colonel Brant here presented the following voucher, which the witness: 
declared to be signed by himself. The court directed it to be recorded, and 
the original returned to Colonel Brant. 

THE UNITED STATES 

To L. F. Reeel~er, 

1837. For foraging and keeping public horses, as follows : 
29 horses 7th and 8th of Angust, 1837 - - -
11 horses on 12th of Aug-ust, 1 837 -

5 horses from 13th to 16th of August, 1837: inclusive 
1 horse 17th and 18th of Aug-ust, 1837 

22 horses from 19th to 23d of August, 1837, inclusive 
25 horses 24th and 25th of August, 1837 - -
25 horses from 26th to 30th of August, 1837, inclusive 

6 horses on the 31st of August, 1837 • 
11 horses from 1st to 4th of September, 1837, inclusive 
18 horses 5th and 6th of September, 1837 -

Whole number of days 

Equal to 66 weeks, at $3 per week 

Dr. 
Davs .. 

58' 
11 
2(); 
2. 

llO 
50' 

125 
6 

44 
3& 

462: 

- $198 

I certify that the above account is correct and just, and that the services. 
therein charged for were performed as stated. 

J. B. BRANT, Qum·termaster. 

Received, St. Louis, September 13, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master United States army, one hundred and ninety-eight dollars, in full of 
the above account. 

$198. (Signed duplicates.) 
L. F. REECHER. 

Qnestion by court. Did yon know John Kimball in 18371 If so, what 
had he to do with reg-ard to the keeping of the United States horses and 
mules in that year 1 ~Had you an opportunity of being informed on this 
subject, by conversations with him, or otherwise? If 30, state all the par
ticulars. 

Answer. I knew John Kimball at that time. He kept a stable near me. 
Jle kept United States horses and bought United States horses. I think 
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<there were United States mules there once-one lot. I do not know how 
long they staid there ; I saw about 50 or 60 there in his lot. I had con
versations with him frequently; I do not recollect the conversations. 

Question by court. Yon have said yon do not recollect having convers
:ed with anybody about the manner the United States horses were kept in 
1837 on Lieutenant Colonel.Brant's plantation, and you have also declared 
that you did not say to any individual in this city that you would have 
'kept the same horses in the same manner, or in a better mnnuer, for $2 a 
week per head. Are you now positive that you did not make such a state
ment?-

Answer. I have no recollection of having said any thing to anybody 
about those horses on Colonel Brant's pasture. I am satisfied I never said 
that I would have kept those horses· on Colonel Brant's pasture, in the way 
they were kept there, for $2 a week. I may have said so. I have no re
-collection of it ; and I am satisfied I never did say it. If any one says 1 
<lid say it, I would like to see him; he might remind me of it, and the 
time, &c. 

Question by court. Look again at the voucher signed by you, and say 
whether it is made out in the manner you were in the habit of making 
:similar accounts? 

Answer. No; it is not. That account states each day, and the number 
()f horses kept each day. I made an aggregate, as so many horses kept so 
lJlany days, as I have already stated; when 25 horses were kept one day, 
and 25 another day, and 25 another day, I might say 75 horses for one day; 
making as short an account and as little writing as possible. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated that Bradshaw':> stable 
would have probably accommodated 4.0 horses at one time. Will you state 
whether there were a yard and. a shed or sheffs attached to that stable? 

Answer. There was both a yard and a shed. The shed, if it was fixed 
off in stalls, would accommodate 10 to 20 horses. lt was not stalled off; 
there was a trough there, to feed some hor~es. The yard or lot is, I think, 
about 150 feet by 100 feet. I do not know how many horses could be ac
commodated in that lot. 1 never turn horses in a lot. You might put 200 
or 300 horses in such a lot. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When you spoke of the stable accommo
dating 40 horses, did you mean thereby to include the shed under the term 
"stable?" 

Answer. I spoke only of the stable. There is also another llhed back .of 
that stable where 20 horses might be put if it were fixed up; I do not 
recollect whether it was or not. 

Question by Colonel Bra:nt. How many horses could have been conve
niently kept in the yard, giving reasonable allowance of room to feed and 
move abont ? 

Answer. There could have been 200 horses put in that lot, and room 
enough to walk around, if there had been troughs put there to feed them. 
I did not mean that they could have been put there and tak,en care of as 
they ought to have been. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether the yard could have accom
mQdated 30 or 4.0 horses comfortably for the animals. 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know where Bradshaw first com

menced keeping public horses in 1837 i and whether he continued t~ keep 
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public horses occasionally until the dragoons left here for Florida in that 
year 1 

.Jlnswer. From the time he came up and got that stable, (which was 
.shortly after they commenced purchasing horses,) he continued to keep 
horses till they left for Florida. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State, if within your knowledge, whether 
{)liver Dubois was an agent for purchasing public horses in 1837; and 
where (that is, to what stable) he sent the horses by him purchased in the 
fall and summer of that year . 

.llnswm·. Mr. Dubois was buying horses for the public. The horses he 
bought were generally sent to J. 0. Bradshaw's. He took all he could 
keep. When Bradshaw was full, they were sent to me. If they were more 
than we could keep, the balance were sent to Myers's. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether companies ~.tnd detachments 
o0f dragoons frequently came up frem Jefferson barracks to this place in the 
summer and fall of 1837; and, if you know, whether it was the practice to 
be fed while here? and, if so, in what livery-stables? 

.llnswer. They frequently came up, and were fed principally at Brad
shaw's stable. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What difference would you make, if any, in 
the price of keeping per week, between Freuch horses, kept in the way 
usual for them, and the American dragoon horses as you kept them? 

.llnswer. There is considerable difference between taking horses in a sln
ble and keeping them as they ought to be, and turning them into a lot and 
throwing hay and corn to them. I cannot say exactly what the difference 
would be. 

Doctor B. G. FARRAR, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly 
sworn, answers : 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you own a plantation in 1837, in this 
county, between two and three miles from St. Louis, and adjoining to that 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on which the public horses were kept in the 
summer and fall of that year? 

.11nswer. yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you had, in the summer and 

fall of 1837, any meadow land on your plantation ; if so, describe it, and 
the extent thereof. Also, state whether you had any pasture-land; if so, 
describe its extent and quality . 

.llnswa. I had no meadow hmd. I had woods pasture: about twenty 
acres was connected with the cornfield, and I could not, therefore, use it as 
a pasture. I had besides about 200 arpens of woods pasture that I did 
use as a pasture: part of it good (the east part) which was pretty well set 
in blue grass, in dots of prairie of two or three acres; the west part had 
been a thicket, and i11 not yet well set in grass. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State wht:ther your plantation in 1837 would 
have been a suitable place for keeping the public horses in 1837, taking 
into account the state of its fences, and the general safety of the animals 
themselves. 

Ans1Ver. I had a large cornfield and pasture. I would have sold the 
cornfield and pasture for the season-that is, let them turn the horses in 
on both. I would have been willing to have taken in 150 or 200 horses. 
As to the fences, I would not have been responsible for the safety of the 
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horses. In the first place, my enclosure is with a worm fence; and they 
are liable to be thrown down. I have had great difficulty in keeping up 
my fences near St. Louis. People will pull down worm fences and pass 
through. It is, however, a very good fence for a worm fence. 

Question by Colonel Brant. &ow is the general surface of your pasture 
ground as it regards stumps, sink-holes, bluffs, and woodland '.! Is it safe 
for horses? 

.!lnswer. 'l'here are u great many stumps, and some sink-holes, and one 
bluff. One sink-hole is a sink-hole spring, very deep, with steep banks 
about two feet above the water; one horse fell in there and was drowned. 
None of my horses have met with any accident in that pasture. At one 
end is a bad mire, where oue of my neighbors' horses got mired, and had 
to be pulled out with oxen. 'I' he bluff is on the side of the creek, is about 
forty feet high, and in some places perpendicular. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do yon know the plantation owned by Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant in the summer and fall of 1837? And did you see 
the dragoon horses when fed and tended there in that year? 

.!lnswer. I know the plantation. I saw horses there. I did not observe 
them when they were fed. · 

QuPstion by Colo11.el Brant. Did you consider the plantation of Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant well adapted, or otherwise, for the pasturing and keep
jug the dragoon horses in that year, from the advantages it possessed of 
water, shade, grass, and secure fences, and proximity to the city? 

.!lnswer. The fences, so far as I recollect, were good. '!'here was shade 
and good water. The pasture-that is, what is called the meadow-was 
good when the horses were first put in there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state, as nearly as yon can recollect, 
the time your corn was planted in the spring or summer of 1837 on your 
farm; whether it came to maturity; and, if so, what number of bushels it 
yielded to the acre . 

.!lnswer. I think 1 planted my corn between the lOth of .May and 1st of 
Jnne. It never came to maturity. I was apprehensive it would not ma
ture, and I cut it down and made stock corn of it. I could not, therefore, 
say what it yielded to the acre. 

question by Colonel Brant. Would yon have agreed to take public 
horses, to the number you saw in the enclosures of Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
during the summer and fall of 1837, pastured them, and fed them plentifully 
with old grain, and been responsible for their safekeeping? If so, for what 
sum per week for each horse? 

Answer. 1 would have pastured the whole, including my field of corn; 
but would not have been responsible for them. I never made up my mind 
as to what I would have ch:trged, as no proposition was ever made to me. 
I said to some gentlemen that I would have agreed to let as many horses as 
might be offere:l be put in my pasture and cornfield, and stay there during 
the three summer months, for $1,000 or $1,500. I had no old grain. 

Question by Colonel Brant. vVould you have contracted to pasture them, 
and feed them plentifully with old grain, for the sum which you have named? 

Answer. No. I would not, in the first place, l1ave been troubled with 
them in that way. 

Qltestion by Colonel Brant. From your experience in horses, do you 
consider that your plantation would have afforded a safe place for pasturing 
.wd tending the horses purchased here for the dragoon service in l 8371 
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Answer. I have no experience at all in horses. They might break 
through the fences, fall off the bluff, or get mired. With such a body of 
horses on my premises, I have no doubt some accidents would have oc
curred. Last year I rented the east end to a butcher, and I had several 
times to furnish him \Vith oxen to pull his cattle out of the mire. 

Q1testion by Colonel Brant. Did yon know William Dowler? If so, did 
he live on, and have control of, Colonel Brant's plantation in the summer 
and fall of 1837? If so, did he: to your knowledge, employ hands, and dis
pose of the produce of said plantation? What was his character for hon
esty and attention to business? 

'l'he court objected to the last part of this question, which inquires into 
the character of William Dowler. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant submits to the court, that the portion of the 
question to which objection has been made is proper, on this ground : The 
court will recollect that Samuel Reinecke, a witness examined on behalf of 
the prosecution or accusation, was questioned as to whether this man (Dow
ler) had not signed his name to blank receipts or vouchers; the evident ten
dency of which course of examination was, to raise suspicions against the 
general character of both Dowler and Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Now, sus
picion may certainly be refuted by evidence of general character, and evi
dence of general character is allowed to be brought to repel a presumption. 
In this case the character ot Lieutenant Colouel Brant is, to a certain ex
tent, connecteu with that of Dowler. 

'l'he court decided " that the court object to the last clause of this ques
tion, for the reason, that it opens an investigation into the character of a 
person who has not been befor€ the court. A bare suspicion attaching to 
Dowler is not deemed sufficient to go into an investigation of his general 
character in lns absence ; nor can the court think that even suspicion of 
his honesty must necessarily grow out of the fact of his having signed a_ 
receipt in blank, since an individual might sign a blank receipt without 
perceiving or reflecting upon its impropriety." 

Answer. I knew William Dowler. I knew him to be Major Brant's 
overseer. llmew that he did the business of Major Brant, for he kept two 
horses of mine two months, and brought the account to me, and I paid him .. 
He disposed of prodnce on that farm ; to what extent I caHnot say. I 
cannot say as to his employing hands. 

Q11estion by r:ourt. Were you ever applied to by Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
to know whether yon would accommodate the public horses in 1837; or 
did you ever see any public advertisement inviting proposals to pasture said 
horses? 

Answer. No application was made to me; and I never saw any adver
ti~;"ement, that I recollect of. 

Q1testion by court. Yon have said the pasture on Colonel Brant's plan
tation was good when the horses were first put in ; how long did it continue 
so, and what its condition aftPrwards ? 

Answer. I did not notice it frequently. I passed by in the summer, in 
the dry season, and noticed the part near the road : that seemed quite bare. 

Qnestion by court. Yon have stated that you would have let a part of 
your plantation for the keeping of public horses in 1837 i please state what . 

15 
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-part of it, and whether the sink-holes, stumps, &c., of which you have 
. spoken: were in that portion of the field. 

Jlnswer. I would have surrendered all my land except my yard and 
garden, including good and tad. 

Question by court. You say you would have pnstured the public horses 
in 1837, but would not have been responsible for their security. Please 
:Say, if you had been furnished with five or six men at the expense of Gov-

4 .ernment to watch the horses and fence, and to have been for that purpose 
under your orders, \vhether, then, you would have been respow~ible for the 
security of the horses. 

Answer. No ; I would not have been responsible for them. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 31, 1839. 

The court rnet pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Doctor R. P. SIMMONs, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, being 
rluly sworn, answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you reside, in the summer and fall of 
1837, in this city 1 and, if so, what was your occupation during said time 1 

Answer. Yes. I resided here as a physician. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did you visit the plantation owned by Lieu

- tenant Colonel Brant, about three miles north of St. Louis, during that 
summer and fall ; and, if so, how often 1 

Answe1·. Yes ; I do not know how often ; perhaps as frequently as five 
-or six times ; perhaps oftener. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do yon recollect to have seen, during the 
time referred to, a number of horses in the meadow of that plantation, east 
of the road 1 If so, were they branded or marked, and do you recollect 
what those brands or marks were 1 

Answer. I recollect to have seen a number of horses there-perhaps 100 
or 150. I noticed that they were branded U.S. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When you visited said plantation, was your 
attention particularly called to the appearance and condition of the horses 1 

nd, if so, please state by what circumstances, in full. 
Answer. My attcution was directed to the horses in the second or third 

visit that I paid there in company with Colonel Brant. I went up once 
purposely to take a view of them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you conversant with the manner in 
which horses should be kept, and able to judg-e, from their appearance, 
whether they are properly attended to or not? If so, did the horses then 
seen by you on that plantation appear to have been kept and attended to 
well, or otherwise ? 

Answer. Perhaps I know as much about a horse, and how a horse ought 
to be kept: as most persons in my profession and way of Jiving. I am fond 
of horses. Those horses appeared to me to be in very fine life and condition. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What was the condition and quality of the 
g rass and solid food you saw placed before these horses; and what the ad
vantages of shade, water, and security of fences 1 
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Answer. I had frequently visited the pasture before the horses were put 

•in; that is, I had frequently ridden by, and I had admired the pasture and 
meadows below. The horses soon eat down the grass. It was rather a 
poor pasture when I saw the horses in it; but they seemed to have an 
abundance of provision, corn and bran. First-rate post and rail-fence, and 

· excellent water, and fine shade. 
Question by Colonel Rrant. Had you a horse kept at livery in this city 

in the summer and fall of 1837? If so, by whom kept, and at what price 
per week? 

Answer. I had one kept at that time ; part of the time by Darneille, part 
of the time by another man. I paid $3 a week. 

Question by Colonel Brant. If you had had a number ofhorsesof your own 
,that you wished to prepare for active field service: which would you have 
preferred-the plantation before alluded to, with its advantages of range, 
grass; water, shade, and solid food, or the stable accommodations of this 

·city, the price per week being the same? 
Answer. All these circumstances considered, I should say the advantages 

were in favor of the plantation. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did you observe the dragoon horses, on 

.leaving this place in the fall of 1837, under the command of Colonel D. E. 
Twiggs, and also the drove in charge of Richard Gentry, destined for 
Florida ? If so, state the appearance and condition of said horses at that 
time, and your own situation to observe them when leaving this city at the 

·time referred to. 
Answer. I have not a distinct recollection as to Colonel Twiggs. I do 

not know Colonel Twiggs. I recollect the drove with Gentry. I stood ~n 
·the corner of the street as the horses passed along; they appeared to be m 
excellent condition, and looked fine, fat, and healthy. I noticed, also, the 
mounted regiment; their horses were in particularly fine condition. 

Question by court. Did you ever see the horses fed; and, if so, what kind 
·()f forage was given to them? Did you, or not, see them feeding on green 
•COrn? 

Answer. I saw them feeding on green corn : this was some time in Sep· 
>tember. The corn was cut up in the adjoininO' field, and a little at a time 
thrown over to the horses. rrhe corn was getting dry. I saw old corn in 

•the ear also fed to them. I did not see the horses eating bran. 
Question by court. About what period was it your visits were made to 

·the pasture-field spoken of; was it before the horses were taken from it, or 
.after they were first turned into it? What was the interval between the 
visit when you admired the excellence of the pasture and that when yott 
Jound the pasture eaten down? 

Answer. My visits when I admired the excellence of the pasture were 
early in the season-in June, July, or August. I used to take frequent rides 
()Ut into that neighborhood, and I observed the fields. I cannot recollect 
how long it was from that time till the grass was eaten down. . 

Question by court. Were there any mules among the horses on LteU· 
tenant Colonel Brant's plantation 1 

Answer. I do not know. 
Question by court. Do you con~ider green corn 3:nd bran go~d articles 

of forage for horses at pasture, preparing for hard service, or long JOUrneys 1 
Answer. I do not, myself, consider green corn good food for a horse. 

Bran alone, I suppose, would not be good. Sometimes bran mixed with. 
cut rye straw makes a good food. 
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Question by court. You say that the public horses, when you saw them 
starting hence for Florida, looked "fine, fat, and healthy:" do you know 
whether these horses had, in the interval between their leaving the pasture· 
iield and their going to Florida, been at Jefferson barracks in stables? or 
when you saw them on the march, were they just out of the pasture-field? 

Answer. I do not know. 
Question by court. Have yon ever, on any occasion, in presence of sev

eral persons, spoken in terms of censure or of decided disapprobation of 
the manner the· United States horses were fed and treated, or the kind of 
forage they received, on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation iu 1837 :1 

Answer. No, unless it might be in relation to the green corn; which, in 
my opinion, was not a good food for horses. 

Question by court. 'l'o whom did yon speak in reference to the green 
corn as improper forage for the horses, and when ? 

Answer. I do not. recollect to whom I spoke, except to Colonel Brant 
himself; and, may be, to the men who were attending to the horses on the 
farm; and, may be, to persons in St. Louis abont the stables. I do not 
xecollect speaking to any one, except to Colonel Brant. 

Question by Colonel 13rant. Please to recollect, and state, as near as you 
can, the precise time when yon saw corn taken from the stalk and fed to 
the horses; and, also, whether that corn was very green or nearly dry . 

.answer. To my best recollection, it was in the latter part of SE>ptember. 
I did not examine the corn myself. 'l'he leaves and stalks were drying 
and shrivelling. 

Question by C8w·t. At the time yon spoke of the green coru as improper 
forage, what was them the condition of the horses? and what other forage 
was given them, in addition to the green corn, at that period? 

Answer. The horses were then in very fine condition. Old dry corn, in 
the ear, was given them at the same time. 

Question by court. Are you certain yo!.! saw any United States horses 
()n Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation in the month of September, 
1837? Did not the drove under Colonel Gentry leave here in August, 
for Florida ? 

A11swer. I have no distinct recollection as regards time. 

WILLIAlli GILPIN, a witness on the part of Colonel Bmnt, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you an officer of the 2d regiment of 
.dragoons in the year 1837? and, if so, state where you were stationed in 
the summer and fall of 1837? 

Answer. I was. I arrived at Jefferson barracks on the 28th .May, 1837, 
1 believe, and was on duty there till 1st Angust. . 

Question by UolonellJrant. State whether, in the month of July, 1837, 
()r at any other time in that year, you were at a plantation owned by Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, about three miles north of St. Louis, where horses 
for the dragoon service were then kept; and, if so, your business in going 
there. 

Answer. I was there, either in latter end of June or early p~trt of Jnly, 
twice-once on duty. On the first occasion I was ordered to go and assist 
in receiving a portion of horses intended fur the 2d dragoons, amounting 
to about eighty-five; the secoud time was ten days or two weeks subsequent 
:to that. I rode out there with Colonel Brant. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. State whether the grass on the meadow or 
pasture-field where you saw the horses was of a good quality and abun
dant; and the situation of the pasturage as it regards water, shade, and 
security of the fences . 

.llnswer. 'fhe pasture appeared to be in everr way good and abundant 
for the season of the year. It appeared slightly worn down in the corner 
next to the road, where the horses were driven up to be caught; Lut the 
lower part was fresh and abtmdant. Water abundant and good. There 
were a number of trees, sufficient to afford the horses protection from the 
sun. Excellent fences. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State, as nearly as you can, the number of 
horses you saw there at the time of your visit, and their apparent con
dition. 

Answer. Judging from the number taken away, I should suppose there 
were two hundred and forty, perhaps-over two hundred. I spent two or 
three hours in selecting- those I took away from the whole. 'fhey appeared 
all in good condition, under the circumstances. Many of them had re
centiy been driven from the interior of the country, or brought round in 
steamboats. The actual condition of them all, in flesh, was good. 

Qnestion by Colonel Brant. State whether the horses in the pasture 
appeared to be grain-fed. 

Answer. On my second visit to the pasture, I was there at the usual 
time of feeding the horses-an hour before sunset. They were eating corn 
in the ear. I supposed, from its appearance, old dry corn. I did not take 
it up. The feed was laid along in a number of troughs. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you daily in the habit of seeing the 
public horses as they were turned over by the quartermaster's department 
to your regiment? And, if you possess the knowledge, state their appear

- ance, as respects their being m~ll kept and pl entifully fed. 
Answer. I was daily in the habit of seeing the horses as they were turned 

over by the quartermaster to onr regiment, up to 1st August, from 28th 
May. ' They had all the appearance of having been well kept. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State your destination on leaving Jefferson 
barracks in August, 1837. 

Answer. I went from there to Washington city; and was there ordered 
to proceed and take command of company H, 2d dragoons, at Fort Peyton, 
East Florida, seven miles from St. Augustine ; which I did. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you, after leaving Missomi in 1837, 
an opportunity of seeing the public horses that were turned over by the 

· quartermaster (Colonel Brant) to the 2d regiment of dragoons? If _so, 
where did you see them? How did they stand the fatigues of the serviCe, 
and bear a comparison with horses procured elsewhere? Did you hear 
complaints made by the officers of their being inferior to other horses 1 

Answer. I rejoined the head-quarters of the regiment at Fort Mellon, 
about 3d of December. I found there the same horses I had seen at Jef
ferson barracks- a large number of them. They appeared in excelle~t 
order. There were Captain Lloyd Beall's company of blacks; Capt~m 
'l'ompkius's company of grays ; Captains Winder and Fulton's compan~es 
of bays ; all of which I reco<Tnised to be the horses furnished by MaJor 
Brant. Captain Beall and others called my attention to those. horses whic!t 
had been furnished by Colonel Brant, in consequence of theu good condt-

, tion. They had just come from a march from Jefferson barracks to Fort 
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:Mellon, and proved to be the most serviceable horses in that brigade of the · 
army commanded by General Eustis. 

Question by court. How long were the public horses in charge of the · 
dragoons at Jefferson barracks, after they had been taken from the pasture
field near this place? Were they in worse or better condition, when you 
last saw them at the barracks, than they were when taken from the paE:ture
field? 

Answer. The first horses were taken from the pasture about the middle · 
of June; and, when I left on the 1st of Augnst, the whole command was 
mounted at Jefferson barracks. They were brought from the pasture in 
small detachments of from fifty to eighty, throughout that period. When 
I last saw them at the barracks, they were in a more efficient condition for 
service than when they came from the pasture; each horse was groomed 
three times a day, and regularly exercised. 

Question by court. How long was it before the horses were removed 
from the pasture that you made your two visits to the field they were in? 
Did you, on those occasions, particularly inspect the fences, water, and 
range? 

Answer. I think two companies had been mounted before my first visit 
to the pasture, which (as I have stated) was about the early part ot: July. 
Not on the first visit, but on the second, I took a general view of the 
fences, water, and grass. I did not inspect them particul~rly. I rode 
diagonally across the field, which gave me a commanding view. 

Question by court. Who invited you to visit the pasture the second time · 
you saw it? and how do you know that "an hour before sundown" was 
the usual hour for feeding the horses? 

.!Jnswer. Colonel Brant asked me if I would ride out to his country seat . . 
I do not know that that was the particular hour for feeding the horses there ; 
it is generally the hour in the service. 

Question by court. You speak of the good condition of the horses. Were 
they in condition for hard service when raken from the pasture; or were · 
they simply fattened up quickly, as horses are sometimes, by a peculiar kind 
of feed, with a view to their appearing well? Do you understand the dif
ference of the two modes of treatment-that with a view of service, and that 
with reference to show ? 

Answer. I think that we had certain demonstration that they were in 
condition for hard service, in the drilling of the companies. I have known 
jnstances very frequently of horses put properly in order for hard service, 
and suddenly fattened up for show. So fin as my experience will enable 
me to judge, I am decidedly of opinion that those horses were not fattened 
up for show. 

Question by court. If you know, state particularly the mode of keeping 
the dragoon horses at Jefferson barracks, the kind and quantity of forage 
given to each daily, and how they were generally taken care of by the men 
of the 2d dragoons. 

Answer. They received their rations-eight quarts of corn and fourteen 
pounds of hay; there was some irre~Tularity in the supply of hay; they 
were watered and groomed three tim~s a day, and the two daily drills on . 
horseback, of about one hour and a half each. 

Question by court. vVere the horses habitually groomed when in Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant's pasture ; or did their appearance indicate this sort of. 
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attention to them 1 Were they active, healthy, and in good spirits upoR 
the drills and exercises, when first taken from the pasture? 

Answer. The country was so dusty, a part of the pasture where the 
horfles were collected was so, and they were so much exposed to it, that 
they would not appear to have been groomed long after it was done. I saw 
no appearance of their having been groomed. Generally they were activ~ 
healthy, and in good spirits upon the drills and exercises, when first taken 
from the pasture : there were a few exceptions. Two or three companies 
were examined by a board, and some few of the horses pronounc~d unfit. 
for service. , 

Question b!J court. Do yon ascribe the ability of the horses to stand the 
service of the drill exclusively to their treatment at the pasture-field, or 
partly to the treatment of them at Jefferson barracks? 

Answer. I ascribe it partly to their treatment at the barracks. 
Question by court. What is the extent of your experience in the best 

mode of keeping horses for hard service? How long were you an officer 
of dragoons, serving with your regiment when mounted? 

Ansu•er. 1 was present on duty with the regiment when mounted from 
the middle of June, 1R37, until the 1st of May, 1838, with the exception of 
part of August and September, 1837. I have never owned horses at any 
other time. Brlyond my dragoon service, and study of the anatomy and 
diseast:s of horses, my experience with horses is not very great. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you have been accustomed 
to see horses fed and kept ; and, also, been in the habit of using them fO!'" 
any length of time. If so, how long? 

Answer. I have been accustomed to see very fine horses on both sides of 
the Atlantic. I have ridden horses since I was very young. I have always 
taken great interest in horses. I saw horses in England, and was there 
four or five years. I saw there the horses of Burope and Asia. I have 
taken an interest not only in the riding of horses, but also in the grooming 
and feeding of them. 'fhe mode of treatment is very different in England 
from what it is in this country. 

JonN T. BAIRD, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn~ 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are yon a citizen of this county? If so,. 
how long have yon resided here? 

Answer. I am; and have resided in the county about fifteen years. I 
live about twelve miles from St. Louis. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know the plantation, about three 
miles north of this city, formerly owned by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and 
on which the public horses were pa::.tured and fed by Wm. Dowler in 1837'! 
I f so, state whether it was well ndapted, in point of shade, range, water, and 
grass, at that time, for keeping horses. 

Answer. I know the place, and that the animals were there. There was 
shade, plenty of water, and the grass was tolerably good. It was as well 
adapted for keeping horses as any place I know of, and better than any 
place I know of about here. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you were at that plantation 
on seveml occasions during- the time the horses were kept there in 18~7;. 
and if you have any knowledge of the manner in which they were fed 'and 
attended to at that time. 
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Answer. I broke a good many of the mules there, and was there fre .. 
quently. I have seen the horses fed with dry corn, timothy hay, and bran; 
I think this was in September. I saw the mules fed with green corn, cut 
up and hauled out to them in cart loads. I was not among the horses at 
all times, nor very frequently at feed time. 

Question by Colonel Braut. What seemed to be, g-enerally, the appear
ance and condition of the public horses when you saw them under the care 
of Dowler? Had you seen any of them before they were sent out there? 
If so, did they look better or worse from the change ? 

Answer. They were, most of them, in good order-in as good as I should 
wish them for travelling. Some of them were a little lame. I 'did not see 
any of the horses before they were taken out there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you at the office of Captain Crosmari 
in 1838, on your return from Florida; and, while there, did Captain Cros
man make any remarks touching t!Je conduct or character of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant'! If so, state them, and what took place. 

[As the answer ot the witness to thP. above question was exclusively in 
reference to Captain Crosman's conduct, and had none wht£levfr to the dP.
fence of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, the court ordered it to be stricken from 
the record, as violating the rule of the court adopted on the 19th of the 
present month, and recorded at page 193. Captain Crosman requested 
that the court would permit the answer to remain. 'rhe court, however, 
not feeling itself justified in entering- into the investigation of any collateral 
subject, not necessary to elucidate the matter committed to it for examina
tion, did not accord the requesq 

Question by cow·t. You say you hroke many of the mules at the pasture
field. Were you employed for that purpose, or any other, in reference to 
t-he horses and mules? If w, by whom; and what were yonr duties; and 
what was the naturE> of the agreement made with you? How long were 
you employed? 

Answer. I was employed for the Government to go to Florida as pack
master; and, while waiting here, Colonel Brant told me to go to the pas
ture and assist in breaking the mules. I believe my employment com
menced about the lOth of September. I remained here about three weeks. 
I was engaged during that time in breaking teams for the dragoons-in 
breaking- mules; I went once or twice for the farrier; and I went two days 
with Colonel 1'wiggs's command on the march, as assistant \Vagonmaster. 
I received $100 a month and two rations a day. rrhe agreement was made 
with Colonel Brant. 

Question by court. Do you know where the United States mules, pur
chased by Colonel Brant in 1807, were kept in that year, previous to their 
being sent to Florida? Who went with those mules to Florida? Were 
they in good condition for hard service when they started frotn here 1 

Answer. I believe most of them were kept at the farm. I sold some to 
Colonel Brant, and delivered them at Kimball's stable-37 or 38, I think. 
'l'hey were sent out a few days afterwards to the pasture; I assi5ted in 
taking them out. I do not recollect how many days they were in the stable. 
I took the mules to Florida, and had charge of them and of the muleteers. 
I considered that most of them were ~n vory good condition for service when 
they left here. I do not recollect that any were not so. 
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Quest·ion by court. Were the horses and mules kept in the same enclo

'Sure on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation, or were they in separate 
fields, when yon saw them? 

Answer. In separate fields, when I saw them. 
Question by court. Did you aid in taking horses and mules from this 

place to the pasture-field, and bringing them bad' occasionally to town? 
If so, what other persons were employed with you in such services? Did 
yon receive any compensation for those services, other than what you re
<:eived from the Governn1ent? 

Answer. I did not aid in taking horses and mulE's to and from the pas
ture. I took some mules out there, and brought them back when we were 
going to start for Florida. 

Question by court. vYho were the persons who fed and took charge of 
the mules and horses at the pasture? And who took them from and to the 
pasture when required 'J 

Answer. 'fhere was a Mr. Dowler there, or some such name. He ap
peared to have charge. There was one negro boy that I saw with him, 
hauling corn to the animals. I saw other negroes about the place. I did 
not see them attending to the animals. The muleteers, who went with me 
to Florida, were sent ont there to break mules; and I told Mr. Dowler, if 
he wanted them, to call on them to assist in feeding. I have no dGubt he 
did. I never saw them assisting in feeding. They staid there about one 
or two weeks, I believe. There were John B. Hill, and four other Span· 
iards; one of them was named Antonio. And there were some Americans. 

Question by court. Were the muleteers yon speak of engaged in the pub
lic service, and paid by the Government, at the time you say they were at 
the pasture-field? Was there a man by the name of Reecher employed? 
If so, in what way? 

Answer. Most of them had their contracts with them, which they gave 
me to keep for them. They were paid by the Government $25 per month 
and one ration a day. I do not know Reecher, nor that such a man was 
employed. 

Question by com·t. While you were employed at the field, as you have 
stated, did you know of any persons being hired by Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, at his private expense, to take horses to and from this city, or to take 

·Care of them? If so, who were they? 
Answe1·. I did not know of any person hired to do it. Bruen and the sta

ble-keepers generally did that, I believe. 
Question by court. What were the duties of the muleteers dnring the one 

?r two weeks you say they were about the pasture before marching to Flor. 
Ida? State all they did, or were required to do. 

Answer. Breaking the mules--that is all that I told them to do; that was 
their business. There were a good many mules, and they were hard to 
break. 

Question by court. How long did ~on remain in the service of the Uni
·ted States under your agreement with Lieutenant Colonel Brant; and up 
to what time were you paid ? Where were you discharged? 

Answer. I remained altogether in the public service about seven months. 
Under my agreement as packmaster, I only remained abont a month after I 
.got to Florida. I was placed in charge of the steamboat American, which, 
I believe, belonged to the Government, and had been purchased in New 
Orleans. I was made master of her by Colonel Brant for $150 a month 
and two rations a day, as before. 1 had been mate of a boat for many 



[59] .234 

years. I was discharged here, after I returned, about the 30th of April, on 
Captain Grosman's certificate. 

Question by court. Did you know J. 0. Bradshaw in 183'i? Aud, if so, 
state how many, if any, United States horses he kept in his stable at any 
one time during that year. Was he, or not, employed by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant to purchase and keep United States horses? and did he go 
with any of them to Florida? 

Jlnswer. I know J. 0. Bradshaw. I do not know any thing about his 
purchasing horses, or his keeping them. He was in Florida; I saw him 
there. I do not know who r.mploycd him. He took charge of the pack
mules when I left them. 

Q_1testion by Colonel Brant. Please stat~ whether any one requested that 
the muleteers should be sent out to the farm of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 
If so, what was, if you know it, the object of making the request, and send
ing them there ? 

Answer. Colonel Brant said he wanted the mules broke; and I told him 
it was necessary to send some one there to break them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether, in breaking Spanish 
mules, Spaniards were considered the best calculated. 

Answer. Yes. 
The court adjourned to meet to· morrow at 12 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
Captain Grosman presented to the court a letter, dated this day, which· 

was ordered to be placed in the appendix. (See No. 47.) 
The court ordered the following decision recorded : 
The court declines taking cognizance of the accusation brought against 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant in this comrnunicatioB from Captain l;rosman ; for 
the reason, that the inferences drawn by Captain Grosman, of improper 
conduct on the part of Colonel Brant from the facts set forth, are not fairly 
deducible from such facts-a defect in the character of the accusation, which 
would render any investigation into the foregoing allegation too indirect 
to enable the accnsed properly to defend himself. 

Captain Grosman presented the following letter: 

CouRT·ROOM, ST. Lours, January 31, 1839. 
SIR: Among the papers in possession of the court, furnished by the War 

Department, is a certificate signed by Baird, the witness now undergoing 
examination ; which certificate was submitted by Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
to the acting 'Quartermaster General, with his replication to the accusations: 
preferred by me. This certificate contains grave charges against me, and 
is in the handwriting of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's confidential clerk. l 
respectfully request permission of the court to inquire into this certificate,.. 
and the manner it was obtained, and oppose it to the testimony this day· 
given by the witness. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

Captain 6th Infantry, Jlssistant quartermaster. 
Lieutenant J. F. 1 .EE, 

Recorder, o/c., Court of Inquiry. 
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The court ordered the following decision recorded : 
In reference to the communication of Captain Crosman of yesterday: the

-court decide that, so far as regards the alleged charges against him, con· 
tained in the certificate of the witness Baird. which was forwarded bv 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant to the Quartermast~r General's office, without 
date, the court will take no cognizance of that matter, as it cannot enter into 
uny investigation of any charges relating to Captain Crosman, either in an 
accusatory or defensive light. 

As respects any discrepance or contradiction that may be alleged to 
exist between the said witness's testimony deltvered before this court, and 
his certificate furnished for the purpose of elucidating the matters of inves
tigation before it, the court is ready to allow every proper latitude for sus
taining such allegation against the witness, for the pnrp()jle of impeaching
his testimony. 

Sergeant S. J. CEDARs, ordnance sergeant, a witness on the part of 
Colonel Brant, duly sworn, answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. 'vVere you stationed at Jefferson barracks in 
the summer and fall of 1837? and, if so, in what capacity? 

Answer. Yes. I was stationed there as ordnance sergeant at that time-, 
and have been since. 

Question by Colonel Bmnt. Had you frequent opportunities of seeing 
1he dragoon horses during that snmmer and fall, that were received there 
from the quartermaster at St. Louis? 

Answer. Yes. 
question by Colonel Brant. What appeared to be the condition of the 

horses when first received from St. Louis? 
Answer. 'l'hey looked to be in fine comlition. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did horses frequently stray away from Jef. 

ferson barracks after having been received from St. Louis for dragoon ser
vice? Were any such strays returned by citizens, and a reward claimed 1 
and what was generally the condition of such horses when brought back 't 

Answer. Yes; and when they were brought back, they appeared to 
have received very bad treatment. If they had not had U. S. D. on them, 
which was the dragoon brand, you would not probably have been willing 
to give $20 or $30 for them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you have a good opportunity nf seeing 
the manner in which dragoon horses were treated at Jefferson barracks 
during the summer and fa'll of 1837? If so, state how yon came to have 
the means of observing and describing the manner in which the horses 
were treated. 

Answer. I have seen the horse-farrier, when shoeing horses, beat two 
of them, kick them, and beat them with a twitch, used for the nose quring 
shoeing. I have seen horses on drill, when charging against a bar, get a 
beating to make them jump, and they would sometimes fall and hurt them
selves and the riders. When a horse would not jump, men on foot had 
switches to whip and make him do it. The switches or sticks were as big 
as your thumb. The horses (a great number of them) became lame from 
falling in jumping. When not fit for use, they were put into the pasture, 
and strayed away. . 

Questioll by Colonel Brant. You say that from various canses anum
ber of the dragoon horses at the barracks became lame, or otherwise unfit 

.. 
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for service, during the summer and fall of that year. If so, do you know 
what became of them? 

Answer. A good many strayed away from thP. pasture, and were brought 
in by citizens, and delivered to Lieutenant Bnllock, the qnartermaster at 
Jefferson barracks. I do not know any thing further about them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know of any horses having been 
condemned by a board of survey at Jefferson barracks during the summer 
of that year? and, if so, do you know from what causes they became unfit 
for service 1 

Answer. I know that a board of survey condemned horses. I have said 
how horses became injnred generally; and some of those condemned by 
that board WPre injured, as I have stated, by bad treatment. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you ever seen Captain Bn lock write? 
If so, look at the signature to this paper, and say whether it is his hand
writing-. 

Ans1L•er. I know his handwriting well. I believe the signatnre of that 
paper to be his. 

The following paper, shown to the witness with this last question, 
{)rdered to be recorded ; the original returned to Colonel Brant: 

" List of horses delivered by Lieutenant E. D. Bullock, acting assistant 
quartermaster at .h'.fferson barracks, to Major J. B. Brant, quarter
master at St. Louis, Missouri. 

~' 23. 

" 16. 

Twenty-three horses condemned by board of survey, convened per 
order of 18th July, 1837; and turned over 1st August. 

Sixteen horses not required for service at Jefferson barracks, 
turned over on 7th August. 

" E. D. BULLOCK, 
" Lieutenant and Acting Assistant Quar·termaster. 

"AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

" Jefferson barracks, August 7, 183i ." 

Question by court. Do you, or not, know whether all the horses you 
saw arrive at Jefferson barracks for the dragoons, and which you say were 
in fine order in 1837, came from Lieutenant Colonel Brant's pasture? 

Answer. I do not know it. 
Question by court. Were, or not, horses frequently rejected or con

demned for other causes than lameness or injuries they received while 
breaking them and teaching them to leap ? 

Answer. Not to my recollection. 
question by court. Did you mean to say the horses were cruelly treated 

or beaten while teaching them to leap? or was the whipping necessary 
and usual in such cases? 

Answer. They were not hurt from the striking. They were hurt in 
the falling down. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1839. 

The court tnet pursuant to adjonrnment. 
Present : Colonel Cutler, president ; Major Graham; Major Wharton. 
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In consequence of the sickness and absenc8 of the judge advocate ana 
recorder, the court adjourned to meet at 10 o'clock on Monday. 

MoNDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1839. 

'rhe court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

rrhe judge advocate and recorder presented the following deposition,. 
taken, on the part of Colonel Brant, out of court, by onler of the court, in 
consequence of the application of Colonel Brant, stating that the witness is 
about to leave the city: 

Deposition of CHARLES CoLLINS: 
Question by Colonel Brant. Are you a resident of this city? and, if so1 

for what length of time? 
Answer. I am, and have been tor fifteen years. 
Q1wstion by Colouel Brant. Have you ever kept a livery-stable in this 

city? if so, for what length of time? 
Answer. I have kept a livery-stable for several years. It has been about 

twelve years since I first commenced to keep a stable. I have owned and 
kr.pt two stables at a time. It has been about two years since I was en
gaged in that business. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the plantation of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, at which the public horses were kept in the sum
mer and fall of 1837? If so, do you know that portion of the tract which 
was used as a meadow? if so, state as well as you can its extent and qual
ity, and the probable quantity of hay which it would produce per acre. 

AnsUJer. I am acquainted with Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation 
north of St. Lon is, but know nothing of the fact that public horses were 
kept there in 1837. I know that portion which was used as meadow and 
pa~ture, but more particularly as pasture. I refer to that portion of the farm 
€a~t of the Bellefontaine road-the part that has the big spring on it. I 
th~nl~ the pasture referred to was about twenty acres. The quality of the 
sml IS very good, and will produce about two or two and a half tons per 
acre. This opinion was formed from what I heard others say. 

Question by Colonel Hrant. If that meadow land had belonged to you, 
state what you would have considered a reasonable rate per week to hrtve 
charged for turning in and keeping horsPs in the meadow before it was cut; 
allowing each horse, at the same tirnP, eight quarts of old corn, or its equiv
alent, per day, dnring the summer and part of the fall of 1837? 

Answer. I would have charged as much for keeping horses in that way 
as keeping them in town; and would much prefer horses of mine to be 
kept in that way than to be kept in a livery-stable, because horses so kept 
have exercise, which they do not get. in livery-stables. I would have 
charged in that year, for horses kept in that way, $3 per week. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are yon acquainted with tte description of 
horses known in this part of the country by the name of" prairie horses," or 
"French ponies?" If so, state whether they, or the same number of full 
grown American horses, will require the greater quantity of food to keep 
them in good order; and would the difference be so great as to make a ma
terial variation in the price for which they could be kept? and how mucn 
per week? 
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Answer. I am acquainted with that kind of horses. I think it requires 
less food to keep them in good order than it does for American horses. I 
think prairie horses could be kept at a less expense, but I never made a 
difference in charging for the two. I would have kept a large number of 
prairie horses for less money than the same number of American horses. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Supposing two contracts were advertised
one for keeping 200 American, and the other 200 prairie or French horses, 
in the summer of 1837 ; and that $3 per week each was a reasonable rate for 
each American horse : for what price per week, each, would you have agreed 
to keep the 200 prairie horses '1 

Answer .. I would have agreed to keep the prairie horses each for a half
dollar less a week, as they require less grain than American horses. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know what was the price of corn 
per bushel, in the summer and fall of 18::!7, at this place 'J Did you make 
any contracts for the sale and delivery of corn during that time? If so, 
·state the quantity, and the price. 

Ans~er. In the month of August, 1837, I sold about two thousand bush
els of my own corn at 70 cents per bushel, in this place. I think 70 or 75 
cents was the market price here at that time. I sold by weight, at 52 p@unds 
to the bushel, including the sacks; the sacks weighing about 1-k pound, 
and being worth from 14 to 18 cents. The 14 cents sacks contain 2 bush
·els, the 16 cents sacks contain 2t bushels, and the IS cents sacks contain 
3 bushels. 

Question by Colonel lJrant. Which will weigh more-a measured bushel 
of corn or a weighed one? Which of the two is that by which corn is 
usually sold in the St. Louis market? 

Answer. A measured bushel, if the corn is good, will weigh more, and 
will average about 5t.i pounds. The usual mode of selling corn in St. Louis 
is by measure, because generally sold in the ear. 

Q1testion by Colonel Brant. Oo you know the livery-stable, sheds, and 
yard kept by Jacob 0. Bradshaw, in the summer and f.'lll of 1837? Jf so, 
describe them, and state the number of horses which you know to have 
been kept there at different times, and the number which you believe could 
have been conveniently accommodated there in 1837. 

Answer. I do; and l built the stable referred to myself, on Second 
street, a little above Oak street. It is a frame stable with two rows of stalls, 
and a shed attached. The shed is about 160 feet in extent, and most of the 
way don bled, so that two rows of horses can stand under it. I had there 
myself from 100 to 120 horses at one time, and I think 100 could have been 
conveniently accommodated there in 1837. The yard of the stable could 
not have accommodated any conveniently. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Arll you acquainted with the size and re
spective advantages of the following buildings for warehouse purposes, viz : 
the frame building now occupied by Collier & Pettus, situate on Church 
or Second street, between Market and Chesnut streets; the brick building 
of John H. Gay, formerly occupied by Bray & Bailey, situate on Chesnut 
street, between Main and Front streets; the stone buildmg of Collier & Pow
ell, now occupied by N. E. Janney, situate on Chesnut street, between Main 
and Front streets; the brick building owned by Woods, (rear of Union 
hotel,) on Prune street, between Main and Second streets; and the frame 
building of Daniel D. Page, on Walnut street; and the brick building now 
·Qccupied by the quartermaster's department, and situate on the corner of 
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Laurel and Second or Church streets? If so, state which of these you con
sider to be best adapted and most convenient, with reference to its locality, 
size, and construction, for receiving and putting out articles of storage. 

Answer. I am not particularly acquainted with the buildings, although 
I have seen them all. I am better acquainted with the building commonly 
ealled Major Brant's warehouse, on the corner of Second and Laurel streets. 
Major Dobbins and myself were requested by Colonel Brant to examine the 
warehouses referred to. My opinion is, that Mr. Page's, and the one on the 
eorner of Second and Laurel streets, and the one in the rear of the Union 
hotel, are the most convenient; and the two situate on Chesnut street not 
so convenient as tlae three just named-the street being narrow, and too 
much inclined. The suitableness, with respect to size, locality, and con
struction, for storing purposes, would depend on the articles to be stored. 
If I wanted to store salt, I would prefer Page's; to store dry goods and val
uable property, I would prefer the brick warth0use on the corner of Laurel 
and Second streets ; for the reason that it is safer in the case of fire, or at
tempts to break into it. Page's buildjng is the largest. The warehouse in 
rear of the Union hotel is not so large as any mentionea; I think it is as 
eonvenient, however, in point of locality. I think there is but one room in 
this building occupied as a warehouse. There is not much difference in 
the situations of Page's warehouse, and the one on the corner of Second 
and Laurel streets, with respect to conveaierice to the principal steamboat 
landing of this city. Page's building has but one main floor, and a loft 
where some goods may be put; the brick house on Laurel and Second 
streets has two stories and a garret. All the buildings are at this time dry; 
an upper floor is usually drier than a lower one. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Would there be any material saving of 
time, as between Page's building and one at the corner of Laurel street, in 
reference to their relative proximity to the main steamboat landing, and the 
.shipping and reshipping of stores? 

Answer. The one on Laurel street would have some advantages in this 
respect. 

Question by Colonet Bmnt. Supposing you wanted a warehouse for 
storing goods of various descriptions, dry goods as well as others, which of 
the two warehouses would you prefer-Page's, or the one corner of Laurel 
street? and what snm per annum would you be willing to give for the one 
over the other ? 

Answer. I would prefer the one on Laurel street ; and if I were going to 
rent it, would give more for it than for Pa"e's building-. 1 cannot state pre
cisely what difference I would make; perhaps I would give one hundred 
and fifty or two hundred dollars more. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know the frame building on Second 
s treet, adjoining the brick one on Laurel street? If so, what do you consider 
would have been a fair average annual rent for the brick warehouse on the 
corner of Laurel and Church streets, and of the frame building directly 
south of it, on Second street; the former for five years, ending on 3lst De
cember, 18~8, and the latter for 1837 and first quarter of 18~8? 

Answer. I know both buildings ; the one on the corner of Laurel and 
Church streets, I think, for the last five years would have rented for an 
average of seven or eight hundred dollars per annum; now it would rent 
for more-probably one thousand dollars ; rents being now nearly double 
w hat they were five years ago. The frame building on Church street would 
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have rented for about four ht'lndred and fifty or five hundred dollars for the 
year 1837, and the rent for 1838 would have been about the same. I think 
the building on Laurel street would have rented for one thousand dollars 
in 1837 and 1838, and would bring that for the present year. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do yon krww John Darneille? If so, di~ 
you hear him speak of the testimony he was to give, or had given, before 
this court, in the case now pending? and state, as nearly as possible, the pre
cise language used by him on the subject. 

Answer. I know John Darneille, and heard him say he was going before 
the court to give testimony against Colonel Brant. 1 observed to him, that 
I expected to have to give testimony myself about horses that I had deliver
ed; that I had been to Colonel Brant's office, to look at receipts which l had 
signed there. Darneille observed that he intended to examine papers also, 
and that he intended to have the papers brought into court. I told him that 
if he would go to Colonel Brant's offic8, he conld examine the papers him
self. He replied, that if he thought they would let him see the papers, he 
would go up. I told him there was n• doubt of that, for Mr. Haverty had 
saiu to me that any man might examine papers who wanted to. Darneille 
then said he would go up and examine the papers; "for," said he, "I have a 
memorandum in my pocket that will show what the horses or mules cost, 
which I bought for, or sold to, Major Brant." He also said that l1e thought 
he could show that Major Brant had charged the Government more than 
he had given him for the horses. I do not recollect any further of the con
versation I held with Mr. Darneille. I have stated its substance. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you, at nny time since the session of this 
court, bear a message from John Haverty, clerk in the quartermaster's office· 
at this place, to John Darneille, intimating a desire on the part of said Haver
ty f.o have a conference with Darneille, relative to certain vouchers for 
horses purchased? or did said Haverty express to you any wish or desire 
for such a conference with Darneille '! 

Answer. I bore no such message for any one, directly or indirectly; 
neither did Mr. Haverty express a wish to me to have a conft:>rence with 
Darncille, but said anybody that wished might examine the papers in the 
office. While I was examining papers in the office, Haverty might have 
mentioned Darneille's name to me, but I am not positive. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State why you expected to be examined as 
a witness before this court, at the time you wcnt ·to examine the papers. 

Answer. I expected it, because Captain Grosman had spoken to me on 
the subject, and said it was probable I would be called as a witness; this 
was dttring Colonel Brant's absence in Florida. I was in Captain Gros
man's office ou business; a conversation took place between us, in relation 
to certain charges against Major Brant. Captain Grosman said there were 
some serious charges against the Major. He asked me if I had signed any 
blank receipts, in the course of the conversation; ~.!so, if I knew any thing 
about public horses having been kept in Col0nel Brant's pastnre. I replied, 
that I knew nothing abont the horses, but that I had signed blank receipts. 
He then told me, I think, 1 had better examine my papers, to see if the re
ceipts had been filled up properly. Colonel Marsh came into the office 
during this conversation. Captain Crosman expressly said that he had not 
preferred charges against Colonel Brant, but that he was in a situation that 
compelled him to notice the charges. I went home and examined, but 
could JJOt find the original memorandums of horses, corn, &c., sold by me 
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to the Government. I have sold large amounts of corn, and a great num
ber of horses, to the Government, within the last ten years. Soon after 
Major Brant returned from Florida, I called at his office and asked him if 
he would object to my examining some receipts which I had signed for 
horses and corn sold to him, one or two of which I had signed in blank. He 
said he had uone, and that I could examine any papers I pleased in the 
office. I accordingly examined, at another time, the receipts just spoken 
of, which were shown to me, having been laid on the table for my exami
nation. I examined them all, and found the receipts filled up with the 
amounts I had received. It was after this that l told Darneille I had 
examined the papers in the office, and had found them right, as far as I 
was concerned, and that he had better do the same. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you communicate the result of your 
examination to Captain Grosman ? If so, at what time ? 

Answer. I never did. 
Question by Colonel Brant. State when you had the conversation just 

alluded to, with John Darneille ; was it before or after the 26th of last 
November? 

Answer. It was since this court of inquiry commenced its session. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please state when, where, and under what 

circumstances, you signed the blank receipts spoken of; and whether they 
were so signed at your own instance, or that of some other person. 

Answer. When 1 was buying dragoon horses, (I think, in 1836,) in one 
case I called at Colonel Brant's office for the molley for horses I had sold. 
Mr. Haverty said the account was not made out. I told him it made 
no difference ; to let me sign a blank receipt, and that he could fill it up 
afterwards. He said he did not like that way of doing busine.,s, but gave 
me a blank receipt, which I signed; and gave me a check for the money, 
which, I think, was signed by Major Brant. My memory is very bad as 
to time. I think Colonel Dodge and Colonel Kearney were here at the 
time. Colonel Marsh was one of the persons who decided on the value of 
the horses that l 3old to Colonel Brant at that time. In 1837 I signed 
blank receipts for corn sold, which I thought had been sold at 75 cents per 
bushel; but, ou examiniol5· the receipt afterwards, l fonnj it was but 70 
cents. l do not remember how it happened that I signed blank receipts on 
that occasion. I only know that I was in a hurry, and did not wish fer 
the receipt to be filled up ; I cannot recollect enough about this circum
stance to state aPiy thing positive. Colonel Brant was not present in either 
case; in one case he was in an adjoining room. The instances just men
tioned are the only ones in which l have signed I:Jlank receipts, that I 
remember. I may, however, have done so in some other instances. Mr. 
Haverty is a particular man, and always insisted on accounts being made 
out before the money was paid. 

Question by judge advocate. How much corn did yon sell in August, 
1837, for 70 cents per bushel? to whom did you sell it in this city; and 
when did you deliver it? Was it sold for cash or credit? ' 

Answer. I sold the corn for cash to Colonel Brant, for the service of the 
Government. I sold about 2,000 bushels to Major Brant, at this price, 
which was delivered on the bank of the river. 

Question by judge advocate. Did you see the horses purchased last 
year, or in 1837, by Major Hitchcock, for the United States? and do you 
know whether they were ponies, or generally common sized horses? 

16 1 
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Answer. I know nothing abo•Jt them. 
Question by judge advocate. When, and of whom, did you purchase 

sacks to hold two bus!!lels of corn, for 14 cents per sack? and how many 
sacks did you thus purchase? Were they new sacks, or old ones 7 

Answer. Of G. F. Randolph &:. Co., of New Orleans. I cannot tell the 
number-perhaps about 20,000; they were ali new. These sacks w·ere 
what is called "gunny bags." 

Question by judge advocate. Did you make any difference in the price 
of keeping horses at livery, or otherwise, merely on account of their size ; 
or do you kn.ow of any case where such a difference was ever made? If 
so, state it. State, also, what that difference was, in dollars and cents; and 
by whom and when made. 

Answer. I remember no case of the kind. I never made any difference 
in keeping horses on account of their size. I have kept mules for less. 

question by judge ad1;ocate. Did you ever see the hay weighed which 
was cut off the pasture or meadow alluded to1 on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
plantation; or how do you know how many tons it would yield to the' acre? 
Is this a mere matter of opinion of yours ; or do you know the fact stated 
by you? If opinion only, upon what data do you make the rafculation? 

Jlnswer. I never saw any hay cut off the plantation ; it is merely my 
opinion, which is formed from the hay I saw cut from Captain Bissell's 
:field, adjoining. 

Question by judge advocate. Do you know how the United States horses 
and mules were fed and attended to on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's planta
tion in 1837? If so, state it, and all the particulars within your knowledge. 

Answer. I know nothing about it. 
Question by judge advocate. Do you mean to say that you would charge 

as much for keeping horses at pasture near town, and feeding them with 
green corn, sheaf oats, and wheat bran, as you would to keep the same 
horses at livery in stables in this city-giving them the care and feed usual 
for horses kept at livery? 

Answer. I do not. 
Question by judge advocate. What are the usual or customary prices for 

pasturing, and occasionally feeding from a corn field, or with sheaf oats, 
horses kept on farms in this neighborhood during the summer and fall 
months? 

Answer. It depends on circumstances. If horses had i\S much o-rain as 
they wanted, they would do better in a pasture, where they would get exer
cise. There was no established price for keeping horses ih the manner 
described. 

Question by judge advocate. You have said you built the stable occu
pied by J. 0. Bradshaw in 1837; did you build it for a livery·stable? and, 
if so, when did you build it; and who were the mechanics employed by 

· ~ou for the purpose? 
Answer. I built it for a li very·stable, and between seven and ten years 

ago. The mechanics, I think, were Whitehill &:. Finch. This stable (the 
one referred to in all my testimony) is the one now occupied by Reecher. 

Question by judge advocate. D1d you see them, or do you know how 
many horses were driven from Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation in 
1837 by Colonel Gentry, in the droves he had charge of, to be used in 
Florida for draught and packs; and were there, or not, many small horses, 
or what is termed in this country "French ponies," amongst them 1 



243 [59] 

Anstoer. 1 do not think I saw the horses at all alluded to in the question; 
but I did see the horses which Colonel Gentry's volunteers were mounted 
on. 

Question by judge advocate. What other persons were present at the 
time the conversation you say took place between yourself and Mr. Dar
neille? When was the conversation, and where, as nearly as you can now 
recollect? 

Answer. I have no recollection of any one being present; the conversa
tion took place at the stable which Darneille rents from me. 

Question by judge advocate. Did any one desire you to call upon Mr. 
Darneille, or talk with him, on the subject of signing blank receipts; or did 
you have a conversation with any one about his (Darneille's) examining 
papers in the quartermaster's office 1 If so, state who, and all the circum
stances. 

Answer. I have no recollection of having a further conversation with 
any one on the subject, except to ask Mr. Haverty if any one was allowed 
to examine papers. This inquiry was made at the time I examined mine. 

question by judge advocate. lf a contract had been offered to you in 
1837 for keeping at pasture and in stables (s:~.y) 600 or 700 United States 
horses and mules, or any less number, (you agreeing to feed them on grass, 
green corn, wheat bran, and old corn, if necessary, occasionally, and suffi
cient to keep them in good condition,) wha,t sum per head would you have 
taken them for, if at all? 

ArtSW6r. I would have kept them under such circumstances for $2 50 
per week. 

question by judge advocate. Did you not come to Captain Grosman's 
office in this city, uninvited, in the winter of 1837 or spring of 1838, in 
eompany with another person, and then and there inform Captain Grosman 
that you had signed blank receipts for Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and offer 
your services to go to Washington city, if necessary, as a witness, in the 
event of an investigation of the subject? 

Answer. No, never. I never went to Captain Grosman's office with any 
one to see him. I met Captain Grosman in the street a day or two pre
viously; he said he wanted to buy a lot to build a house upon; he made 
an appointment to. meet me at a certain day at the new market-house, and 
at a certain hour ; I went to the place at the time, and waited for him about 
one hour ; he did not come. I then went down to his office. where he told 
me he was about purchasing a lot of another man, and would not want 
mine. He was engaged at that time, and could not go up with me. Cap
tain Kingsbury was in the office ; and when I sat down, he got up and 
went out. Our conversation commenced in relation to Colonel Brant, at 
which time he advised me to examine my papers, that I might be called 6n 
as a witness. I then asked him, in case I was called. would I be called to 
Washington city. He said he presumed not; if it was tried at all, it would 
be tried here. I am not certain that this conversation did not commence 
before C:aptain Kingsbury went out of the officp. Colonel Marsh came in 
during the conversation. . 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you summoned to attend this court 
as a witness? did you attend 1 and were you discharged without being ex
amined 1 

[NoTE.-The court directed the answer given by the witness to be left 
out of the record, as stated at the end of this deposition.] ' 
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Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this paper, and ~ay whether it is one 
of the receipts which you spoke of as having been signed by you in blank. 

Answer. I think it is ; although the date is farther back than I supposed. 
[NoTE.-A voucher of Colonel Brant's public accounts, dated in Septem

ber, 1833, was shown to the witness with this question, as a " memorandum 
made at the time," to refresh his memory respecting the date of the trans
action which, in his testimony, is spoken o{ as happening in 1836.] 

The foregoing deposition taken and sworn to before me this 3d of Feb-
m~1~~ · 

J. F. LEE, 
Lieut. U. S. army, lttdge Advocate and Recorder. 

When this deposition was read in court, the court directed the following 
notes to be recorded: 

1. " A question was put to the witness by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and 
answered, in reference to a matter not before the court for investigation, and 
having no bearing whatever upon the subject<> of investigation. The court, 
therefore, upon the reading of the deposition before it this morning, direct
ed that neither the question nor answer should be entered on the record." 

2. "The court received a paper from Lieutenant Colonel Brant, contend-
. ing that the question which the court directed this morning to be stricken 
from the deposition of Collins ought to remain on the record. The court 
declines receiving this paper, inasmuch as it embraces the answer of the 
witness, and endeavors to get on the record indirectly what the court had 
excluded as inadmissible-a course which the court condemned by a former 
decision. The court, however, while deeming the question wholly unim
portant, does not consider the objection to it sufficiently strong to exclude 
it, in opposition to the wishes of the accused ; in compliance with which, it 
therefore is directed to be restored to the record, in order that the nature of 
the question may be seen." 

HENRY L. CLARKE, a witness on the part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
duly sworn, answers : 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you a clerk during the year L837, 
with Wm. C. Anderson, agent of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati 1 If 
so, in what particular capacity 1 

.An~wer. I was receiving and paying teller at the agency of that bank in 
this city. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at these papers, and state whether you 
have ever seen 1hem before. If so, where, when, and for what purpose 1 

Answe~. I believe they were checks presented to me for payment, and 
that I ~~Id the money for them. I am thoroughly acquainted with the 
hand~ntmg of Coh:.nel Brant, and I know the signature of John Darneille. 
The s1gnatu~e to the order is written by Colonel Brant, and the name en. 
dorsed Is \vritten by John Darneille. 

[NoTE.-The followinu papers were shown to the witness with this 
question. Originals retu;'ned to Colonel Brant.J 

W. C. ANDERSoN, Esq. : 
Pay to the order of John Darneilltl one hundred dollars. 

$100. J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 
JUNE 211 1837. 

Endorsed JoHN DARNEILLE. 
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W. C. ANDERSON, Esq. : 
Please pay J. Darneille three hundred and seventy dollars. 

$370. J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 
JUNE 21, 1837. 

Endorsed JOHN DARNEILLE. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When were those checks paid 1 
Answer. I refer to the blotter in court, and find that, among others, twa 

checks of Colonel Brant were paid on the 23d of June, 1837; I believe one 
for $370 and the other for $100. I believe these were the checks produced 
to.day. They might have been paid on the 21st, but not entered on the 
blotter till the 23d. 

Question by court. Were those checks paid to Darneille on any public 
account? If so, for what'! 

.Jlnswer. I believe it was paid from public money on deposite. I believe 
it was in payment of a public account of horses ; but I cannot state posi
tively. It is a mere presumption of mine, from the character of the checks; 
the character of the person to whom it was paid ; and from the fact, that 
Colonel Brant was buying a great many horses at that time. 

W. C. ANDERsoN, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you the agent of the Commercial 
Bank of Cincinnati at this place in June, 18371 If so, who was the re
ceiving and paying teller of the Commercial Agency at that time 1 

Answer. I wa8 the agent at that time. It appears to me Mr. H. L. Clarke 
was the receiving and paying teller. On referring to the teller's cash settle
ment book in court, I find that he was. This is the book in which were 
entered checks of banks and public officers; private individuals' checks 
were entered on another book. 

[NoTE.-'l'his was the hook referred to by Mr. Clarke just before.] 
Question by Colonel Brant. Look at those checks, and state whether yon 

have any knowledge of their being presented for payment. 

[NoTE.-The checks referred to already recorded, page 244 et supra.] 

Answer. I have no recollection of them; they have the marks of the 
cancelling axe ; which I recognise as the axe of the agency. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether checks made payable 
to order are paid without being endorsed by the person in whose favor they 
are drawn. 

Answer. They ought not to be. If so done, it is at the risk of the payer. 
Qnestion by Colonel Brant. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant, as quarter

master, have a considerable amount of public money deposited in the Com· 
mercial Agency in 1837? If so, was it in specie or otherwise 1 

Answer. I cannot tell the amount, whether it was much or little, without 
looking at the books. The deposite was always considered as specie. The 
entry was made as cash. After the 22d of May, which was the time of the 
suspension of specie payments, no payments were made in specie, unless 
the deposite was a special deposite made in specie, to be paid in specie. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant receive the 
full amount of the public funds by him deposited in the Commercial Agency 
in specie 1 
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r·- Answer. No. His checks were sometimes paid in paper; but up to the 
22d of May, the checks were paid in funds as required by the holder-that 
is, in paper or specie. The principal circulation here at that time was 
paper of the State Bank of Illinois, and some paper of the banks of Ohio, 
Kentucky, and Indiana. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you knew of any hos
tility existing between Captain (now Major) E. A. Hitchcock and Major 
(now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant in the summer or fall of 1837, or subsequent 
to that period. If so, state the circumstances and conversations had with 
said Hitchcock. 

[NoTE.-The court discussed the propriety of this question, and decided 
that it be put to the witness. The president requested the witness to con
fine his answer to such facts as may show hostility or malice on the part of 
Major Hitchcock towards Colonel Brant.] 

Answer. What I know is only by inference. It was in relation to this 
case now pending. I think it was about the fall of 1837, while Colonel 
Brant was absent with the army in Florida, I met Major Hitchcock, and 
we conversed relative to charges which, it was rumored, were about to be 
preferred against Colonel Brant. From my long acquaintance and good 
feeling for Major Brant, I felt an interest in the matter, and I inquired of 
Major Hitchcock what the charges were. He did not say what they were, 
but that they were of a very serious natnre1 and, if proved, would operate 
very unfavorably on Colonel Brant's character as an officer. I expressed 
my regret. He said be regretted it on account of Colonel Benton. I was 
surprised at his saying so, and inferred from it that he was hostile to Colonel 
Brant. I remarked, I thought it was equally to he regretted on Colonel 
Brant's account. He · made no reply, but expressed his apprehension that 
some of the charges would be proved. I know of no other circumstance 
from which I inferred any hostile feeling to Colonel Brant on the part of 
Major Hitchcock. 

Question by court. Have you any knowledge of the object for which 
those checks were drawn by Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

Answer. None. I do not know that I ever saw them before. 
Question by court . . Please state, if yon know, whether payment was made 

oy the Commercial Agency, at any time in 1837, to John Darneille, on 
checks of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in any thing but specie. If in any 
thing else, say in the notes of what banks. 

Answer. I cannot say I know any thing about it. I never heard the 
name of John Darneille till lately, that I recollect of. 

Question by court. Have you, or not, recently been an applicant for t.he 
appointment of disbursing- ag-ent for the Indian Department-an office 
which, for some time past, has ·been, and is now, filled by Major Hitchcock'! 
and did, or did not, Lieutenant Colonel Brant recommend you for the office'! 

Answer. I was not an applicant myself. The application was made for 
me, and I believe Colonel Brant recommended me. I had specially applied 
for another office; but this was substituted by my friends. 

Question by court. What was the discount on Tennessee bank notes in 
this market in June, 1837? and did the bank for which you were agent 
ever pay the official checks of Lieutenant Colonel Brant during- that year 
in Tennessee paper? and, if so, was it paid at par or otherwise? 
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' .JJ.nstoer. l cannot tell the discount, without reference to prices current. 
l do not know that there was any discount-] rather think there was. I 
-cannot say that we .ever paid Colonel Brant's checks in 'rennessee paper ; 
but if we did, it must have been bankable and at par. 

Question by court. Do yon mean to bd understood that, from the conver
sation you stated between Major Hitchcock and yourself, there was, in your 
mind, evidence of hostility or malice on the part of Major Hitchcock towards 
Lieutenant Colone1 Brant; or, simply, that you inferred Major Hitchcock 
thought unfavorably of him in reference to his conduct as embraced in 
these charges '! 

Answer. I inferred that he had some bad feeling, as well as an unfavorable 
·Opinion of Major Brant. I did not infer that he had any malicious feeling 
towards Co1onel Brant. I thought Major Hitchcock was somewhat cautious 
in expressing bimself. I took pains to draw from him a further opinion ; 
but was disappointed. I supposed he reflected that I was a particular friend 
<>f Co]onel Brant; which, I believe, was the reason of his 119t expressing 
himse1f more freely. 

que:,tivn by co1u·t. You have stated that you believil the reason why 
MaJOr Hitchcock did not go on and state more about Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, was, that he knew you were the particular friend of Colonel Brant. 
Do yon mean to be understood that his not going on constifuted any part 
{)f the evidence in your mind that he was hostile towards Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant1 

Answer. No. Perhaps Major Hitchcock considered it was improper for 
him as an officer to speak of another officer in a manner that might be 
prejndicia1 to him. 

The .cour~ adjourned to meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

TUESDAY1 FEBRUARY 5, 1839. 

The -court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

General H. ATKINSON, United States army., a witness on the part of Col. 
Brant, du1y sworn, answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant, How many years have you been stationed 
in Missouri 1 ' 

Jlnswer. It will be 20 years the 1st day of June next since I arrived here, 
and was placed in command the next day. 

Question by Colonel Brmli. Are you acquainted pretty generally with 
the farms and p1antations in the immediate vicinity-that is, within three 
or fonr miles of St. Louis 1 

Answer. I think I am not well acquainted with the situation of the farms 
now, in evPry direction from St. Louis, in consequence of there being so 
many improvements, and so many new farms opened within the last few 
years. I am acquainted with the farms on the road leading north and the 
road leading sonth; lying within 4 or 5 miles on the north, and 15 or 18 
miles on the south. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the plantation of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on which the public harses were kept in 18371 
If so, state whether it contained meadow or pasture. fields; and how were 
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they adapted, as regards grass, water, range, shade, and fences, for keeping 
and pasturing horses? 

Answer. I am acquainted with that farm: it has good meadow grounds1 

embracing some 30 or 40 acres, set in grass; abundance of water-spring 
and branch water.; many shade trees, and a good fence. 

Question by Colonel Rrant. Do you know of any other place within three 
or four miles of St. Louis possessing equal .advantages with that owned by 
Lieutenant noJonel Brant, on which the owner of the property would have 
agreed to feed and pasture the public horses in the summer and fall of 1837? 

Answer. There are four adjoining farms on the north. I believe they 
all have good grass--good grazing meadow fields, containing probably from 
30 to 50 acres. I do not think they are as well watered as the place Major 
Brant owned; but I believe all the fields went down to a creek, where there 
is plenty of water. The ground, I think, is not so well shaded as the farm 
spoken of, of Colonel Brant's; but they all had shade trees. I do not know 
whether either of these farms could be obtained for the purpose of pasturing 
horses. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you visit the plantation of Colonel 
Brant while the public horses were being kept there in 1837? If so, please 
say what appeared to be the state of the pasture, and the condition of the 
horses. 

Answer. I rode out two or three times to the field which runs up to the 
road. I was not in it ; but the whole, or most of it, lies under view from 
the road; and particularly a large spring, the branch of which runs off 
through the pasture. For some weeks after the horses ware put there, 
the pasture was very fine. Late in the season the grass appeared to be a 
good deal subdued, and would not have sustained the horses without being 
fed : that was towards the latter part of the time that the field was used as 
pasture. The condition of the horses was generally very good, judging 
from their appearance when they were brought down to the barracks and 
put in the hands of the dragoons. I had occasion to look at them when 
they were brought down-not to inspect them very particularly, but to look 
at them, and observe their appearance. 

Question by Colonel Brant. From your experience of the most proper 
mode of treating horses with a view to prepare them for dragoon or other 
active service, which should you prefer during the summer season : to 
have them put in a good pasture, possessing range, shade, and water, re
ceiving at the same time full ullowance of grain; or kept in a livery-stable, 
without being exercised? 

Answer. Horses being travelled in from the country, I should prefer 
they would run a week or ten days (according to the distance they had 
travelled) in a pasture, where they were well fed ; and it was necessary to 
past~re a large number of the horses that were purchased for the dragoon 
serviCe at that time, as they had been brought from Cincinnati and other 
places, by water, in r:oteamboats. If the movement of the horses were to be 
protracted two or three months, I would prefer that they should occasion
ally be put upon pasture; bnt most g-enerally upon dry food, in the stable. 
If they were to move at once, (say in two weeks,) I would prefer that they 
should run out only some few days, except they had been brought in by 
steamboat, or a journey of three or four days across the country, when 
they ~hould be all_o\Yed a few days' pasture before going to the stables. In 
speakmg of keepmg horses in the stables, I mean that they should have 
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sufficient exercise to keep them active and healthy. I should prefer them 
to be kept upon pasture and well fed, to being kept at livery, without being 
well groomed and exercised. But a horse can be better prepared in a stable 
for hard service, using the proper attention; for instance, giving a groom 
to every four or five horses. _ 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know what was the usual rate 
charged per week for keeping horses at livery, in St. Louis, in the summer 
and fall of 1837? 

Answer. I do not think I know precisely. Not less, I think, than $3 50 
ordinarily. What it might .bave been for a large number of horses, I do 
not know. 

Question by Colonel Braid. From your knowledge of all the facts 
respecting the keeping of the public horses on the plantation of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant in 1837, the situation of the place as regaTds its vicinity to 
St11Louis, the quality of the pasture, the other advantages, and the rate 
charged per week, ($3,) was the pnblic service promoted or injured 
thereby? 

The court ordered the following decision upon this question to be re
corded: 

"The court decides that this question is an improper one, and cannot be 
answered, inasmuch as the inquiry made of the witness is one which it is 
the prerogative of the court only to reply to, from all the evidence that may 
be adduced on the subject. Au inquiry as to the best of several modes of 
keeping the public horses will be admitted; but the court reserves to itself 
the right-as it is its duty-to say how the public interest may be affected 
by either mode." 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect, during the time that 
Lieutenant N. J. Eaton was acting as the commissary at the post of Jeffer
son barracks, whether he objected to receive a quantity of pork that had 
passed inspection, and been sent there_ by the contractors, Hill & McGun
negle: if so, whether you interfered, or requested Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
to speak to Lieutenaut Eaton upon the subject, and for what purpose? 

Answe1·. Lieutenant Eaton reported to me that Hill & McGunnegle had 
sent a quaHtity of pork to Jefferson barracks, as contractors for furnishing 
provisions, which was not of a quality required by the contract. I directed 
him not to r.cceive it-I think some two hundred barrels. I do not know 
that it had been inspected. I think, however, it was said to have been in
spected in St. Lonis before it was sent down. I am not positive as to the 
inspection. The pork was not received, and it was reshipped by the con
tractors. I do not recollect of speaking to Lieutenant Colonel Brant on 
the subject at all ; still, as it has been several years ago, I may have 
done so. 

question by Colonel Bro.nt. Do you know whether there has been any 
hcstile feeling existing, for some years back, on the part of Captain Gros
man, towards Lieutenant Colonel Brant? and, if so, in what it originated? 

Answer. There was some difficulty between Captain Grosman and Col. 
Brant whilst Captain Grosman was serving as assistant quartermaster at 
Jefferson barracks, Colonel Brant doirw duty here as assistant, and charged 
with the general disbursement of the ftmds of the Quartermaster's Depart
ment in this district. Captain Crosrnan appeared to be dissatisfied with 
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receiving orders from Colonel Brant, as they were then both assistant quar
termasters. Captain Crosman seemed to feel a good deal of dissatisfaction 
at the manner in which the duties were confided to each of them, respect
ively; but whether he felt any personal enmity against Colonel Brant, to 
me can be only a conjecture, as I do not recollect that he ever expressed 
himself in language for me to come to such a conclusion. I thought he 
was hostile to him ; but I may be entirely mistaken. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How long have you known Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant as an officer attached to the Quartermaster's Department? 

Answer. Since about the year 1823: since when, he has been subject to 
my orders. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether, during that period 
of time, his duties have occasionally been of an arduous and important 
nature, requiring heavy purchases on account of the Government, and the 
disbursement of large sums of public money ; and what have been his 
general character and conduct as to the honest and faithful discharge of 
his official duties? 

Auswer. His duties have been arduous, his responsibilities great, and his 
purchases and disbursements very large. His conduct, in his official capa
city, has been prompt, and performed with g-reat fidelity, as far as it fell 
under my observation. I have always considered him as one of the most 
efficient officers of the Quartermaster's Department. 

Question by court. Are you acquainted with the usual prices of pasturing 
horses, and feeding them with grain at the same time, in this vicinity-say 
for more than a month? If so, please state it. 

Answer. I am not. I believe horses are tnrned into pasture without 
being groomed or fed with grain for $1 25 to $ L 50 per week, (I have 
paid $l 25,) so far as my knowledgcl extends by fact or information. 

Question by court. After the horses were taken to Jefferson barracks in 
1837, were any complaints made to yon, by the commanding officer of 
dragoons, of the condition of the horses? were requests fc•r boards of officers 
to inspect the condition of the horses made to you by dragoon officers? 
were you the commanding officer to whom such requests would have been 
made when occasion required? 

Answer. No complaints were made to me as to the condition of the horses 
generally. They were considered by the commanding officer of the corps 
to be good horses, and in good condition. I think there were some boards 
required (I am not able to say whether Colonel Twiggs ordered the boards, 
or I did-most likely I did) on some horses that became diseased, and others 
that were crippled by training, in some of the troops. I do not think they 
amounted to more than five to seven crippled horses, and some half dozen 
horses that had become diseased. Some horses strayed off, and were brought 
back out of condition. 

Question by court. From your knowledge of the character of the public 
horses near this, in 1837, the distance they had travelled, and the means by 
which they were brought here, as also in reference to the service they were 
designed for, and the period they were actually put on said service after 
having been brought here, please state which, in your opinion, would have 
been the better mode of putting those horses in proper condition, viz: pas
turing and feeding them, as they were on Colonel Brant's farm; or to have 
had them placed at livery, fed in the usual way at livery, and turned out 
occasionally into adjoining lots for exereise? 
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Answm·. Better in the field, in my opinion, affording a mixed keeping of 
both pasturing and feeding; that is, t:inpposing they were fed. I have no 
means of knowing that they were fed on grain, except from the fact that 
troughs were out there, and the general impression that they wertJ fed. 

Question by court. Do you believe that the difficulty between Colonel 
Brant and Captain Grosman has caused malicious feeling on the part of 
the latter towards the former officer? 

Answer. Captain Crosman expressed himself dissatisfied at being sent to 
Des Moines, to have barracks constructed there for part of the 1st dragoons. 
I have no other means of judging, than from the general tone of feeling ex
pressed on the part of Captain Crosman, from which I concluded that hs 
was not friendly; but, as to malice, I have no reason to suppose that he had 
a feeling that would fall under that name or expression. I consider that 
there is a difference between malice, and an absence of friendship. Captain 
Crosman always seemed to be restless and uneasy when acting under the 
orders of Colonel Brant. 

Question by court. From your knowledge of the character of Captain 
Crosman, as an officer and a gentleman, do you, or not, believe he would 
snffer any personal feelings of hostility towards an officer to influence his 
testimony as a witness before this court? 

Answer. I have no reason to believe that he would be actuated by any 
such feeling. 

Question by court. Do you remember the circumstance of Colonel Brant's 
leaving here for several months, some four or five years ago, and leaving 
his office and duties in charge of an officer [Lieutenant Kingsbury] junior 
to Captain Crosman in the line, and not an officer in the quartermaster's 
department, who performed the duties of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in his 
name, during his absence? and, if so, was it not on account of Captain 
Grosman's refusing to acknowledge that officer's right to select articles, or 
furnish supplies for the department at Jefferson barracks, that afterwards 
led to the official difficulty alluded to by you? 

Answer. I recollect an absence of Colonel Brant, and of Captain Kings
bury's officiating in Captain Brant's office in the duties of the quartermaster's 
department; but whether he transacted the business in his own name, or in 
the name of Colonel Brant, I do not know ; or that Captain Crosman made 
any objections, for the reasons stated in the question, is not now within my 
recollection. Mr. Kingsbury was assistant commissary at this post at the 
time. 

The following letter was presented by Colonel Brant: 

CouRT-ROOM, January 5, 1839. 
Sm: On yesterday the following question, viz: "Have you, or not, re

cently been an applicant for the appointment of disbursing agent for the 
Indian Department- an office which for some time past has heen, and is now, 
filled by Major Hitchcock; and did not Lieutenant Colonel Brant recom
mend you for that appointment?" was put to a witness, and answered by 
him. At the time, I did not wish to make any objection, as the witness (a 
gentleman of character and respectability) might have had his feelings hurt, 
by having the view with which it was pnt commented upon ; but I do now 
submit to the court that it be struck from the record, as wholly irrelevant 
to the present inquiry, not tending to elucidate any matter pertaining to it, 
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and the answer to it certainly not affording the slightest ground for imputa
tion as to the veracity of the witness. 

1 remain, &c. &c., 

Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lieutenant Colonel staff U. S. army. 

Judge Advocate, Recorder Court of Inquiry. 

The court decided that "the question to which objection is made in the 
foregoing comm~mication from Lieutenant Colonel Brant, the court regards 
as fairly growing out of the course of examination of the witness Anderson, 
pursued by Colonel Brant. Much of that person's testimony, if elicited for 
any relevant object, was evidently designed to invalidate the testimony of 
Major Hitchcock, of the army ; it, therefore, became strictly proper to scru
tinize the motives, interests, and bias of mind, of the witness called on thus 
to weaken the testimony of another witness. With this view, the question 
to which exception is taken was pnt by the court at the suggestion of the 
officer who preferred the allegations under investigation, and it consequent
ly must remain on the record." 

To enable the recorder to bring up the record, the court adjourned to 
meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

EDwARD DonBrNs, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. How loug have you resided in this city, and 
what has been your regular business, trade, or calling? 

Answer. I believe I have resided here twelve years 21st of last October. 
My regular business, from the time I came here until the latter part of 1835, 
(I think,) was that of a house carpenter, or joiner; since that time, I have 
been engaged here in the lumber business. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the size and re
spective advantages of the following buildings for warehouse purposes, viz: 
the frame building now occupied by Collier & Pettus, situate on Second, be
tween Market and Chesnut streets; the frame building of Daniel D. Page, on 
Walnut, between Second and Main streets; the brick building of John H. Gay, 
formerly occupied by Bray & Bailey, on Chesnut, between Front and Main 
streets; the stone building of Collier & Pettus, now occupied by N. E. Jan
ney & Co., on Chesnut, between Main and Front streets; the brick building 
owned by Woods, situate on Prune, immediately adjoining the Union hotel, 
between Second and Main streets; and the brick building now occnpied by 
the quartermaster's department, situate on the corner of Laurel and Church 
streets'! If so, state which of them do yon consider to be best adapted for the 
safekeeping and preserving public stores, with reference to the localitY: of 
the building, size, construction, and convenience for receiving and puttmg 
out articles of storage. 

Answer. Mr. Co!Jins and myself were requested to examine those build
ings. Lam not positive by whom, but I think it was by Colonel Brant. 
We examined them. It is with some diffidence I give my opinion as to the 
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best building for the purposes named. I do not profess to be a competent 
judge of matters of that kind. 'I' he frame building on Walnut street is large; 
a good deal of room in it; well adapted for storing coarse heavy articles in 
it; the floor level with the street; easy of access on that account. It would 
be convenient, I suppose, for heavy articles not easily damaged, such as to
bacco and salt, &c.; but for dry goods, and articles easily damaged, I should 
consider that, or any other wootlen building constructed like it, not a very 
safe place. The bacl\ of it appears to have been built of green lumber, and 
is open in the cracks, where rain, snow, or dust might blow ig. 'l'he build
ings of Mr. Gay and Mr. Collier, both on Chesnut, (one of stone, the other of 
brick,) in the lower stories are convenient for packing articles of that kind ; 
the upper stories would do for dry goods, &c., but they would be inconve
nient for heavy articles. The brick building back of the Union hotel is 
very convenient for heavy articles. 'l'he brick building corner of Second 
and Laurel (the quartermaster's store) is a two story building, and a large 
garret-the roof thrown in the broad way of the building; the lower story, 
for the storing of heavy articles has the same convenience as the others I 
have spoken of; the second story and garret are very convenient for storing 
light goods, or such as could be taken up conveniently. 

I do not exactly know what is meant by '1 public stores''-whether they 
may be corn, or beef and pork, or dry goods. If public stores consist of pro
visions, I should consider that there would not be much difference in re
gard to any of these buildings, except that the quartermaster's store (corner 
of Second and Laurel streets) is more convenient to the steamboat landing 
than Page's, but not more so than the others; the difference of distance is 
not material, so far as my knowledge extends. With regard to dry goods, 
or such goods as would be liable to be damaged by weather or damp, I 
should think the store on Second and Laurel' streets about as good as Mr. 
Gay's and 1\'lr. Collier's, and better than the, other two, viz: Page's and 
Woods's. · · 

Question by Colonel Brant. How are the ' buildings of Gay, and of Col
lier & Powell, on Chesnut street, situated as regards the convenience of load
ing drays or wagons, or unloading them 1 and how will they campare, in 
that respect, with the building corner of Laurel and Second streets 't 

.Answer. In regard to that, the last building mentioned, and the others 
before spoken of, have an advantage over those two on Chesnut street, ow
ing to the rapid descent of Chesnut street down to the bank. There is con
siderable advantage in a building's being a corner building: a street on the 
side and end makes it easy of access, and windows in the side make it more 
airy. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you, from the nature of your business 
in the year 1836, frequently to employ work-hands 1 If so, state what was 
the price per day which you paid. 

Answer. Labor was high in 1836; and it was difficult to obtain laborers 
to do common work. I believe, as well as I recollect, that I paid for com
mon hands to pile planks in the yards $1 50 a day, (white men, hired by 
the day,) they finding themselves. Frequently I gave them employment 
on those terms for from one to two months at a time. Generally, I prefer 
white men as laborers to slaves. I should think that there would be no 
great difference in the price, however. I could not get laborers for $1 37-!. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Where a black man is equally honest, 
strong, and capable of performing the same description of work, is there any 
difference made in price between him and a white man 1 
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Answer. When employed by the day, I should think there was not much 
difference. 

Question by court. Did you examine the interior of all the warehouses 
of which you have spoken ? 

Answer. I am well acquainted with all of them, from personal examina
tion inside and outside, except the stone building of Collier & Powell, on 
Chesnut street. 

Question by court. If the articles of dry goods referred to by you were 
securely packed in tight tierces, both ends being firmly fastened, please state 
whether such goods would be likely t(j become damaged if placed in a pro
per position in either of. the warehouses mentioned in your testimony? Are 
you acquainted with the character of the tierces in which army clothing is 
habitually put up? 

.JJ.nswer. I am not particularly acquainted with those tierces. I am in
clined to think that, if dry goods in boxes were placed in a damp place, the 
damp would strike through, no matter how tight the box. As to Page's 
building, I do not suppose that boxes of goods placed in the middle of the 
store would injure from the rain which might come in through the cracks 
in the back of the building. The floor is level with the ground; whether 
the damp comes up so as to injure goods in those tierces, I do not know. 

Question by court. For the article of flour, when stored in a warehouse, 
would a free ventilation, such as you speak of in the warehouse on Walnut 
street, be beneficial or not? And do you know whether the openings you 
speak of were caused by the shrinking of the planks, or purposely made in 
order to give ventilation ? 

Answer. In storing flour, I am inclined to think free ventilation desira
ble. As to that building, I am not prepared to say whether the cracks iu 
the back were from the shrinking of the planks, or were made purposely. 

Question by court. You have said the upper stories of the buildings of Mr. 
Gay and of Mr. Collier are not convenient for the storage of heavy articles: 
do you mean to say that thera are no means of hoisting or otherwise getting 
goods into said stories'! or in what respect are those stories inconvenieRt? 

Answer. They are inconvenient unless there is a hoisting-wheel. I do 
not know whether there is or not. In speaking of their inconvenience, I 
supposed they had no hoisting-wheel. I have not been in Messrs. Collier & 
Powell's; and I did _not observe any in Mr. Gay's. Hoisting goods up to a 
second story is always more inconvenient and expensive than placing them 
on the first floor ; therefore, I thought putting goods on the second floor of 
Gay's and Collier's buildings would be more inconvenient than putting 
them in Page's building or in Woods's, or on the first floor of the building 
corner of Second and Laurel streets. 

Question by court. Is there more inconvenience in hoisting goods into 
the second stories of these buildings than into the same story of the brick 
house corner of Laurel and Second streets? 

.JJ.nswer. No; I suppose not. 
Question by court. Were you ever in the cellar under the brick ware

house adjoining the Union hotel? and did you examine or notice any pe
culiar advantages in this building for lowering and hoisting heavy pack
ages? 

Answer. I have been in the cellar. I do not now recollect that I saw any 
peculiar advantages for that purpose. 
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Q11estion by court. Does not the wooden warehouse owned by Page, on 
Walnut street, possess an advantage over the other warehouses, in the con
venience afforded for loading and unloading drays, by the number of doors 
it is provided with for that purpose-? 

Answer. I should think it did. . 
Question by court. Did you examine the cellnr under the brick warehouse 

nt the corner of Second and Laurel streets ? or do you, or not, know 
whether there is a cellar under it, and whether it is fit for use'! 

Answer. I did not examine it; bnt I am inclined to think that the cellar 
is damp. I have seen water in it, aud in many other cellars. I do not 
know whether the water rises in it. or runs in from the street. 

Question by conrt. Are you acq{tainted with the rents which have been 
paid usually for warehouses of the description you have been speaking of
say for the last five years? If so, please state what would have been a 
just yearly rent for the brick warehouse at the corner of Second and Laurel 
streets during such period ; the building being needed for the storage of 
various descriptions of goods in bulk or in packages. 

Answer. I am not well acquainted with the rents of warehouses. I 
could speak with r~ference to dwelling-houses. 

Colonel E. CuTLER, United States army, a witness on the part of Lien
tenant Colonel Brant, duly sworn, answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Arc you acquainted with the handwritings 
of General Jesup and Colonel Henry Stanton? If so, state whether the 
signatures to these letters are theirs. 

Answer. I am acquainted, and have been for many years, with the hand
writing of both General Jesup and Colonel Stanton. I believe that the 
signatures to those papers are their handwritings. 

The following letters were shown to witness, and directed to be recorded. 
Originals returned to Colonel Brant. 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 
St. Louis, August 5: 1823. 

Sm: I have (as stated in my letter of the 2d April, and noticed by yon on 
1st of May last,) purchased a small house and lot in the healthy part of this 
city, where I hope to make myself and family comfortable, or as much so 
as the limited means of this country will admit of. 

I wish, in future, to charge the rent in my name, as authorized in your 
letter, and at the sum allowed my predecessor, ($24 per month, including 
quarters and office.) I find rent is about the same now as at that period, 
and consider it not more than a fair allowance at this place. 

I am: sir, with great respect, yonr obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Brig. Gen. JEsup, 
Assistant Quartermaster. 

Quartermaster General, Washington city. 

QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, 
December 14, 1838. 

The above is a true copy from the original, on file in this office. 
HENRY ST AN'l'UN, 

Acting Quartermaster General. 
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QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, 

Washington city, September ::S, 1823. 
SIR: I have received your letter dated the 8th ultimo. You will be 

allowed a reasonable rent for the room to which you are entitled, and one 
for an office. If the sum which you mention is the lowest for which two 
suitable rooms could be obtained, you will make out your accounts for that 
sum, and certify that the sum claimed is a reasonable rent) and that suitable 
rooms could not be obtained for less. 

I am, sir, respectfully, your obedient servant, 
TH. S. JESUP, Quartermaster General. 

Captain J. B. BRANT, 
Assistant Quartermaster, St. Louis, Missouri. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
R. N. MooRE, a witness on the part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, duly 

sworn, answers : 
Question by Colonel Brant. Had you frequent opportunities of seeing 

the public horses purchased by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the 2d regi
ment of dragoons in 1837, after they were turned over by the quartermas
ter's department to that regiment 1 If so, state what appeared to be their 
condition. 

Answer. I saw them frequently while purchasing, and as they were turn
ed over to the dragoons ; from travelling, some were not in very good order 
when purchased. They appeared to be generally in good order when turn
ed over. I thought they had improved-:some of them very much. I live 
near the stables of Reecher, Bradshaw, Myers, and Kimball. I saw the 
horses frequently when they were purchased and brought in. I am a stone
mason. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you know the plantation of Colonel 
Brant, near this city, on which the public horses were pastured and fed in 
the summer and fall of 1837 1 

Auswer. Yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. What were the advantages of said planta

tion, in point of water, shade, and secure fences? 
Answer. .E-~ences good ; and I suppose no place in the neighborhood so 

well watered ; fine large running spring. It appears to be pretty well 
shaded. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you know at that time any plantation 
in this vicinity (say within three miles of St. Louis) that possessed equal 
advantages for foraging and keeping public horses as that of Colonel Brant's 
before alluded to? 

Jlnswer. I do not know of any. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect what quantity of set grass 

or meadow that plantation contained? 
Jlnswer. I do not know. I suppose, judging from the eye, about thirty 

acres. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did you know Mr. Bradshaw's stable in 

1837? And if so, how many horses could be accommodated in the said 
stable and sheds? 
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.,qnswer. Yes. I suppose about 100 horses, crowded-easily between 75 
and 100; that is, stable and sheds. In his back lot a good many public 
horses were kept, fed out of a canoe. Wm. 0. Anderson keeps his coal 
teams in that stable now; part is occupied for a wagon-maker's shop. 

Q;wstion by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect what was the price of 
corn here and in this neighborhood in the summer and fall of 18371 

Answer. From 70 to 75 cents for old corn. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Were you frequently on said plantation while 

said horses were kept there? If so, did you observe what kind of food was 
there? 

Answer. I passed two or three times, may be. I saw where hay had been 
fed to the horses. I did not see any there. I saw corn which I was told 
was going there ; the hands that staid there were taking it out. l saw it 
on the road ; I think Renick was the man's name that had it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know what was the usual price per 
day paid to day-laborers in the year 1836? If so, state it, and your means 
of knowledge; your occupation at that time. 

Answer. I was paying $18 or $20 per month, and their board, for hands; 
hands finding themselves and hired by the day got from $1 25 to $1 50, 
owing to the quality-white men. Slaves could not generally be got. I 
won!d rather have paid $18 a month for good slaves than for white men. 
1 was bailing hay and quarrying stone. 

Question by court. You have said you know the stable now kept by Mr. 
Reecher in Second street: is it, or not, the same that was kept by J. 0. 
Bradshaw in 1837? 

Answer. I think not. Reecher kept, in 1837, the stable which, before 
that time, had been kept by Bradshaw. Anderson now occupies the one 
kept by Bradshaw in 1837. 

Question by court. What is the nature of the surface of the field in which 
the public horses were kept on Lieutenant Oolunel Brant's plantation? Is 
it, or not, free from sink-holes and steep bluffs on the margin of the brook 
running through it? Were the horses in any danger of being injured by 
any such features in the ground? 

Answe1·. The ravine is very steep in places, but I should think any horse 
with eyes would be safe. There are some sink-holes on the west side of 
the lane, separated from the pasture-field by the two fences of the lane of 
the Bellefontaine road. 

Question by wurt. When a negro laborer, under his engagements, pro
vides himself with board, what is supposed to be the cost of such board; or, 
when you have been obliged to provide such board, what have you con
sidered the expense you incurred thereby? 

Answer. About $10 a month. 
Question by court. Are you well acquainted with the farms generally 

within five or six miles from St. Louis? 
Answer. Yes. 

There being no more witnesses in attendance, the court adjourned to meet 
to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

17 
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Colonel CuTLER, United States army, a witness on the part of Colonel 
Brant: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Is this letter written and signed by Colonel 
Henry Stanton? 

Answe1-. I know his handwriting. This letter is written and signed by 
Colonel Stanton. 

From the letter shown to the witness, dated Quartermaster General's 
Office, Washington, December 15, 1838, signed by Henry Stanton, acting 
Quartermaster General, addressed to Lieutenant Colonel J. B. Brant, deputy 
quartermaster general, the court directed the following extract to be made: 

"Your letter of the 4th instant came to hand this morning, and I lose no 
time in complying with the request therein contained, by enclosing the 
desired copy of your letter of the 5th of August, 1823, the true date of which 
was evidently mistaken by the Quartermaster General, in his answer, for the 
8th. No letter is to be found on the files of this office, from you, of the 
'8th' August, 1823. 'l'he letter of which the enclosed is a copy is, unques
tionably, the letter referred to in General Jesup's of the 3d September, U!23." 

N. P. TAILOR, duly sworn as a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you, in the year 1837, one of the 
administrators or executors of Major William Christie, deceased? and, as 
such, did you, in that year, advertise meadow or pasture land for rem? If 
so, state the locality, extent, and quality thereof, together with its advan
tages of water, shade, and fences. 

Answer. I was one of the administrators in 1837. I think it was in 1837 
I advertised for rent, as pasture, a bad meadow belonging to the estate. It 
was situated a quarter of a mile west of the city limits. I speak at random 
about its extent, but I should say about ten or twelve acres. It was pretty 
good pasture, and had been rented and used as meadow. It had a pond on 
it, which was subject to fail; whether it did that year I do not know; it has 
last year, altogether. The pond has been an old brick-yard, and depends 
for water upon the rains that fall upon it. There is no declining of the 
grounds around it, to bring the water upon it. There is, also, an old well, 
which I do not regard as furnishing any water. The fences were not 
good, the rails not sound, and there were frequent trespasses upon it ; 
cattle got into it; though I suspected they were sometimes let in. I believe 
there is not a tree in the Jot. 

Question by Colonel Bmnt. In the year 1837, was there any one who 
was joined with you as acting administrator of that estate? If so, name 
him; and, if you can, state in what newspaper or newpapers you advertised. 

Answer. Captain James Dean, late of the army, was co-administrator. 
My impression is, that we advertised in the "Republican." 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was there any other pasture or meadow 
land, belonging to that estate, advertised by you in that year, 1837? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. PHINEAS BARTLETT, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly 
sworn, answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you n citizen of St. Louis? If so, state 
how long you have resided here, and your business, or occupation. 

Answer. I have been a citizen for nearly twenty-seven years. I am, by 
occupation, a carpenter and master-builder. 
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Qltestion by Colonr:l Brant. Do yon know what was the usual price per 
day for common laborers in the year 1836; and your means of knowledge 1 

Answer. I employed as many as forty or fifty at a time, in 1836, at as 
much as $1 50 per dQy for day-laborers, they finding themselves; they 
were white men, mostly-some negroes ; negroes were scarce. The hire 
is the same for negroes and white men by the day. I do not know as to 
monthly wages. 

Question by court. What would have been the cost of boarding such 
hands by the month? 

Answer. I believe from twelve to sixteen dollars a month f0r white men; 
as to black men I do not know-1 suppose something less. 

PATRICK GoRMAN, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you a resident of this city 'J If so, B.ow 
long have you resided here? And state your business, or occupation. 

Answer. I have resided here since 1834. I am out-door clerk of J. and E. 
Walsh & Company, commission and forwarding and general grocery mer
chants. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know what was the usual rate of 
wages per day, in the year 1836) for a porter, or hired man, to assist in a 
warehouse, or on the wharf; in r~ceivin~ or discharging freight 1 

Answer. From $1 50 to $1 75 and $2 a day; depending on kind of 
work-whether light or heavy work. I had nothing to do with a man 
regularly and permanently engaged. 

PASCAL CERRE, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Q11estinn by Colonel Brant. How long have you resided iu this city? 
Have you had much experience in horses? 

Answer. I have resided here fitty ·nine years. I have had a good deal of 
experience in horses and in other things. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you are acquainted with 
the description of horses in this country known by the name of prairie 
horses, or French ponies; and whether any given number of them will 
require, or consume, the same quantity of grain that would be necessary for 
a like number of full-grown American horses. 

Answer. My opinion always has been, that the French ponie:s can be 
kept on half the food American horses can, and in as good order. I have 
had a good many of both kinds. 

Question by co1trt. What is the usual price per week of keeping horses in 
pasture, and at the same time feeding them with grain, so as to keep them 
in good order, in the vicinity of St. Louis, provided there are from 100 to 
200 horses kept for one or two months? 

Answer. I could not say. I have not known such a case where I knew 
the price. 

JAMES KENNERLY, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Have you, before or since the organization 
of this court, heard Captain Grosman speak in terms of hostility of Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant? 

Answer. Since the organization of this court, I heard Captain Grosman 
say he had proved all the charges against Colonel Brant. That I consider 
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to be speaking of him in unfriendly or hostile terms. He said he had proved 
all and more than he had charged. He said that he had driven the nail to 
the head, and that he would clinch it. I think that showed unfriendly feel
ing. This was in the office of the agent of Indian affairs, next room to 
Major Hitchcock; I think Major Hitchcock was present. It was a little 
before or after the 1st of January; two or three persons, or may be three 
or four persons, were present. It appears to me that the cl erk of the office, 
George McGuire, and also Doctor Revnolds, nod Mr. William ·walsh, were 
present. I think Captain Grosman spoke in rather an exulting tone-as a 
man naturally would who had succeeded in what he had undertaken. 

Qnestion bJJ conrt. State how the conversation you have mentioned 
occurred. Did you, or not, elicit it by remarks of your own 1 

Answer. I did not. The gentlemen were in conversation when I entered; 
as I approached the fire, Captain Grosman turned to me, and continued 
speaking, addressing me. 

Question by co1trt. What remarks did you make, at the time referred to, 
on the subject of this investigation 1 Please state particulars, and all the 
circumstances of the occasion. 

Answer. I do not recollect that I made a single remark. I listened to 
what was going on, but. never opened my mouth on the subject. I have fre· 
quently inquired how the court was going on; but, at that time, I believe 
I said nothing-made no reply, nor any inquiry. 

Question by court. Did you, or not, say to Captain Grosman that Mr. 
Haverty had informed you that every thing (alluding to the testimony before 
this court) was going just as Lieutenant Colonel Brant wished it? 

.llnswer. I believe I did say so, or to that effect. It was not at that time. 
It was a considerable time previous. I had met Mr. Haverty, and asked 
him how the court was going on. I think I said that Mr. Haverty said 
that every thing was going on as well as Colonel Brant expected. 

Question by court. Are you positive as to the precise words used by Cap
tain Grosman on the occasion referred to by you? 

.llnswer. I am positive about the observation that he had driven the nail 
to the head, and would clinch it-alluding to the nature of the testimony 
here. 

Question by court. Are you acquainted with the manner in which the 
United States horses were l>ept, in 1837, on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
plantation? Were they kept in good order? and what was the nature of 
the pasturage thoughout the time they were kept there? 

Answer. I passed by there twice. The pasture was indifferent. There 
was corn in the ear in the troughs. I think it was in June or July. 

Question by court. Have you not, on a former occasion, freely conversed 
with Captain Crosman on the subject of the keeping of the United States 
horses on Colonel Brant's plantation, in 1837; and if so, what opinion did 

-you express on that subject to Captain Grosman? 
Answer. Captain Grosman has mentioned the subject of those horses 

frequently to me. I do not think I ever elicited in my life any conversation 
on this subject, except to inquire about the proceedings of this court. I 
never could have expressed any opinion, further than to say that the pas
ture was an indifferent one. 1 do not think I ever mentioned the order in 
which the horses were kept. 

Question by court. Did you not say, on any occasion, that you would 
have been glad to keep the United States horses, in 1837, for $2 per week 
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~ach, as well or better than they were kept on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
.plantation ? 

Answer. Never. I had no pasture of any description till after the hay 
was cut in August. 

Qnestion by court. Have you, or not, said that the manner of keeping the 
United States horses on Lieu tenant Colonel Brant's plantation, and the price 
charged, was shameful, or words to that effect? and if so, upon what did 
you form your opinion? 

Answer. I never said so. So far from it, I never knew what the price 
was, and I do not know now. I never heard what it was, except I heard it 
rumored sueh and such a price had been charged; I do not now know what 
that rum<1r was. 

Question by court. Did you not say that the manner of keeping the 
United States horses in 1837 was an abuse that ought to be investigated; 
and that you approved of Captain Crosman's conduct in bringing the sub
ject to the notice of the Government? 

Answer. I never said such a thing in the world, to my recollection. 
Q11estion by c-ourt. To whom did you mention the remarks of Captain 

Crosman, viz: that" he had driven the nail, and would clinch it?" and un
der what circumstances did you repeat them? 

Answer. I do not know how many persons I might have mentioned it to. 
I mentioned it to my brother George H. Kennerly, I think, in General At
kinsgn's presence; and I mentioned it to Mr. Van pool. I mentioned that 
Captain Crosman was very sanguine about the charges, and repeated that 
remark. I think I mentioned it to Mr. Risque, my nephew, a lawyer here. 
This was said as a mere matter of conversation, and not with the expecta
tion of being called upon to testify here about it. Persons frequently 
inquired of me about the court. 

Quesl'ion by court. What is the usual price of keepiug horses in pasture 
per week near St. Louis ; and what is the price, provided they are fed 
plentifully with grain, in addition to pastnrage :1 

Answer. I cannot say as to the general price. I have kept a few horses 
and fed them on grain evP-ry night and moruing, giving them from twelve 
to sixteen ears of corn a day, putting them into the stable at night, and let
ting them nm in the pasture (after the meadow was cut) during the day, 
for $2~ a week. A hundred ears of good corn make a bushel of shelled 
corn. I think that twelve or sixteen ears of corn a day, and a good pasture, 
will imprcve a horse if he is not in too low condition. I think, if he was in 
low condition when he carne, it would take a long time to fatten him on 
that feed. 

Question by court. If fifty United States horses had been offered you to 
keep, in the way you mention, in 1 S37, before your meadow was cut, what 
price would you have chargt)d per week for them, or what could you have 
afforded to keep them for? 

Answer. I think I would have kej1t them for $2~a week: I should 
have expected to feed them on corn and hay. I would not have put them 
on my meadow before it was cut, at all; I would have given them a lot of 
about ten acres to run in. It could not be called a pastme; it had water, 
but no grass of any consequence; it had sufficient shade. 

Question by co1trt. Suppose you had been required to put them in good 
order for active service, allowing you from one to two months to do it in, 
what would you have charged, or considered a fair price? Would the 
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manner of feeding them, as already mentionr.d by you, have pnt them in 
such order within the time mentioned, provided they were in tolerable con
dition when given to you? 

Answer. I do not think that treatment would have put them in proper 
order for active service. 1 do not think it could have been done for less 
than $3 a head. 1 have never rated corn at less than fifty cents a bushel, 
and hay at $1 a hundred ; it is sometimes higher. I think persons living 
four or five miles from St. Louis would not have done it for less than that 
price. Persons living at a distance might. 

Question by court. Where the pasture-fields or lots, such as yon have 
spoken of, are sufficiently large to accommodate several hundred horses, 
would or not the cost per horse per week be less in proportion as the number 
was increased over fifty? 

Answer. I should think so ; but at what rate cheaper for the increased 
number, I cannot say. 

Question by court. What difference would you have made in the price 
of keeping in the way you mentioned, small French ponies, such as are 
used for packing, and large American horses? and what for mules? 

Answer. American horses $3, fitting them for active service; for French 
ponies something less, but not a greater difference than 25 or 50 cents per 
week. These ponies some of them eat but little, some of them eat more than 
common American horses ; generally they eat less. I do not know as to 
mules. 

Question by court. Do you mean to be unrlerstood, by what you have 
said in the way of impressions of Captain Grosman's hostility to Golonel 
Brant, that such hostility amounts to malice, to such a degree as to influence 
his testimony under oath ? 

Colonel Brant presented the following note : 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant submits to the court that this question is not a 

proper one, because it would be only giving the opinion of the witness on 
the facts already detailed, which are fully in possession of the court. It does 
not follow that every man who entertains strong personal hostility r or even 
malice, against another, would intentionally give false testimony against 
him on oath; yet, where strong personal hostility or malice is shown to 
exist, the testimony is to be received with caution, and no doubt more or 
less credit attached to it in proportion as the mind of the individual testity
ing is shown to be free from bias for or against the accused. Yet it is never
th~less true, that the honestest man in the world, if he entertains hostility 
against another, (hogtility, too, perhaps entirely justifiable,) may,and in gene
ral ·will, view the very same acts of his enemy in a light different from that 
of a person who had no prejudice whatever ; and might, owing to that can set 
when giving testimony, represent them differently, without the slightest in
tention of stating an untruth. Now this may occur with Captain Crosmanr 
as well as any one else; and the co~rt only is the proper j11dge, from given 
facts, whether he is or is not an impartial witness. It is not for the witness 
to say how much or how little hostility might affect the mind of Captain 
Crosman, so as to prevent his taking a calm view of the acts or conduct of 
Lie1:1tenant Colonel Brant. Captain Crosmnn's general character for truth 
and veracity has not been impeached; and, till it has been , it is not competent 
to give testimony in support of his verucity, or to mea:mre the exact quan
tity of personal feeling it might require to make him color his testimony. 
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The court decided that the court does not sustain the objection. The 
witness under examination had been asked by Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
whether he had heard another witness speak in terms of hostility of the 
accused; the reply was, that certain remarks had been made by the pre
vious witness, which hP-, the present witness, "considered unfriendly or 
hostile." Now, as the question was evidently put to give "a color" to the 
testimony of the :first witness, it is clearly proper to ascertain to what ex
tent the present witness intends his opinion of the "unfriendly or hostile" 
feelings alluded to should be regarded. It is true the court must be the 
judges, ultimately, of what degree of malice is contained in certain conduct 
of a witness formerly before the court; but the present witness should be 
called on to declare what is the true character or extent of the opinion he 
has expressed in reference to such conduct. 

Answer. No, I should suppose not. 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 11 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

In consequence of the sickness and absence of the recorder, the court 
adjourned to meet at 10 o'clock on Monday. 

MoNDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

JAMES KE:-<NERLY, a witness, in continuation : 
Question by Colonel Brant. How many years have you resided iu this 

city and its vicinity? How long have you been farming? 
Jlnswer. I have been farming, more or less, for six years. I have lived 

in St. Louis and its vicinity for twenty -six years, except about four years 
absent at Council bluffs, and two years at Jefferson barracks. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with the quality of the 
meadows where the public horses were pastured iu 1837, on the plantation 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant? if so, state it; the quantity of hay which, in 
your opinion, it would produce per acre; and the extent of the meadow or 
meadows alluded to. 

Answer. I am acquainted with it; it is good :first-rate soil for mead
ow; I do not know that it has bePn set in timothy ; I do not know that 
hay has been cured from it. 

Question by Colonel Brnnt. You have stated that the pa.sture on which 
you saw the horses was indifferent. Was it that portion next the road and 
abont the spring, where the horses were fed, which you saw particularly; 
or do yon refer to the whole pasture ? 

An8wer. It was that portion of the pasture nearest the road ; it was 
there that I saw the horses at the time; that is the only portion of the field 
that I observed. 

Q~testion by Colonel Brant. Please state what price yon got for corn 
in the summer of 1837, or fall of that year; and the average price of corn 
in the market at that time. 



[59 ] 264 

Answer. I sold corn in June, July, and August, at my owa house, at 5(} 
cents a bushel; in October, I sold some small quantity at my own house, 
at 62-! cents a bushel. I measured it in this way: The corn sold at 50 
cents was sold to my neighbor, Mr. George Clarke ; we filled a flour barrel 
with corn in the ears, then took it out, shelled it, and measured it.; the corn 
sold was measured in the flour barrel, and the quantity of shelled corn it 
contained, or would make, was calculated from the quantity of shelled corn 
in the one barrel that had been shelled and measnred. As for the corn sold 
at 62-! cents, that was only a few cartloads, which people sent from town 
out to my house for; and it was measured by filling the half-barrel three 
times, heaping it with corn in the ears, and counting it to make one bushel 
of shelled corn. That is the custom in this country; I think, generally, it 
is a fair calculation. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Supposing the meadow of Lieutenant Colo
nel Brant to have been well laid down ' in timothy ;- what quantity of hrry, 
per acre, do you suppose it would average? 

Answer. I should say it would produce a ton and a half-that is 3,000 
pounds; I have got that quantity from ground that is not superior, at any 
rate. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have said that you would not have 
agreed to take the public horses and put them on your meadow in 1837, 
before the grass was cut, nt any price. Please state the reason why you 
would have refused to take them before the grass was cut, when you would 
have been willing to take them after it was cut. 

Answer. Before the grass was cut, it would have destroyed my whole 
meadow-for that season, at any rate; it would injnre the meadow for the 
future; the horses won!d trample up the meadow in the wet weather, and 
always would, unless the ground was hard and very dry or frozen. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you owned the plantation of Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant in 1837, would yon have agreed to put on the 
meadow, before it was cut, the number of horses yon saw there at different 
tim8s, giving them full allowance of grain, (say eight quarts of corn per 
day, or its equivalent,) for $3 per week each? 

Answer. Th:lt is a very difficult question to answer. I would calcu
late fairly how much hay the meadow would have produced, deduct from 
that the labor of making it, and add the corn to be used; and I could asc8r
tain whether or not I should make or lose by keeping those horses at $3 per 
week; and if that calculation showed that I should not lose at $3 per week, 
I would have kept them for it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether~ in keeping 100 or 
150 horses for a definite space of time, (say two months,) it would make any 
difference in point of expense to the person feeding them, that the :;;arne 
horses should remain for the whole of that period, or be frequently chang-ed, 
sending off those that had been keeping for a few days, and replacing them 
by others just off a journey, or not in equally good condition? 

Answer. I should suppose it would make a diffewnce. However, if the 
horses were given a stated quantity of grain a day, the only difference would 
be, that the horses used to the pasture would not be so apt to br8ak out; 
and that might be something, if the pasturer is responsible for the safekeep-
ing of the horses. -

({1testion by Colonel Brant. To the following question, addressed by the 
court on Saturday, viz: "Do you mean to be understood, by what you have 
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said in the way of impressions of Captain Grosman's hostility to Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, that such hostility amounts to malice, to such a degree as to 
influence his testimony under oath?" you made answer, "I should suppose 
not." Do you mean by that to say that you would have equal reliance 
upon the correctness of Captain Grosman's statements respecting events 
in which his personal feeling, prejudices, hostilities, interests, and passions 
were aroused, as in matters where he was perfectly free from every species 
of excitement; or did you merely mead, that, even under influence of high 
excitement, Captain Grosman would not: on oath, state a wilful falsehood? 

The court decided th::tt "this question is totally objectionable. The wit
ness's answer to a question by the court at its last session on the same point 
was perfectly full, as to the extent of his impressions in reference to the 
feelings of hostility of a former witness towards the accused, and the court 
reserves to itself to decide between the positions advanced in the question." 

Question by Colortel Brant. How long have you known Captain Gros
man? From your knowledge of him, is he a man of mild, equable disposi
tion, not liable to he much or easily excited by personal antipathies; or is he 
of a violent, vindictive temper, when under the influence of hostile feeling? 

The court decided that :'this question is regarded as improper. It is 
evidently designed to impeach or to invalidate the testimony of a former 
witness. !:<"'or either object, the shape or character of the question is not 
that, in the opinion of the court, usual or allowable in such cases ; and con
sequently cannot br. answered. 

Q1testion by court. Do you know in what particular part of Colonel 
Brant's farm the public horses were nsually kept? If so, please state it. 

Answer. In a field east of the Bellefontaine road, on the low ground; 
somewhere from 30 to 50 acres in size. 

Qn~stion by court. Is, or not, eight quarts of corn a liberal allow<tnce 
per day to horses not at work ot any kind, supposing they get a proper 
quantity of gt'<tss or hay? If you were to make a contract to pasture 
horses-that is, to give them plenty of good grass, and, when the grass 
failed, to substitute a due quantity of hay-and also to stipulate to give each 
etght quarts of corn per day, if they should require it; please say whether, 
in such a case, you would expect the quantity of corn actually issued and 
consumed to average more or less than eight quarts daily to each horse? 

Jlnswur. I should think eight quarts a liberal allowance for horses not 
at work, and getting sufficient grass or hay. I think they would eat that 
qnantity of corn if given them, no matter how good the pasture was. 

Questiolt by court. What is the extent of your experience in regard to 
the Keeping of hors~s, as embraced in the last question? Did you ever 
have auy experience on a large scale in this matter? 

Answer. I have kept as many as 16 or 18 horses for 2 weeks at a time; 
that is the most I have kept. I have, for the last 3 or 4 winters, kept 
throngh the winter from 2 to 5 horses. 

Question by court. You have said that horses not at work would con
snme 8 qnarts of corn per day. What is the usual quantity of corn allow
ed daily to a work-horse 1 

Answer. I am not able to say. I have given my horses as much as 
they will eat. I think a workhorse would consume more than 8 quarts a 
day; I think near 3 gallons a day. 



[59] 266 

The witness, when his testimony of Friday last was read over to him 
this morning, stated in explanation: "I have no recollection of expressing 
an opinion with reference to the keeping of the public horses, and the price 
charged. But it might have been stated to me by different persons, and 
perhaps by Captain Crosman, that Colonel Brant charged $2 50 or $3 per 
week for pasturage; and it might have been that I replied to that, that snch 
a charge for mere pasturage was exorbitant, or shameful. It would have 
been natural to have said so, but I have no recollection of it. I under
stand by pasturage, giving horses grass and salt, anrl not grain. 

Captain HENRY S. TuRNER, United States army, a witness on the part 
of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, answered: 

Question by Colonel Bmnt. Are yon an officer of the 1st regiment of 
dragoons? If so, how long? 

Answer. I am, and have been since 1st July, 1834. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did you receive horses from Major (now 

Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, for the service of that regiment, in the latter part 
of the month of An gust, 1837? and if so, how many, and in what condi
tion were they when received by you ? 

AnSUJer. I did receive 100 horses for the use of the 1st regiment of dra
goons in August. 1837. They were in good order. I received about 50 
at the stable here, and the rest from the pasture-field on Colonel Brant's 
plantation. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you notice the food and attention given 
the horses in that pasture? What was the condition and general appear
ance of the horses 1 

Answer. I did not see the horses fP.d or attended to in the pasture. The 
horses in the field appeared in good order. I think the!·e was no great 
difference between the horses I took, and those that remained. I was at 
the pasture only twice-the 18th and the 20th August. 

Question by court. Did the horses alluded to appear to be active, strong, 
and in good spirits, when first put on dn ty at Fort Le<wen worth ; aud 
how long was this after you receipted for them? 

Answer. They appeared as active and as strong as the western horses 
generally are. They were turned over to the quartermaster at Fort Leaven· 
worth about a fortnight after I received them. This refers to the horses 
that came from the pasture. With respect to those I took from the stables 
here, (which came from Ohio, as I was told,) I think they were generally 
superior to the horses that were before in use in the regiment. 

Question by court. What was the state of the grass in the pasture when 
you saw it? Was it good, or otherwise? -

Answer. I think there \ras very little grass in the pasture; certainly 
very little in the part I observed. I did not go over the whole of it. I 
saw the part near the road. 

Question by court. Do you know whether the horses you received were 
taken from among those that were afterwards sent to Florida? 

Answer. I do not. 
Question by court. Will, or not, a company of dragoon horses (say eighty) 

fed with their full allowance of good hay, and exercised daily, consume their 
daily allowance of corn or oats? If not, how much of such supplies wo:1ld 
remain unconsumed-say, after one month? Please state the results of your 
experience on this subject. 
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Answer. I think they would consume their full regulation allowance of 

corn or oats, if given to them. I do not think it necessary to give it to 
them to keep them in good order, when not on hard service, but merely 
performing the ordinary drills and exercise. On a march they would re
quire the full allowance. 

Question by court. In preparing horses for active service in the field, 
what kind of forage and treatmeGt would you adopt? Do you, or not, for 
such purpose, consider green corn, grass, and wheat bran, as proper kinds 
of forage, or otherwise? 

Answer. I would consider green corn, grass, and wheat bran not a pro
per food for horses preparing for active service. 

Question by court. Do you, or not, know whether the quartermaster, or 
company commanders at Fort Leavenworth, have always a surplus of corn 
on hand over and above the quantity issued on requisitions of t!'l.e different 
companies? And have you, or not, observed that, in stables, a company of 
dragoon horses do not consume their full allowance of grain? How long 
have you, at a time, ever commanded a company of draaoons? 

An,.wer. The company commanders have rarely, if ever, any surplus 
on hand. This has been the case latterly. If the horses have returned 
from a march, campaign, or active service, the company commanders make 
reqnisitions for, and receive, the full regnlation allowance; that is, eight 
qnarts of corn, or twelve quarts of oats. If the horses have only been on 
~arrison duty, the allowance of corn is generally reduced one fourth; that 
1s, to six quarts. I commanded a company of dra!Soons one year. 

Question by court. Did you ever see a general order reqmring surplus 
forage issued to dragoons should not be sold for the benefit of the companies, 
but should revert to the United States? And if so, do you recollect what 
was the origin or cause of that order? 

Answer. I never saw the order. I have heard that such an order is in 
existence, but I do not know the origin of it. 

Question by court. You have said that, for the ordinary garrison duty, the 
regulation allowance of corn is reduced to six quarts daily. With that al· 
lowance, and the fixed allowance of hay, have, or not, the dragoon horses 
been found in fit condition for active field duty when detached for such 
service? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please state, when horses are brought into 

quarters after a march of two or three hundred miles, if they will require 
the fnll allowance of grain and hay for ten or twelve days, to bring them 
up to the same condition in which they were previous to their going on the 
march. 

A nswer. I think they will. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether pasture, and occasional 

feeds of bran wetted and mixed up with oats or old corn, is proper treat
ment for horses that have been for some time on steamboats, or brought in 
?roves from a considerable distance by land, j::tded and fatigued by the 
JOUrney. 

Answer. I do not know what would be necessary for horses so brought, 
which hnd been confined on steamboats, particularly. I would think that 
occas ional feeds of wheat bran and corn mixed would do well enough 
for horses. Wheat bran is mixed with corn by farmers to prevent what \s 
considered the heating effects of the corn. Wheat bran is considered to 
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have but little nutriment. With oats it would not be necessary at all. It 
has not been used in our regiment. 

The court adjourned to meet to morrow morninf;, at 10 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

I sAAC SMITH RoMANs, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, having 
duly affirmed, testified as follows : 

Question by Colonel Brant. How long bave you resided in St. Louis; 
and what is, and has been, yom occnpation during that time? 

Answer. I have resided in St. Louis a little more than 14 months. My 
occupation, during a part of the time, has been that of a clerk in the dif
ferent offices, and a part of the time connected with the editorial depart
ment of the Daily Bulletin, a newspaper of this city. The different offices 
alluded to are, the banking-house of Benoist & Co.; the office of Captain 
G. H. Grosman, assistant quartermaster United States army; and also that 
of Major E. A. Hitchcock, disbursing agent in the Indian Department. I 
was clerk in the quartermaster's office during the month of An gust, 1838; 
and in the Indian Department, under Major Hitchcock, during the months 
of November and December, l83S. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you personally acquainted with Lieut. 
Colouel Brant, of the army? and, if so, how long have you known him? 

Answer. I was introduced to Lieutenant Colonel Brant some time in 
September last-I think, shortly after his return from Florida. Until then, 
I did not know him personally. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know who is the author of these 
two articles published in the Baltimore Chronicle-one on the 21st, and the 
other on the 31st of August, 1 838-commenting on the allegations of official 
misconduct made against Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

[The articles alluded to were read, and ordered to be placed in the 
appendix.] 

Auswer. I have now heard the article in the paper alluded to, of the 21st 
August, 1838, read for the first time; and I believe the first time I ever 
saw it in print was in Lieutenant Colonel Brant's hands, a f~w days since; 
but, from the tenor of both articles, I have every reason to believe they are, 
in substance, what was communicated for that paper by myself. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you wrote the articles 
in question, or furnished the material facts contained in those articles, and 
had them published in the Baltimore Chronicle at the instance and request 
of, or on consultation with, Captain G. H. Grosman, Major E. A. Hitchcock, 
or N.J. Eaton; it so, name the individual. 

Answer. Those two articles were written without the knowledge or con
sent of, or on consultntion with, any officer of thE army whomsoever; and, 
as well as I now can remember, without the knowledge of, or on consulta
tion with, N. J. Eaton. I do not mean to say, howevP.r, that I had not 
some casual conversations with Mr. Eaton, at various times, previous to 
writing those articles, and upon the subject alluded to in them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you derive the information relative to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, contained in those articles, from Captain Gros
man, Major Hitchcock, and N. J. Eaton, or either of them? 
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Answer. Some of the circumstances may have been alluded to in con
versation by Mr. N.J. Eaton, and perhaps casually by Captain Grosman. I 
had not heard Major Hitchcock mention Lieu tenant Colonel Brant's name 
in reference to this, or any other subject. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect having conversed with 
Captain Grosman and N. J. Eaton relative to the allegations made by the 
former agaiust Lieutenant Colonel Brunt? If so, state the periods of time 
when such conversations were held, and the substance thereof. 

Answer. I had conversations w1th N. J. Eaton on that subject, and it 
had been mentioned repeatedly, bnth by him and by Captain Grosman, in 
the conrse of the last summer, (or say from the month of April to December, 
1838 ;) but the snm and substance of those conversations it is impossible 
for me now to bring to mind. 

Question by Colonel Brant. "'IV as either Captain Grosman or N. J. 
Eaton, soon after the publications alluded to were made, acquainted with 
the fact of your being the author of the articles alluded to, or of your 
having furnished materials for the writing and publishing of those articles? 

Answer. As far as I know, Captain Grosman has never seen, nor heard 
those articles read, till this morning. Mr. Enton was informed thnt the 
second article alluded to was written by me, and also the other upon the 
same subject. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether it was upon the infor
mation obtained from those individuals, in the conversations alluded to, 
that you were enabled to frame the two articles in question. 

Answer. Not entirely, but in a very small part. 
Q11estion by Colonel Brant. State whether, in the course of the conver

sations alluded to, between yourself and Captain Grosman, or N. J. Eaton, 
touching the allegations against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, it was suggested 
that any political effect might be produced by fastening- those charges 
against Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Answer. Nothing of that kind was ever suggested or hinted at, or oc
curred to my mind. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state what was your motive in 
writing the articles alluded to. 

Answer. 'l'he motive, it appears to me, is very obvious from the articles 
themselves; which was merely to call the attention of the War Department 
to the matter, and to subserve the ends of truth and justice: that was the 
only object or motive. 

Question by court. Please state, if you know, why you were employed 
by Captain Crosman, and the reason you only continued in his office one 
month. 

Answer. My motive for seeking the employment was, that I had no other 
business on hand ; and his for employing me, was no other, that I know of, 
than he thought me fit for the office. The reason I continued thus em
ployed but one month was, that Captain Grosman's duties as quarter
master at this post were then discontinued. 

Question by court. Are yon not now, and have yon not for a consider
ablr. time past, been an inmate in Captain N. J. Eaton's family? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question by court. Can you inform the court whether Captain Grosman 

was in any way privy to the writing or publication of the newspaper 
articles referred to ? Did, or not, Captain Grosman ever express to you his 
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desire that no newspaper articles should appear, either in this city or else
where, relative to the accusations against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and 
the proceedings of this court ? Please state all you know of his feelings 
and wishes on this subject, and your opportunities to be well informed 
about it. 

Answer. Captain Grosman knew nothing of the articles alluded to before 
they were published. He did not express to me his desire, for or against 
the publication of such newspaper articles, prior to the organization of this 
court; and the only knowledge I have of his wishes on the subject is con
tained in a letter written by Captain Grosman, and published in the St. 
Louis Republican, dated March 12, 1838, which I now lay before the court; 
and also a disclaimer of the same import, under his signature, on or about 
the lOth of March, 1838, published in the Daily Argus of this city. Since 
the organization of this court, Captain Grosman has repeatedly expressed 
his wishes that no reference whatever should be made to the subject-matter 
before it, in the newspapers of this city. This desire was expressed to me 
in consequence of my connexion with the press, and in consequence of 
the pu!:llication of certain articles on this subject in one of the newspapers 
of this city. My opportunities of knowing his sentiments were derived 
from occasional conversations with him when I have met him. 

Question by court. Did you, or not, derive your materials or information, 
upon which you wrote the articles for the Baltimore Chronicle, principally 
from certain printed correspondence previously published in the papers of 
this city? and, if so, will you produce that correspondence, for the infor
mation of the court ? 

Answer. My information upon those subjects was derived from two let
ters published in the Daily Argus of this city, of March 9, 1838; further
more, from an editorial article in the Missouri Republican of this city, 
dated January 13, 1838, headed, "Will party save him?" furthermore, 
from an editorial article from the same paper, dated March 10, 1838, en
titled, '' Caught at last;" and, also, from an article published in one of the 
eastern papers, which I cannot refer to, not having a copy of it. 

[NoTE.-The foregoing papers alluded to by the witness were ordered 
to be placed in the appendix.) (See page 326.) 

Question by court. You have spoken of a disclaimer made by Captain 
Crosman over his own signature. Will you read it to the court; and will 
you inform the court how the letter from Captain Grosman, to the acting 
Quartermaster General, dated March 12, 1838, came to be published in the 
newspapers? 

Answer. I will. (The witness read the disclaimer, dated March 9, 1838, 
and published in the Daily Argus of St. Louis, of March 10, 1838, which 
was ordered to be placed in the appendix. See No. 48.) The witness then 
stated as follows : I have no information how Captain Crosman's letter to 
the acting Quartermaster General, alluded to: came to be published in the 
newspapers ; nor do I recollect when it was published. 

GEORGE K. McGuNNEGLE, a witness on the part of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, being duly sworn, testified as follows: 

A paper was here presented to the court by Captain Crosman, objecting 
to George K. McGunnegle, on the ground that he is not a competent wit
ness in this case. The court ordered this paper to be placed in the 
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appenrlix, (see No. 49,) and decided that "it does not appear that George 
K. McGunnegle is an incompetent witness in this case; and the court order 
his testimony to be taken." 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you a merchant of this city? and how 
long have you resided here? 

Answer. I am. I have resided here about 18 years. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Were you acquainted with the late firm of 

Hill & McGunnegle, of this city? when was it formed ; and who composed 
the firm at that time? 

Answer. I was. It was formed in the fall of 1828: it was composed of 
William Hill and Wilson McGnnnegle: they were the only partners that 
I know of at that period. At the dissolution of the partnership, !understood 
that James B. Hill had an interest in William Hill's interest. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did any change take place in the firm af
terwards? If so, state it; and who continued to compose the firm until its 
dissolution. 

Answer. A change took place on the death of Wilson McGunnegle, in 
June, 1829; and William Hill continued the firm under the Qame of Hill 
& McGnnnegle until the early part of 1830, or latter part of 1829, when I 
left the Bank of the United States at this place, and took the interest of 
Wilson McGunnegle, deceased, from the commencement. William Hill 
and myself continued to be the only partners until some time in the spring 
of 1834, when James C. Way became an additional partner in the house. 
The firm was then continued under the name of Hill, McGunnegle, & Way, 
until the fall of 1835, when William Hill withdrew from the firm; and the 
house has since been conducted under the firm of McGunnegle & Way, and 
now exists under that name. 

Question by Colonel Brant. 'l'o the hest of your knowledge, was Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant a partner of the firm of Hill & McGunnegle at the 
time when William Hill and Wflson McGunnegle were partners in that 
firm; or, subsequently to the death of Wilson McGunnegle, was Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant a partner in the firm of Hill & McGunnegle ; Hill, McGun
negle, & Way; or McGunnegle & Way? or has he ever received any 
thing from either of said firms, in the shape of profits or dividends'] 

Answer. Lieutenant Colonel Brant never was a partner of either of the 
firms above mentioned, nor has he ever received a dollar in the way of 
profits or dividends arising from the business of either of those firms as a 
partner. 'l'hose firms have occasionally borrowed money from Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, and he has endorsed for each of them. Interest has been 
generally paid him on his loans; and for his endorsements we have never 
paid him any thing: this remains to be settled with him. William Hill 
and myself had repeated conversations as to what would be a proper allow
ance for the use of Colonel Brant's name ; and we agreed between ourselves 
(although I do not know whether Colonel Brant ever consented to it) to 
allow him one-fourth of one per cent. The accompanying letter of William 
Hill to Colonel Brant, dated St. Louis, May 29, 1835, will show the nature 
of the proposition made on this subject to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. I 
know the signature and handwriting of William Hill, having been acquainted 
with it since January, L818 ; and know the letter, and the signature of his 
naJ_TI_e thereto, now presented to the court, to be his handwriting. The 
wntmg and figures on the back of this letter, showing amounts of endorse· 
ments, are in the handwriting of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 
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[The letter was ordered to be copied on the record, and the oriainal placed 
in the appendix. See No. 50.] " 

" MAy 29, 1835. 
"DEAR Sm: Please endorse the bill of exchange handed you with this 

communication. I deem it proper to state, that this bill is made on a ship
ment of bacon to New Orleans, under full insurance, and, in case of loss, 
payable to us. The amount arranged by Forsyth & Co. in New Orleans, 
for their house, was t per cent. ; which sum for all endorsements we will 
pay you with pleasure. Truly, your fi·iend, 

"WILLIAM HILL. 
"Major J. B. BRANT." 

The following is a copy of the endorsements on the original letter, viz: 

"For HILL, MeG., & WAY, 

Ditto 
Ditto 
Ditto 
Ditto 
Ditto 
Ditto 
Ditto 

"I have endorsed as follows: viz: 

"MAY 29, 1835. 

$3,000 00 
3,000 00 
2,B97 00 
3,500 00 
1,300 00 
3,200 00 
2,025 00 

18,922 00 
- - ---

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you know the lots of ground situate 
corner of Laurel and Second streets, and the building thereoa ? If so, state 
from whom they were purchased, and how the brick building on said corner 
h<ts been occupied since its erection ; also, state how the frame one ad
joining it, on Second street, has been occupied since its erection. 

Answer. I know the lots of ground alluded to well, and the building 
thereon. The lots were both purchased of Pierre Choteau, seniar, at dif
ferent times in the year 1831, as well as I remember, at the instance of Hill 
& McGunnegle, and for their accommodation. The corner piece of ground 
may have embraced in size two lots-I think it did. The brick house has 
generally been occupied by the quartermaster's department since its erec
tion, and the wooden building by the subsistence department. 

Question by Colonel Braut. Who furnished the necessary funds for the 
purchase of the aboveme11tioned lot, and paid for the erection of the build
ings thereon ? 

Answer. Hill & McGunnegle refunded to Lieutenant Colonel Brant the 
amount paid for the lots, in March and July, 1B31, or the year in which 
they were purchased. They likewise paid for the brick buildiFJ.g, partly 
through Major Brant, (who superintended the work and made the contract 
for it,) and partly to the builders themselves. The frame building on Second 
street was ereeted in the winter of 1836-'7, two years ago, whne I was 
at Jefferson city a member of the Legislature. Part of the money has been 
refunded to Colonel Brant; whether all has been paid him, I do not know. 
We have an open account with him yet. 
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Question by Colonel Brant. State why the legal title to said lot and 
buildings was vested in Lieutenant Colorwl Brant, and not in the real 
owners. 

Answer. William Hill, one of the partners, had been, and continued to 
be, harassed by old liabilities coming against him from Pittsburg and else
\Vhere ; and he did not wish to make the funds of Hill & McGunnegle liable 
for those claims, which would have been the case if the deed had been 
made to Hill & McGnnnegle. Besides, they were desirous of placing in 
the hands of Colonel (then Captain) Brant this property as collateral se
curity for the funds borrowed of him, and for his liabilities as an endorser 
for the firm. Said property was to be deeded by Captain Brant to Hill &. 
:McGunnegle, or their assigns, whenever called on for that pnrpose; pro
vided that all moneys due him, and all his liabilities for the house, were to 
be previously cancelled, or satisfactorily secured to Captain Brant. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State to whom the lots of ground, and build
ing thereon, before referred to, have really belonged since the purchase 
from Mr. Choteau. 

Answer. They have really belonged to Hill & McGunnegle, until I pur
chased Mr. Hill's interest in the firm, as before stated. Since then, and 
now, they belong to me, subject to the liabilities before stated. 

Q1lestion by Colonel Brant. State whether Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
derived any pecuniary advantage from the rent paid by the United States 
for those buildiugs. 

Answer. None whatever. 

The comt adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

The court re'Ceived a written communication from Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant in reference to Captain Grosman's letter of yesterday, which was or
dered to be placed in the appendix, [see No. 51;] and the court made the fol
lowing decision thereon : 

"The court regards its decision of yesterday, as to the competency of the 
witness George K. McGunneg!e as sufficient, a decision the court has no 
reason to vary from, owing to any documents in its possession. The papers 
supposed to be referred to, are vouchers of payments of public money, and are 
the same that were alluded to in the proceedings of the court, immediately 
before Lieutenant Colonel Brant entered upon his defence, as being then ex
pected from Washington." 

GEORGE K. McGUNNEGLE, a witness, in continuation : 
Question by Colonel Hrant. State how it came that storage was charged 

by you on goods belonging to the indian Department, which were kept in a 
building rented by the United States and occupied by the quartermaster's 
department. 

Answer. We were frequently called upon to store packages for Major 
Brant, (our warehouse being near the river,) and, likewise, for the depart
ment of the commissary of subsistence, we being contractors for the Gov
€rnment for furnishing subsistence stores. The stores furnished by us 

18 
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were continued in our own store on Lame! street, between First and Se
cond streets, after delivery to the agents of the Government, and by their re
quest. The quartermaster's store was full at the time, and, consequently, 
could not acco.mmodate these articles. As compensation for storage thus 
furnished at various times, we were paid by a charge to the Indian Depart
ment for storage of article:, belonging to that department, and stored in the 
quartermaster's building; it being thought by the quartermaster, Major 
Brant, that the Indian Department should bear its proportion of the expense 
of storage. This occurred in 1836 and 1837, to the best of my recollection. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether Lieutenant Colonel Brant has 
accounted to you for the storage of the goods belonging to the Indian De
partment. 

Answer. As I stated before, we have an open account with Colonel 
Brant. We rent of Colonel Brant two warehouses on the river bank, on 
Front street, above Laurel street. We have paid no rent to him for about 
three years, and we consider that we have funds enough in hands, accru
ing from these rents due to Colonel Brant, to cover the rents due on the 
houses belonging to me, which are occupied by Colonel Brant for public 
purposes. ln this way the account stands; and l have signed the vouchers 
for the rent of the buildings when presented by Mr. Haverty, Colonel 
Brant' sclerk, and debited Colonel Brant with their amounts. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you furnish, or contract to furnish, pub
lic stores for the United States, during the Black Hawk war, in the year 
1832? If so, with whom did you make such contract or agreement? 

Answer. Enoch C. Marsh, commissary of Illinois militia, called on the 
house of Hill & McGnnnegle, of which I was a partner, in April, 1832, and 
stated that he had been ordered by Governor Reynolds, of Illinois, to pur
chase, and have delivered on the Illinois river, a quantity of provisions and 
ammunition for the use of a portion of the militia of that State called into 
service to suppress Indian depredations; that he had applied, without suc
cess, to most of the principal houses in St. Louis dea:ling in such articles, 
who declined to sell on the security offered; which was, the discretion ex
ercised by the Governor, and looking to the Legislature of that State for its 
ratification and payment. We then proposed to furnish these supplies, pro· 
vided the Governor would previously sanction the contract; which he did. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please look at this paper, and say whether 
it exhibits the transaction alluded to, both with regard to the amount of 
purchases made, and the deductions and payments. 

Answer. This paper does exhibit the amoun~ contracted to be paid us 
for the supplies furnished on the occasion alluded to, and also the actual 
amount paid us on settlement by Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, 
and showing a deduction from our account of $2,223 47, which deduction 
was made by him. The amount charged by us under the contract was 
$18,703 84; the amount paid us by Captain Brant was $16,480 37. The 
reasons urged for this deduction ty Captain Brant were, that he could not 
make a distinction in the prices of the same articles furnished under our 
contract, and those paid to others for similar articles by himself subsequent 
to our contract ; that, in making this contract with Governor Reynolds, 
we expected to be kept out of our money much longer; and that the Gene
ral Government having assumed to pay it, we ought to be satisfied to re
ceive the same amount which others had received for similar articles; and, 
I think, he referred to au order of General Atkinson, directing him to pay 
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debts contracted for said campaign, as precluding him from allowing the 
amount of our account in full. Captain Brant offered to transmit the ac
count to Washington, for the decision of the proper department; but, as we 
did not know how long it would require, we consented to receive the 
amount as stated, rather than wait. This occurred in 1832. I subsequently 
called on Colonel Brant to get the contract alluded to, for the purpose of 
petitioning Congress for the amount deducted by him, as stated. He re
quested I would not adopt that course ; and said it woul<l lead to endless 
difficulty, as every person who had been docked in their accounts would 
probably adopt the same course ; and he had had a great deal of trou
ble with the case of Shropshire & Ross, of Palmyra, Missouri. The mat
ter has thus stood ever since. 

rThe paper alluded to in the foregoing question and answer, was ordered 
to be placed in the appendix. See No. 52.) 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether Lientenant Colonel Brant 
derived any pecuniary advantage from the purchase of public stores made 
by the United States of your house in 1832, during the Black Hawk war, 
or at any other time. 

Answer. He never did, to my knowledge. Most of the stores purchased 
of us during the Black Hawk war were purchnsed by Captain Holmes, of 
the commissariat department, except those purchased by order of Governor 
Reynolds for the Illinois militia. They were all subsistence stores that we 
furnished to the General Government, as well as I recollect. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What was the rnte of rent per annum, 
which the firm of Hill & McGunnegle paid to Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
for the warehouses you now occupy on the river, at the time when you 
first became a member of that firm? and how long did you continue to 
pay that rent? 

Answer. $800 per annum. I cannot state exactly wheu the rent was 
raised. It was subsequently raised, however, (I think,) to $1,000 or $1,200. 
It is now, and has been, $1,500 per annum for between two and three years, 
as well as I remember. At the time we paid the $800 rent, it was for one 
warehons~, and the lower story of the adjoining oue, situated on Front 
street. An advance in rent took place when we occupied both warehonses. 
During the whole time we have paid the $1,500 rent, it has been for both 
warehouses, which we leased for five years. The $1,000 or $ 1,200 rent, 
aud also the $1,500 rent, were considered low, an@ were so put in con
sideration of our having paid the $800 rent previously, which was then 
considered high. 

Quest-ion by Colonel Brant. State whether you have received any com
pensation for storage of goods belonging to the Indian Department since· 
the second quarter of 1837 ; and if not, why not? 

Answer. We have not received any rent on that account since the time 
mentioned ; and for the reason, that we have not since then stored any 
Government property that would be worth charging for, the amount being 
so small. . We have not been called on to store any Government stores 
since that time under our contracts. 

Question by Colonel Brant. What relations have subsisted between 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant and yourself for many years back : have they 
been of an intimate and confidential character, or otherwise ? 

Answer. I had, previous to the arrival of Lieutenant Colonel (then Cap
tain) Brant at St. Louis, been clerk in the quartermaster's office, under my 
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tmcle, the late Captain McGunnegle; and I continued in the same capacity 
with Captain Brant for about five years, and until I accepted a situation in 
the Bank of the United States. I lived in his family during the greater 
part of the five years, aud he has always evinced a disposition to serve me. 
The greatest friendship has always existed between us since our acquaint
ance. I am, and have heen for many years, one of Colonel Brant's bonds
men as quartermaster in the United States service. I have endorsed for 
him whenever called on for that purpose. I endorsed a note of his, about 
eighteen months ago, for $10,000. 

The witness here presented another letter, addressed by Hill & McGun
negle to Captain J. B. Brant, dated April 3, 1829, as an additional explana
tion in reference to the same subject fer which the letter from William Hill 
to Captain Brant was presented yesterday. The witness stated that said 
letter, and the signature of the firm thereto, were in the handwriting of 
William Hill, one of the partners of said firm. The court ordered the 
letter to be placed in the appendix, (see No. 53,) and to be copied on the 
record. 

"APRIL 3, 1829. 
"DEAR Sm: We hand yon $90, for rent up to 1st instant. From the 

1st of the present month, we shall engage to pay you $25 per month. The 
$500 borrowed, we shall pay you when required. We bave to remark, 
that it is our calculation to pay yon interest on this money, as long as we 
may have it, at the rate of ten per cent. Any moneys that you may have 
at any time unemployed, not exceeding $1,000 to $1,500, it would be a 
very great convenience for us to have the use of; for which we will ee 
glad to pay interest at the rate above mentioned, and to be at all times sub
ject to your order. We can make double interest out of the amount of 
money mentioned. 

Yours, truly, 
HILL & McGUNNEGLE." 

"Captain J. B. BRANT.-Present." 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow morning at 10 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

'l'he court was engaged in close session until half-past 3 o'clock, P. M., 
in examining and forming an abstract of accounts received from the acting 
.Quartermaster General. 

The court adjourned to meet again to-morrow at 10 o'clock, A. M. 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment; and was engaged in close ses
sion, as yesterday, until halfpast 2 o'clock, P. M.; when the court ad
journed to meet again to-morrow at 10 o'clock, A.M. 
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S.A'l'URDAY: FEBRUARY 16, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

G. K. l\lcGuNNEGLE, a witness, in continuation: 

[ 59] 

'l'he witness desired to make an explanation and correct his previous 
testimony on the subject of the rents paid by the house of Hill & McGun
negle to Colonel Brant, for warehouses, and stated as follows: 

'"The rent, in 1829, of the warehouse on Water street, (rented by Hill 
& lVlcGunnegle from Colonel Brant,) was $700; from 1830 to 1834, $900; 
from 1834 to 1835, $1,000; from 17th of October, 1835, on agreement for 
five years, for $1,600 per annum. I tiHmght it was $1,500, as stated in 
my previotJs testimony. I think we have not yet paid any thing under 
that agreement. These are the annual rents paid Colonel Brant on those 
warehouses, viz: on one building; on one building, and the lo1ver part of 
the other; or on the two buildings, according to the fact as they were 
occupied by us at the di[erent times." 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have said that you did not pay any 
thing since last agreement, for five years: please explain what you mean 
thereby. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant receive no compensation whatever 
during that time? or do you mean that there has been no adjustment or 
settlernent of rents between the firm and Lieutenant Colonel Brant since 
making the lnst agreement? 

Answer. I have no recollection of Colonel Brant's presenting auy ac
count. Colonel Brant owes us for the rents of the buildings occupied by 
the public. on Second street, and corner of Second and Laurel streets; 
and we owe him for the warehouse we occupy. The accounts have not 
been balanced. I suppose there is no large balance due on either side. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state whether you have a private 
account against Lieutenant Colonel Brant for groceries, and furnished 
during the time spoken of. 

Answer. I have not looked at the account lately: it is yet open. We 
have had no settlement for some time. \Ve are in the habit of furnishing 
his family supplies. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have spoken of your endorsing a note 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant for $10,000: do you know for what purpose 
he gave that note, and to what object its proceeds were to be applied? 

Auswer. I understood it was for the u~;e of the Governmen t. The note 
was discounted in bank. It was in August or September, 1837. 

Q11estion by Colonel Brant. You stated that the first charge, for storage 
of Indian goods, was made in 1836: please say whether you are certain 
as to that being the year when the first charge was made . 

.Onswer. I am not positive about it; l have not examined. It might 
have been in 1835; and, if so, most probably the account was made out 
and signed by William Hill. 

A voucher, in the name of William Hill, ngainst the United States, for 
storage of Indian goods for September, 1835, was shown by Colonel Brant 
to the witness, to ascertain the time when the storage on the Indian goods 
was first paid here. The witness stated that the said voucher was signed 
by William Hill. 
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Question by court. Did you receive the money which you signed 
receipts for, on account of the rent of the brick warehouse at the corner 
of Second and Laurel streets? Did you receive the money at the time you 
signed the receipts? or have you ever actually received it? 

Answer. We did not receive the money, that I recollect of, at the time. 
We had an open account with Colonel Brant, as I have stated, in which 
the rents of the public buildings have been settled; that is, they are charged 
in that account. • 

Question by court. Did you keep two different accounts with Colonel 
Brant-one on private account, and one on public account '1 or were they 
kept together ? 

Answer. We kept an account in the name of the quartermaster's depart
ment, and one in the individual name of Colonel Brant. 

Question by court. Was the rent of the warehouse, corner of Second and 
Laurel streets, charged to Colonel Brant's public or private account on yonr 
books? 

Answer. It was not charged in either account. At the time I signed the 
vouchers for the rent of those buildings to the Government, I took a minute 
of the amount of money due us from Colonel Brant; it was not entered in 
either account. But, on settlement with Colonel Brant, we made a balance 
of the rents due to us from Colonel Brant on public account, and of the 
rents due to ColoneL Brant from us for his warehouse which we occupied. 
If a balance resulted, we credited him for it, or charged him for it, (as the 
case might be ; ) and when so charged, it was charged or placed in his pri. 
vate account. We were generally in his debt ou settlement. 

Question by court. Has your house, under either of the names by which 
it has been known, been in the habit of contracting to furnish army sup
plies by agreement with Colonel Brant as a Government agent; or has it 
often furnished such snpplies to him by purchase? If so, please say whether, 
in all cases wherein you sigm~d receipts for the purchase money, you ac
tually at the time received the money; or whether the sum of such pur· 
chases, or any part thereof, was carried to the debit of Colonel Brant on the 
open account you have said you have been in the habit of keeping with 
Colonel Brant. 

JJ.nswer. I do not think we ever furnished any public supplies to Colonel 
Brant on contract. What he got from us, was purchased in open marh:et. 
Sometimes the money was paid when the receipts were signed-sometimes 
not; and sometimes previous to the signing the receipts, where the amounts 
were large ; but, after the deli very of the goods, where the purchases were 
very small, we may not have received the amount when we signed, but al
ways when we called for it-considering it always as cash. The arnoun rs 
not received in this way remained charged to the quartermaster on the public 
account, and were paid when we called on him for the money. These 
amounts were small. In general, the amounts were paid to us when we 
delivered the goods, and the accounts made out and signed at the end of 
,the month or quarter. 

Question by cmtrt. Is the frame building on Second street, adjoining the 
'brick warehouse corner of Second and Laurel streets, your property, in the 
·Same manner as the brick warehouse is? 

Answer. I stated before, that the frame building was put up during my 
absence, and 1 do not think that all the accounts have been rendered to me. 
I understand from Colonel Brant that he has fnrther charges against me 
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on that account, to be rendered at. our next settlement. The lot is mine, as 
the rest of the ground. Colonel Brant put a stable npon that ground by 
our permission, which was formerly used by him. Since he moved upon 
the hill, we have occupied that stable, and paid him for it. It was an old 
stable, removed upon that lot by him. The frame building in the question 
is mine, of course. 

Question by court. You have said that you stored in your warehouse 
stores for the quartermaster's department, and for the commissary's depart
ment; and that, as a compensation for tl<at storage, you were paid by the 
charge made against the Indian department, for articles of that department 
placed in the quartermaster's store. Do you mean that, in such instances, 
no charge was made against the quartermaster's department and commis· 
sary's department; or were those departments also charged, and, in this way, 
a donble charg-e made against the Government? 

Answer. Certainly we have not charged to the quartermaster's or com
missary's departments for the goods of those departments, for which the sto
rage was covered by a charge to the Indian department. 

Qnestion by court. Why was storage charged to the commissary's depart· 
ment, as shown by this voucher of March 31, 1837? 

[NoTE.-The following copy of a voucher from Colonel Brant's public 
accounts, (sent to the court from the War Department,) was ordered to bP
~ade on the record. Original voucher returned to the Treasury of the 
United States.] 

THE UNITED STATES, 

1836. 
Sept. Oct. 

To McGunnegle and Way, Dr. 
For storage of the following subsistence stores, in the months of 

September and October, 1836, viz: 

112 barrels pork ~ 1 ' h $ g ~o 
ls b I . 130, at 10 cts. per month, 1"2 m t 1. o arre s vmegar 

235 barrels flon r l 270 61 1 p · 'th 2 31 
35 barrels beaus S : at 4 cts. per mont 1, "2' m 5 
36 boxes soap ) . , 1 ' h 
28 b dl ~ 64, at 3 cts. per month, 1"2- rn t oxes can es ~ 

2 88 

1 certify that the services above charg-ed for were duly rendered during 
the period stated; there being no storehouse furnished for the subsistence 
department at this place during those two months. 

J. W. KINGSBURY, A. G. S. 

I oertify that the above account is correct and just; that there was not 
room for the stores in question in the building occupied by the quartermas
ter's department at that time; and that the rates charged are those usually 
paid for storage of similar articles at this place. 

J. B. BRANT, Q. M 

Receivt'd, St. Louis, March 31, 1837, of Major J. B. Brant, quartermaster 
United States army, forty seven dollars and sixty-nine cents, in full of the 
above account. 

$47 69. 
(Signed duplicates.) lVIcGUNNEGLE & WAY. 

NoTE.-This voucher was shown to the witness with the last quest ion. 
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Answer. I presume the goods on this voucher must have been considered 
as over and above the allowance made to balance the Indian goods; and 
that storage, independent of this, was furnished, equal to the charge made 
against the Indian department. The signatures upon this voucher I be
lieve to be Lieutenant Kingsbury's and Colonel Brant's, and the signature 
of McGunnegle & Way to the receipt is in my handwriting. 

Question by court. Do you, and you only, now derive any interest from 
the rent of the stores at the corner of Second and Laurel streets? 

Answer. I alone derive any interest from it. 
Question by court. In the months of September and October, 1836, for 

which time storage was paid, as by this voucher, March 31, 1837, on the 
subsistence stores in your warehonse, had you in said warehouse, or in any 
warehouse, any other ~tores of the subsistence department, besides those 
mentioned and charged for in said voucher? 

Answer. I have now no knowledge. I do not recollect; my books migbt 
not show it. If charged as storage, they would show it ; if charged as cash, 
they would not show it. It might appear as cash received for storage; and 
then I could not identify the articles, or know whether it referred to sub
sistence stores or other stores. 

Question by court. VV hat quartermaster's stores had yon in those months, 
for which you furnished storage gratuitously to that department, and charged 
for it against the Indian department? 

Answer. I cannot recollect; we kept no account of it. Mr. Haverty 
would come in and ask permission to store goods, sometimes in our stone 
buildings on 'Water street, and sometimes in our frame warehouse on Lanrel 
street. 

Question by con1't. It appears that you received from Major Hitchcock, 
and signed a receipt for $24, for storage of the Imlian goods in May and 
June, 1837. To whom was the storage on those goods due for the follow
ing months, viz: July: August, and September, 183i? 

Answer. I do not think we rendered any acconut after June, 1837. 
After that time, we were seldom called on for storage in our plank ware
house, or in our stone warehouses. The subject was spoken of, but we 
did not think that we had rendered storage enough to make a charge for it 
after that time. 'l'he Government had got that year (in the early part of 
it) an additional warehouse for the commissary department. 

Question by court .. In what building was the office of the Indian depart
ment: when you and William Hill made your charges for that rent? 

Answer. I do not recollect now ; I do not know that I was ever in the 
Indian office. I think it was up stairs iu the front room of the hrick building 
at the corner of Second and Laurel streets. I have seen Mr. Haverty there; 
I had no business with that department. It may have been iu Colonel 
Branfs own house. I sometimes signed receipts for the rooms in his house, 
as if they belonged to me ; but, of course, I uever received the money for 
them. 

Question by cow·t. If yon were the owner of the lots at the corner of 
Second and Laurel streets, why did Colonel Braut superintend the erection 
of the buildings thereon, as yon have stated'! and was it on agreement 
that he advanced the funds for the erection of said buildings? 

Answer. Colonel Brant is better acquainted with buildings than I am. I 
had no acquaintance with the subject of building. He wanted, moreover, 
to put up such a building as would suit the purposes of the quartermaster's 
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department ; and that building was put up with that understanding, for 
the purpose of renting to the quartermaster as a store. He advanced part 
of the funds for the erection of the buildings. It was not upon any agree
ment. We paid the bills as they were sent in to us. I do not know that 
he paid the mechanics. l think he generally gave them an order on us, 
certifying the correctness of the account, and we paid it. 

Question by court. You have said that the lots and houses at the corner 
of Second and Laurel streets are, by the deed, Colonel Brant's; that they 
were thus made his by way of collateral security for his liabilities to the 
several firms you have spoken of; that they were to be "deeded" back to 
you, on your exonerating him from such liabilities. Please say whether he 
has been released from such liabilities, and whether this property he.s been 
accordingly conveyed to you by deed or otherwise. 

Answer. He has not been released from his liabilities on our account. 
He is still our endorser for (probably) the value of that property of ours 
which he holds; of course, he has not conveyed it to me. 

Question by court. You have said you do not know whether the whole 
of the cost of the brick and frame buildings at and near the corner of 
Laurel and Second streets bas been refunded by Hill & McGunnegle to 
Lieutennnt Colonel Brant, but that you have an open account with him 
yet. ·will you produce that account, for the information of the court? 

Answer. I saiu that the whole of the cost of the brick building had been 
refunded to Colonel Brant ; and that I did not know whether the whole 
cost of the frame building had been refunded to Colonel Brant. 'l'he ac
counts are Jwpt in the name of the firm, and I will consult my partner 
whether the account can be exposed to the comt. I have stated that the 
account has not been settled or mad(;) out; and since the last settlement, 
about two and a half years ago, the nccouut would not show the charge 
for rent. Up to that time, they may not show the rent charged, as such; but 
the balance struck, and the difference entered as "charged." Since the last 
settlement, the books, perhaps, will merely show what articles have been 
fumished his family, and perhaps some taxes paid for him during his 
absence in Florida. 

Question by collrt. You have said yon were contractors for furnishing 
snbsistence stores in 1836 and 1837; and that yon were sometimes requested 
by the agents of the Government, after you had uelivered such stores to 
them, to continue them in your store, for want of room in the public store. 
Please say who were the agents referred to ; what were the stores, and their 
quantity; bow long were they in your store after you had transferred them 
to the Government; what you received from the United States for such 
storage; and in what months this storage was furnished. 

Answer. 'The agents referred to were probably Lieutenants Kingsbury 
and N. J. Eaton, the commissarie~ ; and in some cases, perhaps, Colonel 
Brant, the quartermaster. 'They were subsistence stores. The contracts for 
Jefferson barrncks varied but little. They were delivered quarterly, and 
were about 200 barrels of flour and 100 barrels of pork, and the other 
items of the subsistence ration in proportion. I cannot tell how long they 
remained in my store after delivered to the Government; I made no charge 
of it at the time. The amount of such storage was paid by a charge to 
the Indian Department, as I have stated and explained, excepting this 
voucher which has been shown to me to-day, March 31, 1837. I suppose 
rhat at that time we furnished other storage, enough to make up the charge 
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made against the Indian Department at that time. It was only occasionally 
that we were required to deliver subsistence ~tores here; generally, they 
were delivered at Jefferson barracks. 

Question by court. Did you rent from Colonel Brunt, and rc-rent to him, 
for the quartermaster's department, the upper part of one of the buildings 
spoken of on Front street? 

Answer. 'l'hat refers to a time before I went into the concern. The ar
rangement was between William Hill and Captain Brant. It never went 
into the books of the firm. I do not know what the arrangement was. 
William Hill occupied, as his quarters, a room on the second floor, back of 
the room occupied by th~t quartermllster for a store-room. There were 
two of those back rooms, (one in each building,) meant for counting-rooms. 

Question by court. You have referred to certain endorsements by-Colonel 
Brant on the letter of Mr. Hill, proposing to pay him!- of one per cent. for his 
endorsements of yam paper. When were those endorsements on the letter 
made? Is it to be understood that they indicate all the sums for which 
Colonel Brant was liable as the endorser of your paper'! 

Answer. I cannot say when those endorsements on that letter were made. 
They certainly do not show all the endorsements of Colonel Brant on the 
paper of Hill & McGunnegle. rrhat endorsement on that letter seems to 
refer to the time previous to the receipt of that letter, and to purport to 
show what endorsements on the paper of that firm Colonel Brant had made 
up to that time. 

Question by court. Is there any public record or deed of the purchase 
by you, from William Hill, of the lots of ground situated at the corner of 
Second and Lanrel r;:treets ? 

Answer. There is a deed from Hill to me, when I pnrchased him out. 
That deed conveys to me his interest in those lots, and in the firm, and in 
other real estate out of the city. I have never thought it necessary to 
have that deed recorded, because I had specific deeds conveying all the 
real property held by him, or in which he had an interest, out of the State; 
and these deeds I have had recorded. This deed, conveying the interest of 
Hill in property on Laurel street, states the legal title to it to be in J. B. 
Brant. 

Question by court. You hllve said Lieutenant Col,Jnel Brant has never 
received any thing in the way of profits or dividends from either of the 
firms of Hill & .M.cGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle, & Way; or McGnnnegle 
& Way. Has he ever been, or does he now stand, credited in account with 
any £uch profits or dividends? 

Answer. None, whatPver. 
Question by court. You have spoken of Colonel Brant's loans to your 

house, and his liabilities by endorsements of your paper. Please say during 
what years such loans and liabilities occurred and existed; also the highest 
amount of such loans and liabilities at any one time. 

Answer. Probably through every year since the firm commenced. As 
for loans, I do not think we have ever been indebted to him for cash bor
rowed, for more than $5,000 at any one time; and as to his liabilities on 
our account at any one time, I do not think it l1as ever exceeded from 
$20,000 to $30,000. 1 never calculated it. I speak from my impressions. 
We endorse for no house; we prefer paying for endorsements to endorsing 
mutually with another house_. We have no other endorser than Colonel 
Brant, except, occasionally, our friend Mr. Perry, during Colonel Brant's 
absence. 
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• Q11estion by court. You have stated that your accounts against the 

United States for the rents of the buildings occupied by Lieutenant Colonel 
Brunt for public purposes, were paid by debiting Lieutenant Colonel Brunt 
with these amounts, in an open account you have with him, and crediting 
your house with the like amounts, on account of rents due to Colonel 
Brant on the warehouses you rent from him. Will you produce that 
account, for the information of the court? 

Answer. I will consult my partner, and then reply whether I will pro
duce the books. I will make a copy of the account from the books, if the 
court desire it. We have never f'Utfered our Ieger and journal to go out 
of our counting-room. 

The court adjourned to meet at 10 o'clock on Monday. 

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

G. K. McGUNNEGLE, a witness, in continuation: 
The witness stated : "I decline bringing into court the books and ac

counts asked for by the court on Saturday. The accounts run through 
10 or 15 day-books, making 20 or 30 volumes. The legers do not show 
the items; and, consequently, I would have to refer to all the day-books or 
journals to show the items Of the accounts: this would take more time than 
I can give; and I cannot spare the books from the counting-house." 

Question by court. During the time a portion of the warehouses now 
occupied by you, belonging to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, was occupied and 
rented for the quartermaster's department, store and office, who signed the 
receipts on the acGounts for such rentS'; and in whose name were the ac
counts made out? 

Answer. I do not know who signed the receipts. I presume Wm. Hill did. 
Question by court. Who was the owner of the warehouse on Water street, 

a portion of which was rented for the United States from about the year 
1829 to the time when the public stores were elsewhere accommodated, 
and during which period, the rent, therefore, was charged by Wm. Hill or 
yonrself? . 

Answer. I believe Colonel Brant was the owner. 
Question by court. Did yon, or not, furnish a considerable quantity ot 

corn and other public supplies in 1832, besides the subsistence stores pur
chased of you by Colonel E. A. Marsh? and, if so, by whose order were 
they purchased and paid for? Did you not also furnish for the United 
States a large amount of steamboat transportation in that year? and, if so, 
who contracted and paid for it? 

Answer. I believe all that we furni shed was furnished on the requisitions 
of Colonel Marsh ; that is, to the best of my recollection. I do not re
member particularly that we furnished any large amount of steamboat 
transportation that year. By our contract for those subsistence stores, we 
were to deliver them on the Illinois and Mississippi rivers, and at other 
points. Of course, that included the transportation of the stores. 

Question by court. Did you, or not, during the time Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant was acting disbnrsing agent for the Indian Department at this place, 
furnish considerable quantities of goods and articles or subsiste~ce for the 
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Indian Department? and, if so, were any public proposals or advertisements 
ever made in the newspapers for furnishing any portion of such supplies? 
and, if so, on what occasions, or for what supplies thus furnished by you, 
were there any such proposals made? 

Answer. I believe that we have furnished some subsistence to the quar
termaster; but the amounts were not large, nor do I know whether they 
were for the Indian Department; l suppo~ed they were, as the quarter
master does not buy subsistence. I do not recollect in such cases any ad
vertisement on the subject in the newspapers. The quantity was so small, 
that it would not have been worth while advertising about. 

Q11estion by court. Was there: or not, ever a statement, account cmrent, 
or report, made by Hill & McGunnegle, or the successors of that house, and 
shown to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, exhibiting the liabilities and debts of 
the firm or firms? and, if &o, why was it shown or furnished to Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant? 

Answer. Never, to my knowledge. 
Question by court. You have said that you thought that the office of 

the Indian Department, when William Hill and yourself signed receipts for 
the rent of it, was in the upper part of the brick warehouses at the corner 
of Second and Laurel streets; please say whether, at that time, the whole 
of that warehouse was not rented to the Government for public purposes. 

Answer. l will explain : I now recollect that the time when I saw Mr. 
Haverty in an office in that brick building was since Major Hitchcock re
lieved Colonel Brant as Indian agent. I was, therefore, mistaken in sup
posing that the Indian office was in that building. l believe it was in a 
room in Colonel Brant's honse. The whole of that brick building was at 
that time rented to the Government. 

Qrustion by court. Is there not in the brick store at the corner of Second 
and Laurel streets a room designed for rm office ? 

Answer. There is one there, which I think was occupied by Lieutenant 
Kingsbury, assistant commissary of subsistence. 

Question by court. Who furnished the money for the pnrchase of the 
subsistence supplies in 1832, furnished Up(;m the requisition of the Governor 
of Illinois? ·where, and of whom, were those supplies purchased? were 
they purchased on credit OJ for cash? 

Answer. They were purchased partly on credit, partly on cash. What 
was paid for, was paid out of our own funds. We got $10,000 out of bank 
to pay for the balance, before we received the money from the Government. 
The principal part of the stores we had on hand on commission. We had, 
therefore, to buy but little. 

Question by court. In 1832, and since, have, or not, several accounts for 
public supplies furnished, and services rendered the United States, been 
paid by your house, in goods or servic~es, upon drafts or orders given or 
drawn on you either verbally or in writing, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant: in 
favor of the claimants? 

Answer. Never, to my knowledge, in a single instance. 
Question by court. Did you pay Lieutenant Colonel Brant any rent for 

the stable yon say you permitted him to place on your Jot during the time 
it was occupied by you? 

Answer. We paid a small rent-! do not recollect what it was. It was 
a small private stable. 
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Question by court. Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant pay any ground-rent 
for the use of the lot belonging to you, upon which his stable was placed, 
as you have stated, by your consent? 

Auswer. No; we gave the permission without any charge. The lot was 
vacant, and of no use to us. 

Question by court. When you supposed that the Indian office was in 
the building of yours at the corner of Second and Laurel streets, and 
knowing that you had signed the receipts tor the rent of said office, to whom 
did you suppose said rent was due or had been paid-to you, or to Colonel 
Brant? 

Answer. I never supposed any thing about it. I had not thought of it 
till the question about the office was asked ; and I was entirely ignorant 
of it. 

Question by court. What has been the particular line of business of the 
house or houses to which you have belonged for several years past, and to 
which reference has been made in your testimony? 

Answer. General commission and grocery business. 
Question by court. Has it formed a part of the line of business of your 

house or houses to furnish to customers generally ; or do you usually keep 
for sale such articles as baggage-wagons, harness, stationery, office or com
pany-books, wood, straw, hog's lard, and coal'! 

Answer. They do not form a part of our stock, generally; but we may 
have furnished all or any of such articles on order, in commission business. 
We keep a heavy stock of stationery generally I have received an order 
for a great many things which we had-not on hand; and to furnish which, 
as commission merchants, we might have to go into almost every house in 
town. l do not recollect to have furnished such articles as are mentioned 
in the question, to the quartermaster, except the stationery and the lard. 
To show the variety of things that a general commission house is called on 
to furnish, I will mention that, in an order received last year, containing, 
perhaps, hfty items, were enumerated a half-bushel of persimmons and a 
Dutch serving-maid. 

Question by court. Look at these vonchers, and say whether, in the sig
natures to the receipts, you recognise those of the houses of which you 
are, ClUd have been, a partner; if so, please say whether they do not contain 
charges for such articles as are embraced in the last question. 

Answer. I recognise the signatures to the vouchers shown me as the 
signature of the firm; they contain such charges as are referred to in the 
question. 

[NoTF..-The vouchers here shown to the 
that the court ordered the following abstract 
record, instead of copying them at length. 
Treasury.] 

witness were so numerous, 
of them to be made on the 
Origi nals returned to the 
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Date of 
voucher. 

wsr- · 
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Of whom purchased. Articles purchased. 

Mar. 31 Hill & McGunnegle Oak and hickory wood 
Sept. 26 Ditto - Stationery, nails, iron, oil, axes, 

bellows, packing-boxes, saddle, 

Dec. 20 
1832. 

Mar. 29 

June 30 

Sept. 29 

Sept. 30 

Dec. 31 
1833. 

Feb. 28 
Mar. 31 
Apr. 20 

June29 

Dec. 31 
1834. 

Mar. 26 

June27 

Dec. 20 

1835. 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 
Ditto 
Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

Ditto 

bridle 
- Iron, glass, stationery, wood 

- Stationery, coal, packing-boxes, 
hickory wood - . 

- Wood, cordage, oakum, scythes, 
stationery 

- Iron, ~pirits of turpentine, tar, 
pitch, stationery, boxes, blank 
book, cordage, lime, wood 

- Nails, bellows, iron, cotton -wick, 
white lead, paper, bushel meas
ures, wood, hoof-hooks for dra
goons 

- Wood and hog's lard -

- Wood, corn sacks, pitch, oakum 
- Wood, bar-iron, tar, stationery -
- Nails, glass, cordage, stationery, 

blank-books, cord, wood -
- Stationery, wood, nails, lead, 

gimlets 
- Nails, quills, stove, wood 

- Wood, straw, shovels, stationery, 
pitch, tar, lead, nails -

- Window sashes, nails, lead, iron, 
anvil, spades, tar, wood, sta
tionery 

- White lead, window glass, wood, 
stationery 

Amount. 

$45 50 

382 96 
106 19 

265 07!-

169 83 

200 97~-

344 96 
175 12! 

455 50 
143 02 

242 70! 

143 83 
235 00 

447 94 

254 66! 

115 25 

Mar. 31 
Apr. 30 

Ditto 
Ditto 

- Nails, wood, packing-boxes, tar 106 86 
- Nails, glass, white lead, sta-

June30 Ditto 

tionery, cordage, iron, oakum, 
pitch, shovels, tar, cowhair, 
packing-boxes, wood . - 563 06 

- Paper, nails, hair, glass, white 
lead, bout oars, wood, packing· 
boxes 205 42 

Rept. 30 Hill, McGunnegle, & 
Way - - Nails, wood, bank-check book - 94 OS 

147 44 Nov. 30 Ditto - Stoves, white lead, lard 
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Date of Of whom purchased. 
voucher. 

Articles purchased. 

183~ 
May 10 Hill, McGunnegle, & 

Way - - Nails, oil, stationery, white lead, 

[59] 

Amount. 

axes - - ·- - $442 25 
June 9 
Dec. 22 

1837. 

Ditto 
Ditto 

- Stationery, nails, packing-boxes 252 75 
- Wood, paper, wafers, whiting - 101 31 

Apr. 29 
Mar. 31 

Ditto 
Ditto 

- Wagons and harness . -
- Nails, glass, rope, shovels, timo-

thy seed, smiths' vices, shovels 
Dec. 31 McGunnegle & Way Stationery, axes, nails, oakum, 

July 31 

June30 
May 6 

Ditto 

Ditto 
Ditto 

rope - - - .. 
- Nails, cordage, lime, hoes, har

ness, wagon, wheel-barrows -
- Nails, candle-wick, lime, wood -
- Stationery, white lead, shovels, 

twine - - • 

275 00 

486 47 

213 20 

315 56 
54 00 

146 87 

Question by court. What profit or commtsswn was your house in the 
habit of charging on those articles furnished by you to order, which yon 
did. not keep on hand, but which, you say, you sent out and procured ? 

Answer. To our regular customers we charged no commission but just 
what we paid. To a stranger ordering, without advancing the money, we 
charged a commission of two and a half per cent. , 

Question by court. Were such articles furnished on public account by 
you purchased at cash prices always, or upon a credit? Were they ever 
paid for in goods from your store? 

Answer. We purchased at cash prices. Merchants generally buy from 
each other at a less price than another person could. The articles pur
chased for the quartermaster were paid in money, not in trade. 

'l'he court adjourned to meet again to-morrow at 10 o'clock, A. M. 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1839. 

'l'he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

The letter at No. 54, appendix, was received yesterday from Captain 
Crosman, requesting, if his attendance on the court is no longer necessary, 
to be discharged. 

The court decided that the court leaves it to Captain Crosman to judge 
whether or not his further attendance is necessary, in reference to its pro
ceedings pending this investigation. 

The following letter was received from G. K. McGunnegle, a witness, 
whose examination was interrupted by the adjournment of the court yes
terday: 
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TUESDAY, February 19. 
SIR: This is our discount day in bank; and I shall not be able to wait 

on you before 12 o'clock, at which time you may expect me. 
Respectfully, 

G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 
To Lieutenant LEB. 

The court, having no power to compel the attendance of any witness not 
of the line or staff of the army, adjourned to meet to.day at 12 o'clock, 
the hour designated by the witness for his attendance. 

12 O'CLOCK. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

The court waited for the appearance of the witness till half-past one 
o'clock, when he appeared, and his cross-examination was continued as fol
lows: 

Question by court. When did you first raise the rent on Oolorfel Brant's 
office as quartermaster ; and for what reason was it done? 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 

Colonel Brant objects to the question as being improper, in this: that it 
sets out by assuming, as a fact, that the witness had once rented an office 
to the quartermaster's department, whereas no such statement has been 
made by the witness; nor has it been shown by any other person that he 
rented an office to the quartermaster; on the contrary, he has previously 
stated that his partner, ·william Hill, may. have rented one, but that he had 
nothing to do with it. He also slated that he had signed vouchers for of
fice-rent, but that the room or rooms rented were in the private dwelling of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and he (the witness) derived no pecuniary benefit 
therefrom. For the purpose even of confusing and embarrassing a witness, 
it is not permissible on the cross-examination to imagine facts as estab
lished by the witness, to the existence of which he has never testified. 

The court dacided that the conrt disapproves the insinuation that the 
question was put for the purpose of embarrassing the witness. The court 
is of opinion thllt the statements of Colonel Brant, in reference to the pre· 
vious evidence, are not entirely correct. The court, however, directs the 
question to be modified as follows : 

Question by cow·t. Did you rent an office to Colonel Brant for the quar
termaster's department ? If so, has said rent been at any time raised 1 and, 
if so, for what reason was it done 1 

Answer. I did not rent an office to the quartermaster's department, to the 
best of my recollection. The office occupied by the quartermaster belonged 
to Colonel Brant; and I signed the receipts sometimes, with the under
standing that that course was approved by the Quartermaster's Depart
ment; that Colonel Brant had been specially authorized to occupy his own 
building. The change in the price of rent, I suppose, was in consequence 
of the general advance of rents in the place. 

Question by court. For what prices has the warehouse at the corner of 
Second and Laurel streets been rented to the United States by you, at vari
ous times?-
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Ans1cer. From January to 30th September, 1836, it rented for $50 a month; 
from 1st of October, 1836, to 30th of September, l837, it rented for $83!
per month. It was then, for some time, not occupied by the United States. 
I do not exactly recollect the time when it was re-occupied by the United 
States. Since it has been occupied again for the department, it has been 
rented by the month at the rate of $800 a year; and it is rented at that rate 
now. 

Question by court. Why was the yearly rent of the warehouse at the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets raised to $1,000 '! Did you apprize 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant of your intention to raise the rent? if so, when? 
Had you any consultation with him on the subject? if so; please state the 
details of it. 

Answer. I considered the previous rent too low; and I spoke to Colonel 
Brant about advancing it. The matter was referred to Messrs. Walsh and 
Sarpy, who fixed the rent. This was at or about the time the advance 
was made. I do not recollect which of us named these gentlemen to de
cide; we agreed upon them as disinterested persons. 

Question by court. In your consultation with Colonel Brant, on what 
day or date was it agreed the increased rent should commence? 

Answer. From the date, I presume, that the accounts were made out. I 
do not recollect the date. 

Question by court. What building is referred to in this voucher? 
Answer. The brick building at the corner of Laurel and Second streets. 

'l'he voucher shown to the witness, received from the War Department, 
here ordered to be recorded. Original returned to the Treasury. 

THE UNITED STATES 

1838. To Geo. K. Me Gunnegle, Dr. 

For rent of building occupied as quartermaster's store, at St. Louis, 
Missouri, from 1st to 30th September, 1838, one month, at $35 
per month $35 

I certify that the above account is correct and just; that the building 
therein charged for was occupied for the purpose and during the period 
stated; that there were no public buildings in charge of the quartermas
ter's department during said period at St. Louis; and that the rent charged 
is not higher than is customary for similar buildings at this place, con
veniently situated. 

J. B. BRANT, 
Deputy Quartermaster General. 

Received, St. Louis, September 30th, 1838, of Lieutenant Colonel J. B. 
Brant, deputy quartermaster general, thirty-five dollars, in full of the above 
account. 

$35. (Duplicates.) 
G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

Question by court. The voucher just shown you exhibits a decrease in 
the rent of the brick building, not yet alluded to by you: please explain 
why so great a reduction was made. 

19 
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Answer. I think in consequence of not occupying the whole of the 
building. He had goods of ours stored in it about that time. 

Question by c9u1·t. Why was the rent of the warehouse corner of 
Second and Laurel streets reduced from $~3t per month to $800 per 
annum? Were rents in this city generally reduced at that period? 

Answer. '!'here has been a reduction in the price of warehouses within 
the last year or two. It was for that reason. 

· 'l'he court ~djourned to meet to·morrow at 10 o'clock. 

'WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

GEoRGE K . .M.cGuNNEGLE, a witness, in continuation: 
Question by court. How long was it, after you informed Lieutenant 

Colonel Brant that you intended to raise the rent on the building at the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets, before the increased rent was agreed 
upon, and commenced to be charged? 

Answer. I do not remember. 
Question by court. When you informed Lieutenant Colonel Brant that 

you intended to raise the rent on that building, did he express his intention 
to seek another building suitable for the public service, in lieu of the one at 
the corner of Second and Laurel streets? 

Answer. I do not recollect. I told Colonel Brant the rent was too low. 
Suitable buildings were difficult to be procured at that time. 

Questi01l by court. Look at these vouchers, and say what interest you, 
or either of the firms of which you have been a partner, had in the steam
boats named therein. 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant submitted the following objection to the last 
question, viz: 

"Lieutenant Colonel Brant objects to this questiom, as not being relevant 
to any matter touching the present inquiry. 'l'he question relates to the 
interest which the witness, or any of the mercantile firms of which he is 
or has been a member, had in certain steamboats. This question might be 
pertinent, if Lieutenant Colonel Brant had been proved to be a partner in 
any one of those firms ; but that, the witness has positively stated he was 
not. It would be also a proper inquiry to make of the witness, whether 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant had an interest in any of the steamboats named; 
but it cannot be perceived how the fact of the witness being or not being in
tere:oted in those boats, or either of them, can have any bearing upon the 
guilt or innocence of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, as regards the allegations 
preferred against him. If the court, however, will favor him so far as to 
state the particular allegation in regard to which it views the que~tion as 
being relevant, he will withdraw the objection." 

The CO'J.rt decided that it does not sustain the objection. 

Answ-er. We had no interest in the steamboats mentioned in these vouch
ers for 1829; nor in those for 1830; nor in those for 1831. At one time we 
had an interest iu the Otto, John Nelson, \ Varrior, American, Adventurer, 
Kanzas, and Prairie. ·whether it was at the time mentioned in the vouch
ers, I cannot say without referring to my books. J will ascertain, and 
~form the court. [The court desired the witness to do so.] 
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The following letter was received from Lieutenant Colonel Brant: 

"CouRT-RooM, February 20, 1839. 
"SIR: I beg leave to state to the court, that I claim it as my clear legal right 

that the whl)le of each voucher which has been obtained from the office of 
~he Quartermaster General by the court, either on its suggestion, or at the 
suggestion of Captain Crosman, and rend as evidence during the present 
investigation, shall be placed upon the record. I object to any abstract 
being made of those vouchers : the whole must go, or none. It is not for 
this court to deny me the right of having the entire contents; in place ot 
a partial statement of them, submitted to the reviewing officer. A partial 
.statement of the contents would only expose to the eye of the reviewing 
officer just so much of each voucher as, in the opinion of the court, was 
material; whereas, if the whole were presented, a very different conclusion 
might be formed by him as to the effect or bearing which it should have. 
upon the present case. 

I remain, &c., 

"Lieut. JoHN F. LEF., 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lieutenant Colonel U. S. Army." 

Recorder and Judge Advocate Court of Inquiry." 

The court decided as follows, viz: 
"The court view the claim of Lieutenant Colonel Brant to have all the 

vouchers which have been sent to the court from the Treasury Depart
ment, and read in court, spread upon the record, as going to the mode in 
which the record shall be made up-.:..a matter within the sound discretion 
of the court. Lieutenant Colonel Brant thinks that an abstract of such 
vouchers will not enable the reviewing officer to form a just opinion of 
their char,acter: this point the court, in the exercise of its control over its 
own record, will carefully guard, by a reference on it to the original vouch
ers, which must be returned to the Treasury, and to which the reviewing 
officer can have ready access. It cannot be expected that the court will 
attach to its record copies of the very numerous vouchers sent to it. The 
rights of the accnse1l will be fully acknowledged by the reading of the 
whole of any paper that may be produced ; and no paper will be thus pro
duced and read, of the kind herein alluded to, but such as will be entered 
into an abstract, to be placed on the record. This course the court will 
adopt, although it claims the right, under a rule laid down as applicable to 
the proceedings of military courts, to admit of extracts being given in evi
dence of such public documents as those in question. Under the same 
r ule, all the accused can claim, is, that the whole paper shall be read." 

'I'he reading of certain vouchers having been commenced in accord
ance with the decision last recorded, and with the view of granting to 
I,ien ten!lnt Colonel Brant every right 41 reference to the contents of said 
papers he conld claim, Lieutenant Colonel Brant left the court-room, and, 
after he had been absent some time, the court ordered the reading to he 
discontinued; as, in the opinion of the .conrt, the reading of all the vouch· 
ers, with the letters, certificates, and contracts attached, was unnecessary ; 
and the absence of Colonel Brant a virtual relinquishment of his claim in 
the matter. All that could, in the opinion of the court, be necessary to 
ennble the witness to answer the question put to him respecting the vouch-
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ers, had been read to him, viz : the date of the account, or receipt to it ; the · 
person to whom payment was made; and a general statement of the nature· 
(){ the account. 

The court ordered the following abstract of the vouchers to be made on 
the record : 

Date of 
voucher. 

.llbstract. 

To whom paid. On what account. Amount. 

----------------------------.1----
18-29. 

.Aug. 31 

April 14 
.May 19 
Aug. 21 
Nov. 24 
May 2 

1830. 
..June 2 
May 10 

.July 31 
Aug. 26 
St>pt. 14 

.Dec. 2;3 
1831. 

.Tan. 26 
April 25 
.July 12 
.July 11 

1832. 
.April 16 
May 29 
.Tune 15 

1833. 
.Tan. 22 
.July 17 
Nov. 21 
'Dec. 4 

1835. 
May 25 
.Juna 30 
.Tune 30 
.July 28 
.July 24 
.Aug. 22 
Sept. 21 

1836. 
March 24 

:May 14 
May 4 
.Tune 9 

1837. 
May • 
May 6 
May 20 
May 29 
.June 10 
.&pt. 25 
Sept. 6 
.July 31 

S. Shalcross, steamboats St. Louis and Ga· 
lena packet 
Do. do. do. 

J. B. Hill, steamboat Cleopatra 
Hill & McGunnegle, ag'ts st'mb't Crusader 
J. B. Hill, steamboat Cleopatra - -

Do. do. -

S. Shalcross, steamboat Chieftain -
S. Shalcross, steamboat Galena Pa'c.ket, 

barge, and keel 
S. Shalcross, steamboat Chieftain • 

Do. do. - -
Do. do. 
Do. do. 

J. B. Hill, steamboat Niagara 
Hill & McGunnegle - -
S. Shalcro~s, steamboat Chieftain -

Do. do. - -

Transportation of stores 
Do. do. -

Transp. troops & stores 
Do. do. -

Transportation of stores 
Do. do. -

Do. do. -

Do. do. -
Transp. troops & stores 
Transportation of stores 

Do. do. -
Do. do. -

Transportation of troops 
Do. do. -

Transportation of stores 
Do. do. -

f2,036 39 
1 75 

213 ()() 
3,300 00 · 

14 75 
18 ()() 

137 ()() 

150 00 
1,000 00 

12 74i 
35 73i 
12 77& 

3,700 00 
53 90 
20 29t 

157 01 

Do. do . 
Do. do. 

- 'l'ransp. troops & stores 560 00 
Transportation of stores I, 039 50 

J. B. Hill, steamboat Otto - • Transportation of troops 2, 756 00 

Hill & McGunnegle -
J. B. Hill, steamboat Otto -
S. Shalcross, steamboat Dove 
S. Shalcross, steamboat John Nelson 

E. H. Gleim, steamboat Warrior -
Do. do. -
D~ d~ -
Do. do. -

H. B. Stillman, steamboat American 
E. H. Gleim, steamboat Warrior -
C. H. Gay, steamboat Warrior 

Transportation of stores 
Do. do. -
Do. do. -
Do. do. -

Do. 
Do. 
Do . 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

do. -
do. -
do. -
do. -
do. -
do. • 
do. -

McGunMgle & Way, agents steamboat 
Ad venturer - Transportation of troops 

Orren Smith, steamboat Missouri Fulton T ransp. troops & stores 
W. A. Steward, steamboat Adventurer Transportation of stores 
P. C. Tellay, ~teamboat Crusader Do. do. -

J. Perrin, steamboat Missouri Fl)lton 
J . Howard, steamboat Adventurer 

Do. do. -
E. H. Gleim, steamboat Kanzas -

Do. do. -
Do. do. -
Do. do. -

J. Sellars, steamboat Prairie. 

Do. do. -
Do. do. -
Do. do. -
Do. do. -

Transp. troops & stores 
Transportation of stores 

Do. do. -
Transp. troops & stores 

265 43 
78 31 

454 54 
3 30 · 

288 00 
62 31 
10 73 
2 00 

550 0(). 
23 61 

lOG 82 

4,000 00 
I ,271 88 

370 24 
2,459 49· 

39 37 
4 IS 

87 33 
650 00 

1,068 29 
140 83 
6tl4 ·!i0 
389 3'0 

_The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1839. 

·The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
G. K. McGuNNEGLE, a witness in continuation, says: 
With regard to the steamboats mentioned in the question yesterday, I 

have examined my books, and now answer: 
We sold our interest of one-sixth in the steamboat Warrior in December, 

1834. We had owned an interest in her until that time. 
In 1832 and 1833, we owned one-sixth of the steamboat Otto. 
In I 833 we owned one-sixth of the ste:unboat John Nelson. 
In 1833 we owned one-sixth of the steamboat American. 
In 1837 we owned three-sevenths of the steamboat Adventurer and barges. 
In 1836 (in March and May) we owned seven-sixteenths of the steam-

boat Ad venturer. 
Jn 1837 we owned one-third of the steamboat Kanzas. 
In 1837 we owned ten thirty-sixths in the steamboat Prairie. 
In the other steamboats mentioned in the abstract just read to me, we 

never owned any interest. 
Q-uestion by co-urt. Is it to be understood by your last answer, that you 

were not interested as agents of the hoats which have been referred to? l[ 
yon were the agents, please say what per centage you received as such, or 
in what way you were compensated as agents. 

Answer. We charged from $10 to $25 tor each trip of each boat for 
which we were agents-depending on the size and trade. We received no 
commission; and this charge is made to the boat, whether we procure them 
any freight or not. 'rhe house of Hill & McGnnnegle were agents for the 
Cleopatra in 1829, and the Crusader at one time. In 1829, 1830, and 1831, 
we were agents for about seven-eighths of the boats that came to this port. 
There were only one or two commission houses on the river bank, besides 
ourselves. 

In 1830, we were agents for the Galena Packet and Chieftain. In 1831, 
we were agents for the Niagara and Chieftain. In 1832, we were agents 
for the Chieftain. In 1833, (l thiak,) we were agents for the Dove, a tran
sient boat from Pittsburg. In 1835, we were ageuts for the Warrior, I think. 
I think we were agents, in 1836, for the Missouri Fulton, but not for the. 
Crusader. And in 1837, we were agents for the Missouri Fulton. 

Question by court. Were you or your house interested, directly or indi
-yectly, in the steamboat Chieftain, in November, 1830, when she conveyed. 
troops from Jefferson barracks to the Yazoo river? 

Answer. No interest whatever. I have slated that I believe we were the 
agents. 

Question by court. Was the money ($600) which was pnid under the 
eontract by the assistant quartermaster here, carried to Captain Shalcross's 
credit on the books of your house, or what part of said amount? State alt 
you know about the contract made t() convey troops to the Yazoo river; 
and state whether there was any authority to place· on your books, t0 the 
credit of Captain Shalcross, money due him on the aforesaid contract. Do 
you know how said contract was ultimately settled? 

Answer. I have no knowledge whatever of the case. I had forgotten 
-that the steamboat Chieftain ever performed such a service. My attention. 
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was called to the subject the -other day. I have examined our books, and 
:find nothing about it. I have no recollection of the transaction. 

Question by com·t. "Were the amounts charged by you against the United 
States for storage, on articles belonging to the Indian Departrpent at this 
place, during the time Major Hitchcock was disbursing agent for that de
partment, always paid to you, and received by you for your own use and 
benefit? 

Answer. We received no money from Major Hitchcock. The money for 
that storage is in our accounts with Colonel Brant, and may be said to be 
settled, by money due him from us at that time. 

Question by court. Did you, while you furnished storage for the Indian 
Department at this place, during the period, or any part of it, that Major· 
Hitchcock was disbursing agent, ever authorize Mr. Haverty, Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant's clerk, to receive said rent, and, instead of bringing it to you 
when paid, to take it to Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

Answer. I do not recollect oi any express authority. Mr. Haverty was 
aware of the nature of the rents and the accounts on that subject, and of· 
our indebtedness to r:olonel Brant, which this storage went towards can
celling. 

Question by Colonel Brant. To whom did you dispose of your interest 
in the steamboat ·warrior, in December, 1833, as alluded to in your tes
timony? 

The court decided that this question is irrelevant, and cannot be an
swered. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You have stated the extent of your interest 
in certain steamboats, at the respective dates mentioned in your answer; 
please r;ame the other individuals, or firms, who were part owners of those 
boats at the dates referred to, and the extent of their interest as such. 

The court decided that this question is irrelevant, and cannot be an
swered. 

Colonel Brant presented the following letter : 

CouRT-RooM, ST. Lours, February 21, 1839. 
SIR: From the character of the questions addressed by the court to the 

witness, Mr. George K. McGunnegle, on the cross-examination, I have been 
led to believe that they originated in a design on the part of tho prosecutor 
in this case, who had charged me with being a partner in the firm of Hill 
& McGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle & Way; or McGunnegle & Way, to · 
show that an undue preference had been given by me as quartermaster to 
boats owned by those firms; and thence leave an inference to be drawn that 
I must have been "interested as a partner,.in one of those firms. 'fhe ques
tion just addressed 8y me to the witness, which the court refused me the 
privilege of having answered, was put for the purpose of showing ho1v many 
other individuals, besides any members of the abovementioned firms, were 
concerned in the ownership of thos~ boats. 

This, it seems to me, by the rules of evidence, I was entitled to do, as 
the whole of the testimony elicited from the witness on that subject was 
new matter, not at all touched upon in the examination in chief. It is a 
proposition; I imagine, too well established by the Jaw of evidence, that, 
whenever, on the cross-examination, new matter is introduced, the party by 
whom the witness was first called ~hall be permitted to put questions to him 
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growing out of this new matter. Further: I think, if I am not denied what 
I, with all due deference to the opinion of the court, consider my right; I 
shall be able to show, by the witness, that the sums of money paid to the 
different firms above named did not, during a long series of years, equal in 
amount what has been paid to some other steamboat owners in a single 
year, and certainly bore but a very small proportion of what has during 
that period been disbursed on account of transportation by the quartermas
ter at this place. My reputation as an officer and a man has been assailed 
with direct and heavy charges; he who preferred them having, as I be
lieve, failed in positive proot; sought to destroy it by heaping together cir
cumstances, from which it was hoped unfavorable inferences might be 
drawn. I owe it to myself and the service, so far as in my power, to refute 
those imputations; and now ask of this conrt to give me the full opportunity 
of so doing, by allowing me to obtain answers to the questions which I 
have prepared, and which arise out of the cross-examination. 

I remain, &c. 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieutenant Colonel United ~tates army. 
Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

Recorder and Judge Advocate Court of Inquiry. 

The court decided that the foregoing paper be placed on the record; and, 
in reference to its contents, the court remark, that it is evident Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant and the court <.liffer materially in the premises from which 
they have drawn their respective conclusions. Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
supposes the cross-examination by this court to grow out of a desire to draw 
a comparison between the Government patronage bestowed by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant on the house of which the witness is a partner, and other 
commercial houses of this place. This is a mistake; no such object is in 
contemplation ; and hence the adverse conclusions to which Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant and the court arrive, in reference to the relevancy of the 
questions to which exception has been taken by the court. Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant is equally in error in supposing that the questions were ob
jected to because of an opinion by the court that they were not in order 
after the cross-examination by the court. The objection of the court is, sim
ply, that a comparison, such as has been referred to, is totally unnecessary 
to the investigation of the matter before it, and would inevitably lead to a 
collateral investigation, which would rather tend to confuse the case than 
throw light upon it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please look at this voucher, and state any 
fact or circumstance brought to your mind by a reference to the same. 

[NoTE.-The voucher and contract made with S. Shalcross, in 1830, al
lndnd to in one of the allegations, and alr~ady recorded, was shown to the 
witness with this question. See page 144.] 

Answer. I never saw 1:t11y of these papers before, either the account or the 
contract. I know nothing about them. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
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];SPALDING, Esq., duly sworn as a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, 
answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. How long have you resided in this city? 
and what is your profession? 

A1·.!Swer. Between eighteen and nineteen years ; by profession a lawyer. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Were you personally acquainted with Wil

liam Hill, deceased, late a partner in the firms of Hill & McGunnegle, and 
Hill, .McGunnegle, & Way? If so, how long had you known him 1 Were 
yon acquainted with his pecuniary situation? what was it, and what means 
had you of knowing it '1 

Answer. I was well acquainted with William Hill. I knew him from 
the time he first came here until his death. 1 knew his circumstances, hav
ing had much to do with him professionally; principally upon retainers 
against him upon claims that followed him from abroad here. He came 
here broken in fortune and insolvent. And his circumstances were such 
for a long time after he came here, that I deemed it advisable to compro
mise, for small amounts, the claims I received against him. I think I some· 
times compromised at one-third. I !mow he was sned by others for large 
sums in litigation. 

Question by Colonel Brant. From yonr knowledge of the pecuniary cir
cumstauces of "\Villiam Hill, could he have retained real estate, situate in 
this city, publicly, in his own name, without its being subject to seizure on 
legal process ? 

Answer·. He could not. If real property had been perceived here to be 
in his name, it would have invited suits. 
' Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this paper, and state whether your 

name is affixed thereto as a witness ; whether it was executed in your pre
~ence; and, so far as you have any knowledge of it, the nature of the trans
action. 

Answer. This paper was executed in my presence by G. K. McGunne
gle and William Hill; or, they acknowledged in my presence the execu
tion of it, and I signed my name to it as a witness. The whole of the 
instrument was drawn in my handwriting, and at the request of Wiiliam 
Hill and G. K. McGunnegle. All that I know of it is, that they requested 
me to draw it, and gave me the information necessary to draw it; and, as 
far as I know, it is what it purports to be. They did not represent or hint 
that any person was interested in the firm, except those persons represented 
as interested oa the face of the instrument, viz: the two Hills, McGunnegle, 
and Way. 

The following deed, the subject of this answer and question, was ordere~ 
to be recorded. Original returned. 

This deed, made this 17th day of October, in the year of our Lord 1835, 
between William Hill and James B. Hill, of St. Louis, of the one part, and 
George K. McGunnegle, of the same place, of the second part, witnesses: 

That whereas the said parties have agreed to the withEirawal of said Wil
liam Hill from the commercial firm of Hill, McGunnegle, & Way, of St. 
Louis; and, preparatory thereto, the said William, with the consent of James 
B. Hill, hath sold to the said McGunnegle all his interest as well in the ef
fects of the late firm of Hill & McGunneale, as of the firm of Hill, McGun
negle, & Way, and also certain property l1elonging to William Hill individ
ually, for the considerations hereinafter specified: Now, therefore, to carry 
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said hgreement and sale into effect, the said William Hill and the said James 
B. Hill, to whom belongs a portion of the interest of said William Hill in the 
abovementioned concerns, do hereby, for the considerations herein stated, 
grant, sell, assign, convey, transfer, and set over to George K. McGunnegle 
aU debts, demands, dues, claims, bonds, mortgages, bills, book-accounts, 
judgments, and chases in action whatsoever, l)elonging to said firm of Hill 
& McGunnegle, or to the firm of Hill, McGunnegle: & Way, or which 
shall belong to either of said firms, whether the same he in suit or not, or in 
whosesoever name the same may be, and whether due or to become due, 
and wheresoever situate : also, all the goods, wares, and merchandise, and 
chattels, books, papers, titles, and evidence of title and of debt, belonging to 
said firms, or either of them, or in which either ot said firms is interested: 
also, all the right, interest, and property of said William and James B., 
or either of them, of, in, and to the steamboats Chester, Adventurer, Ameri
can, and a new boat now building at Pittsburg, their tackle, apparel, and 
furniture, and appurtenances: also, all their, and either of their, interest in 
thirty shares of stock in the Missouri Insurance Company of St. Louis, which 
stock belonged to the late firm of Hill & McGunnegle, and in three shares 
of stock in the new market-house at St. Louis, the individual property ~f 
William Hill; also, all their, and interest of either of them, in a suit and 
claim in chancery, commenced in the name of Mary Holmes, in the St. 
Louis circuit court: against John Mullanphy and others, aud still pending 
there; also, all the right, title, interest, aud estate of said William Hill and 
James B. Hill, or either of them, of, in, and to the following described lands, 
lots, and real estate, namely: A lot of ground in the city of St. Louis, in 
Missouri, lying at the corner of Church and Laurel streets, the legal title 
whereof is in Joshua B. Brant ; also: a lot of ground situate in the town 
of Naples, and county of Morgan, and State of Illinois, containing 80 feet 
in front, westwardly, by 160 feet deep, bounded west by Water street, amd 
on the south by a cross street, being lot No. 6, in block No. 20; also, a lot 
of ground lying in the town ot Columbus, and county of Morgan afore
said, known in the plat of said town as lot No. 199, containing 80 feet front, 
westwardly, by 160 feet deep; also, two lots of ground, lying in Quincy, 
acquired by Hill & McGunnegle from one Peter Hines; tllso, certain lands 
and lots lying in and near Beardstown, in Morgan county, Illinois, which 
are particularly described in a. mortgage executed by Hill & McGunnegle 
to Ralph Olmstead, dated 20th day ot March, in this same year: To have 
and to hold the said debts, claims, demands, mortgages, notes, bills, book
accounts, goods, chattels, wares and merchandise, steamboats, stocks, lands, 
and lots of ground, and all rights and privileges thereto belonging, unto 
.him, said George K. McGunnegle, his heirs, executors, Ltdministrators, and 
assigns, forever. And the said William and James B., or either of them, 
as the case may re'}uire, shall execute proper conveyances of said land and 
lots, and assignments of said stock. And it is hereby agreed and understood 
between the parties hereto, that all demands against William Hill, in favor 
of the two firms afore£aid, appearing on the books of said concerns, are 
hereby cancelled and released, and the amount thereof is in part consider
ation of the foregoing conveyance and transfer; and the said George K. 
McGunnegle will, moreover: execute to said Hill, or such person or persons 
as he may designate, his promissory notes, of even date herewith, each for 
the sum of $3,750, as follows: one payable on the 1st of March next, one 
payable at S months, one payable at 12 months, and one payable at 16 
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months-the four amounting to the sum of $15,0oo: And the said Mc
Gunnegle doth hereby covenant to and with the said William Hill, that 
he, his heirs, executors, or administrators, shall settle, pay, and discharae 
all debts and liabilities of the firms of Hill & McGunnegle, and of HUJ, 
McGunnegle, and Way, so that the said William Hill shall never be mo
lested or endangered by the same ; and that he, the said Georae, doth and 
will forever indemnify and save harmless the said William "'Hill against 
all debts, demands, and liabilities of either of said firms. 

In testimony whereof, the said parties have hereto set their hands and 
seals, the day and year first above written. 

WILLIAM HILL, ~L. s.! 
JAMES B. HILL, L. s. 
G. K. McGUNNEGLE, L. s. 

Signed, sealed, and delivered in presence of-
J. SPALDING, as to Wm. Hill and G. K. McGunnegle. 

Witness signature of J. B. Hill
DANIEL FINCH. 

['rhe word "American" interlined before execution.] 
WILLIAM HILL, 
JAMES B. HILL, 
G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

Received, October 17, 18351 of George K. McGunnegle, his notes for 
fifteen thousand dollars, in favor of James B. Hill, payable nt times and ill 
the manner specified in the foregoing agreement. 

WILLIAM HILL, 
JAMES B. HILL. 

f(uestion by court. Do you know any of the pecuniary relations existing 
between William Hill, deceased, and the late firm, of Hill & McGunnegle, 
or of any interest of his in said firm? If the circumstances of Hill were 
such as you have stated, will you state whether his interest in said firm 
was secured or sustained under the cloak of any other person's name, at 
any time during his connexion with said firm, in reference to property of 
any description whatever. 

Answer. I know William Hill was a partner in said firm. The amount 
of his interest there I knew nothing about till I drew that paper. He was. 
insolvent when he entered the firm; but entered it without capital, on ac
count of his knowledge of the business of these rivers. I know nothing 
of the residue of the question. 

Mr. A. B. CHAMBERs, a witness on the part of Goloncl Brant, duly 
sworn, answers : 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you the editor of the "Missouri Re
publican," a newspaper published in this city 1 If so, how long have you 
acted in that capacity? 

Answer. Since July, 1837, I have been the only editor. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this paper, headed " Will party 

save him?" and state whether N. J. Eaton, Major Hitchcock, or Captain 
Crosman, was the author thereof, or furnished facts or materials out of 
which that article was prepared and written. 
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Answer. Neither of them wrote it; I \vrote it. Some of the facts, such 
as that charges had been sent to the War Department, I may have heard 
from Mr. Eaton. I may possibly have heard C.:tptain Grosman, on one 
occasion, say a few words about it. Neither of the gentlemen named was 
at all privy to the publication of the article, nor had they any thing to d<> 
with it; nor can I state that I learned any one fact especially from Mr. 
Eaton. The matter was a subject of frequent and general conversation be
tween people in the Iflading-room. When that piece was published, Capt. 
Grosman called ar.d complained of it, saying that it would be attributed to· 
him, and do him injustice at theW ar Department. I told him that I would 
declare in my paper that he had no agency in it. I had a casual conver
sation with Captain Grosman, (not in reference to this subject,) in which he 
said, when I invited him to go somewhere with me, that he was busy
that he was taking testimony, or looking for a witness. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether you had any conversation 
with Captain Grosman prior to the publication of "Will party save him?". 
on the subject of allegations made, or to be made, by him against Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant; if so, state, as far you can recollect, the remarks of 
Captain Grosman in relation thereto. 

The court decided that this question cannot be answered ; that it is in 
violation of the rule adopted 19th January, that questions inquiring into 
the malice of a witness must "tend directly to that point." 

The evidence being such as to make it unnecessary for the court to 
consider the contents of the newspaper publication, "\Vill party save him?". 
it is not recorded nor appended to these proceedings. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, to your knowledge, Captain 
Crosman was personally hostile to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Answer. I do not know. 

The examination of this witness being concluded, Colonel Brant stated, in 
reply to an inquiry of the court, that there were no further witnesses whom 
he wished examined by the court, except the witnesses summoned from 
Florida. The court inquired whether those witnesses were merely expect
ed to give evidence similar to that already given by Captain Turner and 
Mr. William Gilpin; to which Colonel Brant submitted the following reply: 

CouRT-ROOM, February 22, 1839. 
SIR: I consider, and now state, as I have already stated, that both Cap

tain Bullock and Captain Alexander, particularly the former, are material 
witnesses on the defence. 

Lieut. J. F. LEE, 

I remain, &c., &c., &c., 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieutenant Colonel United Slates Army. 

Recorder and Judge Advocate of Court of Inquiry. 

The court decided that the witnesses alluded to in Colonel Brant's note 
having been summoned on the 6th December last, and a full and reasonable 
time having already been allowcc! them to appear before the court, the court 
tloes not feel justified in waiting for their arrival longer than the 1st March 
next; and should they not be present by that time, the court will not wait. 
for them longer. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 
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SATUltDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
JoHN DARNEILLE, a witness, again called into court: 
Question by court. On what account did you receive the sums of $100 

.and $370, upon the two checks drawn upon W. C. Anderson, in your favor, 
by J. B. Brant, quartermaster, on the 21st of June, ll:l37? 

Colonel Brant presented the following letter : 

CouRT·ROoM, February 23, 1839. 
Sm: I object to the re-introduction of Jo.hn Darneille for t1le purpose 

of answering the question now proposed to be put to him. 
I object, because said Darneille has been already produced and examined 

as a witness against me, by me cross-examined, his testimony carefully read 
over to him, and his assent given to the correctness with which it had been 
taken down by the recorder. 

From the character of the question, I presume he is again brought for
ward to do, or attempt to do, away the discrepancy apparent between his 
positive swearing and the inevitable conclusions arising from certain facts 
established on the part of the defence. On his cross-exl\mination Darneille 
stated, that, on the day of the date of a voucher signed by him, (21st of 
June, 1837,) he did not recollect having any transactions with Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant other than receiving payments for the horses mentioned 
therein; and that he only received, on account thereof, not exceeding $300, 
and perhaps not more than $200. I refer to his testimony on this head, 
however. He was particularly questioned by me, so that there might be 
scarcely any room for him to commit a mistake. I showca afterwards, by 
checks dated 21st of June, 1837, drawn by me on the bank in his favor, 
~ndorsed by him, and paid to him, that in place of $200 or $300, he had 
been paid $470: a sum which, if added to the note of Walker, and the 
cash which he acknowledged as having been previously placed in his 
hands, would amount to the aggregate of the voucher. . 

Now, more than two months after he has been examined and d1schnrged, 
it is wished to afford him an opportunity of doing away the effect of this 
contradiction. I solemnly protest against such a course, as being altogether 
illegal-! might say, as I believe it to be, unprecedented. 

Certainly, Mr. Darneille, even in the first instance, came before this court 
under circumstances not very fcworable to his credit, viz: to contradict the 
truth of a paper to which his signature, acknowledged by him to be genu
ine, was affixed. He was proved to be personally hostile to me, and I think 
the record of this court shows it: but, apart from all this, I am prepared to 
show that Mr. Darneille never thought of again coming forward until he 
heard from the prosecutor in this case that his testimony had been contra· 
dieted. Then, and then only, when he learns his statements, and circum
stances, which cannot lie, conflict, he is to be placed upon the stand to 
salve over his wounded credit as a man of veracity. This is not a case of 
explanation ; and, so far as in me lies, I shall endeavor to prevent what I 
consider an injustice to myself, and a violation of the rules of evidence. 

I remain, &c., 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieutenant Colonel U. S. Army. 
Lieut. J. F. LEE1 Recorder Court of Inquiry, St. Louis. 
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The court decided that, " in reference to the great object for which it 
was instituted, the court believes not only that it has an undoubted right to-
recall n witness to testify further on any point not sufficiently clear for a 
correct understanding of it, but that, in this instance, the court wonld fail 
in its duty if it did not re-examine the witness npon the matter invelved 
in the question just put to him. 

"The question is not put with a view to reconcile any contradiction in 
the testimony of the witness. No such contradiction exists; nor is the 
witness contradicted by any other evidence. If a discrepancy, such as
Lieutenant Colonel Brant supposes, does exist between 'his positive swear
ing and the inevitable conclusions arising from certain facts established on 
the part of the defence,' it is the very best reason why the court should 
further examine him, with a view to see that those alleged 'inevitable con-
clusions' do not proceed from false premises. 'l'he faets of the case are 
simply these: John Darneille, when under examination, in speaking of a 
pecuniary settlement he had had with Lieutenant Colonel Brant on the 
21st of Jnne, 1837, in reply to a question of Colonel Brant, stated, ' 1 do 
not recollect to have had any other transactions' (meaning \Vith Colonel 
Brant) on that day. Subsequently Lieutenant Colonel Brant introduced 
testimony to show that Darneille had receiv~d, on the 21st of June, tw() 
checks from him on the Commercial Agency of the Bank of Cincinnati, 
but on what account is nowhere shown; and thence Colonel Brant may 
suppose the conclusion follows, either that these two checks proved other 
transactions than the witness testified to, or, if they had reference to the 
one transaction above referred to, then that the witness had received more 
money than he stated he had, on account of said tral'lsaction. Now, in all 
this there is no contradiction. The witness merely stated that he did 'not 
recollect to have had any 6>ther transaction' on that day (21st of June,. 
1837.) But there is, the court conceives, an obscurity in the matter, cre
ated by his testimony, and the subsequent production of the checks, which 
makes it important that more light should be introduced. And if the court. 
had any doubt (which it has not) as to its right to recall a witness, it has n() 
hesitation in declaring that no forms would prevent it from sifting the mat
ter now under consideration. It is all-important to ascertain whether these 
checks were paid on one account, or on various accounts. The subject 
cannot be understood without such inquiry, and it accordingly must be 
made. 

"Further: Colonel Brant states now another objection to the witness,. 
(John Darneille,) viz: that he 'was, in the first instance, called before this. 
court nnder circumstances not very favorable to his credit, viz: to contradict. 
the truth of a paper to which his signature, acknowledged by him to 00, 
genuine, was <lffi.xed.' The facts are, that the paper referred to is a voucher 
of money, paid on public account, to the witness; and the witness has tes
tified that he signed the receipt to said voucher in blank, and that it is not 
truly fiJlgd up with the amount of money paid to him. The court cannot 
perceive that a witness is incompetent to contradict a statement which he 
swears has been written incorrectly, and without his consent, over his sig;
nature, given for another pmpose, and to assert a different statement." 

Colonel Brant was here called on by the court to produce the two ori
ginal checks in his possession, (alluded to in the last question,) which had 
been produced by him in evidence on the 4th instant, and, after being reo-
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corded, (at pages 24.4, 245,) were returned to him, as in the case of other 
.original papers. It was necessary to show these checks to the witness, to · 
enable him to identify them, and the transaction to which they referred. 
Colonel Brant refused to produce these original checks. The witness was 
then shown the authenticated copies of these checks, (recorded as above,) 
and answered as follows : 

Answer. I think the check for $100 was given me on the settlement of 
the business mentioned in my former testimony, with regard to the horses 
brought by me from Franklin county, Missouri. The check for $370 was 
given me by Colonel Brant; $70 of it l paid to Mr. Jacob Swigert, as I 
before stated, on account of the swap between the mule and the horse; the 
remainder ($300) was advanced by Colonel Brant to me to go and purchase 
horses, which I afterwards delivered to him; and I gave him my receipt 
for the amount, which, I presume, be recollects very well. These horses 
are the same which are mentioned in the voucher already recorded, dated 
(I believe) the 26th or 27th of June, 1837. I purchased them in Illinois; 
they were five in number, (I think,) and I delivered them to Colonel Brant. 

I wish to state to the court an expla.nation of my previous testimony. If 
I recollect right, I was asked if I had any other transactions with Colonel 
Brant on the 21st of June, 1837, other than what referred to the settlement 
of the account for the horses brought by me from Franklin county, Mis
souri; and, ifl recollect right, (and I think I do,) I answered that I did not 
recollect any other transaction. I did not recollect that the money for the 
purchase of horses in Illinois was advanced me on that day; and I am not 
certain, now, as to the precise date or time; but I fim positive that this check 
for $370 can refer to nothing else. I did receive, and could have received, 
the money from him on no other account. 

Question by court. How was the balance due you on the settlement of 
the accotmt for the horses brought from Franklin county paid to you 1 
Was it all paid and included in the check for $100? 

Answer. As I stated in my former testimony, I do not know how much I 
received. All I received was the fifty dollars for my compensation in going 
up there, and the amount advanced by me for the purchase of the horses. 
I have forgotten how much I advanced. It is possible: and probable: that 
check does include nearly all I received on that account. I have stated that 
it might not have exceeded two hundred dollars; I think it may not have 
been more than one hundred and fifty dollars. I do not remember to have 
received any other money except from a check. 

question by Colonel Brant. Were you told that there was a contradic
tion between your previous testimony, and the evidence given before this 
court afterwards on the part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant? If so, state by 
whom. 

Answer. I was told by Mr. Clarke, formerly of the Commercial Agency, 
that he had been before this court; and, in answer to my inquiry as to what 
he had testified about, he mentioned that it was to identify checks paid me. 
I then inquired of Captain Grosman: he informed me about the check for 
$370 paid to me, and produced here as evidence; it was inferred that that
money was paid me for the horses brought from Franklin county. 

Question by Colonel Nrant. State whether you first spoke to Captain 
Crosman, or he to yon, as to your previous testimony; and that on the part 
of the defence. 
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. Answe1·. It is possible Captain Crosman first spoke to me, inquiring about 
the checks, and asked if l recollected about them. He did not speak of 
my previous testimony. I asked him how that subject of the checks had 
been introduced. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State whether, after the 21st June, 1837, 
you ever received from Lieutenant Colonel Brant, either on public or pri
vate account, for the purchase or sale of horses, any other sum of money 
than the difference between the $300 advanced to yon on the amount of the 
horses specified in the voucher of the 26th of J nne, 1837? 

Answer. I may have sold him a horse or two. I think I sold him a black 
h<me, and afterwards I received, (I think,) in September or October, 1837, 
some compensation for horses I sold for him, on account of the United 
States, at :.tuction. I might have had some other small transactions ; they 
«ould not have been large. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You state that, after ~6th June; you sold 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant a horse or two-perhaps one-a black horse. What 
WM the price of that horse, when did you sell him, and in what were you 
paid for him ? 

Answer. I have forgotten the exact price; to the best of my recollection, 
the price was $120. I think it was after the 26th June; that is, after th~ 
transaction referred to in this duplicate for the five horses brought from Illi
nois. I think that black horse was the last horse I sold him ; though I 
may have sold him another. I do not remember now, exactly, how I was 
paid; that is, in what kind of money. I suppose it was money, since I 
was satisfied; that is, I was not paid in property. 

Q~testion by Colonel Brant. State whether, in the year 1837, you ever 
recollect selling Lieutenant Colonel Brant, for the public service, a single 
horse at a time, except once ? 

Answer. I do not recollect whether I did or not; I might, or might net. 
If any distinct circumstance is brought to my mind: it will enable me to 
answer the question more distinctly. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this check, and say whether it was 
not given you in payment for the black horse spoken of; and if not in pay
ment of that horse, on what account it was paid. 

NoTE.-The following is a copy of the check referred to: 
W. C. ANDERSON, Esq.,· 

Pay J. Darneille one hundred and ten dollars. 
J. B. BRANT, 

$110. Quartermaster. 
JUNE 13, 1837. 

Er,dorsed: J. DARNEILLE • 

.!lnswer. 'l'he amount of this check I must have received; it is made 
payable to my order, and that is my signature <m the back. I do not recol· 
lect that I sold but one single horse to Colonel Brant; that, I think, was 
after the 26th June, and I think the price was $I 20. I do not know on 
what account this check was paid me. I received money from Colonel 
Brant to buy horses; and I always accounted to him for such money in the 
delivery of the horses. 

The witness stated, "I desire to see the duplicate which I signed for three 
horses sold to Colonel Brant, I thiuk about the 1:{th Jmm, the date of this 
eheck .. " The voucher recorded at page 40, for three h01:ses, at $1101 $110, 
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and $120, and dated 13th June, 1837, was shown to the witness, who fur
ther stated, "I think this check mu~t be for one of the horses stated in that 
voucher." 

Question by Colonel Brant. How does it happen that you now recollect 
having received, on the 21st June, 1837, or thereabouts, $3{)0 of an advance 
with which to purchase horses in lllinois, and that you did not state the 
fact on your previous examination? 

.O.nswer. I do not recollect that I was asked in what way I received the 
pay for the five horses in the voucher of the 26th June-whether any of it 
was in advance or not. It was called to my mind by ascertaining that this 
check for $370 (or the $300 of it) was introduced as received by me for 
the horses brought from Franklin county. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this check, drawn in your favor; 
anti state on what account you received it from Lieutenant Colonel Brant 1 

The following is a copy of the check referred to in this question, which 
was drawn upon a printed form. The words underscored in this copy were, 
in the original, written with a pen ; the rest was in print. 

No. 73. · ST. Louis , June 21, 1~37. 
Agent of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati-at St. Louis, pay to Jolm 

Darneille, or bearer, tu;o hundred and six dollars and seventy cents. 
$206 70. J. B. BRANT, Q.IM. 

Answer. I may have received it. I do n<'lt recollect on what account I 
received it; and I do not recollect that I received it at all. 

After·the answer had been given, the court examined the check, and de
cided that the question is in an improper form; inasmuch as it assumes 
what is not proved, and what does not appear, viz: that Darneille received 
the amount of this check, which is made payable to bearer, nnd is not en
dorsed by the receiver. 

Question by cnurt. Had you been shown the two checks drawn in yonr 
favor by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on the 21st June, 1837, (the one for $100, 
and the other for $370,) could you have immediately explained what those 
checks were for? 

Answer. I could have explained it as I have done. The check for $370 
I found, on reference to some memoranda, w~s for the purpose I have stated; 
and the $100, I presume, was on account, as also stated. When I saw those 
checks first, I did not remember about them precisely. I saw the checks. 
previously in Mr. Lee's office. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Wh0 invited yon to Lieutenant Lee's ofiice 
to see those checks? 

Answer. I invited myself. Captain Crosman told me they were there. 
I went and asked to see them. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was the record of this court shown to you 
at the office of Mr. Lee-that part of it relating to those checks? If so, by 
whom? 

Answer. There was no record shown to me ; the ori~inal checks were 
handed to me, when I asked to see them ; and I stated that that was my 
'Signature on the buck of the checks. 

'l'he foHowing letter was presented by Colonel Brant previous to the wit
ness's answer to the first question this day, but wa.s not considered by the 
cOOUtt un\1\ the exam\nat\on was concluded: 



305 [59 J 
CouRT-ROoM, ST. LoUis, Pebruary 23, 1839. 

SIR: I beg leave to inform the court that, in consequence of the reintro
duction of John Darneille as a witness, it becomes absolutely necessary for 
my defence to have the testimony of Oliver Dubois and Samuel Gracy. 

I shall, also, have to require the presence of Captain George H. Cros
man, by whom I shall be able to establish that he made John Darneille 
acquainted with that portion of the evidence on the part of the defence 
which was antagonist to the testimony of him, (Darneille.) 'fhe court, I 
presume, will at once perceive the importance of the fact which l expect to 
establish by Captain Crosman, and how far it will have the effect of neu
tralizing the additional testimony about to be given by Darneille, as going 
to show that the additional testimony was not explanatory of any thing 
which had been said by him, but to do away the effect of that which had 
been given on the defence, and to prop up the credit of Darneille. It is most 
material for me to show that it was not until after Darneille had learned 
from a person who was prrs~nt and hecird the fitct.s proved, which con
flicted with his previous testimony, that he conceived the idea of his having 
been mistaken. 

Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

I remain, &c. 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieutenant CJlonel United States army. 

Recorder and l11,dge .B.dvocate Court of Inquiry. 

Owing to the !ate period of the session of the court, and the distance of 
the individuals named in Coloael Brant':; letter, the court deemed it proper 
to call on Colonel Braut to state the points upon which he desirt•d to take 
tbe testimouy of Dubow and Gracy; whereupon the court ~n~re wferred by 
him to written s.ttttements of those i1Jdividuals, sent by Colonel Brant to the 
acting Quartermaster General at W a::;hington before the organization of 
this court, and snbsequPntly referred to &e court. These papers will be 
found in the appendix, Nos. 56 and 57. The court, having duly consider
ed tbe contents of these papers, are of opinion that the testimony of Dubois 
and Gracy, on the points therein contained, is not necessary to Colonel 
Brant's defence; and the court, therefore, decline to summon them at this 
late period. One of them, (Dubois,) residing at New Orleans, was sum· 
maned in November or the early part of December last, and ample time 
has been allowed him to appear before the court. The court consider 
Captain Grosman's t~stimony on the points mentioned as entirely unneces
sary to Colonel Brant's defence ; for, admitting that Crosman did make 
the witness (Darneille) acquainted with any testimony taken publicly, in 
open court, adverse to said Darneille's testimony, it is no more than Dar
neille had a right to know, in order that he might have an opportunity 
to explain, or sustain what he had previously said. It seems, however, that 
Darneille's first information on the point alluded to by Colonel Brant was 
derived from Mr. Clarke, a witness on the part of Colonel Brant; and it was 
in consequence of this that Darneille sought an opportunity to examine the 
two checks, which were not shown him when first under examination, and 
which bear no evidence of the account on which they were drawn, bnt 
which were subsequently introduced for the purpose of invalidating his 
testimony. 

The court adjourned to meet on Monday the 2qth at 10 o'clock. 
20 
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MoNDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1839. 

'l'he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

'I,he conrt informed Colonel Brant that the testimony on record left the 
court in doubt whether the field ns~d as a pasture for the public horses in 
1837 was a meadow which had been actually cultivated in hay, or merely 
low land suited for meadow. The court had, therdore, determined to seelk 
further information on this point from two or three of the witnesses who 
had been previously examined in reference to the quality of the pasture, 
and who were best acquainted with the pasture in question; leaving it to 
Colonel Brant to name, on his part, such of the witnesses best acquainted 
with the pasture, and whom he desires examined on this subject. 'I'ha 
court ordered Captain Bissell to be recalled on this point. 

The following note was presented by Colonel Brant: 
"Lieutenant Colonel Brant requests the reading at this time of any offi

cial communication received from Captain G. H. Grosman previous to his 
leaving this city about four days since, and not heretofore read. Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant alludes only to such as have reference to the allegations and 
this new testimony of Darneille and others whom the court intend to call 
before them." 

In answer, the court ordered it to be recorded that " Captain Grosman 
sent to this court a letter snggesting certain questions to he put to witnesses. 
This examination, if made, will be in open court. Colonel Brant cannot 
call beforehand to he informed what questions are intended to be aske:i of 
any witness. The court decline the request." 

Captain LEWIS BissELL, again called into court: 
Question by court. Was, or was not, the field in which the United States 

horses were kept on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation in 1837, a culti
vated grass meadow? If yea, how long had it been thus cultivated? What 
kind of grass did it produce, and what quantity per acre could have been 
obtained from it in 1837, if the public animals had not been pastured 
upon it? 

Answer. It had been in grass but one season. The grass was mostly 
clover. I suppose it would have produced something less than two tons of 
clover hay to the acre that year, if it had not been pastured on. There was 
some timothy on it, but a very small quantity. It had been mowed in 1836, 
and but that one season after being sown in grass. It was seeded down 
with oats and clover at the same time. If clover is seeded with oats, it will 
grow. Timothy, generally, will not grow well if sown with oats-some 
little of it will grow. It was cultivated, as J stated, in 1835 in oats. Ire
collect that it had been cultivated in corn before. I do not recollect that it 
had been cultivated in grass previous to 1836; it may have been so, but I 
think it had not. To give the time exactly, I believe the oats and clover 
were seeded in 1835: the crop of oats cut in 1835; the clover mowed in 
1836; in 1837 the borses were pastured on it. I know of no meadow in 
this State which I think will give two t0ns of hay to the acre throughout ; 
particular acres may yield that, and even more. 

Question by court. What would have been the probable value per ton in 
1837 of bay made of such mixed articles? would it have commanded as 
high a price as hay made of timothy alone ? 
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Jlnswer. It would not. Clover hay never has commanded as high a 
price in this market as timothy hay. I do not know the difference in value 
in that year; I had no clover hay for sale. I should suppose clover hay 
worth one~fourth less than timothy hay. Ol0ver is considered by the 
farmers in this country hardly worth cultivating for hay. It is sown for 
pasture for horses and swine. It makes a good pasture. 

Question by court. Would a clover-field or meadow, of the kind men
tioned on Lieutenant Colonel Branes plantation, be as much injured by 
horses running upon it as a timothy meadow would be? 

Answer. I think not, because clover has a long taper root; while timothy 
has a bulbous root, which hardly enters the ground a half inch. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect whether Mr. Dowler sold 
hay, cut from the meado\'f to which you have alluded in your testimony, in 
the summer of Hl35 or 1836? If so, state the quantity of hay. 

,¥J.nswer. I know nothing about his selling hay. I know there were three 
or four large stacks of hay near the road, in the field ; that was, I think, in 
1836-the season before the horses were put there. I think there was no 
hay cut there in 1835. I think the oats were sown and cut that year. In 
18~5 Colonel Brant may have cut something less than an acre, which was 
my laud enclosed by him, and which I was to exchange with him for a 
piece of his land, when his should be in grass like mine. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Will you state how the meadow-ground of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant WitS prepared in 1835, in order to produce a 
smooth surface for mowing. 

Answer. Ploughed and harrowed, to the best of my recollection. It might 
have been rolled, but I do not recollect it. It is cu~tornary to JOli ground 
when grass is put on it. 

Question by Colonel Brant. State the quality of the meadow on the east 
side of the run from the spring: was it timothy or clover? 

Ar.swer. More clover than timothy, to the best of my recollection. I am 
not positive; but I think it was like the rest of the pasture. All the stacks 
near the road appeared to me to be clover hay. 

Colonel Brant presented the following note: 

CouRT-ROoM, ST. Lours, 'February 25, 1839. 
SIR: On Saturday I stated to the conrt, that, as it had decided upon re

examining John Darneille, it became necessary, on my part, to have the 
personal attendance of Captain George H. Grosman, and also the testimony 
of Samuel Gracy and Oliver Dubois. The court, I learn this morning, has 
resolved that Captain Grosman shall not be recalled, and that it will not 
wait for the arrival of the other two witnesses above named, who have 
long since been summoned to appear before it. 

The decision of the court, as regards Captain Grosman, cuts me off from 
showing what I consider as most material in my defence-the way in 
which John Darneille became acquainted with that testimony given in the 
defence, which I supposed to conflict with his swearing, and the language 
and maaner of Darneille at the time when this communication was made 
to him. If the decision of this court on the matters now before it were to be 
final, I admit that there might be no very good reason for again calling up 
Captain Grosman, inasmuch as the court, by the terms of its decision of 
Saturday last, very strongly negatived the idea of any discrepancy existing 
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in, or suspicions attaching to, the testimony originally given by Darneille. 
But as this is not a tribunal of the last resort-as its decisions and opinions 
can only become final when approved by higher authority-it is possible 
that, upon this subject, the reviewing officer may entertain views different 
from those already expressed by the court. For instance: he might think 
that though a discrepancy was shown to exist between the original testi
mony of Darneille and the evidence offered, yet that it was done away by 
the subsequent statements of Darneille, as they now appear on the record. 
But, were he fully informed of all the circumstances under which Darneille 
testified the second time, he might conclude that he was entitled to no more 
credit upon his second than upon his first examination. By refusing, then, 
to require there-attendance of Captain Grosman, the court deprives me of 
the means of exhibiting to the reviewing officer the whole of the facts at
tending the re-appearance of John Darneille as a witness before the court, 
and which, though perhaps they would not change the present impressions 
of this court, might have ~reat influence on his mind. 

If, when Captain Grosman was here, I had been told that John Darneille 
was to be re-introduced, and for what purpose, I respectfully ask, does this 
court believe that I would have consented to the discharge of Captain Gros
man until he had disclosed all that had transpired between himself and 
Darneille, when he communicated to the latter the particulars of the evi
dence given by the defence? But though the re-examination of Darneille, 
or the intention to ask for his re-examination, must have been determined 
on prior to the departure of Captain Grosman, no intimation of it was con
veyed to me until several days after he had left the city. Here, then, I say, 
I am taken by smprise, and am denied the means of defence. 

I therefore ask of this conrt, and, if refused, I now make my appeal to the 
reviewing officer, that the testimony of John Darneille given on the 23d 
instant shall be stricken from the record, or that Captain Grosman be again 
brought before the court. If the opinion of the court, that there is nothing 
in the facts established by me which weakened or destroyed the original tes
timony of John Darneille, be correct, no injury to the cause of justice can 
result from adopting that course, and I shall be left without cause of com
plaint. 

Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 

I remain, &c. 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieutenant Colonel United States army. 

Recorder and Judge Advocate Court if Inquiry. 

In reference to the arg'ument submitted in the paper just addressed to the 
court, the court decides that it finds in it no reasons to change its decision 
of Saturday, as to the propriety of summoning certain witnesses. The ob
ject for which Captain Grosman's presence is now required by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, is, to show "the way in which John Darneille became ac
quainted with that testimony given on the defence," &c. The court thinks 
it totally unimportant to learn "the way" in which he acquired such know
ledge, as the facts to which he has testified can in nowise be affected by it. 
And here the court will take occasion to remark, (as it may tend, in some 
measure, to show the premises from which, in part, it draws its conclusions 
on this point,) that the demand by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the recall 
of Captain Crosman evidently proceeds from the assumed position that the 
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testimony of John Dnrneille on his first examination had been invalidated 
by subsequent evidence, and hence that his testimony on his re-examina
tion is open to suspicion-a position 'the court considers altogether a gra
tuitous one, as the testimony of John Darneille has been given without ex
citing the slightest doubt in the mind of the court of its fairness. With this 
view, the court is not disposed to protract its sessien in waiting for a wit
ness, who could only be necessary on the ground that John Darneille's evi
dence is open to Stlspicion-a view of it which, the court repeats, is alto
gether fallacious. It is from the opposite views of John Darneille's testi
mony taken by the court and Lieutenant Colonel Brant, that they draw 
different conclusions as to the necessity of recalling Captain Crosman, now 
on his way to the eastward. 

The court cannot dismiss this point without adverting to the extraordi
nary assertion of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, that "though the re-examina
tion of Darneille, or the intention to ask for his re-examination, must have 
been determined upon prior to the departure of Captain Crosman, no inti
mation of it was conveyed to me until several days after he had left the 
city. Here, then, I say, I am taken by surprise, and am denied the means 
of derence." So far as this remark appertains to the action of the court
that Is, to the determination to re-examine Darneille-it is erroneous, as 
the court not only did not determine, "prior to the departure of Captain 
Crosman," to re-examine Darneille, but it was actually only on Saturday, 
(the last day's session,) after mature deliberation, that the court came to such 
determination, which was at the time signified to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TuESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1839. 

The conrt met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

Captain LF.wrs BrssELL, a witness examined yesterday, came into court 
and said: 

I stated yesterday that the whole of that field of Colonel Brant was in 
dover. I rode by the field yesterday, on my way home, and perceived that 
a portion of ground on the southeast parl of the field, (about three or four 
acres) was not put in oats and grass, but was seeded in timothy. I h_ad for
gotten this part until yesterday, when I was reminded of it by observmg the 
field. As my statement yesterday may be a prejudice to Colonel Brant, I 
<!arne to-day, in jnstice to him and myself, to make this explanation. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state, where timothy and clover are 
enltivated together, which of the two will be most likely to prevail over the 
other. 

Answer. Clover, certainly, will always prevail over timothy. It always 
has on my ground. The clover has eaten out the timothy on my ground. 
l have ground of similar situation and qnality as Colonel Bt:ant's fiel~, 
where timothy and clover were seeded together, and, by the thud year, 1t 
was almost entirely clover. 

WILLIAM MvEHs, a witness, again called into court on the part of 
Colonel Brant: 

Q~testiml by Colonel lJrant. Did you purchase hay cut on the meadow 
Df Lieutenant Colonel Brant, three miles west of St. Lonis, in 1836 '! If so, 
please state the quality, and about the proportions of timothy and clover. 
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Answer. I purchased two or three wagon-loads that came into town from 
Colonel Brant's place. I do not know what field it came off. It was mixed 
timothy and clover. I suppose in what I got there was one-third clover
! cannot say precisely. It was principally timothy. I do not know how 
much was in each wagon-load--perhaps somewhere from 1,500 to 1,800 
weight I do not suppose there could have been more than one ton in each 
load. 

Question by Colonel Rrant. Did you purchase hay cut on the meadow 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in 1838 '] If so, state about the portions of 
clover and timothy, and the q nality of the hay in that year. 

Answer. I got from 14 to 15 tons at that farm in 1838, when Colonel 
Brant had a sale there. It was hay stacked in the field where the public 
horses had been kept in 1837, and in the barn. I was not at home when 
most of it was hauled. I suppose three or four loads of it were hauled be
fore I left home, most. of which was in timothy. I do not know what field 
this hay was out of; but it is reasonable to suppose it was cut from that 
field, as I saw no other field on the place from which it could have been 
cut. 

Question by court. What price did yon pay for the hay yon purchased 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in 1836? and what for that you purchased 
in 1838? 

Answer. I do not remember what I paid in 1836; bnt I suppose the hay 
cost me, in 1838, 75 cents per hundred, or over that when I got it here. I 
bought it by the stack. I cannot say what I gave for the whole quant1ty. 
I bought other things at tl!e same time. I bought the hay low, at public 
auction. 

Mr. H. L. CLARKE, a witness, recalled on the part of Colonel Brant: 
Question by Colonel Brant. Since your former appearance before this 

court, have you had any conversation with John Darneille in relation to 
~he testimony you then gave? If so, state the sn bstance of what passed, 
and where the conversation was held. 

Answer. I met him by accident some time since, in the Arcade bath-house. 
I inquired of him whether tile court of inquiry had terminated yet? He 
said it had not. I then said that I had been giving evidence there some 
few days previonsly. He asked me what about? I said, in refewnce to. 
some checks. He said, "Oh yes, those checks of Colonel Brant, that had 
been paid me in the Commercial Agency.:' I said, so little did I know of 
the circumstance, as not to be aware of the oLject of my evidence. He said 
he knew the object, aud would go before the court and defeat it: that is, as 
near as I recolleci, the conversation. He entered into a lengthened expla
nation as to the objects of the checks, the substance of which I do not 
recollect. , 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this check on ·vf m. C. Anderson ; 
state whether he was the agent of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati at 
this place at the date of it; whether you believe that check to have been 
paid, and to whom ; also, your reason for such belief. 

The following is a copy of the check shown the witness with the above 
question: 
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w. c. ANDERSON: 

Please pay John Darneille, or his order, two hundred and six dollars 
and sixty cents. 

$206 60. J. B. BRANT, quartermaster. 
JUNE 27, 1837. 

Endorsed: JoHN DARNEILLE. 

Answer. It was paid at the Agency, I am convinced. As to the date of 
payment I do not know, without referring to the books, which are gone to 
Cincinnati. It is endorsed, as I believe, by John Darneille. I know his 
signature. 

Question by Colonel B1·ant. Look at this check, and stn.te whether you 
know any thing in relation to it; whether it bears evidence on its face of 
having been paid or cancelied by the bank. 

The following is a copy of the check shown to the witness with the 
foregoing question; 

No. 73. ST. Louis, June 21, 1837. 
Agent of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati at St. Louis: Pay to John 

Darnei11e, or bearer, two hundred and six dollars and seventy cents. 
$206 70. J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Answer. This check has been paid, incontestibly. It was paid by the 
Bank of Missouri by mistake. I do not know to whom it was paid. 

Question by Colonel B1'ant. Are yon now a clerk in the Bank of Mis· 
souri? If so, look at this check, dated July 7, 1837, for $120; and state 
whether it was paid in that bank or in the Commercial Agency, and whether 
there is a particular mark designating by which of the two institutions it 
was paid. 

The following is a copy of the check shown to the witness, drawn upon 
a printed form. The words 1vhich are underscored in this copy are written 
with a pen in the original; the rest of it is printed: 

No. 114. ST. Lours, .lnly 7, 1837. 
Agent of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati at St. Louis: Pay to John 

Darneille, or bearer, one hundred and twenty dollars. 
$120. J. B. BRANT, Quartermaster. 

Answer. This check I believe to have been paid at thP. Commercial 
Agency, from the marks of the file and the cancelling- hammer, which are 
peculiar. I recollect nothing about it, except from the face of it. The 
tile mark is a round hole like an awl. 

Q11estion by conrt. Had Mr. Darneille spoken to you on the subject first 
mentioned by you to day in your testimony,or you to him, at any time pre. 
vious to your meeting at the Arcade bath-house? How many days after 
you testified before this court was it that you conversed with Darneille? 

Answer. I cannot say how many days it was; it was a few days-whether 
more or less than a week I do not remember. I do not recollect whether 
we had spoken together on this subject previous to the time of the conver
sation already detailed in my testimony of this morning ; I believe not. 

Question by court. What are vour evidences that the check you have 
spoken of, dated Jnnc 21, l837, for $2LJ6 70, made payable to John Dar-
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neille, or bearer, was paid? and how do you know it was paid by the Banft 
ef Missouri, and by mistake? 

Answer. I know it was paid, by the books of the Bank of Missouri. The 
books only show the drawer's name, and not to whom paid. I say it was 
paid llt the Bunk of Missouri by mistake, .because it was drawn on another 
institution. The banks here will not pay a check drawn on another bank 
of this city: such has been the rule here. 

Question by court. Do you know that John Darneille ever received the 
amount of that check for $206 70 in payment for horses sold to Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant? If so, what horses were they? 

Answer. I know nothing about it. I do not know that he ever received 
the amount of the check. I do not know the object for which the check 
was intended. 

Question by court. Do you know whether John Darneille ever received 
the amount of the check for $120, drawn in favor of himself or bearer, on 
the agent of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati, by J. B. Brant, quarter
master, and dated St. Louis, July 7, 1837; or for what account it was drawn'! 

Answer. I know nothing positively of what yon ask me. I believe, from 
the fact that the check is drawn in the name of John Darneille, that he 
must have had value received. I can give a pretty good guess as to the 
object of it. It is only presumption on my part. Presuming from the amount 
of the check, and the character and relative positions of the two individuals 
at the time, I think the check is for horses. 

Question by court. Is the fact of a check being drawn in the name of 
any individual, and payable to "bearer," any evidence in bank that the 
amount was paid to that individual, without his name being endorsed 
thereon'! or is it evidence in b11nk that such a check was intended for the 
person in whose namn the blank in the check is filled, unless drawn to his 
order? 

Answer. It is no positive evidence to the bank that it has been paiel to 
the individual whose name is filled up in the body of the check, unless 
made payable to his order; nor is it any evidence to the bank that the 
check was intended for such individual, unless so drawn to order. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Please state h0w long you have been em
ployed as clerk in a bank; and from the knowledge you have acquir~d of 
the manner in which persons having funds in bank are in the hab1t of 
checking, is it usual for a person checking to insert the name of any one 
in full, in a check payable to him or beal'er, except the name of the in
dividual to whom it was originally given as a payment? 

Answer. I have been a clerk in a bank about four years; and to the 
question I answer, it is unusual, as far as my knowledge extends. 

The p';esident of the court here said to Colonel Brant: "The court di
rect me to say to you, that as John Darneille can best explain those checks, 
which were not shown to him on his cross-examinatioq, the court \vill call 
him again; of which you are now apprized." 

NATHANIEL CHILDs,' a witness on the part of Colonel Brant, dnly sworn, 
·says: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this check bearing date 21st June, 
1837, in favor of John Darneille or bearer, for the sum of $206 70; and 
say whether you believe the amount of said check to have been paid, and 
to whom? ('l'his check is recorded, page 311.) 
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Answer. I think if was paid to Darneille. I recollect the circumstance, 

from the fact that the check is addressed to the Commercial Bank. I was 
paying teller of the Bank of Missouri, aud I bad just left the Commercial 
Bank. 1 examined the sign,ature of the check, and paid it Mr. Darneille 
is associated in my mind with the chec k. l think it was p<o.id to him. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Can you state the date, or nearly the date, 
at which this check was paid'! 

Answer. It was paid the 21st of June, 1837. 
Question by court. Are yuu well acquainted with the person of John 

Darneille '! If so, how long have yon knowll him? 
Answer. I cannot say how long I have known Mr. Darneille. I knew 

him shortly after l came to St. Louis, four years ago. 
Question by court. Are you sure you paid the amount of that check al

ready shown you, dated 21st June, 1837, for $206 70, to John Dnrneille? 
Answer. I cannot say positively that l did; he is associated in my mind 

with the check, and no other person is. To the best of my recollection, I 
paid it to him at the time it was discovered that the check was drawn on 
the Commercial Bank. I run back, in my mind, to tlw payment, and Mr. 
DarneilJe is associated in my mind with that fact. 

Qt<estion by court. You state that Mr. Darneille is associated in your 
mind with the fact of your having paid the cheek at the Bank of Mis· 
sonri by mistake, and that you refe-r to thut circumstance as recalling- Mr. 
Darneille to your mind. Was it Mr. Darneille's name written in the 
check, which associated him in your mimi in conuexion with the pay
ment; or do you, from that circumstance, remember Mr. Darneille as the 
person to whom you paid the amount of it? 

A1ts1ner. As paying· teller, I seldom look at the name written in a check 
of a printed form, unless the printed word "beaNr" is stricken out. I can
not swear positively that I paid that check to Darneille. I think I recollect 
his person in connexion with the payment 0f this check. I think he must 
have been present when it was paid. 

Question by collrt. What is your reason for looking at the name in the 
body of the check when the words "or bearer," are erased? Do you look 
anywhere else for the name? 

Answer. Because then the check is payable to the individual only whose 
name is in the bocly of the check, and his name must then be endorsed on 
the back of it. 

Question by court. Do yon know for what object -that check was given 
~r. Darneille '1 Was it on public or private account? 

An~wer. I do not know. We kept Colonel Brant's account at that time, 
in the Bank of Missouri, in his individual name. This check has his 
official signature. lf it had been presented at the Commercial Bank, to 
which it is addressed, it would have been charged to his public account. 

A letter of this date was here received from Colonel Brant, and ordered 
to be placed in the appendix. (See No. 55.) 

The con rt ordered it to be recorded, in reference to this paper, that "it con
siders it disrespectful, and entirely unwarranted by any circumstance which 
has transpired during its proceedings, in reference to its affording any 
knowledge on the part of any witness of what another witnE:ss has testified 
to. Lieutenant Colonel Brant cannot but he awnre that this conrt has 
uniformly required all persons called as witnesses before it to be without 



[59] 314 

the hearing of every other witness, while delivering his testimony; and 
that a room was specially provided for the accommodation of those persons 
who were in waiting as witnesses, beyond the hearing of what transpired 
in the court-room. The court cannot but condemn the frequent and gra
tuitous attacks in Lieutenant Colonel Brant's papers addressed to it, upon a 
witness, whose veracity remains unimpeached, and is, so far as the court 
knows, or has a right to believe, unimpeachable." 

JoHN IhrtNEILLE, a witness recalled, answers as follows: 
Question by court. Look at these ehecks, and say on what account you 

received the amounts therein specified. 
[NoTE. The witness was here shown the check dated 7th of July, 1837, 

for $120; that dated 27th June, 1837, for $206 60; and that dated 21st 
June 1837, for $206 70 ; already recorded, page 311.] 

Answer. I wish to see the voucher for the five horses brought from 
Illinois, and sold by tbe voucher dated 26th June, 1837. (The voucher was 
here produced.) 1 think this check for $206 60, dated 27th June, 1837, is 
the balance due me over and above the $300 advanced on account of that 
voucher. This one for $120, dated 7th July, 1837, is about the amount of 
the black horse, which I said, the day I was last in court, that I sold to 
Colonel Brant some timfl after the Illinois horses, or some time after the 26th 
of June, 1837. I said I sold that horse for $120. I cannot identify this 
check for $120, dated as above, because it is not endorsed by me; but if it 
was received by me, (and I suppose it was,) then I think it must have been 
in payment for that black horse. As I said before, I have no recollection 
of thi~ check dated 21st June, 1837, for $206 70. 

Question by court. Did Colonel Brant ever pay your accounts in checks 
drawn on the Bank of Missouri? 

Answer. I do not recollect to have received any on the Bank of Missouri 
from him, except the one I received some time ago, for my attendance as a 
witness before this court. 

Question by cour_t. Ara you sure that the check for $206 70, made pay
able to you, "or bearer," and dated the 21st of June, 1837, was not on ac
count of the horses, &c., procured from Walker, or on a settlement of that 
twnsaction '] 

Answer. It may be that I received that check, and it might be on that 
account. As I stated before, and have always stated, I do not know ex· 
actly what was coming to me. If I received the $ LOO check on account 
of the voucher of 21st June, for the stock brought from Franklin county: 
then I could not also hn.ve received this sum of $206 70 0n that account. 
I conld not have received both checks on that account. What was coming 
to me may be easily calculated. Three horses were paid for in cash, at 
$90, $80, and $60 or $65, respectively. Colonel Brant gave me some 
money when I started, and I advanced some money of my own; my ex
penses were $27 50, and my wages were $50. 

Question by court. Did you in June, 1837, present to the Bank of Mis
souri, and receive pay llpon, a check drawn to you, "or bearer," upon the 
Commercial Agency at this place, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

Jlnnver. I do not recollect to have done any thing of the kind. 
Question by court. Did you always receive the money for the checks of 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant, paid you in 1837, at the bank in person; or did 
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you ever_ pass any of those checks to any other person, leaving such person 
to get pa1d for them at the bank'~ 

.!lns·wer. I think 1 always presented them myself. I have no recollection 
of passing any draft away. A circumstance of the kind might have oc
curred. 

Questi~n by court. Do you remember to have been paid any money on 
a check glVen yon by Colonel Brant, by Nathaniel Childs, teller in the 
Bank of Missouri, in the latter part of June, 1837? 

Answer. I do not remember to have been paid any by him at that time, 
upon the check of Colonel Brant. I sometimes took checks there from 
other persons. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

foHN 0A.RN£fLL£, a. W!f!l8SS lll CO!llflltl!llfon: 
Q1testion by court. Do you helieve that if all the checks that have been 

paid to you by Colonel Brant, on public account, were produced and shown 
to you, you could state or identify those that were given yon on account 
of each of the vouchers oated the 13th, 21st, and 26th of June, 1837, for 
mules aud horses purchased for the United States? 

A.nsweT. If the checks were shown me, I would show, as far as my re
collecrion extends, \~ hich were paid me on account of each of the vouchers 
mentioned. I do not know, certainly, that I could show precisely the checks 
appertaining to each voucher, but I think 1 could do so very nearly. 

As I stated before, I do not recollect any thing about the check of the 
21st Jnne, 1837, shown me yesterday, and drawn payable to me, "or bearer," 
for the sum of $2U6 70. 

The answer to the last question makes it proper on the part of the court 
to notify Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and accordingly it does notify him, 
that as it is evident, from the course of his examination of several witnesses, 
that the object is, by showing the payment of certain sums by checks of his 
on the Commercial Agency of the Rank of ( :incinnati, to John Darneille, 
some of which checks are made payable to Darneille, or bearer, to afford by 
the identity of the dates "prima facie" evidence of snch checks hwing 
been in payment of certain public accounts, the comt will now expect him 
to produce all snch checks not already prodnced, w!Jile the present witness 
(Darncille) is before the court, as he is the best witness to enable the court to 
determine how far those checks shall be deemed such evidence, by stating, 
as explicitly as he can, on what account he received the checks. 

Colonel Brant stated to the court: :<I have no recollection of any other 
checks than tl'iose already produced. I will examine my bank book, and, 
if there are any more, I will produce them." 

Question by Uolor.wl Brant. At the time yon were pmchasing horses for 
the quartermaster's department in 1817, how did you keep your accounts? 
Did you keep books? 

.llns-wcr. 1 did not keep regular books; I kept memoranda of some trans
actions, by entering such as it was thought necessary upon a memorandum 
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book. My transactions being generally considered as cash, and making 
short settlements, it was unnecessary to keep books. 

Question by Colonel Brant. When you had money advanced to you 
with which to purchase horses for the quartermaster's department, did you 
always enter it in your memorandum book? 

Answer. I do not think I did at all times; but I have a distin ct recol
lection of having money advanced to me by Colonel Brant, as I have be
fore stated. I distinctly recollect t\VO such instances. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How much money did Colonel Brant ad
vance to you with which to purchase horses in Franklin county in 1837? 

AHswer. I recollect that he advanced me, in gold, certainly $ 100. I do 
not recollect of his having advanced to me, on that occasion, any other 
money previous to my departnre to Franklin county. I had forgotten that 
this advance was precisely one hundred dollars until recently, though I was 
always aware he had advanced me money at that time. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you enter that money: then advanced 
to you, in your memorandum hook? 

Answer. I did not, as well as I now recollect. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this voucher: dated 13th of Jun~, 

1837, and state whether the amount there specified was not paid to you nt 
that date, and before yon went to Franklin county. 

[NoTE.-The voucher alluded to is recorded at page 40.J 
Answer. The amount of this voucher must have been settled before I 

went to Franklin county, as I do not recollect to have left any thing of the 
ldnd unsettled ; but whether the whole amount was paid directly to me, or 
a part to the man from whom I got the horses, who was present at St. 
Louis at the time, I caunot say. '" 'l'hat person is Mr. Bush, of Missouri: 
who has frequently traded in horses at St. Louis. A part of the amount 
of this voucher was paid me in gold by Colonel Bra11t, and I paid that 
gold over to Mr. Bnsh. I cannot say how much of 1t was paid in gold. 
'l'he two first horses named in the voucher I think I obtainPd from Mr. 
Bush, for Colonel Brant, by his direction. The third one I got of Mr. 
John Cowen, of this city, and sold to Colonel Brant. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Was it not paid to you, part cash, and the 
balance in this check for $110? 

[No-rE.-'I'he check alluded to is recorded at page 303.] 
Answer. I think this check for one hundred and ten dollars was paid 

me, as I have before stated, on account of the last mentioned voucher, 
dated June 13th, 1837. All the balance might have been paid me in cash, 
but I do not know that it was. I onlv know the amount of the voucher 
was settled. · 

Question by Colonel Brant. Where did yon first sec th e two checks 
dated 21st of June, 1837-one for one hundred dollars, and the other for 
three hundred and seventy dollars, in yonr favor 'J 

[NoTE.-These checks are recorded at pages 244, 245.] 
Answer. I must have first seen them when I first received them. The 

next time I remember to have seen them was at Lieutenant Lee's office. 
Question by Colonel Brant. You stated on Satnrday last, the 2:1d in

stant, that when you first saw the two checks dated 21st of June, 1837, at 
the office of Mr. Lee, you did not remember about them precisely. You 
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also stated that you found, on refr.rence to some memoranda, the check for 
$370 was for the purpose you had stated. Did you mean thereby that the 
memoranda, to which yon have referred, refreshe:i yonr memory respecting 
said check or checks ; and, also, on what account you had received them, 
or either of them? 

Answm·. I did mean to state that, after having seen the checks in Lieu
tenant Lee's office, I endeavored to call to my recollection the manner in 
which I had received them, and the purposes for which I had received 
them; and I did ascertain, from my own reflections on the subject, assisted 
by a reference to my memorandum book, that the check for $370 was re
ceived for the purpose that I stated before. In reference to the check for 
$100, I have nothing more to state than I have before done. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Could you have stated for what purpose 
those chr.cks were given to yon, without consulting your memoranda? 

Answer. I am of opinion that my recollection was better confirmed after 
1 had referred to my memorandum book. If I bad had no memorandum, 
l should have stated that, according4to the L1est of my recollection, the check 
for $370 was given me, in part, (that is, $300 of it, in advance,) for the 
purpose of pnrchasing horses in Illinois for Colonel Brant, as I have before 
stated. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Will you produce those memoranda to the 
court'! 

Answer. I will produce it if I can. I gave the book to my child the 
other day to play with, for I did not think it would ever be of any use •o 
me. 

Non:.-The witness went home to look for the book, but returned and 
said it could not be found. He stated that, if it were necessary to confirm 
what he had said in reference to the purpose for which he received $300 
of the $370 check alluded to, he would suggest to the court to summon 
William Atkins, who was present during a conversation between himself 
and Colonel Brant, which would go to show the fact of his having received 
an advance of $300 from Colonel Brant for the purchase of the horses 
brought from Illinois. 

Question by Colonel Brant. You stated the other day that you had 
bee~ told by Mr. Clarke and Captain Grosman respecting certain checks 
whtch were shown to you when you were last before this court. Which 
of those two persons first informed you about those checks having been 
produced before this court? 

,Answer. I am not enabled to state certainly, but I think it was Captain 
Grosman. It was probably on the same day that I conversed with them; 
or the conversations with them might have been a day or two apart; I 
cannot now say with certainty. Mr. Clarke requested me not to bring his 
name in question before the court in reference to the matter, as he did not 
wish to be thought meddlesome, or words to. that effect. It was for this 
reason that, when first asked who informed me ahout the checks, I was 
reluctant to give the name, unless the court constdered it necessary. 

Question by Colonel Brant. On your lnst examination, you said Mr. 
Clarke had mentioned his being a witness before this court. Was the con
versarion befere or after you had seen the checks at the office of Mr. Lee ? 

Answer. I have forgotten ; but I think it was before I saw the checks 
there. 
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question by Colonel Brant. How did the conversation between you 
and Mr. Clarke arise? Where was it held? Did you state to him that you 
knew the purpose for which the checks alluded to had been introduced by 
Lieutenant Colonel Bra11t, and would defeat it? 

Answer. I will answer to the best of my recollection. Mr. Cl arke asked 
me how the court of inquiry was coming on, I think, or something to that 
amount. I informed him I did not know. He then observed he had been 
before the court himself. Whether I inquired of him for what purpose, 
I am unable to say; but he stated that it was in reference to checks he 
had paid me while he was in tile Commercial Agency. I think this was 
in the Arcade brrth-houst). I believe it was. I brrve no recollection that 
I stated to him that I knew the purpose for which the checks alluded to 
had been introduced, and that I would defeat it. I mig-ht have said some·· 
thing as to my belief as to the manner in which the checks were intro
duced, but I have forgotten what it was. I made no threats. I mig-h t 
have said that I believed the checks were introduced as an offset for the 
Walker horses, for I still think so. • 

Question by Colonel Brant. State who showed you the checks at Mr. 
Lee's office ; and the conversation held there in relation to them ; and 
whether yon were told that they would have auy bearing on yom testi
mony. 

Auswer. I think the checks were handed to me by Mr. Lee. I inquired 
for them, and he handed them to me. I think Captain Grosman asked me 
if I had received the amount of the checks, and I told him I had; that my 
name was on the back of them. Captain Grosman might also have asked 
me if l recollected for what I received them. I have no recollection of 
being told that they would have any bearing on nq testimony. I was in 
the office but a few minutes. 

question by Colonel Brant. Did Captain Grosman at any time tell you 
that those checks would have any bearing on your testimony? 

Answer. I do not think he ever did directly say those words. He might 
have stated to me that they had been introduced as in payment for the 
Walker horses; but I do not know that he stated it in those words. I 
inferred so from what he said. 

The court ordered the following to be recorded : 
" A question was here proposed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, for the 

purpose of ascertflining the witness's sense of obligation under an oath ad
ministered by the judge advocate and recorder of this court, as contra
distinguished from one administered by a justice of the perrce, or other civil' 
magistrate. The court decided that the question was irrelevant, and, 
under the circumstances, uncalled for. It is true, in one instance, such a 
question was put by the court ; but it was done because the character of 
that witness's testimony, and his manner of delivering it, seemed to call 
for it ; and more especially under the circumstances, that Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant and his counsel, about the period of the organization of this 
court, openly expressed the opinion, in the presence of some of its members, 
that this court possessed no legal authority to administer an oath to a wit
ness, and that it would not be perjury for a witness to swear falsely before 
it. The court therefore chose and felt it its duty to know if that witness 
held sueh opinions. 

"The court decline to place the question upon the record." 
The court adjourned to meet to-morrow, at 10 o'clock. 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1839. 

'l'he court met J3lli'Suant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

[ 59] 

Captain E. D. BuLLOCK, 2d regiment United States dragoons, a witness 
on the part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, duly sworn, answers: 

Question by Colouel Brant. Were you an officer in the ~J regi ment of 
dragoons in 1837? If so, where stationed, and what the nature of the du
ties assigned you ? 

Answer. I was, and part of the time stationed at Jefferson barracks as 
assistant commissary, and acting assistant quartermaster. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did you, as acting assistant quartermaster 
for the 2d regiment of dragoons, receive public horses from Major (now 
Lieutenant Colonel) Brant, duriug the summer and fall of that yGar? and 
if so, what was theu general condition and fitness for service? 

Answer. I received, during the summer and fall of that year, the horses 
furnished by Major Brunt for the dfagoon service, and also draught horses 
for the qnartermaster's department. As far as 1 could judgn, I did deem 
them fit for service at the time I received them. Their general condition 
was good. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did yon accompany that regiment on the 
march to Florida in the fall of that year '! and if so, in what capacity? 

Answer. I accompanied that portion of the regiment which went to 
Florida from Jefferson barracks, in the capacity before mentioned; that is, 
as assistant commissary, and acting assistant quartermaster. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Do you recollect the length of time the 
dragoon horses remained at Jefferson barracks after being received from 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant? Did they appear to improve or to fall off by 
their stay there? 

Answer. I believe it was about the 3d or 4th of July that I was ordered 
to St. Louis to receive horses from Colonel Brant. These remained at Jef
ferson barracks to the 5th of September. Horses were received at Jefferson 
barracks, at different times, from the time the first were received as men
tioned, till the last of August. At the time we left Jefferson barracks, I 
think the horses in the troops were better fitted for hard service than when 
they were received from Major Brant. They were not, however, so fat. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Did the several lots of horses turned over, 
from time to time, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, for tl'-le service of the 2d 
regiment of dragoons, evince, from their appearance, any neglect in their 
treatment or keeping? 

Answer. No. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Did many of the horses stray away from 

Jefferson barracks'! and what was the generttl condition of such strays when 
brought in '/ 

Answer. There were a few horses in the quartermaster's department, 
and also a few in the troops, that strayed away. Some of them were in 
as fine condition when they returned as when they strayed away; others, 
that had been away two or three weeks, were brought in very lean. 

Question by Colonel Brant. How did the horses purchased for dragoon 
service and draught, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, stand the fatigues of the 
march to Florida, and active service there? 
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Answer. The horses, both in the quartermaster's department and in the 
troops, were under my immediate inspection on the march to Florida. They 
all performed very well. I have been with those horses in Florida. I have 
commanded, at different times, different detachments of them. That por
tion of them which I have served with are supposed to be as good horses 
as have been in Florida since the commencement of the service of the 2d 
dragoons there. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were the horses received from Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, immediately before your departure for Florida, found to be 
inferior or less able to endure the fatigues of the march, and subsequent 
service, than those which had been a longer time in possession of the dra
goons at Jefl:'erson barracks? 

.!lnswer. No. 
Question by Colonel Brant. Were any of those strays among the horses 

condemned as unfit for service in August, 1837, and turned over by you to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

.!lnswer. I cannot answer c~rtainly. · I believe there were. 
Question by Colonel Brant. How did the unfitness of the condemned 

horses arise-from accident while at Jefferson barracks, or other causes? 
Answer. At the time each lot was brought to Jefferson barracks, Colonel 

Twiggs, commanding the regiment, ordered a board of survey on them, to 
ascertain if any horses among them were unfit for dragoon service. Some 
of them were pronounced unfit for dragoon service, in consequence of their 
being vicious; others were condemned in consequence of injuries receiv
ed accidentally in drilling. Others were condemned as unfit tor dragoon 
service, from being reduced in flesh when ridden after deserters. 

Captain T. L. ALEXANDER, 6th regiment United States infantry, a wit
ness on the part of Colonel Brant, duly sworn, answers: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you stationed at Jefferson barracks, 
Missouri, in 1837 ? If so, in what capacity? 

Answer. I was there at that time, as aid-de-camp to Brigadier General 
Atkinson. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Had you frequent opportunities of seeing 
the horses purchased by Lieutenant Colonel Rrant for the service of the 
2d regiment of dragoons, during that year? If so, state them. 

Answer. I believe I saw all the horses purchased that year for the 2d 
regiment of dragoons, both at the barracks and at St. Louis. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Were you acquainted with the general con
dition of the horses purchased for the service of the 2d regiment of dra
goons, both before and after they were turned over to the officers of that 
regiment? If so, under what particular circumstances did you become so, 
and what was it? 

Answer. I was acquainted particularly with the condition of those horses. 
I was told by Colonel Twiggs, of the 2d regiment of dragoons, that, if I 
weuld select any horse from that regiment, he would take him, refunding 
his cost to the Government, and let me have him for the same. I wanted 
him for the public service in my capacity as aid.de.camp. 1 examined the 
horses particularly on that account. They were generally in very fine 
condition. 

Question by Colonel Brant. In the summer and fall of 1837 were you 
at the pasture of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation, where the public 
horses were kept? If so, what was its appearance, and how did the horses 
appear to be fed 1 
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Answer. I was not at that pasture during the fall, nor in the summer. I 
was passing by there ; I do not recollect the time, but there were horses 
there; I think it was late in the summer. I did not observe the condition 
of the pasture, nor of the horses. 

Question by Colonel Brant. Are you personally acquainted with Cap
tain G. H. Grosman? Have yon, within the last five years, heard him 
:speak in terms of hostility of Lieutenant Colonel Brant? If so, state, as 
near as you can, the time, place, and the expressions used by him. 

Answer. I have been acquainted with Captain Grosman about six years. 
I have known that, for the last two or three or four years, feelings of hos
tility or enmity have existed on his part towards Colonel Brant. I believe 
this, from having been frequently in his society. I cannot now repeat any 
particular expressions used by Captain Grosman in reference to Colonel 
Brant. 

A paper, presented this morning by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to the 
court, was here read, which the court directed should be returned to him, 
as it cannot enter into discussions with nim as to a mode of proceeding en
tirely within its discretion ; besides, the paper itself is disrespectful, and the 
term "the party," as applied therein to the court, grossly improper. 

Colonel Brant represented that he had another witness that he wished 
examined ; but that he could not be produced to-day. 

1'he court then adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, MARCil 1, 1839. 

The t:ourt met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
Lient(Jnant Colonel Brant stated to the court that the expression "the 

party," used in his last communication to it, was not intended by him to 
apply to tha court, but wholly and solely to Captain Grosman. 

JoHN HAVERTY, a witness, already sworn, was called on the part of 
Lieutenant Colonel Br.ant, and answered: 

Question by Colonel Brant. Look at this check, dated the 21st of Jun~, 
1837, payable to John Darneille, or bearer, for the sum of $206 70 : state. 
in whose handwriting it is filled up; to whom it was intended to be paid; 
and for what purpose, or on what account. 

[NoTE.-'l'his check is recorded at page 311.] 

Answer. The check is filled with my handwriting; and was made, I 
believe, with the intention of being paid to John Darneille, for and in con
sideration (I believe) of the purchase of horses. I do not recollect any 
transaction in which he was concerned with Colonel Brant in that year, 
save for the purchase of horses and oxen. 

Questioll by Colonel Brant. Look at this voucher, dated 21st of June, 
1837, made out ag-ainst tlw United States in the name of John Darneille, 
amounting to $1,045 : state in whose handwriting the receipt, at the foot 
thereof, is filled up; and, to the best of your recollection, whether the sig
nature of John Darneille was affixed to said receipt before it was filled up. 

[NO'l'E.-The vou~her alluded to is copied at page 41.] 
21 ' 
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An,swer. The receipt to this voucher is filled up in my handwriting; . 
-and when filled up, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it was not 
signed with the name of John Darneille. 

Question by court. Have you auy recollection of the circumstances at
tending the making out of the voucher just shown you? Did you fill up 
the body of it '! As you have stated on a former occasion, before the court, 
the manner in which similar accounts were prepared by you from memo
randa furnished by the claimants in snch cases, have you any remembrance 
of such memoranda, in reference to the voucher alluded to, as will enable 
you to identify this particular transaction? If so, state all you know about 
the matter. 

Answer. I have a recollection of the circumstances attending the making 
out of this voucher, and I tilled up the body of it. Subsequent to the filling 
up of the receipt, it was usnal, in the press of business during the horse
purchasing in 1837, to imbody the whole amount in the receipts, and to 
specify the details subsequently. The memoranda, to serve as a guide in 
filling up this voucher, furnished, as well as I recollect, by Colonel Brant, 
were made in pencil. They were given me as my guide in filling tbe items 
of the account. 

Question by court. What guide had you in filling up the receipt in the 
voucher? 

Answer. I have no distinct recollection. It might have been the verbal 
jnstructions of Colonel Brant, or it might have been on a strip of paper. 
The room in which I wrote was directly opposite the room in which Colo
nel Brant wrote. He frequently came to the door of his room, and instruct~ 
ed me to fill up receipts for any amounts required, and che~ks in the same 
way. My custom very often was, where the person who was to sign the 
r~ceipts to vouchers thus made was not in my room, to fill up the receipts 
as directed, or a check, as the case might be, and carry them to Colonel 
Brant's room. 

Quesl'ion by co,urt. Did you witness the payment or delivery of the check 
for $206 70, drawn on the agent of the Commer1~ial Bank of Cincinnati, . 
to John Darneille, or bearer, 'by Colonel Brant to said Darneille'? If so, 
when and where was it? 

Answer. I have no recollection of it. 
Question by court. Have you any particHlar recoHP.ction of this voucher 

ailnded to, for $1,045, distinguished from other vouchers, and that it was 
.filled up in the receipt for that amount before being signed by Darneille1 
Did yon see Darneillesign it? · 

Answer. I have a particular recollection of this individual voucher for 
$1,045, as particularly contradistinguished from others, from the circum
stance of its embracing a charge for a yoke of oxen. I also r9collect that 
the receipt was filled up when it was yet unsigned by the name of John 
Darneille. To the best of my reco1lection, I did not see Darneille sign it. , 

Question by court. Do you recollect this check in favor of John Dar
neille for $100, dated 21st June, 1837, and now shown you '! to what tran
~action does it refer? 

[NoTE.-The check is recorded at page 244.] 

Answer. I do not recollect seeing this check until after it was returned 
from the bank to Colonel Brant. I do not know the object for which the· 

,,check was issued, bnt I inferred it was for the purchase of horses. When 
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checks of this kind were drawn in my absence, it was usual to notify me of 
the fact on my return, for the purpose of making the entry on the abstract 
book of checks drawn on the b:wk. The amount of this check was so en
tered. 

Question by court. - Do you recollect that John Darneille gave a re
ceipt to Colonel Brant, about the 21st June, 1837, for $300, or for $370; 
and do yon recollect, about the 27th June, 1837, your returning said re
ceipt to said Darneille, on the occasion of a settlement of accounts between 
Darneille and Colouel Brunt? 

Answer. I have no recollection of such a receipt for either of the amounts 
specified. 

Question by court. What was the usn a I manner of fiiling checks on pub
lic account in the office of Lieutenant Colonel Brant; were they made pay
able to "order" or "bearer?" 

Answer. 1t deFJended altogether on the nature of the ca,se. If the person 
was present who was to receive the amount of the check, it was usual to 
make it payable to himself; or bearer; if for a distant claimant, it was made 
payable to his order. 

Question by court. What is the brick bnilding at the corner of Second 
and Laurel streets now rented to the United States for? And what has been 
its rent since the beginning of the 4th quarter of 1838, up to this time ? 

Answer. During a portion of the 4th quarter of 1838, there was only a 
portion of that building occupied by the United Stutes. That portion was 
charged (I think) at $35 per month. After the whole building was re oc
cupied by the United States, the rent was chtuged at $800 per annum. 
When the accounts were made to the end of December, 18:58, it was char2'ed 
at the rate of $800 per annum; and it was put down at the same in 'ihe 
quartermaster's report for January, 1839. l'vly impression is, that, for Octo
ber and November, 1838, it was charged at $35 per month; and I think for 
December, 1838, it was charged at the rate of $SOD per annnm. 

['l'he witness went to the office to examine the books, and returned and 
confirmed the statemeuts iu his last answer. 'The witness here stated that 
he wished to explain a part of his testimony, delivered when before the 
court on a former occasion, relative to the voucher si>(ned by John Dar-
neille for $1,045.] - , 

He said: " I then stated that, in cases where the items were not filled in 
the account, the gross amounts were imbodied in the receipts before being 
signed. 'fhis was my invariable practic0 in such cases, in vouchers for 
horse purchases in 1837 ; and that 1 did not recollect that an exception was 
made to the general rule in respect of this voucher. 1 wish to make this 
explanation, to explain what might seem as conflicting between my testi
mony of this morning, and that formerly given ; as, in that of this morning, 
l have particularized the yoke of oxen as one of the circumstances that 
brought so fully to my recollection that the voucher had not the items car
ried out at the time the receipts were filled up with the aggregate amount.ll 

The court received the following paper from Lieutenant Colonel Brant: 

"CouRT·ROOJ\11 Mm·clt 1, 1839. 
"SIR: The court having decided that it will not await the arrival of 

Oliver Dubois and Samuel Gracy, or either of them, I now respectiully 
urge that, under such circumstances, it will agree to receive the ex parte 
depositions of those individuals.'"' 'l'he testimony of both, but particularly 



[59 J 
that of Gracy, which I submit herewith, I think the court will agree with 
me in supposing is calculated to have an important bearing in my favor. 
Two months of the time of this court were devoted to hearing the evidence 
adduced against me by Captain Grosman; the defence has occupied only 
four or five days over half that time. 

"I remain, &c., &c., &c. 

•rtieutenaut J. F. LEE, 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lie!tlenant Colonel United States Army. 

Judge Advocate and Recorder Court of lnqniry." 

ln reference to the above communication, the conrt decides that "it can. 
not receive the papers alluded to therein as evidence, as they would be 
clearly jnadmissible as such in any court." They are already in the appen
dix: attached to these proceedings, and may be referred to-Nos. 56 and 
57. 

'l'he court also received a written application from Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, dated this day, asking access to the record of the court, to aid him 
in making his defence; which paper will be found in the appendix, No. 58. 

The court decided that "Colonel Brant has been afforded unusual and, 
so far as the court knows, unprecedented facilities, to obtain the evidence 
given before the court. The court have given him duplicates of all ques. 
tions pmposed by the court to the witnesses, and ample time has been 
allowed him to take down the witnesses' answers; and such portions of 
the ev 'dence as were not recorded by Colonel Brant, he has already, on. 
application to the court, been permitted to copy from the court's record. 
Any portion of the evidence which Colonel Brant has not now a copy of, 
he will be permitted to copy from the record, in the presence of the re· 
corder. Other P•Jl'tions of the record may be read, but the court cannot 
allow copies thereof to be taken." 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow, at 10 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, MARCH 2, 1839. 

The court met, pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: all the member!). 

JoHN HAVERTY, a witness on the part of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, came 
;into court, and said he wished to make further explanations of his testi· 
mony. He said, "In looking over the rough minutes of my explanation of 
yesterday, they do not seem to convey cleafly fhe idea I intended to express 
in one particular. 'rhe expression in my testimony, the first day I was ex· 
.amined, on the voncher for one thousand and forty-five dollars, signed by 
John Darneille, was this: 'I have no recollection of this particular voucher, 

' ... 'lS distinct from others of ~ similar kind.' I meant this, at the time, and 
now mean it, to apply to the receipts and signatnre; that there is no pecu
liarity in the receipt or signature that would distinguish t~1s {rom other 
vouchers of the like kind, in the manner in which the rece1pts were filled 
up and signed. . Stlbscquent reflection on the voucher brought to my 
recollection circumstances which now satisfy me that my fi.rst impressions 
\Vere correct, as given to the court m my former testimony, in respect to 
this voucher, namely: that the items were not carried out until after the 
!eceipts had been filled up and signed." 



[59 J 
Question by court. Did any one suggest to you to come into court and 

make explanations? Was your previous testimony, giwm before this court, 
shown to you? 

Answer. Mr. Magenis told me that there was a seeming discrepancy be
tween parts of my testimony given on a former occ~sion and yesterday. On. 
looking over the rough minutes of the testimony, I saw that the sentence 
quoted in my explanation of this morning might be so construed as to bear 
a meaning different from what I at the time intended to convey, and have 
conveyed, in my last explanation. I thought it advisable to appear before 
the court and remove all ambiguity. l saw the rough minutes of my pre
vious testimony. I have made fair copies of a good deal of the rough mi
nutes taken by Mr. Mngenis, the counsel of Colonel Brant. 

Question by court. Have you seen the testimony given by any other 
witness or witnesses before this court? 

Answer. I have seen the rough notes of the testimony of several other 
witnesses as given before this court. 1 have made a fair copy of the testi
mony of severn] of them, from the notes of Colonel Brant's counsel taken in 
court. 

Question by court. What communication, if any, have you had with 
L ientenaut Colonel Brant, or his connsel, on this subject? 

AnsMer. Simply what I have detailed here; that is, Mr. Magenis's point
ing out what appeared to be the discrepancy already allnded to. On one 
occasion Colonel Brant was present. I , at the time when it \vas fjrst spoken 
of to me, thought there was no nctual discrepancy, but intimated if there 
W:J.s any doubt, I would go into court and explain what my nctual meaning 
was. 

Lien tenant .To.ri;\' F. LF.1::, judge advocate ami recorder of this court of 
inquiry, duly sworn bv the presid-ent of this court, a witness on the part of 
Lientenant Colonel Bt:ant. answers .as follows: 

Question by Colonel Brant . . Did yon seed for, or suggest to any other 
person to briug, John Uamcille, who has been exan1ined as a witness in 
this cas~, to yonr office, for the purpose of sho\\"ing him the bank checks, 
dated 21st of June, 1837, and made payable to him or on.ler-one for $100, 
and the other for $370? 

Answer. I did not. I explained to Captain Crosman what t!Jose checks 
were mennt to prove, and told him he ought to inquire of Darneille about 
lt. I came to my room, and found Capta.in Crosman and Darneillc there, 
and some other persons-Captain Turner, who rooms with me, among 
them. I showed him the checks. 

Question by court. Did John Darneille, while at your ofr1cc, see the re. 
cord of this court, or any part of the testimony of miy witness given before 
this conrt ?-

.!lnswer. Darneille saw no part of the record of the court. He looked at 
the checks, alld said, 111 answer to some doubts o[ Captain Crosman, that 
it was his handwriting on the back of the checks; and, after some little re
flection , said positively what the check for $370 was given him for. Cap
tain. Grosman asked him why he had stated to the court he had had no 
other transactions with Colonel Brant about that time. Darneille asked 
me what he had said to the court about that. I turned to the record and 
read him, I think, his two answers on that subject. He said, (either before 
or after I had rend hiut those answers, I do not recollect which,) that he 
had not thought of that advance, because he knew Colouel Brant owed 
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him nothing, and he did not recollect it was made on that day-meaning 
the 21st of June, 1837. 

Question by court. What did Darneille then state positively the check 
for $370 was given him for? 

Answer. He stated that $300 of that check was given him as an advance 
to purchase horses in Illinois, and $70 of it was on account of that swap 
with Swigert. ' 

Question by Colonel Brant. What length of time intervened between 
your mentiouing the subject of those checks to Captain Grosman, apd your 
showing them to John Darneille at your office? 

Answer. Whether it was the same day, or two or three days afterwards, 
I do not know. My impression is, it was the same day. The checks re
mained in my office several days. 

The testimony here being closed, Lieutenant Colonel Brant was notified 
that the court was ready to receive any written address he might wish to 
make in elucidation of the matter and the evidence adduced before it. 

Lieutenant Colonel Brant asked to be allowed until Thursday next, the 
7th instant, at 12 o'clock, to prepare such address; which was allowed by 
the court. 

A paper was then presented to the court by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
purporting to be remarks upon the decision of the court of Tuesday, the 
26th of February, found at pages 3l3, 314. 

Pending the reading of this paper by the recorder of the conrt, an expres
sion, in reference to an act of the court, was objected to by the court as im
proper and highly disrespectful; and Lieutenant Colonel Brant was in
formed the paper could not be received with such an expression in it. 
Whereupon Lieutenant Colonel Brant struck out this expression. 

The reading was then continued, when it was perceived that the paper 
contained comments and strictures upon certain proceedings of the court, 
which it considered entirely inadmissible, and in nowise beneficial to Lieu 
tenant Colonel Brant':; defence. 'l'he court, therefore, ordered the reading 
to be discontinued, and the paper to be returned to him; which was accord
ingly done. 

'rhe court adjourned to meet again at 12 o'clock on Thursday next, the 
7th instant. 

TuuRSDA Y, MARCH 7, 1839. 

The court met pur!)uant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 

Colonel Brant informed the court that he was not prepared to present the 
remarks for which the cou~t had adjourned on Saturday, and requested to 
be allowed fnrther time till to-morrow at 12 o'clock ; which application the 
court granted. 

'l'he newspaper communications, referred to in the testimony of Romans, 
and which that witness intimated he would furnish to the court, were re
ceived this day. As the testimony respecting·these articles make it unne
cessary for the court to consider them, they are not placed on the record 
nor in the appendix, and the order at page 270 was rescinded. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 8, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
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The court informed Colonel Brant that it was ready to receive his writ
ten address upon the subjects of the investigation and the evidence. Colonel 
.Brant replied that he was not prepared, and asked to be allowed further 
time till to-morrow at 11 o'clock. 

The court decided that it has already allowed Colonel Brant ample time 
· to prepare his address; but, unwilling to curtail him in the time he has 
further asked for that object, now consents to allow him until to-morrow at 
11 o'clock, A.M. 'fhe court will then expect to receive his address, and 
will not wait beyond that time for it. 

The court adjourned to meet to-morrow at 1l o'clock. 

SATURDAY, MARCH 9, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
Colonel Brant delivered to the court the address which is attached to this 

record. 
'l'he court adjourned to meet on Monday at 10 o'clock. 

MoNDAY, MARCH 11, 1839. 

T he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
'l'he court was occupied during the day in examining the evidence ; 
And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

!'he court was occupied during the day in examining the record of the 
·evidence; 

And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 13, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. ~ 
Present: All the members. 
The court was occupied as yesterday ; 
And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, MARCH 14, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 

The court was occupied during the day as yesterday; 
And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 15, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
The court was occupied as yesterday; 
And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 

SATURDAY MARCH 16, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present : All the members. 
The court having fini&hed the reading of the record and examination o 

the evidence, ordered it to be recorded, that "the court, having maturely con.· 
sidered all the testimony adduced· in the present case, proceeded to imbody, 
ior the information of the President of the United States, the most material 
facts which have been proved in the course of the investigation. As pre
liminary, however, to their introduction on the record, the court deems it 
proper here to present a synopsis of the several allegations and imputations 
against Lieutenant Colonel Brant, with a view that they, with the fa.cts and 
opinion of the court, may, by their juxtaposition, be the more conveniently 
considered." 

Synopsis of allegations and imputations against Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant. 

Letter from Captain G. H. Grosman to the acting Quartermaster Gene· 
raJ, 18th of October, 1837, [page 9,] imputes to Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
the bad condition of certain public horses, (nine in number,) owing to the 
fact that they were pastured and fed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant on his 
own plantation; the pasture on which was represented "as miserably poor 
and destitute of grass." (This was in the summer and autumn of 1837.) 

Letter from same to same, dated 9th of January, 1838, [page 12,] alleges 
that the prices charged by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for keeping the horses 
and mules were very high, and much above the usual rates for similar ser
vices in the neighborhood of St. Louis. 

Captain Grosman to the acting Quarternmster General, 13th April, I 838; 
[page 13 of record,] imputes irregularities to Lieutenant Colonel Brant in 
the discharge of h1s duties in the quartermaster's department, by purchas. 
ing horses for the public service with private notes of hand; alleges that 
such horses were subsequently condenmed by a board of officers, as unfit 
for service, and sold at auction-the public thus sqstaining three successive 
losses:: first, by the purchase ; secolld, by the expense of keeping; tlJird, 
by the sale. Encloses a letter of John Darneille, [No. 20, appendix,] in 
which it is asserted that the accounts in the foregoing C<tse against the 
United States, and the receipt thereto attached, were signed by him in 
blank; further, that the stock purchased, as aforesaid, was obtained by him 
through a private note of hand, in favor of Lieutenant Colonel Brant; and 
that such stock was procured on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's private account. 

Captain Grosman to the acting Quartermaster General, April 28, 1838, 
[page 14 of record,] encloses a letter from John Darneille, of St. Louis, 
tlated April 25, 183ti, in which Darneille asserts that the sum of $145 was 
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()vercharged in a certain account of his against the t1ni.ted Statf's fol' the 
sale of horses. [For further explanation, see John Darneille's letter, No. 
30, appendix.) 

Letter of Captain Grosman to the acting Qnartermaster General, dated 
October 21, 1837, [page 10 of record,] alleges that a quartermaster's st?rc
house, of brick, in St. Louis, was rented from G. K. McGunnegle by Lien
tenant Colonel Brant, in the year 1837, at the rate of $1,00U per annum, 
for public purposes; and that a light frame building was rented of the same 
person, as a subsistence storehouse, for $37 50 per month. That while the 
former building was thus rented, the United States were required to pay, 
and did pay, in addition, for storage of certain goods belonging to the Indian 
department, in said storehouse, during the second quarter of the year 1837; 
and that it is notorious that both those buildings are owned wholly, nr in 
part, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Letter of Captain Crosman to the court of inquiry, dated November 30, 
1838, [page 15 of record,) asserts that the cash-book of the Iudian depart
ment at St. Louis will exhibit tllat rents have been charged to the United 
States for an office for the Indian department, purporting to have been 
rented of G. K. McGunnegle and William Hill, whicl1 "office is the same 
then and now occupied by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the quartermas
ter's department, and which is located in his own dwelling house;" and 
imputing, by this ~'let, an instance of double rent on his own- property. 

Captain Grosman's letter to the court of inquiry, dated December 3, 1838, 
[page 29 of record,) impntes to Lieutenant Colonel Brnnt an interest by 
"an _indirect and private copartnership in the firm of Hill & l\lcGunnegle, 
or W!lh G. K. McGnnnegle, and the successors of that firm, J\lcGunnegle 
& "\Yay." , 

Letter of Captain Crosman to the court o[ inquiry, of Janu ary 5, 18;jD, 
[ s·ec page 155,J charges Lieutenant Colonel Brant with "conduct improper, 
and unbecoming an officer;" in having, on the 23d of November, 1830, 
made a contract with S. Sbal<:ross, master of the stcilmboat Chieftain, for 
the transportation of certain officers and troops to the Walnut Hills, near 
the mouth of the Yaz0o ri\"er, and agreeing therein that $600 should be 
paid to said Shalcross for the services 'of saiil boat ; that on the same day 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant addressed a letter to said Shalcross, requiring 
!1lllJ to collect a certain sum per day from each officer, nrhile on the boat, 
m_ consideration of their board; that after said sum was thus collected, 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant went on to add, in his letter, that the balance
that is, the difference between this sum to be collected, and the $600 pro
vided for in the contract-would be cari"ied to the credit of Sha.lcross on the 
books of Hill & McGunnegle. 

• Letter of Captain Crosman to the court of inquiry, dated Jan nary 23, 
1839, [page 201 of record.1 1st. Accuses Lieutenant Colonel Brant of having 
made the Government pay for two canoes used as troughs for feeding 
dragoon horses pastured on his (arm, ''which charge was improper, and 
for his own pecuniary benefit.1' 2d. 'l,hat the "report of persons," &c. 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant for September, 1836, shows that Richard 
Morgan (the slave and private servant, he expects to prove, of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant) was paid $1 per day for his services in the warehouse and 
office of the quartermaster, at St. Louis; that the said Morgan was re
ported as " though he was a. free man." 

Tbe court adjourned to meet on Monday at 9 o'clock. 
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MONDAY, MARCH 18 1839 ' . 
The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. · 
The court were occupied durina- this day in preparing the statement of 

facts and opinion ; t> 

And adjourned to meet to.morrow at 9 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, MARCH 19, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
P resent: All the members. 
'!'he court was occupied as yesterday ; 
~-\nd adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 

W EDNESDA Y 1 MARCH 20, 1839. 

T he court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
The court was occupied as yesterday; 
And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 

THURSDAY, MARCH 21, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
'l'he court was occupied as yesterday; 
And adjourned to meet to-morrow at 9 o'clock. 

FRIDAY, MARCH 22, 1839. 

'The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
The court was occupied as yesterday; 
And adjourned to meet to·morrow at 9 o'clock. 

SATURDAY, MARCH 23, 1839. 

The court met pursuant to adjournment. 
Present: All the members. 
The court ordered the following- statement of facts and opinion to be re-

corded: ~ 
Report upon the facts found by the court. 

In reference to the subject of Captain George H. Grosman's letters to the 
acting Quartermaster General, dated the 18th of October, 1837, and the 9th 
of January, 1838, [pages 9 and 12,J the court finds the following material 
facts connected therewith and incidental thereto: 
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1. That a lar<Ye number ot' h6tses nt1d mules were purchased in the year 
1837 for the se~ice of the United States, by Lieutenant Colonel Brant in 
his official capacity as quartermaster of United States army. 

2. That, 'between abont the middle of May and the early part of October, 
1837, many of these horses, and most of the mules, were kept on a farm near 
St. Louis, then the property of Lieutenant Colonel Brant; and that the horses 
were fed on the grass of his pasture, and on green corn, old corn, wheat 
brau, and occasionally on hay and sheaf-oats; but in what quantities, or 
whether regularly, has not been made to appear. "What description of food, 
or what quantities, were given the mules in addition to the pasturage, does 
not fully appear. 

3. That, in about a month or six weeks after the pnblic horses were put 
in Lieutenant Colonel Brant's pasture, it wns almost destitute of grass, but 
that they continued to be fed npon the other articles above mentioned. 

4. That some of the horses, and a small number of the mules, were kept 
at livery-stables in the city of St. Lonis. 

5. 'l'hat the charge made against the United States, and pnid by Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant, tor the keeping of the public horses and mules in 1837, 
whether on his own farm or elsewhere, was $3 per week each for the 
horses, and $2 per week each for the mules. The charge made for those 
kept in St. Louis appears to be inclusive o( all expense against the United 
States. t;or those kept on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's farm there was an 
additional expense incurred against the United States, and paid by Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant, in a portion of the wages of Sarnud Reinecke, who, 
when at the farm taking care of the puhlic horses, was in the pay of the 
United States ; and, further, in the cost of two canoes pnrchnsed by Liehl
tennnt Colonel Brant at the cost of the United States, and sent to the pas
ture, and there used as troughs for feeding the public horses. 

G. T hat, for keeping some of tbe public horses on Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant's farm, accounts were made out against the United States, and receipts 
taken in the name of William Dowler, the overseer of Lietltenant Colonel 
Brant; thus representing- to the Quartermaster Generalis Department, and 
to the Treasury of the United States, the said Dowler as the person who 
performed the services and received payment therefor. 'l'hat said accounts 
were rendered by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and certified by him to be 
' :correct and just, and for services performed as stated." 

7. T hat, for the keeping of the public mules on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
farm, accounts were made out against the United States, and receipts taken 
in the name of John Kimball, a livery-stable keeper in the city of St. Lon is ; 
thus representing to the Quartermaster General 's Department, and to the 
Treasury of the United States, the said John Kimball as the person who 
performed the services and received p:tyment therefor. That said ac
counts were rendered by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and certified by him to 
be " correct and just, and for services performed as charged." 

8. T hat the accounts mentioned in paragraphs 6 and 7, and rendered 
by Lieutenant ColoneJ Brant, were stated and certified by him to be 
"for foraging and keeping" horses and mule~;;, in the same words as were 
expressed iu other accounts for horses kept at livery in St. Louis; whereas 
said horses and mules were pastured and fed as stated in paragraph 2, 
and had not the prescribed forage ration issued to them. 

9. That the accounts of Lieutenant Colonel Brant represent a payment 
made by him to John Kimball, for foraging and keeping during the montk 
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of July, 1837, from 6 to 90 horses, the avernge number, as will appear by: 
the voucher, [page 65,] being equivalent to 52 horses per day throughout 
that month, and the charge amounting to $702. And that the accounts of 
Lieute11ant Colonel Brant represent another payment made by him to John 
KimbaJl, for foraging and keeping from 6 to 106 horses from the 1st of Sep
tember to the 5th of October, 1837, the average number, a.;; will appear by 
the voucher, [page 66,] being equivalent to 33 horses per day throughout 
that period, amounting to $495: thus representing to the Quartermaster 
General's Department, aud to the Treasury, the said John Kimball as the 
person who performed the services and received payment therefor. 1'he 
said accounts were certified by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to be "correct and 
j ust, and for services performed as stated ;" whereas it is proved that the 
whole number of horses thus charged was not kept by Kimball, nor in his 
stable, but that most of them were kept elsewhere; and that the greatest 
number kept at any time over three days by Kimball did not exceed 
twenty. 

lO. 'I'hat the accounts rendered hy Lientenant Colonel Brant represent 
n payment made by him to J. 0. Bradshaw, u livery-stable keeper in St. 
Louis at that time, and now deceased, for foraging aud keeping dnring the 
month of August, 1837, from 56 to lOS horses, the average number, as 
will appear hy the voucher, lpage 69,1 being eqnivalent to 81 horses per 
day throughout that month, amounting to $1,077; thus representing to 
the Quartermaster General's Department, and to the 'l'reasury, the said J. 
0. Bradshaw as the person who performed the services and received pay
ment therefor. The said account was certified by Lien tenant Colonell3rant 
to be" correct and just, and for services performed as stated;" whereas it ap· 
pears that said Bradshaw kept generally not more than eight or kn, or per
-haps fifteen, public horses; that they were generally kept at his stable a short 
time, and then taken out to the pasture in the same manner as with Kimball. 

11. That the number of pnblic horses purporting to have been kept by 
·william Dowler (who was in J ,ientenant Colonel Brant's private employ 
as overseer) in the month of July, 1837, was from 4 to 7G, the average 
number, as will appear by the voncher, [page 33,] beiug eqnivalent .to 41 
horses per day throughout that month, and amouuting to $549. And that 
the number of public horses pmporting to have been kept by said Dowler 
in the month of August, 1837, was from 50 to 101, the average number, 
as will appear by the voucher, [page 44,] beinJr equivalent to 73 horses per 
duy throughout that mont.b, amounting to $975. 

12. 'l'hat the number of public horses kept on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's 
farm varied from 60 or 70 to upwards of200 at a time, between the periods 
mentioned in paragraph 2. It appears that there were freqnently as many 
as 150 1 here at a time. 

13. Thnt John Calvert, who keeps, and has kept for twelve years, a liv
ery-stable in St. Louis, applied to Lieutenant Colonel Brant early in July, 
nnd again in August, 1837, to keep some of the public horses, and was re
fused. 

14. 'rhat no advertisements were is<:ned by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
thro11gh the public newspapers, or in any other way, inviting proposals for 
foraging and keeping, or for pasturing, the public horses and mules under 
his charge in the year 1837. 

15. That good and sufficient pasturage mio-ht have been obtained in the 
-vicinity of St. Louis for all the public horses ~·md mules under Lieutenant 
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Colonel Brant's charge, in the summer and autumn of 1837, for $1 per week 
each, not including any allowance of grain to them. 

16. T'hat a large number of the public horses (115 at least) under the 
charge of Lieutenant Colonel Brant could have been kept at two of the 
principal livery-stables in St. Louis, during all or any portion of the year 
1837, for $2 50 per week each, including all expenses, with good and suf
ficient food, and grooming and exercise to keep them in good health and 
condition for active service. 

17. That all the public horses under charge of Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
in the summer and autumn of 1837 could have been kept at livery-stables 
in St. Louis, and at pastures in its vicinity, by alternating- them between 
the stables and the pastures, sc as to affo:d them sufficient range and exer
cise, and feeding them on sufficient grain while in pasture, and in the sta
bles to keep them in good order and condition for active service, for $2 50 
per week each, or less. 

18. 'l'hat the public horses and mules which were delivered by Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant in the snmmer and autumn of 1837 to the regiments of 
dragoons, and for the quartermaster's department for service in Florida, 
were in good order when delivered by him. 

19. That it does not appear that the nine public horses delivered by Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant to Captain G. H. Crosman, assistant quartermaster, in 
·the year 1837, aud invoiced as "unserviceable," had become so through any 
neglect or fault of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's. 

In reference to the subject-matter of the letters of Captain Crosman to the 
acting Quartermaster General, dated the 13th and the 28th of April, 1838, 
[pages 13 and t4,] and to that of the two letters of John Durneille, which 
accompanied Captain Grosman's, [page 42, and appendix No. 20,] the court 
finds the following material facts, viz : 

20. That John Darneille, of St. Louis, Missouri, was employed by Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, in the month of June, 1837, to go to Franklin county, 
Missouri, to collect the amount of principal and interest due on two promis. 
sory notes of Willi~m ·walker, of said county, drawn in favor of Lieuten
ant Colonel Rrant, for about $500 each, and to purchase horses for the ser
vice of the United States; for which object Lieutenant Colonel Brant gave 
him a certain sum in cash. 

2l.· That Lieutenant Colonel Brant instructed Darneille to receive, in 
payment of the notes, cash ; or, if Walker could not pay the cash due on 
them, to take from him horses, or oxen, or negroes, or any thing else that 
he could bring to St. Louis and make the money on. 'l'hat, at the time, 
these notes were not at par. That Darneille accordingly went to Frankin 
county. That, in payment of one of the notes of Walker, he received five 
horses, valued as follow,:, viz: one at $100, one at $75, one at $65, and two 
at $70 each ; also a pair of oxen, valued at $60, and one mule at $40. 
That, after taking these animals, 'Valker gave him $20 in cash, and thus 
liquidated one of the notes and interest. 'I' he other note was brought back 
to St. Louis, and retumed to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

22. That, with cash of his own, and that given him by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, Darneille also bought three horses, viz: one for $90, one 
for $80, and one for $60 or $65. 'l'hat for his services Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant allowed him $50; and that his expensP.s in bringing the animals to 
St. Louis amounted to $27 50. 
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23. That, on the 21st of June, 1837, the aforesaid John Darneille had a: 
settlement with Lieutenant Colonel Brant of the aforementioned transac
tion. That the said Darneille signed printed blank receipts handed him by 
Lieu tenant Colonel Brant, in which no amount of money nor items were 
inserted. That Lieutenant Colonel Brant, at s:tid settlement, paid said 
John Darneille <i certain balance in money due him, the precise amount of 
which is not ascertained. 'l'hat, in the dtl[,licate accounts to which said 
receipts (us afterwards filled up) were attachecil, the horses and oxen pro
cured by Darneille from Walker were charged against the United States, as 
having been sold by John Darneille; as also another horse, for which the 
mule obtained from Walker as aforesaid had been exchanged. That the 
said John Darneille did not consider himself as having sold this property to 
the United States, nor did he l{l]ow it was charged in his name as owner 
aud seller-that is, the stock procured from Walker; which, having taken 
in redemption of ·walker's note in favor of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, he· 
regarded as the private property of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. That John 
Darneil\e did not authorize any person to fill up the account in sue! man
ner. 'I' bat he contemplated on\ y the cost of the horses, for which he had 
paid his own funds, and the funds advanced him by Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, and. the amount of his wages, ($60,) and. his expenses, ($27 50,) 
would have been inserted in the blank account to which he had afiixed his 
signature. 

24. That the duplicate blank accounts and receipts, to which John Dar
neille had affixed IllS signature as aforesaid, were incorrectly filled up sub
sequently, by charging the United States for the horses procured of Walker 
a greater sum than they bad been received for in part redemption of his note 
to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, together with the expense of bringing them to 
St. Louis. That the said receipt, over John Darneille's signature, previ
ously affixed, was filled with a sum of which he is "confident he never re
ceived any thing like the amount;" also, by inserting in the account a 
charge of $120, for a horse exchanged by Lieutenunt Colonel Brant for the 
mule spoken cfin paragrnph ~6, and $70 boot given by Li~utenant Colonel 
Brant; the mule having been received from Walker at$40. 

25. That one of the horses (a sorrel) procnred as aforesaid from "'\Yalker 
was lame when so obtained, and became more so afterwards; and tbut he 
was altogether an inferior horse. 

26. '!'hat the mule procured from Walker, in part payment of hi.> note 
in favor of Lieutenant Colonel Braut, was, under the direction of Lien ten
ant Colonel Brant, subsequently exchanged with Jacob Swigert for a sorrel 
!Jorsc, Lieutenant Colonel Brant paying $70 difference in value between the 
two animals. That the horse so procured was charged. in the aforesaid 
blank account at $120. 'l'hat said horse had been, two or three hours be
fore, offered for sale to Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the public service, who, 
afte r having had him rode for the purpose of trying him, rejected this horse,, 
as he would not suit him. That the said Swigert had expressed a willing
ness to take $100 for him rather than make the exchange. 

27. That three of the horses procured as aforesaid from Walker, nnd sub
sequently sold to the United States, were, two or three months afterwards, 
sold at auction as condemned horses, being a portion of the nine horses al
luded to in paragraph 19. 

28. 'l'hat, besides the instance of blank receipts having been signed, 
stated in [he case of John Darneille, it is in evidence that Lieutenant Colonel 



335 [59 J 
Brant, in the year 1837, procured the sig-nature of William Dowler, his 
overseer, to such blank receipts; and that, in the years 1833 and 1837, 
Charles Collins signed blank receipts in favor of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
who had purchnsed of him horses in 1833, and corn in 1837. That said 
Collins, afterwards, on examination of these accounts, found they had been 
correctly filled up. 

In reference to the alle~;ations contained in Captain Grosman's letter to 
the court, dated St. Loms, January 5, 1839, [page 15::>,] on tlte subject of 
the contract made by Lieutenant Colonel Brant in the year 1830 with S. 
Shalcross, then master of the steamboat Chieftain, and now deceased, the 
court finds the following facts, viz: 

29. That, in November, 1830, Lieutenant Colonel Brant, then assistant 
quartermaster of United States army': made a contract with the said Shal
cross to transport, from Jefferson barracks to the mouth of the Yazoo river, 
a detachment of the 3d regiment of United States inf[uitry, consisting of" six 
commissioned othcers, one snrgeon, and two companies, with their arms 
and accoutrements, clothing, camp equipage, and subsistence for sixty days. 
The commissione:l of:licers and attending surgeon to have a comiortable 
cabin pass~ge, and the remainder such act:ommodations as are usually ac
corded to deck passengers," [see contract, p<1ge 144.] For which sen·ice, 
Lieutenant Colonel Braut stipulated to pay, on the part of the United States, 
the sum of $600. 

30. That it appears to have been customary, at the Lime, for such con
tracts to be exclustve of the board of the officers attached to the troops. 

31. That, in this case, Lieutenant Colol!el Brant had been requested by 
the officers to make some arrangcmem on their part with the master of the 
boat to prevent their being charged exorbi~at1tly for their board; and that 
the arrangement made was communicated to them in a letter, addressed by 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant to Captain Lewis, United States army, command
ing the detachmeut, in the following terms: 

"It has been agreed on between Captain Shalcross and myself, that the 
officers, including the acting assistant surgeon, shall pay 70 cents per day 
each for toard; that the sutler shall pay the same per dny for his board, 
and $10 in addition for his passage; and that his stores shall be transl'orted 
at the rate of 50 cents per 100 pounds." [See page 159.] 

32. That said boat was seventeen days on the passage, dming which one 
of the officers obtained from the clerk of the boat a letter from Lieutellant 
Colonel Brant to the master of the boat, in the following terms, viz: 

"When yon shall have di&charg:ed the troops and stores at their place of 
destination, be pleased to obtain the certificate of the commauding otficer to 
the enclosed contract, setting forth the due performance of its stipulations, 
and enclose the same to this office, with a statement of the amount received 
by you from officers, &c. 'l'his will enable me to close yonr accounts, and 
pay over the balance to Messrs. Hill & .1\IcGunnegle." [See page 159.] 

33. That, upon the discovery of this letter, the officers refused to pay 
their board, for the reason, that while by this letter it appeared that the 
amount to be paid to Hill & McGnnnegle, the agents on account of the 
boat, was to be diminished by the amount of the officers' board, &c., 
it did not appear by the contract that the amount chargeable against the 
United States was to be, so diminished. The officers called upon the mas-
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ter of the boat for an explanation, who informed them that he had no claim 
npon them for the board, inasmuch as he was entitled to, and would receive 
by the contract, $600. 

34. That, at the request of the officers belonging to the dek'\chment, a let· 
ter was addressed by Captain Lewis, the commandiug officer, to Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, stating that the officers had refused to pay their board; but 
that when the matter should be satisfactorily explained, if the amount was 
to be paid to the Government, they would pay it to some agent of the Gov
ernmen1. 

35. ~rhat Lieutenant Colonel Brant's official letter-book shows a letter 
there recorded fi·om him to Captain Lewis [page 160 J in reply, stating that the 
board of the officers was due to the Government, and was intended to be 
deducted from the amount stipulated for in the contract; and that he (Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant) would pay to Shalcross the full amount of the con
tract, "leaving the ot_Iicers to make such arrangements as they might deem 
proper, in order that the certificates to their pay accounts might harmonize 
with the transaction." 

In reference to the allegations contained in Captain Crosman's letter to 
the court, dated the 25th of January, U::l39, [page 201,] the court finds the 
following facts: 

36. That Lieutenant Colonel Brant's accounts show a charge of $13 
ngainst the United States for two canoes, purchased and paid for by him the 
12th of May, 1837, stated in his accounts to be for the purpose of feeding 
dragoon horses at the pasture. 

37. That said pasture is proved to be the field upon his own farm, where 
1he dragoon horses and the public mules were kept and fed in 1837. 

38. That Lieutenant Colonel Brant's "official report of persons, &c., for 
September, 1836," shows a charge made against the United States of $61, 
for sixty one days' labor of Richard Morgan in the months of July, August, 
and September, 1836; and that said report is made out as if said Richard 
Morgan was a free man-the column in said report headed" By whom 
owned" being left blank opposite to the name of said Richard Morgan. 

gg. ~rhat the receipts to the vouchers in this case were, it is proved, 
signed by Richard Morgan; thus representing said Morgan us the person to 
whom the debt was due, and who received the payment. 

40. That the "report of persons, &c., for the month of September, 1836," 
above referred to, was certified by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to be "a true 
1·eport of persons," &c. 

41. That said Richard Morgan was a negro man, the slave of Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant, and, during a portion of the months above specified, 
was employed in the private service of Lieutenant Colonel Brant; and that 
the aggregate of his time chorged against the United States, us above speci
fied, was made up of days, parts of days, and hours, that he was actually 
employed in the pnblic s_ervice. 

42. That the hire per day charged and paid for said Morgan's services 
did not exceed the current price of laborers' wages by the day at St. Louis 
at the time. 

43. That it appears the said Richard Morgan was, besides the period al
ready mentioned, employed in the service of the United States in a similar 
way to that already mentioned, in the years 1835, 1836, and 1837; but for 
how long a time, or at what rates, does uot appear. 



337 [59] 

In reference to the subject of Captain Ores man's letter of the 21st of Oc
tober, 1837, to the acting Quartermaster General, [page 10,] the court finds 
the following material facts: 

44. That a brick storehouse was erected in St. Louis in the year 1833, 
under the immediate superintendence of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on a lot 
or lots purchased by him in the year 1831; that he advanced part of the 
money for the erection of said building; that he had expressed a wish to 
have such a building erected "as would suit the rurposes of the quarter
master's department;" that the building referred to was put up with that 
"understanding-" Further: that a frame tenement was erected by Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant on one: or a part of both of the aforesaid lots, in the 
winter of 1836-'37. 

45. That the kgnl title to the aforesaid property is, and has been, since 
the purchase of the lots and the erection of the buildings thereon, vested in 
Lieutenant c,)lonel Brant; that although a deed of conveyance of an inter
est in said property from William and James B. Hill, dated the 17th of Oc
tober, 1835, ro George K. McGunnegle, [recorded at page 296,] has been 
exhibited, the title in fee simple of Lieutenant Colonel Brant is not affected 
thereby; that the property is generally understood to be his; that he has 
frequently spoken of it as his; and that the taxes therGion wert~t assessed 
against him, and paid by him. 

46. That soon after the completion of the said brick building, it was 
rented to the quartermaster's department in the name of William Hill, and 
afterwards in that of George K. McGunnegle; and continued to be thus 
rented until about the 1st of April, 1838, after Lieutenarft Colonel Brant 
had been relieved from duty in the quartermaster's department at St. Louis 

· by Captain G. H. Crosman; (the rent from the 1st of October, 1836, to the 
1st of April, 1838, having been at the rate of $1,000 per annum.) That the 
supplies of the quartermaster's, purchasing, and Indian departments were at 
this period, viz: the 1st of April, 1838, and had been for a long time pre
viously, stored in said building. That Captain Grosman, about the date 
above mentioned, removed said supplies to another storehouse, which he 
had rented at a cheaper rate, (viz: $750 per annum,) and which, besides 
accommodating the aforementioned supplies, also accommodated those of 
the subsistence department, which, under Lieutenant Colonel Brant's ad
ministration, had been separately stpred in the frame building of his own, 
already spoken of, at a cost of $450 per annum, from the 1st of March, 
1837, to the 30th of September, 1837. That these several descriptions of 
supplies continued thus stored in the building rented by Captain Grosman 
until the return of Lieutenant Colonel Brant to St. Louis in the month of 
August, 1838, when he caused all of them, except those of the purchasing 
and Indian departments, to be removed back to the aforesaid brick and frame 
buildings of his own. 

47. 'rhat, in the year 1837, while Lieutenant Colonel Brant was acting 
as disbursing agent for the Indian Department, certain supplies of that de
partment were stored in the aforesaid brick storehouse, where they had 
been since the 1st of September, 1835, and where they were when he 
was relieved in that year from duty in the Indian department by Major 
Hitchcock, of the army. That at or after the termination of the ~econd 
quarter of 1837, an account in the name of George K. McGnnnegle, of St. 
Louis, was presented to Major Hitchcock, through John Haverty, a clerk 
of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in his capacity ot quartermaster and of dis-

22 
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bursing agent of the Indian department, for storage of the aforesaid Indian 
supplies in the months of May and June, 1837, the amount of which ac· 
counts ($24) Major Hitchcock, ign•Jrant of the fact that the storage was al
ready provided for by the previous rent by the United States of the entire 
building in which the Indian goods were, paid to John Haverty, who states, 
in his testimony, he delivered the same to Lieutenant Colonel Brant
George K. McGunnegle having received no such payment from Mnjor 
Hitchcock, although his signature was affixed to the receipt. That after 
the close of the third quarter of 1837, Lieutenant Colonel Brant informed 
Major Hitchcock that another quarter's storage on said goods was due. 
That no claimant, however, formally presented him~elf; and that no pay
ment consequently was made. That the cash book of the Indian depart
ment at St. Louis, as also vouchers, show that, between the lst of January 
and the 30th of April, 1837, while Lieutenant Colonel Brant was acting as 
disbursing ngent in that department, the sum of $48 was p<tid for the stor
age of said Indian goods, to George K McGnnnegle, by Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant; which vouchers were certified by him to be ''correct and just," and 
"that the services charged for were rendered as stated." These Indian supplies 
had been, from the 1st of September, 1835,* to the period when thev were 
removed by Captain Crosman, continuously stored in the aforemei1tioned 
brick building, and not in the private warehouse or custody of George K. 
McGunnegle, as the vouchers and certificates indicated them to have been. 
That, under the arrangement of Captain Grosman, no expense was incurred 
by the Indian department for storage on said goods; and that since then, 
under Major Hitchcock's administration of the affairs of the Indian depart· 
ment at St. Louis, a monthly expense of only $6 or $7 has been incurred 
on that account. That, notwithstanding Lieutenant Colonel Bmnt had told 
Mnjor Hitchcock that storage on said goods was due for another quarter of 
1837, not only has no claim been brought by any other person, but that 
George K. McGunnnegle, in whose name the account for the storage in the 
first and second quarters of that year had been made out, asserts that he 
had not received storage on the Indian goods since the second quarter of 
1837, because the amount of other property of Government stored by them 
(in the warehouse of his commercial firm) uas so small as to make a 
charge unnecessary; the application of which reason will be found by a 
further statement of facts in the next paragraph. 

48. The court finds that, as an o.ftset for the continuous monthly charge 
of $12 by George K. McGunnegle, or by William Hill, of the former firm of 
Hill & McGunnegle, through a period commencing the 1st of September, 
1835, and ending the SOth of June, 1837, of storage on the aforesaid Indian 
goods, (acknowledged to have been in the brick storehouse already rented 
and paid for by the Uuited States,) certain supplies of the qnartermaster's 
and subsistence departments were occasionally stored, for short periods, in 
the private warehouse of Hill & McGunnegle, or their successors, in the 
years 1836 and 1837, free of charge against the United States. That no ac
count, however, was kept of those supplies of such occasional storage, though 
a continuous one was kept and rendered as aforementioned against the In
dian department, of $12 monthly for the storage of the Indian supplies, 
against which the occasional storage of the qnartermaster's and subsistence 
supplies was intended as an offset. That, notwithstanding this offset ar-

• 'lhe vouchers dated prior to 1st Jan., 1837, are not recorded, but returned to the Treasury. 



339 [59] 

rangement, however, there were charges, amounting to $47 69, made 
against the United States for storage of subsistence stores in September and 
October, 1836, [see voucher, page ~79,) in the private warehouse of the com
mercial firm of which George K. McGnnnegle is a partner. 

49. That although the brick and fi·ame warehouses, in which the Uuited 
States stores have been kept for some years past, ns already stated, have been 
and are the property of Lieutenai1t Colonel Brant, yet the accounts for rents 
have always been made out in the name of William Hill, now deceased, or 
of George K. McGunnegle. 

In reference to the matter embraced in Captain Grosman's letter to the 
conrt ot the 30th of November, 1837, the court finds the following material 
facts: 

50. That while Lieutenant Colonel Brant acted as disbursing agent for 
the Indian department at St. Louis, the office of that department was in his 
own dwelling-house, it being his property. That he was entitled to such 
office; and that be actually nsed a room for that object, besides the one to 
which he was entitled and used as an office of the quartermaster's depart
ment. That the accounts for rent of the office of the Indian department 
were made otlt in the name of George K. McGunnegle, and that he signed 
the receipts theretn. 

51. That Lieutenant Colonel Brant has, since the year 1830, during the 
time he was stationed at St. Louis, made use of a room in some building of 
his own as an office for thfl quartermaster's department; and that the ac
couuts for the rent thereofhn ve been made in the name of William Hill, now 
deceased, or of George K. McGunnegle. That it appears that Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant applied to the Quartermaster General, by letter, on the 5th of 
August, 1823, [page 255,) for permission to occupy as an office a room in 
his own house, and to charge rent for the same in his own name; and that 
the Quartermaster General ~ranted the request; lpage 256.] 

52. That, from and including the year 1829 to the present period, the 
public supplies generally, which have been under the charge of Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, nave been stored in some building of his own ; the accounts 
for rent thereof being made in the name of William Hill, deceased, or of 
George K. McGnnnegle. That, according to the declaration of the latter, 
he has not received the rents when he has signed the receipts therefor, but 
has charged snch as have accrued on the brick warehouse (now rented to 
the United States) in an open a1~count kept between his commercial house 
and Lieutenant Colonel Brant.. 

5:3. 'l'hat, on the 14th of November, 1836, Lieutenant Colonel Brant in
formed the acting Quartermaster General, by letter, that he "presumed" on 
the lst instaut the rent on the brick warehouse (the one in the servic.e of 
the quartermaster's department, then at a rent of $600, and proved to have 
been his own at the time) would be raised to Sl,OOO per annum. That he 
enclosed in said letter the written opinion of two citizens of St. Louis that 
the building was worth such rent; this paper being of the same date as the . 
letter. That he appointed such persons appraisers in the matter, one of 
whom, when before the court, testified that at the time he understood said 
building to be the property of Lieutenant Colonel Brant. That, notwith
standing said intimation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant to the acting Quar
termaster General that the rent would be raised from the 1st of November, 
1836, it was actually raised from the 1st of October of that year; and that , 
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Lieutenant Colonel Brant paid such increased rent from that time, or took 
th.e receipts of George K. McGnnnegle therefor, as if he ltad paid it. That 
George K. McGunnegle, in whose name the account was made, seems to 
have had so little cognizance of tbis matter, that he has testified tt~at he 
''presumed" the increased rent was agreed upon from the time it was 
charged: whereas it is seen that several weeks intervened between the date 
of the increased rent and the date of the appraisement, taking the latter as 
evidence of the agreement; that the increased rent actual! y took date one 
month and thirteen dnys prior to the agreement or appraisement, and the 
date of the letter to the acting Quartermaster General on the subject. , 

54. That, of the many respectable witnesses experienced in rents, and ex
amined on this point, the mass of testimony shows that about $ 700 would 
have been a fair average rent for the aforesaid brick warehouse belonging 
to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, for the years 1836, 1837, and 1838. That a 
brick, and also a stone warehouse, of about the same capacity as the aforemen
tioned, and nearer the commercial part of the city, have, the forn1er since 
1834, been rented for no more than $750 per annum, and has recently been 
reduced to $6CO per annum; and the latter, in 1836 for $ 600 per annum, 
and since that time for $ 700 per annum. That no public advertisements 
have been made for a suit~ble storehouse for the public supplies during 
several years past. 

55. That the frame building belonging to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
which has been rented to the United States as a subsisteuce storehouse at a 
rent of $450 per annum, from 1st of March to 30th September, 1837, has 
been variously estimated by respectable and iutelligent witnesses in refer
ence to an average rent for the last three years. That the mass of testi
mony shows it to have been worth an average rent for said period not ex
ceeding $350 per annum. 

56. That on the removal of the quartermaster's stores by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant to his brick warehouse, on his return to St. Louis in the sum
mer of 1838, from 1 he storehouse in which Captain Crosman had placed 
them, the rent on said brick warehouse was reduced to a monthly snm at 
the rate of $420 per annum; and that it was afterwards, about the 1st of 
December, 1838, raised to a monthly sum at the rate of $ 800 per annum. 
That George K. McGunnegle, who signed the receipts for the rent for the 
month of September, 1838, seemed not to be aware of this reduction of rent 
from $1,000 to $420 per annum, until the vencher in the case was shown 
to him; and that he could then only give his impres;sions as to the cause 
of said reduction, viz: that it was not wholly occupied by the United States 
stores during that month, ("we had goods of ours stored in it at the time,") 
while the voucher pmports to be a charge against the United States for 
the whole building, and not for a part of it. 

In reference to the subject of Captain Grosman's Jetter to the court of De
cember 3, 1838, [page 29,] the court finds, although the co-partnership with 
the firm of Hill & McGunnegle, and their successors, of St. Louis, imputed 
to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, is not proved; 

57. That, from the establishment of the house of Hill & McGunnegle" in 
1828 to a recent period, Lieutenant Colonel Brant has evinced a more than 
ordinary friendship for it, and its successors, the house of Hill, McGunne-

*Wilson McGunnegle, now decea~ed. 
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gle, & Way, and that of McGunnegle & Way. That George K. McGuu
negle, formerly a clerk in the office of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on the 
death of his brother Wilson, took the latter's interest in the firm of Hill & 
lVlcGunnegle. 'l'hat J. B. Hill, a brother of the Hill (William) aforesaid, 
and now deceased, had a share in the iuterest of William Hill in said house. 
That J. B. Hill, who has positively disobeyed the summons of the court to 
appear before it as a witness in this case, is the on! y person living of those 
known to the court to have been concerned, direcLly or indirectly, in the 
original house of (William) Hill and (Wilson) McGunnegle. 

58. That J .ieutenant Colonel Brant has loaned large sums of money to 
the aforesaid firm or firms-as much as $5,000 at a time. 'I'hat he has been 
their frequent, indeed, their habitual endorser; and that his liabilities on 
such account have been as great as from $20,000 to $30,000 at a time. 
That in the former Branch Bank of the United States at St. Louis, it was 
always understood thttt Lieutenant Colonel Brant's name conld be had on 
the paper of Hill & McGunnegle, if necessary. That bis loans or liabilities 
aforesaid have extended throngh the period from the establishment of the 
home of Hill & McGunnegle to the present time. Tbat Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant is yet under pecuniary liabilities for the firm, under one of the afore
mentioned designations. That he has had, for several years, an open ac
count with said firm or firms. That no settlement of said account has 
taken place for about three years. That the exhibition of said account to 
the con rt has been refused by the presellt firm of McGunnegle & Way. 
That George K. McGnnnegle hns endorsed for Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
to the amount of $ tO,OUO at one time; and has been, and is, one of Lien
tenant Colonel Brant's securities on his official bond to the United States. 
That McGunneg·le & Way, and their predecessors, have rented from Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, since the establishment of the firm in 182S to the pre
sent time, two buildiugs, iA which they have carried on their business; and 
that Lieutenant Colonel Brant professes to rent storehouses for the quarter
ma:ster's and subsistence departrw~nts from George K. McGunnegle, who 
claims to own such houses, but who has exhibited no satisfactory evidence 
of such ownership; while there is in the possession of the court indisputa
ble evidence that the legal title to that property is vested .in Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant. 

59. 'l'hat the firm or firms aforesaid have kept two accounts with Lien· 
tenant Colonel Brant-one in his capacity of quartermaster, and the other 
in his individual capacity. That the rents referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, are entered in neither account mail after an adjustment of them 
betwceu the two parties, when the balance is carried to Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant's private account, ou the credit or debit side, as the case may require. 
That rents purporting to be due to George K. McGunnegle for the quar
termaster's and subsistence storehonses are receipted for in favor of Lieu
tenaut Colonel Brunt by said McGunnegle, without receiving such rents, ex
cept by a charge against Lieutenant Colonel Brant in the open account be
tweeh them. Further: that, in the settlements with Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, the firm or firms aforesaid, according to the statement of George K. 
McGunnegle, were generally in h1s debt. 

60. "rhat the credit of the firm or firms aforesaid has been strengthened 
by the impression in the commercial community of St. Louis that Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant was interested in said firm or firms, particularly the hou~e 
of Hill & McGunnegle. 
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61. That the business of the firms aforesaid has been a "general com
mission and grocery;" and that they have also been agents and owuers of 
pa.rls of steamboats. That Lieutenant Colonel Brant has not only given 
them a large amount of the public patronage under his control applicable 
to their particular branch of bnsiness, (but, as will be seen by the abstract of 
payments made them at pages 2t:l6, 287, 292, of the record,) has frequently 
made purchases of them totally incompatible with their ordinary pursuits, 
and of articles appertaining to different and distinct branches of trade, such 
as coal, wood, straw, stationery, wagons, harness, &c. That Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant has frequently employed steamboats of which they were the 
agents or part owners; and that he did not always make payment for sup
plies furnished by said firms, when they signed receipts in his favor for said 
payments. That money professedly due George K. lVIcGunnegle, and re
ceipted for by him, has been, as a matter of eourse, taken to Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant; and that George K. McGunnegle has signed receipts in fa
vor of Lieutenant Colonel Brant for money, which he "did not get, as a mat
ter of course." [See McGunnegle's testimony.) 

Opinion of the cou1't. 

Upon the foregoing facts, and the testimony adduced, the court are of 
opinion-

That it was unnecessary and improper in Lieutenant Colonel Brant te> 
keep the public horses and mules on his own farm in 1837; that, in doing 
so, he consulted his own interest and profit, and not the interest of the 
United States. That the prices paid by him for the keeping of the public 
horses on his own farm, and in livery-stable~ in St. Louis, were too high. 
That all the public horses under Lieutenant Colonel Brant's charge in H:i37 
might have been kept in the livery-stables in St. Louis, or alternated be
tween the livery-stables and good and convenient pastures, as might have 
been preferred, (giving them, in both situations, good and sufficient graiu, 
and other proper care,) for fifty cents per week for each horse less than was 
paid by Lieutenant Colonel Brant in that year. 

That Lieut~nant Colonel Brant failed in his duty as a Government 
agent in not having, either by public advertisements, or in some other eff_i
cient way, invited proposals and a fair competition for Jmeping the public 
horses and mules under his charge in 18:17. 

That, in certifying the accounts of William Dowler, J. 0. Bradshaw, and 
John Kimbnll, as cited in the statement of facts, [paragraphs 6, 7, R, 9, 10,J 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant signed false certificates, in this: that the prices 
charged were not "just," and the accounts not "correct ;" inasmuch as the 
services were not "rendered" or "performed" by the persons as "slated" 
and "charged," nor the money due to them; that the services are not tmly 
described, nor the items of the accounts truly set forth. 

The court is further of opinion, that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in pastur
ing and keeping- the pnblic horses and mules on his own farm in 1837, vio 
lated the spirit,-if not the express meaning, of the first l>ection of the act of 
Congress, approved 22d of May, 1812, entitkd "An act to amend an act en
tiled ' An act to establish a Quartermaster's Department, and for other pur
poses.'" 

On a consideration of the facts stated in paragraphs from 20 to 27, the 
court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in procuring, tbrongh the 
agency of John Darneille1 of St. Louis1 the redemption1 in horses1 oxen1 and a 
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mule, of a promissory note drawn in hi:: (Lieutenant Colonel Brant's) favor, 
and in afterwards selling the said horses and oxen to the United States; as 
also one horse which Lieutenant Colonel Brant caused to be exchanged for 
the aforesaid mule, in the name of said John Darueille, and without his con
sent and knowledge, whose signature he (Lieutenant Colonel Brant) pro
cured to a blank account and receipt, on which subsequently the charge 
against the United States for said horses was made; was guilty of conduct 
unbecoming an officer and a gentleman. 

And the court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in filling up, 
or causing to be filled up, the aforesaid blank account and receipt, [as set 
forth in paragraph 24,) the former with charges against the Government for 
the aforesaid horsE's (one of which was unfit for the public service) and 
oxen greater than their actual cost when delivered at St. Louis, and the 
latter witla a ~urn of money exceeding that which John Darneille actually 
received, was guilty, on the one hand, of a speculation for his own personal 
gain at the expense of the United States, and, on the other, of a deliberate 
fraud upon the Treasury. 

The court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in exchanging 
the mnle aforesaid, which had cost $40, for a horse, $70 difference having 
been given with the mult>, [as set forth in paragraph 26,] and in aftt:rwards 
selling said horse to the United States for $120, in the name of John Dar
neille, above his signature to the blank account and receipt as aforesaid
and this after he (Lieutenant Colonel Brant) had, but a few hours previ
ously, n•jacted this said horse when offered for sale to him for the public 
service, and which could have been bought for $100-was guilty of a fraud 
upon the Government. 

The court is of opinion that the condemnation and sale of the three horses, 
mentioned in paragraph 27, was owing to no fault of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant ; and that no loss sustained by the United States on that account is 
justly attributable to him, the horses having become injured while in the 
public service. 

Before dismissing this branch of the matter of its investigation, the court 
feels bound to say, that, although the most persevering efforts have been 
made to invalitlate and destroy the testimony of John Darneille, a principal 
witness before it, the court has seen nothing, either in the manner in which 
he delivered his testimony, or in the testimony itself given by him, or in the 
testimony of others, to affect his credibility. His statements have been con
sistent throughout the various examinations aud cross-examinations, and 
his recollection positive, except on some very immaterial or subordinate 
points; and, what is most material, his statements of the prices of the horses 
taken of Walker, and many circumstances of the transaction, are confirmed 
by the witness Barnes. And, notwithstanding that another witness (John 
Haverty, when introduced by the defem:e to testify a second time on this 
point) contradicted the statement of Darneille respecting the signing of a 
blank receipt on the 21st of June, 1837, yet, as this witness directly contra
dicted at the same time his own previous testimony on the same point, the 
court feel bom:d to declare that they place entire belief in the statement of 
Darnei\le. 

The discovery which has been made in the course of this investigation, 
that Lieutenant Colonel Brant has taken signatnres to blank receipts in 
other instances than that of John Darneille aforesaid, [as set forth in para
g raph 28,} seems to justify the court in here expressing its reprobation of 
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the practice. It is one which places in jeopardy the public interests; and 
which, viewed in the most favorable light, will always cast suspicion upon 
the public agent who practises it. 

In reference to the facts contained in paragraphs 29, 30, 31 , 32, 33, 347 

35, the court is of opinion-
'fhat, if it was proper for the officers to pay their board, it was not proper 

to cover at~d secure its payment by the amount stipulated in the contract to 
be paid by the United States; and if it was intended to deduct their board 
from that amount, there should have been an express provision to that effect 
in the contract; otherwise, the contract stands according to its express provi
sions. And this contract s1ipulates expressly for a cabin passage for the of
ficers; and makes no reference to any deduction on account of board, but 
stipulates, positively, and without any condition other 1han the delivery of 
the troops and stores, for the sum of $600 to be paid by the Government. 
The court is further of opinion, that, although this mode of forming a eon· 
tract which creates accounts between officers and the Government is irregu
lar and improper, yet that, having formed a contract in this way, and 
created a debt from the officers to the Government, it became the duty of 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant to represent the fact to the Qnartermaster Gene
ral, or proper accounting officers at Washington, in order that these ac
counts might be properly adjusted. It does not nppear, however, that 
L ieutenaut Colonel Brant bas ever done so. 

The transaction is not satisfactorily explained to the minds of the court. 
In reference to the facts stated in paragraphs 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 

the court is of opinion-
That the charge against the United States for the two cnnoes was un

just and improper, inasmuch as they were incidental and necessary to the 
keeping and feeding of the public horses and mnles, and shou ld have been 
provided at the expense of the keeper of said horses nnd mules. 

That the said Hichard Morgan, being the slave of Lientenant Golonel 
Brant, was improperly reported by him, as said report conveyed the idea 
that he was a free man, and that the wages paid him on accouut of the 
United States were for his s0le use and benefit; whereas said wages were 
for the use and benefit of Lieutenant Colonel Brant himself. 

That the mode of making up said Morgan's time charged against the 
United States, by fractions of days and hours, and converting the whole 
into days, was improper, and liable to great abuse. 

That it was improper to take the receipt of a slave in ali account pre
sented agninst .the United States. 

That the certificates signed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant upon the report 
of persons and articles hired and employed by him at St. Louis in Septem
ber. 1836, is a false certificate. 

The court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, ir. renting for the 
public service the two storehouses of his own, las set forth in paragraphs 
44, 45, 46,] and other buildings and rooms, [see paragrnphs 5 1, 52,] wns, 
(within the period that the General Regulations for the Army, published in 
1825, were in force,) gnilty of a violation of the 993d paragrnph thereof, 
which forbade any officer of the quartermaster's department being, directly 
or indirectly, concerned in any.contract with any department ot the Gov
ernment; the court regarding an agreement between a proprietor and the 
Government for the occupation and rent of buildings, in whatever shape 
made, as a contract in the spirit and meaning of the regulation. 
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That during the whole period those buildings were thus rented for the Uni
ted States, Lieutenant Colonel Brant practi::ed a deception upon the Quarter
master General and the Treasury Department, by causing the accounts for 
the rents of the buildings to be made in the name of another person, [as seen 
in paragraphs 49, 51, 52 ;J and that, in removing to said storehouses certain 
public supplies, which had been more cheaply stored elsewhere by Captain 
G. H. Grosman, [as set forth in paragraph 46,] Lieutenant Colonel Brant 
consulted b is own pecuniary interests rather than those of the Government ; 
and that, in all the foregoing matters, Lieutenant Colonel Brant was guilty 
of conduct unbecoming his official station. 

The court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in paying, or pro
fessedly paying, by taking his receipts, to George K. McGunnegle, storage 
for goods of toe Indian departmont, while no such storage was furnished 
by him, [as set fnrth in paragraph 47,] was guilty of a misapplication of the 
public money. That the payment made on that account for the months 
of May and June, 1837, actually went into I .ientenant Colonel Brant's 
hands, for his own emolument. And, from all the testimony in reference to 
Lien tenant Colonel Brant's ownership of the building in which the supplies 
of the Indian department were stored, and that touching his interest in the 
honse of Hil l & McGunnr~gle, and their successors, the court is of opinion 
that a portion of, or all, the sums Lieutenant Colonel Brant himself paid, or 
professed to have paid, on account of said storage, from the 1st of Septem
ber, 1335, (the vouchers have not been placed on the record, but returned 
to the Treasury,) were indirectly, if not directly, emoluments to himself; 
and thut Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in insisting to Major Hitchcock that 
another quarter's storage was dne on said goods, was only endeavoring to 
promote his own pecuniary interests, at the sacrifi«e of tho3e of the Govern
ment. Although the defence has been set up [as explained in paragraph 
48] that, as an offset to this charge of storage on the Indian goods, occa
sional storage was furnished for other supplies gratuitously by George K. 
McGunnegle, in whose name the storage of the Indian goods was charged, 
the conrt is of opinion that, until it is proved (and it has not been proved) 
that the stnrage thus gratuitously furnished was actually an equivalent for 
that improperly charged against the Indian department, the character of the 
matter, in a pecuniary view, is not affected; as it is certain that payment 
of a specific snm has been made on the one hand by Government, while 
nothing bnt vague impressions as to the amount of storage gratuitously fur
nished, unsnpported by the semblauce of an accon nt, exists on the other. 
But even if it could be shown that the Treasury had not sustained a loss 
by this transaction, the court would still regard it as a most exceptionabl.e 
irreg ularity on tlw part of LieuteiJant Colonel Brant in the discharge of tus 
public duties. The eonrt is of opinion, that, in the nse made of the name 
of George K . McGnnnegle on the accounts against the Indian department 
for ~torage, and in procuring his signature to the receipts thereto attached, 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant practised a deception on the Commissioner of In
dian Affairs and on the Treasury Department. And the court is further 
of opinion, that the certificates of Lieutenant Colonel Brant to snch vouch
ers, setting forth their correctness, and that the services charged were ren-
dered, [us seen in paragraph 47,] are fi:dse. . .. 

In relation to the facts stated m paragraph 50, the court IS of opm1on t~1at 
Lientenant Colonel Brant having been entitled to an office as disbunnng 
agent of the Indian Department, there was no impropriety in his using a 
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room m his own dwt>lling-house for that purpose, and charging the Gov
ernment therefor; and that, inasmuch as he actually had such an office be
sides the one used by !tim as quartermaster, the imputation that he charged 
the Government double rent for one rooru is without foundation. The 
court, however, is called upon to condemn the deception which was again 
practised, in making George K. McGunnegle appear as the claimant for, 
and the receiver of, the rent due for a room actually the property of Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant. 

The court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in taking receipts 
for money stated to have been paid on public account, viz: for storehouses 
for the public supplies, when no such payment had been made, as set forth 
in paragraph 52, was guilty of an official impropriety; as such a practice, 
under the least exceptionable circnmstunr:es, is radically wrong. But. hav
ing reference to the person (George K. McGunnegle) who, in such cases, 
signed the receipts, and to the agency he is proved to have had in forwarding 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant's private views, the court is further of opinion, 
that in all such instances of non-payment Lieutenant Colonel Brant was 
actually benefitted, while the said George K. McGnnnegle was used to con
ceal the pecuniary interest of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in the matter from 
the Quartermaster General and the 'rreasury Department; and that, in all 
such instances of non-payment, supposing George K. McGunnegle to have 
been a bona fide creditor of the Government, were (within the period the 
General Regulations for the Army, published in 1825, were in force) in 
violaticn of paragraph 993 of said regulations. 

'1'he court is of opinion, in reference to the facts stated in paragraph 53, 
that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in writing to the aeting Quartermaster Gen
eral on the 14th November, 1836, that he "presumed" the rent of the brick 
warehouse rented for the quartermaster's department would be raised on the 
1st instant, not only endeavored to deceive that officer, by carefully conceal
ing from him the fact that he (Lieutenant Colonel Brant) was the owner of 
the said warehouse, but by enclosing the written opinions of two citizens, 
appointed, as it appears, by himself, (one of whom understood the building 
to be Lieutenant Colonel Brant's,) as to the rent the building was worth, to 
show his own disinterestedness, except as an agent of the Government, and 
to confirm tbe impression he sought to make on the mind of the acting 
Quartermaster General, that the warehouse was t~e property nf some other 
person. The court is of opinion, as the increase of rent. which Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant notified the acting Quartermaster General be "presumPd" 
would commence on the 1st November, actually took pbce on the lst Oc
tober, one month and thirteen days prior to the appraisement and Lieuten
ant Colonel Brant's letter, and was professed to have been paid by him, that 
either he made a false representation of the case to the acting Quartermaster 
General, or that he connived at an overcharge of rent, for a period prior to 
the date when it was understood the increase of the rent was to takr effect. 

The court is of opinion, from the facts staled in paragraph 54, that Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, in causing, or agreeing to, an increHse of the rent of 
the brick warehouse, proved to be owned by himself, from $600, for which 
it had been rented to the United States siuce 1st January, 1836, to $1,000 
per annum, commencing 1st October, 1836, at which amount it remained 
until the building was abandoned by Captain Grosman on the 1st April, 
1838, was guilty of a frand against tfw Government, and, us the court be
lieves, indirectly, if not directly, for bis own benefit. The court is of opin-
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ion that, by such increase of the rent, the Government lust, unjustly, $375, 
from thP. 1st January, 1836, to 1st April, 1838, when the building was aban
doned-taking $700 as a fair average rent for said storehouse for the years 
1836, 1837, and lf:l3S, as set forth in paragraph 54. 

In reference to the facts stated in paragraph 55, the court is of opinion that 
the frame building of Lieutenant Colonel Brnnt, which he rented for a sub
sistence storehouse to the Government, in the name of George K. McGunne
gle, !!I the rate of $450 per annum, from the 1st Marrh, 1837, to ::lOth Sep
tember, 1837, was rented at too high a rate; that $350 per annum would 
hav~ been a liberal rent therefor; and that, in causing the Government to 
pay a higher rent, Lieutenant Colonel Brant committed a fraud against the 
United States, as the court believes, indirectly, if not directly, for his own 
benefit. 

The court is of opinion, in reference to the facts stated in paragraph 56, 
that the reduction Lieutenant Colonel Brant made, in the name of George 
K. McGunnegle, of the rent of his brick warehouse, on his replacing a por
tion of the public stores there about the month of September, 1 f:J38, from 
what it had formerly been, ($1,000 per annum,) to a monthly sum at the rate 
of $420 per annum, furnishes no palliation of his conduct in having pre
viously charged an exorbitant rent; and that his subsequent increase of the 
rent, about the 1st December, 1838, to a monthly sum at the rate of $800 
per annum, for which the building is now rented to the United States, is, 
in reference to rents generally ir~ St. Louis, unauthorized. In reference to 
one fact set forth in paragraph 56 the court will remark, that if any thing 
be wanting to show the little interest George K. McGunnegle (in wliose 
name the rents of this storehouse have been habitual! y charged against the 
United States) has in the matter, compared with that manifested by Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant, corroborative proof of the fact that he is not the sole 
or real owner of the property would be found in the circumstance that said 
McGunnegle seemed not to be nware that a reduction of the rent to $420 
pPr annum had been made, until the account for the rent for September, 
1838, was shown him, and that then he cnuld only conjectme the cause, viz: 
that it was not wholly occnpied uy the Government stores-" we had goods 
of on~s stored in it at the time"-a fact of itself injurious to Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant; for, if the reduction of the rent of the warehouse was occa
sioned by its being in part only occupied by the public supplies, he was 
guilty of signing a false certificate, in making it appear, as he did, by his 
certificate attached to the account for the rent for September, 1838, (which 
purported to charge rent for the entire building,) that the entire building 
was rented to the United States, unencumbered by claims of other persons 
to storuge room therein. It appears also, (which may further explain McGun
negle's interest in that property, and his knowledge of the rents upon it,) 
that said warehouse was rented in the months of October and November at 
the same rate, $420 per annum. 

Finally, on this subject of warehouses and rents, the conrt is of opinion that 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant has faileu in his duty to the Government, by not 
having advertised, or given public notice during several years past, that a 
storehouse was wanted for the public service. The conrt is confident in the 
opinion that, had such pul•lic notice been given, a suitable warehouse could 
have been obtained in a sufficiently convenient part of St. Louis for the 
Government business, and large enough for all the supplies mually here, 
for from $650 to $700 per year, duriug the last three years. 
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The court i5 of opinion, from the £1.cts stated in paragraphs 57, 58, 59, 
60, and 61, that Lieutenant Colonel Brant has had a pecuuiary interest, in 
some shape, in the houses of Hill & M.cGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle, & 
Way; and McGunnegle & Way: that Lieutenant Colonel Brar1t's large 
loans to them, and his heavy liabilities for them, make and made it his 
policy to aid in preserving their solvency, and in promoting their welfare. 

The court is of opinion, that, from the pecuniary interest Lieutenant Co· 
lone! Brant is proved to have had, and to have, in the firm or firms afore. 
said, all purchases made of them, or of either of them, and all contracts or 
agreements for supplies, or for services, made with them, or with either of 
them, by him in his capacity as an officer of the Quartermaster's Department, 
were, (within the period the General Regulations of the Army, published in 
1825, were in force,) in violation of the 993d paragraph of said regulations; 
and further, that all such pun:hases, whether by contract or othenvise, were 
in violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of the lst section of the act of 
Congress, approved May 22, 1812, entitled "An act to amend an act entitled 
'An act to establish a Quartermaster's Department, and for other purposes.'" 

The court is of opinion that Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in making pur
chases of the aforesaid firms, or of either of them, of articles totally out of 
their ordinary line of business, (see paragraph 62,)-such as wood, coal, straw, 
wagons, harness, &c. &c., not only evinced an extraordinary and improper 
anxiety to throw the public money into their hands, but, in so doing, he 
precluded thut fair and open competition essential to the establishment of 
fair and just prices in the market. 

The court adjourned sine die. 
E. CUTLER, 

Colonel 4th infantry, President of the Court . 
.J. F. LEE, 

Lieut. ordnance corps, Judge Advocate, aud Recorder. 

DEFENCE. 

CouRT-ROOM: St. Lou1s, March 9, 1839. 
Mr. President and Gentlemen of tlie Court : 

The length of time whicb has been taken up in the present investigation, 
the great number of witnesses examined, and the vast mass of depositions 
collecteJ, fully distinguis~l it from ordinary cases. Whatever may be tl1e 
resn lt, these proceedings will present undoubted and enduring proof of the 
zeal and industry used. by the author of the allegations, in his efforts to e~
tablish them; no imputation of negligence or indifference can be laid at his 
door. 

'fhe order No. 43, convening this court, directed it "to examine into the 
transactions of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, deputy quartermaster general, re· 
lative to his administration of the affairs of the quartermaster's department 
on the St. Louis station, and as set forth in the matters of accusation and 
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imputation found in the papers and statements reported and communicated 
to the Quartermaster General by Captain Grosman, <~ssistant quartermas
ter." On the application of the acting Quartermaster General, an order of 
the Secretary of War, dated the 7th of November, 1838, directed that, in 
addition to the allegations made by Captain Grosman, "all matters of accu
sation, from whatever source they may emanate, which may be brought 
again8t Lieutenant Colonel Brant, without restricting the sr;ope of its in 
quiry to time or place, be investigated by the court." 

By thi s last order, the whole conrse of my military life, commencing in 
1814, is thrown open, not to Captain Grosman alone, bnt to the world, and 
subjected to criminal accusation; no wonder, then, with so wide a ra11ge, 
and with every requi site disposition to make it available, that the present 
formidable array of accnsntory matter is presented. 

Some of the allegations are rather vaguely shadowed forth, lmt I believe 
they are substantially as follows: 

1st alle{:(ation-additional.-Charge of instructing the captain of the 
steamboat "Chieftain," in l830, to collect board fro m the officers of a de
tachment of United States troops at the rate of 70 cents per day, with the 
intention of applyirw it to n1y own emolument. 

2d. Allegations of' partnership with Hill & McGunnegle; Hill, McGnnne
gle,& Way; and McGunnegle & Way. 

3d. Allegations as to rents, viz :-1. Using my own buildings for ware
housing public stores, and having the vouchers for the rents made out in 
the namPs of William Hill and of George K. McGunnegle. 

2. Charging- the United States a rate of rent for said buildings much 
higher th an other buildings, possessing equal accommodations, could have 
been obtained at. 

3. Charging the Quartermaster's Department for the full rent of the en
tire building·, and, at the same time, charging to, and receiving from, the 
Indian Department, storage on goods kept in the same building, the account 
therefor being made out in the name of George K. McGllnnegle. 

4. Charging the United States rent for a room in his own dwelling, used 
as an office, and having the vonchers therefor made out in the uames of said 
Hill or said McGunnegle. 

5. Charging full rent to the Quartermaster's Department for a room in his 
own house as an office, and chargmg, at the same time, full rent to the Indian 
Department for the same room; vouchers therefor being made out against 
the United States in the name of George K. McGunnegle. 

4th alle!(ation-adrlitional.-For emrloying his own slave, Richard 
l\l organ, in 1836, as a laborer, and having· ar1 account made out against the 
United States for sixty-o11e days' labor, at the rate of one dollar per day, in 
the name of said Morgan, as though he had been a free man, and had, as 
such, signed said voucher. 

5th altegation-additional.-Charging the United States, in his report of 
September, 1837, for the labor of Samuel F. Reinecke as being employed in 
working for the United ~tales, when said Reinecke was kept doing work 
for the ben efit of Lien tenant Colonel Brant on his own plantation. 

6th allegation-additional.-Buying two canoes of John Kimball, at $3 
each, and puying fdr them with the public money, when said canoes were 
used to feed horses out of; on the plantation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant; 
for which feeding Lieutenant Colonel Brant charged the United States at 
the rate of $3 per week for each horse. 
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7th allegation-the Darneille case.-For buying horses, &c., for the Gov
ernment with notes of hand; buying horses unfit for Government service; 
and for taking a voucher, signed in blank by John Dnrneille, and filling it 
up with an amount greater than that actually paid Darneille, and thereby 
defrauding the Government. 

8th allegation.- For pasturing public horses on his dwn plantation: this 
exhibits three charges of improper conduct, viz: 

1. Keeping pnbfic horses on his own plantation; 
2. Not feeding aml tending them properly; and 
3. Charging a rate higher than others would have done for keeping 

horses at said time. 
In speeifying them as above, I designate such as the prosecutor preferred 

sinee this conrt first assembled, by Rppending thereto the word "additional." 
Should any discrepancy be discovered between the records of the court 

and my statements, I trust a sufficient apology for it will he found in the 
fact, thatthe court hRs refused to let me take a copy of the record, and de
clined furnishing me with one. (See decision of the court, page 50.) I 
have been nearly twenty-five years in the service of the Republic, and more 
than twenty of them in the Quartermaster's Department, sixteen of which I 
have been stationed at this post. 

Even by those who have pursued the quiet tenor of their way in the com
paratively unexposed routine of private life, and who have not been placed 
in situations eminently calculated to bring them in collision with the inter
ests, feelings, or prejudices of their fellow:men, a scrutiny of nll their busi
ness transactions, extending through so large a portion of the usual term of 
human life, might well be considered a severe ordeal ; but to one who has 
been occupied in discharging the duties of a disbnrsing officer, and expend
ing large sums of public money-whose official acts, if honestly performed, 
and with a _dne regard to the public benefit, must give frequent umbrage hy 
his refusing to consult indtvidual interests-it is doubly trying. It affords 
an opportunity to every one who has a real or supposed cause of com
plaint, whose anticipatiogs of a profitable contract have been defeated, or 
whose plans of speculation have not been realized, to vent hi:;; griefs on the 
public functionary (and that, too, in a case like the present, where the accu
sation is not limited as to time or place) without much danger to the accuser. 
All circumstances considered, I am inclined to concede that Captain Cros
man has been quite moderate as to the period of time within which he has 
made his collection of criminatory matter: it C'wers only the last eight or 
nine years of my life. 

The first of my official aets on which it has been soug-ht to fix the character 
of criminality, related to the transpnrtation of a detachment of troops from 
Jefferson barracks to the Walnut Hills, in the State of Mississippi, during 
the fall of 1830. A contract was made with the captain of the steamboat 
"Chieftain" to carry the troops for the sum of $600, which included a cabin 
passage for the officers in command of them. By the practice then pre
vailing, officers travelling in steamboats, on duty, were only furnished with 
transportation by the Government, and had necessarily to pay the steam
boat for their board on the passage. Being aware of this, (as he has stated 
on his second examination,) Captain Crosman, who accompanied those 
troops as assistant quartermaster, applied to me and requested that I would 
make an arrangement with the captain of that boat, by which the officers 
should not be subjected to pay as high a price for the board of themselves 
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and servants us had theretofore been usually the case on similar expedi
tions; at the same time, expressing a willingness to pay the amount oft heir 
ration commutation, 80 cents per day, as compensation for their board. 
The arrangement was effected as desired, for 70 cents, in place of 80 cents 
per day. While on the way, Captain Grosman went on t0 state, [see his tes
timony on this head, pages 145 et seq.,] that one of the officers (Capt. Loring) 
obtained from the clerk of the boat an official letter. addressed bv me to the 
captain of the steamboat, dated in November, 1830,' the substance of which 
was: when he should have landed the troops, according to contract, at 
the point designated, to transmit to me the certificate of the officer com
manding the detachment (Captain Lewis) to thnt effect, together with an 
account of whatever money had been paid to the boat by the officers for 
board, deduct it from the sum of $600, the amount of the contract, and let 
the balance be placed on the books of Hill!)- McGunnegle to the credit of 
him (Shulcross.) The contents of that letter, c ,tptain Grosman went on to 
say, he distinctly remembered (and, on his cross examination, [see page 156,] 
he repeated the assertion very positively) gave great offence to the officers, 
and they refused to pay for their board at the rute agreed upon, unless Cap
tain Sh:dcross would assure them that the money was for his own emolu
ment, independent of the $600. This Captain Shalcross could not do; and 
nothing for board was paid. On consultation among the officers, Captain 
Lewis was requested to procure a copy of the obnoxious letter, write to me a 
history of the circumstances just detailed, and inform me that they had no 
wish to avoid paying a just claim for their board, though they had declined 
handing it over to Captaiu Shalcross, but would give it to any officer author
ized ta receive it. ''In February, 1832," Captain Crosman continues," I re· 
turned to St. Louis, and Lieutenant Colonel Brant was almost the first person 
I met. As I had defended him from the imputations of the officers when on 
board the' Chieftain,' I felt anxious to apprize him of what had taken place, 
being confident there was some mistake in the matter, which he could rec
tify, and which would place his conduct in a different light from the one it 
was viewed iu by them. He remarked, 'it was all right, in reality; that his 
clerk, Mr. Haverty, had omitted to insert in the original contract (copies of 
which had been shown to us) that the amount of the officers' board was to 
be paid by them and deducted from the contract price.' " Captain Gros
man goes on to state : " I afterwards ascertained that no such clause ever 
had been inserted in the original contract ; and, of course, after all the 
correspondence and conversation among officers about the transaction
it having been a topic of frequent discussion among them at Fort Jesup, 
Sal<line, and in Florida-it left a very enfavorable impression on my mind, 
and a belief that Lieutenant Colonel Brant was interested in the house of 
Hilt & McGunnegle." 

But this was not the only belief which arose in Captain Grosman's mind 
touching the ~ontract with the master of the steamboat "Chieftain." On 
his cross-examination, [page 157,] this question was put to him: 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. State whether, within the last 
four or five years, when conversing with officers of the army relative to the 
contract and arrangement made by Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant 
with the captain of the steamboat 'Chieftain' in 1830, you have not insinu
ated, or intimated your belief or opinion, that if the officers had settled for 
their board at the rate specified, the Government would not have been bene
fited by it, but that Captain (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant would have 
been the gainer thereby." 
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To which he answered: 
"I believe I have, since 1834 or 1!::)35. Since I became satisfied that no 

such clause was in the contract by which the mo11ey was to be paid, as I 
had been naturally led to infer from the conversation of Lieuter.Jant Colonel 
Brant, I have thought it, and expressed myself openly to that effect." 

Captain Grosman admits (page 157) that repeated! y, and in different parts 
of the country, viz: Jefferson barracks, at Fort Jesup, Camp Sabine, and in 
Florida, he had spoken of, and freely commented upon, the official rniscon. 
duct imputed to me concerning the contract with the steamboat "Chief
tain," in the presence of officers of the army; and, among others, to Gene
ral Jesup. 

Here was a charge which, if true, must destroy the reptitation of any man; 
it is of long standing, most industriously circulated, and at length relied 
upon before this court. Strange as it may appear, aftnr the circumstantial 
tone and manner with which Captain Grosman dP.tailed the conversation 
between him and myself relating to it, I most positively affirm that I never 
heard it mentioned prior to the sitting of this c0urt. Had it been the case, 
surely a due regard for my own character would have induced tue to take 
some step towards refuting it. And I do not know any reason why I 
should have declined or neglected to afford the necessary explanation, whe11 
explanation was so easy. Copier; of the letters respectively sent by me to 
the officer commanding the detachment, and the captain of the steamboat, 
(which were proved by Mr. Haverty, clerk in the quartermaster's office, a 
witness called by the court, to be correctly taken from the originals, and 
truly copied in the letter-book containing my official correspondence,) were 
exhibited to the court, and are to be found at pages 159, 160. 

From the testimony of Mr. Haverty, (see page 158,) it appears that the 
originals were put on board the steamboat. The letter to Captain Lewis 
says: "It has been agreed on between Captain S!Jalcross and myself~ that 
the officers, including the acting assistant surgeon, shall pay seventy cents 
eacA, per day, for board; that the sutler shall pay the same per day lor his 
board, and ten dollars in addition for his passage ; and that his stores shall 
be transported at the rate of fifty cents per hundred pounds." 

That to Captain Shalcross is so short, that I give it in full. It is as follows: 

AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, November 23, 1830. 
DEAR SIR: When you shall have discharged the troops and stores at 

their place of destination, be pleased to obtain the certificate of the com
manding officer to the enclosed contract, setting forth the due performance 
of its stipulations, and enclose the same to this office, with a statement of 
the amount received by yon from officers, &c. This will enable me to close 
your account, and pay over the balance to Messrs. Hill & McGunnegle. 

With re~pect, your obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, Assist. Quartermaster. 

Capt. S. SHALCRoss, Steamboat Chieftain. 
A copy of the contract, which will be found at page 144 of the record, 

was enclosed in each of the original letters. These documents, one would 
think, were not very mysteriomdn their purport, yet great offence was taken 

• at the immuctions contained in tbat to Captain Shalcross. On the 14th 
December, 1830, Captain Lewis wrote to me requesting an explanation; 
his letter, and my reply, dated 5th January, 1831, are to be found at pages 
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154 and 160. It seems very strange that, with these things fresh in my mind, 
I should not once hal7e adverted to them when Captain Crosmau, in Febru
ary, 1832, impelled by motives of friendship, as he has told us, made me 
acquainted with the construction which the officers on board the "Chief
taiH~' had given to my conduct, in directing the captain to collect from them 
the board money. 

As the captain of the " Chieftain" had refused to contract for the transpor
tation of the officers, unless the Government agreed to pay for their board, 
and as the Government regulations did not at that time permit or warrant my 
paying for their board, it appears to me that the best possible arrnngement, 
under the circumstances, was the one I made. The captain of the boat was 
the most proper person to whom they could pay the money for their board, 
and he, on receiving it, was to apply it, in part, towards the liquidation of 
the debt due to him from the United States. There was certainly nothing 
in all this intended to wound the delicate sensibilities of the officers on 
board the "Chieftain;" just the reverse of it. I thonght it would be less 
disagreeable to their feelings to pay their boarding to the captain, or his 
clerk, than to settle it in any other way. On such a simple state of facts, 
malice and misrepresentation raised an outcry against me, which has been 
heard at so many different places; which has been so often and so loudly 
repeated~ that the voice of Truth has been lost amid the echoes uf Falsehood. 

Nursed by the fostering care of Captain Crosman, it brought odium on 
my name where I was personally unknown, and eugendered hostility to
wards me among men to whom I was a stranger in all the relations of life. 
To the impartial mind of Captain Crosmnn, my letter to Shalcross also bore 
internal evidence of my being a partner in the house of Hill .& McGunne
gle, and he accordingly misconstrued that prrrt of it which informed the 
captain of the " Chieftain" that, when he made known to me the balance 
dne, it should be paid to Hill & McGunneglc, the ageuts of the boat, into 
saying that it should be placed to his credit on the books of that finn. 

The most ordinary occurrences his jaundiced thoughts have discolored, 
and his imaginati:m perverted, until it has become, in some measure, diffi
cult to recognise their real shape or hue. 

The allegation of being a secret partner in the house of Hill & McGun
negle; Hill, McGunnegle, & Yvay; or McGnnnegle & Way, comes next in 
order; and to sustnin it, the accuser, whose mind seems to have been stored 
with some new principles on the law merchant, introduced a great variety 
of circumstances: as, that I frequently endorsed the paper of each of those 
firms; that I had made freqnent purchases fi'om them, on public account; 
that steamboats, of which they were part owners, had often been employed 
for the tmnsportation of public stores. But his greatest reliance, as proof of 
partnership, seemed to be "common report." He soug:bt to make up for the 
want of legal evidence, by the number and respectability of the gentlemen 
called as witnesses. The oldest and wealthiest of our mercantile commu. 
nity were examined on this point; yet not one of them could or did assert 
that he had ever known me to perform an act which would identify me as 
a partner in any one of the firms named. He seP-med to be laboring under 
an obliqnity of legal vision as to what constituted proof of partnership; for 
instance, several merchants who had at different times been directors in 
banking institutions in this city, were asked whether the fact of my part
neJ·sh ip had not been canvassed in the board, when the paper of any one 
of the abovenamcd firms was offered; but they invnriably answered that 

23 
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there never was any evidence of it, and that, consequently, my endorsement 
\vas taken. Now this, if testimony at all, went to negative the idea of a 
partnership. I refer to the testimony of Mr. Collier, (page 131,) Mr. Lin
dell, (page 161,) Mr. Glasgow, (page 184,) and Mr. Edward Tracy, (page 
186.) 'l'he last named witness states, th:.tt , from his being intimately ac
quainted with myself, as well as with the individuals who respectively con
stituted the various firms of Hill & McGunnegle; Hill, McGunnegle,& Way; 
and McGunnegle & Way, he should, had I been a partner therein, have 
been most likely to know it; yet expressl y declares that he does not believe 
I was at any time a partner in either of them. Mr. J. C. Dinnies, a former 
clerk and book-keeper for several years in the house of H ill & McGunne
gle, says he never considered me as being a partner therein. I refer to the 
whole of his statement, beginning at page 171. All these witrw&ses were 
summoned against, not for me. In short, not merely did Captain Grosman 
fuil in supporting his allegation of a partnership, but he absolutely made 
the reverse appear to be trne. Mr. George IC McGunnegle, a partner of the 
houses of Hill & McGunnegle; Hil~, lVIcG unnegle, & Way; and McGnnne
gle & Way, who was called for the defence, removed every shade of sus
picion, by explicitly swearing that I had never been a partner in any of 
those concerns, (see page 271.) We live in a jealous and prying world, 
when the extension of kindness to a friend can subject the doer of it to in
vidious remarks, and where selfish motives can be attributed to our most 
praiseworthy actions. I lay claim to no great credit for the exercise of any 
extraordinary liberality in pecuniary affairs; yet, even 1 may have, in some 
instances, been governed by a desire to serve one who had been for years 
the inmate of my house, without having any personal or interested object in 
view. 

'fo the charge of renting my own buildings as warehouses to the United 
States, and having vouchers and receipts signed~ for the amount of the rent 
charged, by persons to whom that property did not belong, I oppose the pos
itive testimony of Mr. McGunnegle, a gentleman of property, standing, and 
unimpeachable veracity, and thoroughly known to be such in this commu
n'ity. 

It is true, that that profounu jnrist, Captain G. H. Grosman, who scouted 
!t the idea of its being in5inuated that he was the real prosecutor in this 
case, did not consider Mr. McGunnegle a competent witness, and filed a 
written objection to that effect, (see appendix,) which was by the court 
overrnled; yet, the opinion of Captain Grosman to the contrary, I believe 
the oath of Mr. McGunnegle will not be doubted. 

The buildings alluded to in the allegation are, a brick building on the 
corner of Second and Laurel streets, occupied as a quartermaster's store; 
and a frame building adjoining, sitnate on Second street, then used for the 
s'nbsistence department. At pag-e 272, and following-, of the record of this 
court, will be found the following questions to, and ai1swers by, Mr. McGun
negle : 

1' Q1testion by Lieuten ant Colonel Brant. Do yon know the lots of 
ground situate on the corner of Second and Laure l streets, and the building 
thereon?- If so, state from whom they were purchased, and how the brick 
unilding thereon has been occupied since its erection; also, as to the frame 
one on Second street, adjoini ng it. 

"Answer. I know the lots of gronnd, and the buildings thereon. Both 
lots weJ:e purchased of P ierre Choteau, sen., by Lieutenuut Colonel Brant, 
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·- on account of Hill & 'M:cGunnegle, and for their accommodation. The first 
purchase was on the corner of Second and Laurel streets ; it embraced more 
ground than the lot purchased subsequently, and may have contained two 
lots; I think it did. The brick building has generally been occupied by 
the quartermaster's department, and the frame by the subsistence depart
ment. 

" Questian by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Who furnished the necessary 
funds for the purchase of the abovementioned lots, and paid for the erection 
of the buildings thereon ? 

"Answe1·. We refunded to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in March and July, 
1831, the amount paid by him for these lots. Major Brant made the con
t ract for the erection of the buildings, and superintended them. We paid 
for the eraction of the brick building, partly through Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, and partly to tbe workmen themselves. 'l'he frame on Second street 
was built in the winter of 1836- '7, during my absence from St. Louis at 
Jefferson city, as a member of the Legislature; part of the money has been 
paid to Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and part to Whitehill, the builder. I 
cannot say whether all the money has been .repaid to Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant, as we have never had a settlement in full since that time. 

" Que.?tion by Lieutenant Colofzel Brant. State why the legal title to 
said lots and buildings was vested in Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and not in . 
the real owners. 

"Answer. William Hill, one of the partners, continued to be harrassed by 
old demands against him from Pittsburg, and he did not wish to make the 
property of Hill & McGunnegle liable for his debts, which would have 
been the case had the deed been made to Hill & McGunnegle. Besides, 
they were desirous of placing it in the hands of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
as collateral security for funds borrowed of him, and liabilities which he 
incurred by endorsing for the firm. Said property was to be conv.eyed to 
Hill & McGunnegle, or their assigns, whenever he was called upon for that 
purpose, provided all moneys dtfe to him had been paid, and all liabilities 
for the house cancelled, or otherwise satisfactorily secured. 

" Q~testion by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. State whether Lieutenant Co
lonel Brant derived any pecuniary advantage from the rent paid by the 
United States for those buildings. 

"Answer. None whatever." 

In addition to this direct evidence that I had no interest whatsoever in 
those buildings, there is the corroborating testimony of Mr. Spalding, (page 
296,) a member of the St. Louis bar, who proved the execution of a deed 
from William Hill to George K. McGnnnegle, in the year 1835, of his interest 
in said real estate. (See page 296.) 

'rhe following question was put to Mr. Spalding, and answered by him, 
[same page:] • 

"Q11estinn by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Were you personally acquaint
ed with William Hill, deceased, bte a partner in the bouse of Hill & 
McGunnegle 1 If so, state whether you had any knowledge of his pecuni
ary circumstances, and, so far as you can, what they were. 

"Answer. I was well acquainted with William Hill, from the time he 
first came here until his death. I knew his circumstances, from having 
had much to do with him professionally, principally with claims against. 
h im which followed him to this place. He came here a man of broken for: 
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tunes, and was insolvent for many years after he came here. I deemed it 
ad vis able to compromise claims against him, without suit-some at one-third. 
For a small one 1 got judgment, and made the amount on execution. He 
could not have owned real property in his own name in this city, without 
its being seized on by legal process." 

Here, then, the fact is distinctly proved, that I did not own the buildings 
used as public warehouses; the legal title, indeed, was in me, but the rea
son therefor was developed, and the necessity for so doing arose from the 
insolvency of William Hill. 

No argument is required to strengthen the statements of Mr. lVIcGnnne
gle, borne out as they are by those of Mr. Spalding, and sustained by the 
collateral proof of a deed having been executed by \~rilliam Hill for the same 
premises several years before Captain Crosman commenced his laborious re
searches. If the court confide in the veracity of Mr. McGunnegle, this ac
cusation falls to the ground; if it do not so confide, no words of mine, I 
am persuaded, could influence it; and I have no wish to dilate upon this 
l1ead. Immediately connected, however, with the charge of owning those 
buildings, is that of having received double rents; this principally refers to 
the account for storage of Indian goods. I will endeavor to set forth this 
matter plainly, and with as much conci8eness as possible. In the fall of 
1835, a quantity of Indian goods was sent by the Commissary General of 
Subsistence to the quartermaster nt this place, with instructions to have 
them stored until wanted. 'rhe articles in question were bulky, consisting 
of ploughs, looms, wheels, &c.; they were put in the quartermaster's store, 
but it was soon found that they took up so much room that there was no; 
sufficient space in the building to accommodate them and the stores proper 
of the quartermaster's department. Au arrangement was then made with 
the house of McGunnegle & Way to furnish storage for an amount of 
quartermaster's stores equivalent in size to the Indian goods. Thns, the lat
ter should remain in the quartermaster's store, and a like quantity of the 
former should be placed in other warehouses occupied by that firm. This 
was done, and an account made ont in the name of George K. McGunne
gle, a~ainst the United States, for the storage of Indian goods. Such con
tinned to be the practice up to the 1st July, 1837, since which time there 
has been no money paid for the storage of said Indian goods in that \Vare
.house. ']'he correctness of this statement is verified by twu witnesses, 
Messrs. Haverty and McGunnegle, at pages 167-'8, 274. 1\'Jr. Haverty says, 
in reply to the question put, "During a portion of the time that those Indian 
goods were in the quartermaster's store, a large quantity of public stores 
·{quartermaster's and subsistence) were stored in a plank warehouse of 
~IcGunnegle & Way's, in consequence of a want of room for them in the 
quartermaster's store, it being occupied, among other things, with tiJOse In
<lian goods. For this extra storage no extra charge was made by .McGun
negle & Way, as it was understood a charge wonld be made for the Indian 
.goods. I viewed it as a matter of accommodation between the parties. 
This was in the years 1835, 1836, and 1837. I cannot state the length of 
time the pu l1l ic stores remuined in the house of McGunnegle & W uy; some-
times for short periods." · 

The following question is then asked Mr. Haverty: 
': Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Do yon know whether the 

.<~overnment, by !he arrangement spoken of, received an equivalent? 
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"Answe1·. Sometimes more than an equivalent, at · other times not so 

~ much ; it varied. Sometimes goods were placed in the warehouse of 
McGunnegle & Way on Water street. On the whole, I should say that the 
facilities afforded were equal to the price charged for the Indian goods." 

Mr. McGunnegle, on being asked (see page 273) this question, "State 
how it came that storage was charged by you on goods belonging to the 
Indian department, which were kept in a building rented by the United 

·States, and occupied by the quartermaster's department?" answers: 
"We being contractors for the Government to furnish commissary and 

subsistence stores, the stores furnished by us were continued in our ware
bouse on Laurel street after we had delivered them to the Government 
agents. On several occasions Lieutenant Colonel Brant had not storage, 
and we were requested to furnish it, the quartermaster's store being full. 
As a compensation for the extra storage thus furnished at various times, we 
were paid by a charge on the Indian department for storage of articles be
longing to that department stored in the quartermaster's building, it being 
thought by Lieutenant Colonel Brant that the Indian department should 
bear its proportion of the expense of storage. This occurred in 1835, 1836, 
and 1837." 

Here, then, the apparent charge for double rent is done away, and would 
have been readily explained to Mnjor Hitchcock in 1837, if, in place of con
cealing from me his suspicions of my conduct, (see his testimony, page 97,) 
he had, with the frankness becoming a brother officer, requested me to in
form him how such a charge came to be made against the Indian depart
ment, for goods stored in a bnilding exclusively rented for the use of the 
Government. No such liberality of feeling, however, has been extended 
to me; the slightest seeming irregularity is seized upon as undoubted evi
dence of guilt, without an opportunity of refutation or explanation being 
allowed, until it has assumed the imposing form of an "allegation." 

The last offence imputed to me, connected with the subject of double 
rents, is that of charging office-rent twice for a single room in my private 
dwelling-once to the quartermaster's, and once to the Indiau department, 
during the same period of time. 

I trust that the testimony of Mr. Haverty, and that of Major Hitchcock, 
will efface it from the calendar of crime compiled ngninst me by my accuser. 
At page 163 will be found the following question and answer: 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to John Haverty. During ttre 
period Lieutenant Colonel Brant was acting military disbursing agent for 
the Indian Depnrtment at this place, was: or was not, an additiona~ room 
rented by him for an office for said department? If so, st~te whose 1t was. 

"Answer. Certainly there was an additional room occur1ed. There we~·e 
two rooms in the basement story of his house ; in one o these I wrote, m 
·the othel' the quartermaster, and the clerk employed in the Indian depart
ment. If it should be considered of any consequence, I would further state, 
that neither was exclusively used for the business of either department, nor 
was either of the clerks exclusively empleyed on the business of either de-
partment; they mutually assisted each other." . 

"Question by the court to Major Hitchcock: (page 106.) .You have sa1d 
that you transacted business with Lieutenant Colonel Brant _m the basement 
story of his house, and that he appeared to have two rooms m use as offices; 
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please state whether one of the rooms was, or was not, used by Mr. Haver-
ty, the clerk of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, for the quartermaster's depart
ment, and the other by Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the quartermaster's de
partment and Indian departll!ent at the same time ; a~d do you kno~ of 
any different arrangement with regard to the rooms, either before or smce 
the time yon relieved Lieutenant Colonel Brant as disbursing agent for the 
Indian department? 

"Answer. Colonel Brant usunlly sat in one room and Mr. Haverty in the 
other. That the business of the quartermaster's department was transacted 
in one room, and that of the Indian department in the other, I do not know; 
nor do I conceive it was necessary, to entitle him to charge for two offices; 
I consider that he was entitled to two, and had two." 

On his cross-examination, (see page 104: 
"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Bmnt to Major Hitchcock. Were there 

not two distinct apartments in the dwelling of Major Brant occupied as 
offices, at the ·time yon relieved him as disbursing agent for the Indian de
partment? 

"Answe1·. There were; and I remarked at the time to Captain Grosman, 
(when he was taking down the minutes from the book which has reference 
to office-rent, whose object, it seemed from the minutes, was to show an un
necessary charge for office-rent,) that Lieutenant Colonel Brant had used 
two rooms-one for an office for the Indian department, 'Und the other for 
the quartermaster's department, and that he had better let that matte1· alone. 
Captain Grosman then said that he wanted to prove something else by the 
minutes." 

'l'he accounts against the Government for the rent of these rooms were 
made out in the name of George K. McGunnegle, and signed by him. This 
was the practice where an officer was entitled to an office, and used a room 
in his own private dwelling for that purpose, when stationed at this post. 
It prevailed before I came to St. Louis; it was pursued by other disbursing 
officers, viz: Major Biddle and Major Wright, late paymasters; it had been 
acted on by my predecessor, the late Captain James McGunnegle ; and 
when I was assigned to this station, I applied to General Jesup for permis
sion to do the same, which was granted. (See my letter to General Jesup, 
and his reply, pages 255, 25ti.) 

Thus, then, two things are clearly manifest: 1st. That office-rent was. 
not charged twice for the same apartment, bnt that two rooms were actu
ally occupied as offices. 2d. That Captain Grosman knew the allegation 
to be unfounded at the time he preferred it; bnt even the advice of Major 
Hitchcock, " that he had better let that matter alone," was disregarded, in 
his avidity to swell the number of his allegations. 

Many persons were introduced to show ·that the rate of rent allowed for
the building corner of Laurel and ~econd streets was too high. For a part 
of the year 1836, and the whole of the year 1837, the brick building was 
charged at $1,000 per annum, and the frame building adjoining at $450. 
These rates exceeded those at which most of the witnesses valued them; 
but, looking at the rates of rent paid from the time the brick building was 
first occupied by the quartermaster's department, they were below the aver· 
ages stated by the witnesses called against me. I did not wholly rely on 
my own opinion as to the fair rate of rent; I submitted it to two most re
.spectable and intelligent merchants of this city-Messrs. Edward Walsh and~ 
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John B. Sarpy; it was upon their written appraisement, to which their 
names are signed, in the words and figures following, that I agreed, on be
half of the Government, to pay $1,000 per annum for the brick building: 

:'ST. Loms, November 14, 1836. 
"We, the undersigned, having been called upon by Major J. B. Brant to 

state what, in our opinion, should be the rent of the warehouse in this city 
at present occupied by the United States, for this and the ensuing year, are 
of opinion that the said warehouse is worth the annual rent of one thousand 
dollars during said period. 

"ED. WALSH, 
"JOHN B'l'. SARPY." 

But, even admitting that I paid too much, still, as it is proved that I de
rived no pecuniary advantage therefrom, it amounts to no more than an 
error of judgment, involving no moral turpitude or official misconduct. 

Before concluding my observations relative to rents, I will take a passing 
notice of the testimony which was delivered by Messr3. Kingsbury, McGun
negle, and Haverty, as to tile rent paid by the quartermaster's department 
for rooms in the stone warehouse owned by me, and situate on Water street, 
being a part of the same buildings occupied by Hill & McGunnegle. Mr. 
William Hill, to whom those buildings were originally rented, has been dead 
several years; and Mr. George K McGnnnegle, who bf:'came his partner 
after Hill had been in possession of them one or two yours, could only state 
the numl:,er of rooms appropriated to the exclusive use of the quartermaster's 
department, and the yearly rent paid by Hill & McGunnegle, after he be
came a partner, for that p0rtion of the building in which they kept their 
merchandise. By comparing the rate of rent specified in the vouchers sign
ed by William Hill, and maue out against the United States, with that paid 
by the firm of Hill & McGnnnegle, and ascertaining the number of rooms 
respectively appropriated to each, (that is, to the firm, and to the quarter
master's department,) it will appear that the sum must have been a fair one. 
As William Hill had his private apartment in the same quarter of the build
ing where the public stores were deposited, and as the vouchers were all 
receipted by him, the natural conclusion would be that he sub-let to the 
Government. ·were he now living, this point would not be left to surmise 
or conjecture; in its present aspect, I can merely appeal to the legal pre
sumption arising from certain facts, as excluding the conclusion that I was 
the person who rented to the Government. 

The next allegation is that of employing my own slave, Richard Morgan, 
mentioning him in my report as a laborer for September, 1836, and having 
an account made out in his name against the United States for sixty-one 
days' labor, at $1 per day; he signing the voucher therefor as a free man. 
It is true that I employed my slave above named, as a laborer in and about 
the public business. lt is equally true that the same witness who proves it, 
(Mr. Haverty,) states, in reply to the inCJniry whether the slave "Richard," 
in the summer of 1836, was an able-bodied man, (see page 203,) u So mnch 
so, that I mucb preferred him to any other person; he hnd acquired great 
facility in hatJdling casks, barrels," &c. Again, to this question: 

':Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to John Haverty. State whether 
you lmow any other bborer, who could have been procured at all times for 
the public service, as capable, industrious, and honest, as Richard Morgan;, 
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and whether his being employed facilitated the despatch of the public bu
siness." 

He answers: "I know of no person who could have been got by the job, 
equally suitable; his being employed greatly facilitated the despatch of the 

. public business. I had every confidence in his honesty, and am well satis
fied no one equally well qualified could have been procured on the same 
terms. A person well qualified might, perhaps, be hired by the quarter." 

If this testimony be taken all together, (and that is the rule of law, unless 
there appears to be a gross improbability in it, such as to utterly discredit 
the witness,) the reason for using my own slave is obvious. That it was a 
saving to the Goverument, is equally clear. There was an exact account 
kept by Mr. Haverty of the time he worked, and his working time only was 
calculated. The rate of $1 per day was lower than the usual one of labor
ers' wages in 1836. (See testimony of Haverty, page 203; of P. Bartlett, a 
master mechdnic, page 258; of R. N. Moore, a stonemason, page 256; and 
of P. Gorman, page 259; all coneuring in fixing the wages of a laborer in 
1836 at $1 25 to $I 50 per day.) 

At that time I was, and even 110\"l am, unconscious of having violated 
any regulation of the service, by employing and charging for the services 
of my slave under the peculiar circumstances of the case; assuredly, I 
reaped no pecuniary advantage therefrom, beyoRd what I might have ob
tained for the same services when bestowed about the business of a private 
person. Labor was scarce and dear, the demand for it great, and its currPnt 

. price over what I received. 
I would here refer to the fact imbodied in this charge, namely: "that the 

voucher was signed by my slave," to demonstrate, beyond the possibility of 
doubt, that no fraud was intended. If such had been intended, surely I 
should not have had tbe document signed by my slave. His quality, as 
my slave, was notorious; and it would have been absurd to have had the 
voucher signed by- him, with a view of imposing him as a free man on the 
Government. No; the object was to show, distinctly and truly, the nature 
of the charge; and the signature of my slave was affixed, and the charge 
was made in his name, on the same principle and for the same reasons that 
the charge for office-rent was made in tbe name, not of mysp,lf, but of a third 
person. If fraud had been intended, surely a fictitious name could readily 
have been inserted. 

It is alleged that, in my ofllcial report for September, Hl37, th:m is a 
charge of $25 for the labor of Samuel Reinecke, when, in truth, said Rein
ecke was engaged, not for public business, bnt in taking care of horses on 
my plantation for my benefit. My answer to it lies in a narrow compass: 
There is but one public voucher signed by Samuel Reinecke in 1837; that 
one is for $25; and it is stated in the voucher [see page 74] to be" (or going 
express, hunting horses, and going with a Llrnve of them to Fort Leaven
worth." It is also proved that said Reinecke went, during that year, as a 
pnblic express from St. Louis to Fort Leavenworth, and also assisted with 
a drove of public horses from St. Lonis to Manchester, a place about twenty 
miles from here. [See testimony ofKimball, page 74.] It is evident, there
fore, that the $25 paid to Reinecke by me must have been for his trips to· 
Leavenworth, Manchester, &c., and not, as he supposed, for tending horses. 

It is not very surprising if Mr. Samuel Reinecke should not be exActly 
aware whether he was, on a particular occasion1 employed by me in my of-
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ficial, or in my private capacity. He certainly was engaged in the summer 
of J 837 by me, l>oth on public and private business; and he did not pretend 
to say that $25 was the entire remuneration paid to him lor his variou~ ser
vices in that year. 

Next foilows an accusation of buying two canoes from John Kimball, at 
$6 50 each, and paying for them with the public molley; when said canoes 
were used in feeding horses on the plantation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, 
for the keeping of which horses he charged the Government $3 per week 
each. 

The only evidence adduced by Captain Grosman to sustain the charge is 
the testimony of J. T. Swearingen, and the voucher signed by John Kim
ball, which sets forth two canoes, at $6 iO apiece. This voucher bears 
-date in :\'lay, 1837. rsee page 1 97.J 

'fhe testimony of Mr. Swearingen I give in full, as an apt illustration of 
the acute legal acumen of Captain Grosman, and his logical deductions from 
given facts. 

"James T. Swearingen, re-examined, (pages 209, 210:) 
"Question by court. Did you see the troughs ont of which the United 

States horses were fed on Lieutenant Colonel Brant's plantation in the sum
mer or autumn of 1837? and, if so, what kind of troughs were they? were 
there any canoes among them? 

"Answer. I did. Most, if not all, were canoes. 
"Question by court. Do you know what afterwards became of those ca

noes '! Did you, or not: see them afterwards? if so, when, and on what oc
casion? 

"Answer. I do not know that I ever saw them aftcnvards. 
"Question by court. Did you attend an auction sale at Lieutenant 

Colonel Bra.nt's plantation last antumn or winter? and were there any ca
noes for sale, or sold, on that occasion? 

".!lnswer. Yes; there were some canoes sold there. I cannot say they 
were the same I had seen before. 

"Question by Culonel Brant. Did you see any canoes on the hill west of 
the road leading to BellefontainP. 7 and, if so, how m:-wy did yon see there? 

"Answer. I saw five or six on the hill. Y cs, there were canoes on the 
east side also, where the horses were fed. 

"Qnestion by Colonel Brant. Do you know whether the canoes which 
you saw on the plantation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant had been purchased 
from John Kimball in the month of May, 1837? 

"Answer. No." 
This is the testimony gravely relied on to convict me of swindling the 

Government to the value of $13! 'l'wo canoes were bought for the United 
States, by me, of John Kimball; several canoes-the number not stated-are 
afterwards seen on my plantation, and horses feeding out of them; and 
subsequently, at the sale of my stock, crop, and farming utensils, some ca
noes are sold. Ergo, they arc the sttme bought of John Kimball on ac
count of tho United States; and I, therefore, have defrauded the Govern
ment of $13! On what weak and frivolous pretences will strong passion 
seek to cover with obloqny the object of its long-cherished hatred. But for 
my indignation at the malignity of the motive, I should feel somewhat 
amused at the folly of the attack. 

T come now to examine the charge of buying horses unfit for Govern
ment service with a private note of hand, and taking a voucher for them in 
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the name of John Darneille, signed by him in blank, and filled up by me 
with an amount greater than that actually paid to said Darneille; thereby 
defrauding the Government. 

I confess that I approach the discussion of this charge with no little 
anxiety, the court having heretofore declared that "it could not but con
demn the frequent and gratuitous attacks in Lieutenant Colonel Brant's pa· 
pers addressed to it upon a witness whose veracity remains unimpPached, 
and is, so far as the court knows, or has a right to believe, unimpeachable." 
[See record, page 314.] The witness alluded to in this decision was John 
Darneille; and, as Darneille positively swore to all the facts necessary to 
sustain this allegation, and as the court, at the date of the decision above· 
set forth, professed to have entire reliance on his "unimpeachP.d veracity," 
I may well feel the difficulty of endeavoring to shake an opinion no doubt 
as conscientiously entertained as it was clearly and emphatically expressed. 
The opinion of this court, however, is not, by the law of the land, made 
final; there remains another and higher authority, by which it is to be ap
proved or rejected; and, notwithstanding the high respect in which I hold 
it, I shall defend myself precisely as I should have done if no such opinion 
had been avowed, and present my case, so far as I can, fully and fairly to 
the reviewing officer, from whom, perhaps, it may receive a more favorable 
interpretation. The testimony of Darneille is, in some respects, straight to 
the point; it is not disfigured by any doubts as to a correct recollection of 
the facts essential to prove me guilty. If his memory ever falters, it is only 
when questioned ns to what, if admitted by him, might possibly make in 
my favor. 

Three sets of vouchers made out in the name of Darneille, and severally 
dated the 13th, 21st, and 26th of June, 1837, were shown to him: those of 
the 13th and 26th he said were correct; that of the 21st was incorrect. He 
had signed the dnplicate receipts of that voucher in blank, and the body of 
it was not filled up when signed by him. Further: he had not been paid 
the gross amonnt specified in the receipt. He gave a minute detail of every 
item, and stated, not the e.'cact sum in cash given him, but that it probably 
amounted to $200, and could not have e.1:ceeded $300. He thought what he 
allowed Walker for the animals got of him was in and about $500, being the 
face of one of the two notes of hand delivered to him by Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant. Of one thing he was certain: that the difference between the value 
($500) of the stock taken from Walker, and the gross sum specified in the 
receipt of 2tst of June, 1837, had not been paid to him by the quartermas
ter. I wish it to be borne in mind that all the preceding testimony was 
given after a letter: bearing date the 25th of April, 1838, addressed by the 
witness to Captain Grosman, [page 42,] had been submitted to his inspection. 
This letter contained details as to the aescription, price, and number of the 
animals mentioned in the voucher. To the showing of this letter to Dar
neille prior to his giving, under oath, a narrative of all that transaction, I ob
jected, [page 46 ;] but the objection was overruled by the court, and the let
ter handed to the witness, who was then asked if the list therein gave a true 
statement of the prices allowed by him to Walker; to which he replied, 
"I believed, whe}1 I wrote that letter, that its statements were correct. I be
lieve so now;" [page 43.] 

"Question by court to John Darneille. Did you not receive, in some form 
or other, from Lieutenant Colonel Brant, the amount specified in the receipt 
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attached to the three vouchers for horses and a pair of oxen, which now ap
pears above your signature in said voucher? 

"Answer. The vouchers dated June 13th (for $340) and June 26th, 1837,. 
(for $506 50,) I think have nothing wrong in them. I think l received the
money-the amount of money-stated in them. With regard to the other· 
voucher, dated June 21, 1837, for $ 1,045, I am confident I never received 
any thing like the amount there stated. I think I received from Major
Brant something between $200 and $300. My wages for my services in 
going up to Franklin county and bringing the horses here were $50, and 
I advanced for the purchase of the horses some money, which was returned 
to me. I think, howevflr, that $300 would cove1· all I received." 

Darneille states [see page 46] that, on his trip to Franklin county, he
gave cash (exclusive, of course, of the note on Walker) for three horses: one
at $90, one at $80, and one at $65. "I do not recollect that I paid cash 
for more than three horses." In the answer immediately preceiling he 
speaks of $50 as his own compensation for going t0 Franklin county, and 
that his expenses, $27 50, were also defrayed by Colonel Brant. 

Now add together-
1st. Walker's note - $500 0() 
2d. Cash paid by Darneille for three horses, viz: $90, 

$80, and $65 $235 00 
His compensation - 50 00 
His expenses - 27 50 

Add for difference in swap of mule -

3l2 5() 

812 5() 
70 oo-

882 5(} 
Deduct this from the voucher of 21st of June, .1837, viz: 

amount of voucher 1,045 0() 

162 5()' 

Leaves the above sum of $ 162 50 as the overcharge in the voucher, and 
as the amount of which the Government was defrauded by me; according to· 
Darneille's account. 

Now Mr. Darneille, Jhough blessed with an excellent memory, is not a. 
very correct calculator. He acknowledges payment to have been made to 
him in full of the horses which he bought for cash in Franklin county, his: 
compensation, and his expenses : those three items make $312 50; yet 
he swore positively that he did not receive over $300-probably n0t to ex
ceed $200. The discrepancy between his firrures and his oath might not 
be remarkable in one who did not pretend to"' acctuacy; but Mr. Darneille 
is exceedingly precise, and repeatedly refers to his memoranda as refresh
ing his recollection. We shall see hereafter how carefully he preserves his 
memoranda. 

On the cross-examination appear the following questions and answers : 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to John Darneille. Had you 
any transaction with Major Brant on the 21st of June, 1837, other than in 
relation to the statements contained in the voucher signed by you on that 
day? 
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"Answer. I do not recollect to have had any other transactions, nor do I 
recollect the precise day when I signed the voucher, because there was no 
writing on it when I put my name there. 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. On the 21st of June, 1837, did 
Major Brant, as agent of the Government, or otherwise, owe you any money, 
except on account of the trip to Franklin county, and the horses by you 
purchased there ?" 

" Answe1·. I am not certain about dates, but I do not recollect of any other 
accounts." 

These, I should imagine, to a mind of even ordinary intelligence, would 
appear tolerably simple and direct inquiries, not of mysterious or embarrass· 
ing import, but of a character to remit the mind of the witness 8pecially to 
the date mentioned, (21st June, 1837,) and cause him to reflect whether he 
then had any business relations, either private or official, with me, other 
than those already named. 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, [page 47.] You admit you re
ceived some cash for the purchase of the horses, &c.; of what description 
was the cash- bills or specie ? Did yon receive it at the quartermaster's 
-office, or at the bank ? · 

. " Answer. I think it was gold, and I think I received it in the quarter
master's office from Major Brant." 

These questions were pnt and answered on the 6th day of December, 
1838. (See record, page 47.) 

At a subsequent examination, (see page 316,) Darneille says that the 
amount of gold thus advanced for the purchase of horses in F ranklin coun
ty was $ 100. Therefore there would have been dne to him, on the 21st of 
J une, 1837, by the United States, $212 50, on behalf of the purchase of 
horses in F'ranldin county, taking his account of the matter to be the true 
one ; but add to this the $70, as the money allowed for the swap between 
the horse and the mule, and $282 50 will be the total which cou ld possibly 
have come into his coffers from the quartermaster's department on that day. 

By the evidence given on the part of the defence, on the 4th of February, 
1839, H. L . Clarke and William C. Anderson (see record, pages 244, 245) 
establish, beyond all contradiction, that, between the 21st and 23d J nne, 
1837, two checks, in the words and fignres following, were paid to John 
Darneille at the agency of the Commercial Bank of Cincinnati in this city, 
he having, in his own proper hand, endorsed them : 

"WILLIAM C. ANDERSON, Esq.: 
"Please pay J. Darneille three hundred and seventy dollars. 

" $370. " J. B. BRAN'!', Q. M. 
"June 21, 1837." 

Endorsed-"JoHN DARNEILLE." 

"''WILLIAM C. ANDERSON, Esq.: 
"Pay to the order of John Darneille one hundred dollars. 

"$100. " J. B. BRANT, Q. M. 
"Ju11e 21, 1837." 

:Endorsed-" JoHN DARNElLLE." 

Here, according to my judgment, (erroneous probably,) was a palpable dis
-crepancy-at least so far as figures went. 
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Darneille denied that he got more than $282 50 on the 21st June, 1837t 

while these troublesome checks proved he must have had $470; which, 
added to the $100 advanced in gold, and the Walker note, would be-

Checks $470 
Gold 100 
Walker 500 

$1,070 

Being $25 over and above the sum t0tal of the voucher of 21st June, 1837, 
which was $1,045. If we allow, however, for some slight variation as to 
the real amount of the Walker note, t!Jere was a close correspondence be
tween the amount of the voucher and the aggregate of these different sums 
paid to llarneille on the 21st June, 1837. 

Here I supposed the question would rest, and no further calls be made on 
Mr. Darneille to exert his powers of testifying. I was mistaken. On the 
27th day of February, 1839, just 2 months and 21 days after his first ex
amination, he reappears; and I give the questions and answers: 

"Question by the r:ourt. On what account did you receive the sum of 
$100 upon the check drawn upon W. C. Anderson, in your favor, by J. B. 
Brant, quartermaster, on the 21st June, 1837; and on what account did yotl 
receive the sum of $370 upon the check drawn upon W. C. Anderson, in 
your favor, by J. B. Brant, quartermaster, on the 21st June, 1837? 

"Answer. I think the sum of $100 was given to me on settlement of 
an account of the horses brought by me from Franklin county; the check 
for $370 was given to me by Lieutenant Colonel Brant; $70 of it I paid to 
Swigert, in the swap between the mule and the horse; the remaining $300 
was an advance made to me by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to purchase 
horses in illinois, which I afterwards delivered to him. I receipted to him 
for the $300. 'fl1ere were not more than three or four days between my 
settling with Lieutenant Colonel Brant for the horses brought from Frank
lin county, and my pnrchasing the horses in Illinois. I am certain that 
the $370 were for the purposes just mentioned, and for none other. 

"Question by the court. How was the balance due you on the settlement 
of the account of the horses brought from Franklin county paid to yon? 
Was it a1l paid and included in the check for $100? 

"Answe1·. I cannot say; I have forgotten how much I received. I do 
not remember receiving any other amount than the $100. 

"Question by the cow·t. Had you been shown the two checks drawn in 
your favor by Lieutenant Colonel Brant on the 2lst June, 1837 -the one for 
$100, and the other for $370-could you have immediately explained what 
those checks were for? 

"Answer. I could have explained it, !.l.S I have done. 'l'he check for 
$.370 I found, on reference to some memoranda, was for the purpose I have 
stated; and the $100 check, I presume, was on account, as also stated. 
When l saw those checks first, I did not remember about them precisely. 
1 saw the checks previously iu Mr. Lee's office. 

•:Question by Lieutena11t Colonel Brant to Jultn Darneille. Were you 
told that there was a contradiction between your previous testimoay and the 
evidence given before this court afterwards on the.: part of Lieutenant Colo
nel Brant·~ If so, state by whom. 
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"Answer. I was told by Mr. Clarke, a clerk in the bank. Captain Cros
lffian also inquired of me about those checks, and asked me if I recollected 
them. 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. How doe~ it happen that you 
;DOW recollect having received on the 21st June, 1837, or thereabouts, $300 
.as an advance with which to purchase horses in Illinois, aud that you did 
not state that fact on your previous examination? 

"Answer. I now recollect it, in consequence of having been told that 
·checks had been exhibited in my favor for sums of money which it was al
leged I had received on account of the purchases made in Franklin county." 

On the examination of Lieutenant J. F. Lee, the recorder and judge ad
-vocate of the court, (see page 325,) he st::tted as follows: 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to Lieutenant John F. Lee. Did 
you send for, or suggest tc others to invite to your office, John Darneille~ 
lf so, for what purpose? 

"Answe1-. I did not send for, or suggest to any one to invite, John Dar
neille to my office. I explained to Captain Crosman what those checks 
were meant to prove, and told him he ought to inquire of Darneille about 
it. I further told Captain Crosman that he bad better not bring Darneille 
to my office. I was sent for, and found Captain Crosman, Darneille, anfll. 
:Some other person at my office. 

"Question by the court. Did John Darneille, while at your office, see the 
-record of this court, or any part of the testimony of any other witness given 
:before this court? 

"AnsUJer. He did not; he looked at the checks, and said, in answer to 
:Some questions of Captain Crosman, that the band writing on the backs of 
the checks was his; and, after some little reflection, said on what account 
,the $370 check was given. Captain nrosmnn asked him why he had not 
:Stated it to the court; Darneille asked me what he had stated to the court; 
I turned to the record, and read to him his two answers on the subject. He 
·said, (either before or after I read him those answers, I do not know which,) 
in explanation of that subject, that he had not thought of mentioning it, as 
be knew Lieutenant Colonel Brant owed him nothing on the 21st June, 
1837." 

The testimony of Lieutenant Lee was given some days after there-ex
amination of Darneille; but I think this the proper time to introduce it, that 
the court may see how thoroughly the latter was forewarned that his testi
mony was inconsistent, and conflicted with the existence of collateral facts 
proved on the part of the defence. Even the admirable memory of Mr. 
Darneille slumbers for between two and three months, and then only re
vives responsive to the genial touch of his assiduous and ever-watchful 
-compeer, Cnptain Crosman. 

\Vel!, Mr. Darneille makes his second appearance, fully prepared to sup
ply all former omissions, and reconcile all seeming discrepancies. Has he 
s ucceeded? Let his first and second revelations be plnced side by side. On 
the first, he says that he had no other transaction with me, of a pnblic or 
private nature, on the 21st June, 1837, than the settlement of the voucher 
.of that date; ou the second, he savs that I advan~ed him $300 to purchase 
horses in Illinois. On his first, lie Sflid he could not have received over 
$300, and perhaps not to exceed $200 in cash, exclusive of the advance in 
g old, on account of the horses bought by him in Fran.klin county j on his 
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second, he is positive that the check for the $100 was the only snm paid him
in addition, of course, to the ~rold-on that account. Is this an elucidation'! 
If it is, Mr. Darneille has suffered, and is clearly a loser to the extent of 
$112 50. He gave $235 for horses, his pay and expenses were $77 50, 
equal to $312 50; while $100 in gold, and a check for $100, made the 
whole of his receipts ! ! 

I had filed an objection to the re introduction of Darneille. [See pages 
300, 301.] The conrt decided against me. 'rhough surprised at the 
ingenuity of Mr. Darneille, l was not overpo\Yered ; there was yet another 
check upon him. Mr. Childs, the paying teller of the Bank of Missouri, was 
produced and sworn on behalf of the defence. 

" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Look at this check, bearing 
date 21st June, 1837, in favor of John Darneille or bearer, for $206 70, and 
state whether you believe the amount of that check to have been paid by 
the bank, and to whom. 

"Answer. It was paid to John Darneille. I recollect the circumstance 
from the fact that the check was directed to the Commercial Agency, and 
paid by me through mistake. I had been clerk in the Commercial Agency, 
with which Lieutenant Colonel Brant had been in the habit of transacting 
his business; I was at the date of the check, and am now, paying teller in the 
Bank of the State of Missouri. The check was paid o:1 the 21st June, 1837." 

Several questions were put to Mr. Childs by the court, [pages 312, 313.] 
In all his answers he states that, to the best of his knowledge and belief, he 
paid the amount of the check to Darneille, with whose personal appearance 
he was acquainted. The testimony of Childs was corroborated by that of 
Mr. H. L. Clarke, [pages 310, 311,) and that of Mr. Haverty, [page 321.] 
Dnce more, then, Mr. Darneille had failed to recollect what had transpired 
on the 21st June, 1837. 

I was informed by the court that he would be recalled ; I again objected, 
.[see page 313 and appendix 55,] and my objecticm was again overruled. 

His third and last appearance. 
" Question by court. Are you sure that the check for $206 70, made 

payable to you or bearer, and dated 21st June, Hl37, was not on account 
of the horses, &c., procured from Walker, or on a settlement of that trans
action 1 

"Answer. 1 cou\d not have received t11is check and tbe one for $ lOO, on 
account of the Walker transaction ; all th~ sums that I received on account 
of the horses brought from Franklin county did not equal the amount of 
these two checks." 

To the next thr~e questions of the court, each of his answers is, that he 
does not recollect! [See page 314 and following.] 

He does not recollect whether he presented the check for $206 70, drawn 
on the Commercial Agency, for payment at the Bank of Missouri ; he does 
not recollect whether he presented in person, or paid away, the checks given 
him by Lieutenant Colonel Brant on the 21st June, 1837; he does not 
recollect to have been paid any money on a check given by Lieutenant 
Colonel Brant, by Mr. Childs, teller in the Bank of Missouri, in the latter 
part of Jnne, 1837! 

" Question by court. Do you believe that if all checks, paid to you by 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on public account, were produced and shown to 
you1 you could state or identify those that were given you ®n account of 
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each of the vouchers, dated the 13th, 21st, and 26th of June, 1837, for mules 
and horses purchased for the United States? 

"Answer. I think I could of all, except the voucher of the 21st June, 
1837." 

What a falling off was here ! That memory, which at the commencement 
of the court was so vivid, irradiating every thing that had ever flitted across 
it, had now undergone an eclipse. 

I shall now transcribe the third cross-examination of Darneille. 

" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. At the time yon were pur
chasing horses for the quartermRster's department in 1837, how did you 
keep your accounts? Did you enter the money advanced to you by Lieuten
ant Colonel Brunt in that year to purchase pnbl ic horses? Did you keep 
books? 

"Answer. I did not keep regular books. I kept memoranda of some 
transactions, by entering such of them as I thought necessary in a small 
book. My transactions being considered cash and short settlements, it was 
not necessary to keep books. I did not always enter in my memorandum 
the money advanced to me by Lienttmant Colonel Brant. 

" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. How much money did Lieu
tenant Colonel Brant advance to you, with which to pnrchase horses in 
Franklin county in 1837? Was it entered on your memorandum-book '! 

"Answer. One hundred dollars in gold. I do not recollect of his ad
vancing me more than that for that purpose. 1 did not enter it, as well as 
I now recollect. 

" Q11estion by Lie1tlenant Colonel Brant. Was not the amount of the 
voucher of the 13th June, 18:~7, paid to yon before you went to Franklin 
county? Was it not paid part in cash, and the balance in a check for$ llO? 

"Auswer. Yes, the amount was paid before I started to Franklin county; 
part was paid in gold, to a man named Bush, from whom I bought two 
of the horses described in the voucher of 13th of J nne; the third was mine. 
I believe the check was given me in payment for him. 

"Qnestion by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. You stated the last time you 
were examined, that, when the checks were shown you at Lieutenant Lee's 
office, you did not exactly remember all the circumstances; but that, on 
looking over your memoranda at home, they were more strongly impressed 
on your mind: will you please state what kind of memoranda you made, 
and produce the book to the court? 

':Answer. I did mean to state that, on seeing the checks at Mr. Lee's of
fice, I endeavored to recollect the purposes for which they were given ; and 
I did ascertain, from refieetion and a reference to my memorandum-book, 
that the check for $370 was received for the purpose before stated. I was 
confirmed in my recollection by seeing the memorandum book; but with
out seeing it, I could have said that I believed the $ 370 check was, in part, 
an advance for the purchase of horses. I ga ve the rnemornndum-book to 
my child the other day to play with; I do not know whether I can produce 
it." 

Here the w itness was requested to go home and bring the memorandum
book. On his retu rn he said: "I could not find it; but if there be a. doubt 
about the $300 of the $370 check being an advan ce fo r the purchase of 
h orses, I can establish the fact by Willia-m Adki ns, who was present at the 
conversation between Colonel Brant and myself. 1 will send for him; if the 
court wish." 
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The court directed a summons to issue for William Atkins. but he never 
. appeared before it. · 

Mr. Darneille was particularly unfortunate: his memorandum-book could 
not be found, and his corroborating witness, his father-in-law, did not at
tend ! ! Let us now glance back and inquire whether Mr. Darneille has 
told !l. plain unvarnished tale about his moneyed transactions of the 21st of 
June, 1837. Is there a reasonable doubt as to his obtaining tile amount of 
the check for $206 70 of that date? On his last examination, he will not un
dertake to assert that he did not; ,his former bold disclaimers had dwindled 
into a feeble u I do not recollect"-that last refuge of the prevaricating and the 
uncandid. I apprehend that the business relations of a gentleman who con
descends to buy horses for the quartermaster's department are not of such 
magnitude that, if he had really had other dealings with me in my official 
capacity on the 21st of June, 1837, than those to be found in the voucher, 
he would not have remembered, and could not have described them. If he 
did not show any others, and yet got the money, the rule of evidence and 
common sense will presume it was paid ou foot of the receipt signed by 
him. If we believe Darneille, the Government was defrauded by me of 
$162 50, by the voucher which, he says, he signed in blank, dated 21st of 
June, 1837, and which was filled up for $1,045. Now, he expressly ad
mits that the voucher for $34.0, of the 13th of June, 1837, was settled prior 
to his starting for Franklin county. There were but three purchases .of 
horses made of him after the 13th of June, viz: the vouchers of the 21st. 
and 26th of June and 7th of July. Let us add them up: 
June 21st - $1,045 00 
June 26th 506 50 
.luly 7th - 120 00 

For the last item there is a check payable to him 
for 

The voncher of 26th of June he also admits to be 
correct, and paid in part by the $370 check, and 
part by check payable to his order, and endorsed, 
for $206 60 - - - - -

'I'hen charge the Walker note 
_Check of 21st of June, 1837 
Balance of check for $370, dated 26th June, 1837 
Advance in gold -
Check of 21st of June, 1837 

Diilerence 

120 00 

506 60 
500 00 
100 00 

70 00 
lliO 00 
206 70 

$1,671 50 

1,603 30 

68 2t 

T hus there remains, in place of the $162 50, only $G8 20 to be accounted 
for, even adopting- the ideas of Mr. Darneille: provided, however, that the 
check for $206 70 is taken into the calculation ; and although Darneille 
does not acknowledge it, I imagine he dares not deny it. 'fhe testimony of 
Childs, Clarke, and Haverty is rather too strong to be overthrown by the 
''Non mi ricordo" of John Darneille. 

Is it strange thnt, in the multiplied affairs of my official station, I should 
not be able to point out, with preciseness, how this variance of $68 20 has 
occurred, not in my accounts, but between the reminiscences of John Dar-:- -

24 I • 
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neille and receipts acknowledged to be under his own signature? 'l'hat is a 
task which I shall not attempt; enough for me that, out of his own lips, I 
convict him of gross, if not wilful falsehood. 

I saw, in the progress of the investigation, that the court did not view 
with a favorable eye my holding back the different checks drawn in favor 
of Darneille. It was the mode recommended by my counsel, and one 
which I learn from him is of every-day practice in courts of justice, when a. 
witness is under examination whose fairness, whether from personal hos
tility or otherwise, the opposite party suspects. It is one of the most search
ing tests of truth. Has the testimony of John Darneille stood that test 1 
But I was unwilling to trust him; and, I ask, was there not ground for dis
trust'! 

The court, in one of its decisions, when commenting on a Jetter of mine 
which argued that the bare fact of John Darneille's contradicting the trnth 
of the statements contained in a writing signed by himself was a circum
stance which, per se, threw a shade of suspicion over his tGstimony, con
descerrded to traverse the position there assumed. It would be a profitless 
effort for me to combat the deliberate legal conclusion of the court; but I 
will veuture to affirm, as a gelleral rule, (to tlw soundness of which every 
lawyer of professional eminence will readily assent,) that any witness who, 
under oath, denies the correctness of a written instrument proved to be. 
signed in his name and in his proper hand, thereby renders himself obnox
ious to suspicion, unless it be shown, by other testimony, that he signed 
the paper in blank: throngh mistake or in ignorance of its contents. Was 
there uot, besides this, other and ample room to raise suspicion in my mind 
as to the veracity of this man? Let the record of this court be calmly and 
diligently scrutinized, and Twill cheer folly abide the result of that scrutiny. 

He first makes known, by circulating it about, that I had procured him 
to sign public vouchers in blank, and volunteers an affidavit to his letter of" 
13th of April, 1838, (see appendix, No. --.) On the vouchers being ex
hibited, he alleges that the sum inserted was greater than that received. 
He professes to be the author of his own epistles to Captain Grosman, (see 
page 42 ;) yet he is proved by C<~ptain Wickliffe (see page 62) to have 
penned one of them on the prompting of Captain Grosman's clerk!! Oa 
his cross examination (page 49) are these questions and answers: 

" Qnestion by Lieutenant. Colonel Brant to .Jglm Darneille. Had you 
and Major (now Lieutenant Colonel) Brant any mlsniiderstanding at any 
time about a horse or horses you wished to sell to the United States? 

"Answer. When I sold Lieutenant Colonel Brant the horses mentioned 
in the voucher of June 26, 1837, (1 think the horses in this voucher are 
1he ones I have reference to,) he got, as I supposed, angry at ine in conse
<JUence of my wishing a bigger price than he was willing to give. He said 
I asked too much for the hor~es, and could not purchase any more for him_ 
I told him he need not fly into a passion about it. He said he did 110t per
mit me to tell him whether he was pleased or angry. I excused myself, 
-and walked ont of the office. I might add, too, if it be necessary, that I 
thought he misused me. I say, however, that the misunderstanding has 
no influence on me in giving my testimony here." 

Honest, cool, and impartial J\Ir. Darneille! how could any one dare to 
suppose that this little altercation in fluenced you, nnder oath: particularly 
when yon endorse yonr own veracity by swearing to it? Immediate! y after, 
1.ve find this : 
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c: Question by Liwtenant Colouel Brant to Joltn Darneille. Was there 
personal hostility on your part towards Major Brant in consequence of the 
misunderstanding btltween you and him about the prices of the horses ? 

"Answer. No, sir; it was a matter too small for me to hold personal 
animosity against any gentleman about." · 

Here is dignified forbearance and a Christian spirit! 
" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to sarne. Have you publicly 

spoken in terms of hostility relative to Major Brant? 
"Answer. I have publicly stated part of what I have stated to this court; 

whether that was hostile, I leave this court to judge; but that was all I 
have stated, to the best of: my recollection." 

Nothing evasive in the last reply; no sneer conveyed by, no sly taunt 
lurking in, the question with which he answers the interrogatory. One 
question and answer more : 

" Question by Lientenant Colonel Brant to same. Did you ever speak of 
having signed blank receipts to Major Brant until there had been a misun
derstanding between yon ? 

"Answer. I have no recollection of the precise date at which I did men
tion it." 

How happy is Mr. Darneille in the facnlty of memory, ! His is really a 
good one-it retains only what he wishes to remember, and excludes all 
that his interests or his feelings would consign to oblivion. 

'l'here was a slight circumstance which transpired at the close of the 
above examination, which the record of this court does not show, but which, 
I presume, may still be in its recollection. I therefore take the liberty of 
adverting to it, inasmuch as I thought it went to make manifest the strong 
desire of the witness that the fact of the dispnte between him and myself 
should fjOt weaken or diminish the force of his criminating·testimony-,-he 
applied to have that purtion 1·elating to the quarrel struck out!!! 

I would respectfully ask whether the above extracts do not abundantly 
denote heat of temper, cunnina, the will, if not the power, to sting. But, 
though guarded and nicely balancing his form of words, it would not all 
do; I uncloaked his animosity, and that, too, by a witness summoned on the 
same side as Darneille. 

At pages 80~ Hl, is the cross.examination of B. W. Alexander: 
" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Are you acquainted with John 

Darneille and John Cal vert? Are both or either of them unfriendly to 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant? 

"Answer. I have heard Darneille speak very roughly of Lieutenant Col
onel Brant. 

" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Please repeat some of the ex
pressions used by Darncille. 

"Answer. I have heard him abns0 Lieutenant Colonel Brant; I cannot 
repeat the langnage. 

" Question by court. Did Darneille, on the occasion alluded to, speak as 
if he bore malice against Lieutenant Colonel Brant ; or was he merely com
plaining of Lieutenant Colonel Brant's treatme·nt of him ? ·when and 
where did the abuse of Colonel Brant by Darneillc occur? 

" Answer. The first time I ever heard Darneille speak <~gainst Colonel 
Brant was on the occCJ.sion of his buying a lot of horses which he said Colo
nel Brant refuse 1 to take: the horses, 1 believe, came from Illinois. Pre:: 
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viously he had always spoken well of him ; he appeared to be very angry 
with him. This was in the summer of 11;37. 

" Question by court. Did he appear to be impressed with a revengeful 
feeling against Colonel Brant? 

"Answer. He appeared to be very angry; made no threats." 
He was very angry, then, notwithstanding he said the altercation respect

ing the Illinois horses was too small a matter for him to hold animosity against 
any gentleman about. Nuw the testimony of Alexander, that of Darneille 
himself, and the voucher for the Illinois horses, make it clear as the suu at 
noonday that them was no denuncirttion of fraud against me by Darneille 
prior to the 26th of June, 1837. 'rhe crimina.Jity of my taking blank 
votichers never struck him before the quarn~l took place; then, and not till 
then, he made the discovery. Is it surprising, when a ruortnl blow is 
aimed at my character for integrity as a man and an officer, by one whom 
I know to be propagating malicious falsehoods, that I shall expose my means 
of defence to him as little as possible, and take all legal and lwnorable steps 
to defend myself from what I Jmow, in my own breast, to be foul slanders? 
If I did not, I should be alike traitor to the high and honorable profession 
of which I am a member, to myself, and to those who are far dearer to me 
than self. 'I' here is other circumstantial evidence on the record, of the in
terest which John Darneille takes in making this investigation result unfa
vorably to me. He requests Swigert to accompany him to the office of 
Captain Crosman, (see page 170,) that he may, doubtless, be interrogated and 
eventual! y called upon as a witness. He tells Mr. H. S. Clarke, at the 
Arcade bath-house, (page 310,) that lze knows and will defeat the object for 
which Colonel Brant proved the payment to him of the $100 and $370 
checks. 

Charles Coll\ns, originally, was one of the witnesses whom Captain Cros· 
man had summoned ; and the purpose for which he was summoned is ex
plained in the testimony of Collins, taken for the defence, (page 240.) It 
appears that·, in the winter of 18B7 -'8, Captain Crosman was told by E. C. 
Marsh that Collins had signed blank receipts for Lieutenant Colonel Brant; 
Collins was spoken to by Captain Grosman on the subject, who then in· 
forn1ed him he would be wanted as a witness before the tribunal that inves. 
tigated the allegations he had preferred against Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

The witness Collins says, [page 241 :] "Soon after the return ot Lieutenant 
Colonel Brnnt from Florida, [ called at his office, and asked him if he would 
have any objection to my examining some receipts which I had signed for 
horses and corn sold to the Government, two or three of which were signed 
in blank. He said he had uone; that I might examine any papers in the 
office. I accordingly, some time afterwards, went to the office ; the receipts 
signed in blanK were shown to me; I examined them, and found them alL 
fiHed up with the sums I had received; they conesponded exactly. I told 
this to Darneille, and advised him to go and examine. '!'his conversation 
was held with Darneille after this court began. 

"The two or three blank receipt:; were signed when I wa£ buying horses, 
and was in a hurry for my money. I cannot designate the time ; my mem
ory is bad as to time. I think Colonel Dodge and Colonel Kearney were 
here. Colonel Marsh appraised the horses. I went to Colonel Bram's office 
for the money for my horses; Colonel Brant sent me to Mr. Haverty, who 
~aid that the account was not made out. I told him that made no difference, 
to Jet me sign a blank receipt, and he could fill it up ; all I wanted was the 
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money. He remarked that he did not like that mode of doing businesst 
but gave the blank receipt, which I signed, and went into the other room 
to Colonel Brant: and got a check signed for the money. I think I gave a 
blank receipt for the corn sold in 1837, the price of which I thought was 
seventy-five cents per bushel, but, on examining the receipts, I found it w,as 
only seventy cents. I cannot state the circumstances under which I sigped 
a blank receipt for the corn, but presume it was done under circmbstances· 
similar to the one which I gave for the horses-that I was in a hurry, and 
did not wish to wait for the account to be made out. I do not think that 
Colonel Brant was present at either iime. Those, I believe, are the only ca~eS 
of blank receipts that I recollect. 

"Mr. Haverty is a particular man, anti always insisted on the account 
being madfl out before the money was paid, or the r0ceipt signed." 

Well, Collins is afterwards discharged without being fixamined; and why? 
Can any reasoning mind te in doubt'? Because John Darneille communi
cated to Captain Grosman this conversation between Collins and himself. 
The testimony of Collins would be beneficial, not injurious to me; there
fore his presence before the court was dispensed with. 

l shall turn from further commentin,g- on the personal hostility evinced by 
Darneil!e, and call the attention of the court to the pointed confliction 
between his evidence and that of Mr. Haverty, clerk in the quartermaster's 
office. 

I am well aware that the relation in which that witness and myself stand 
to each other will cause his testimony to be cautiously received. He was1 

nevertheless, called by Captain Crosman in the first instance; he was re
examined by me: his evidence throughout, (and there·m·e many facts de
tailed in it:) does not vary from, but is in accordance with, that of all the 
other witnesses who testified as to the same material facts or points-save 
and except .John Darneille. The b1as of the former is not more strongly 
for, than that of the latter is against me. 

On his cross-examination, [page 168 :] 
" Q11estion by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Look at thi$ voucher, dated 

June 21, 1837; state whether the handwriting in the body of it. is yours. 
If so, can you recollect whether it was signed by John Darneille before you 
filled it up, as to the particular items comprising it, or with the gross amount 
at the bottom of it? 

"Jlnswer. My impression is, that the items were not filled up or set out; 
hut it was my invariable custom to write out the receipt before it was signed 
for the gross <tmount. The items were not probably specified. I have no 
recollection of this particular voucher, as distinct from others of a similat; 
kind. I was in the habit of filling these vouchers." 

On a subsequent day, [page 180:) the witness explains that the above an
swer, in reference to signatures to accounts, was intended by him to apply 
only to horse purchases in 1837 ; and that he makes the explanation because 
he recollects two classtts of accounts wherein the receipts were signed in 
some cases before they were filled up with the amount. 'l'he first were 
accounts for the transportation of officers' baggage, when the claimant re
sided at a distance, and knew not the number of miles allowed for the route 
travelled. Under these circumstances, the accounts were sent to the quar
termaster's office with the receipt signed blank, to be filled up by the quar
termaster. The second class referred to accounts growing out of the Black 
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Hawk war of 1832, many of which being made at a distance, and sent to 
the office for settlement, had the receipts signed in blank.a 

On the re·inlroduction of Mr. Haverty as a witness for the defence;· 
rpages 321, 323, 324,] are the following questions and answers: ' 

" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Look at this voucher, dated 
June 21, 1837, made ont against the United States in the name of John 
Darneille, amounting to $1,0~5. State in whose handwriting the receipt 
at the foot thereof is fiJied up, and, to the best of your recollection, whether 
the signature of John Darneille was there before or after it was filled up. 

"Answer. The receipt is filled np in my handwriting; and, to the best 
of my knowledge and belief, when filled up, was not signed by John Dar
neille. 

" Question by the court. Have you any recollection of the circumstances 
attending the making out of the voucher jnst shown you? Did you fill up the 
body of it? Yon stated on a former occasion, before the court, the manner 
ip. which similar vouchers were prepared by you, from memoranda fur
nished by the claimants in such cases; have you a remembrance of such 
memoranda, in reference to the voucher alluded to, as will enable you to 
identify the particular transaction? If so, st:.~te all you know about the mat
ter. 

" Answer. I have such a recollection. I filled up the body of the voucher. 
It \Vas usual, in the press of business during the time of horse-purchas
ing, in 1837, first to imbody the whole amount in the receipt, and specify 
the details subsequently, from memoranda. I think the memorandum from 
which I filled up this voucher was made in pencil, and given to me by 
Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

" Question by the court. Have yon any particular recollection of this in
dividual voucher for $1,045, as contra distinguished from other vouchers; 
and that it was filled up in the receipt for that amount, before it was signed 
by Darneille? Did yon see Darneille sign it? 

"Answer. I have a particular recollection of this individuat voucher for 
$1,045, as contra-distinguished from other vouchers, from the circumstance 
of its having a charge for one yoke of oxen. I also recollect that the receipt 
was filled up before Darneille signed it." 

Mr. Haverty afterwards gave an explanation of what might be snpposed 
a discrepancy in his testimony, as follows: (See page of record 324.) He 
says: "In lookinQ over the rough minutes of"my explanation of yesterday, 
they do not se~m to convey, clear!)', the idea I intended to express in one 
particular. The expl·ession in my testimony, the first day I was examined 
on the voucher for $1,045, signed by John Darneillc, was this : 'I have no 
recollection of this particular voucher, as distinct from others of a similar 
kind.' I meant this, at the time, and now mean it, to apply to the receipt 
and signature; that there is no peculiarity in the receipt or signatllre that 
would di~tinguish this from other vouchers of the like kind, in the manner 
in which the receipts were filled up and signed. Subsequent reflection on 
this voucher brought to my recollection circumstances which now satisfy 
me that my first impressions were correct, as given in formet testimony 
in respect to this voncher, namely, that the items were not carried out until 
after the receipts had been filled up and signed." 

But had the voucher been signed in blank, it would assuredly have con
-stituted a peculiarity that wonla make this dishnct from other vouchers of 
a similar kind ; that is, vouchers for horse purchases in 1837 . 

• 
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Nothing can "!Je more pointed than the variance or contradiction between. 

these two witnesses, Haverty and Darneille ; the latter swears that the re
ceipt to the voucher of 21st June, 1837, was in blank; the former, that it 
was filled up when signed by Durneille. 

lf my guilt or innocence rested solely npon positive testimony, it would 
have to depend on which of these two was entitled to the higher degree of 
credit-Daruei!le or Haverty. But my defence has a broader. and deeper 
foundation than the question of which preponderates in the scale of credi
bility-John Haverty or John Darneille. In all cnses, John Uarneille's ex
cepted, (and ihere were, from sheer nece&sity, several of receipts signed iri 
blank and sent to my office,) the persons interested, after comparing the 
memoranda with the vouchers, pronounced them tmly filled up. (See tes-

. timony of Wrn. Hempstead, page 177 and following; testimony of Charles 
Collins, page 241.) The latter dwells upon the fact, that when he wished, 
from the hurry of business, to leave his name attached to the blank receipt, 
Haverty protested against it, ns not being a proper way of doing business. 
Jn the same answer, he speaks of Haverty as very particular. How is it 
that, with the unlimited range of my official acts as quartermaster, flung 
wide open to his prying gaze, neither the real prosecutor, nor his familiar 
spirit, John Darneille, is able to detect a flaw save in the voucher of 21st 
June, 1837? Why should a tempor11ry fit of dishonesty gain possession 
of me on that occasion, more than any other of the numerous ones, when 

•there was quite as little risk of detection? Mr. Darneille puts forth preten
sions of being- an honest man. "Out of his own mouth shall he be judg
.ed." In his fetter of llth April, 1838, (appendix, No. 20,) and when under 
oath, he narrates his having bought the animals of VI' alker, nnd tal<ing a 
bill of sale; also, his bnyin~ other horses in Franklin county, for which he 
likewise to(lk bills of sale : all those bills of sale, he says, were turned over 
to Colonel Rrant, who appeared satisfied. This was perfectly right; he 
·Was giving an :1ccount of his stev·mrdship. But, then comes thv.t which does 
not tnlly with the assumption of honesty. Both in the letter and in the 

"testimony, it is pretty rrmch in the same words-in substance the very same. 
I quote from the letter, it being prior in time: "The next day he (Major 
Brant) requested me to say what I thought the horses above alluded to were 
worth. l went to the stables where the horses were; Major Brant was 

·there. I then proceeded to show to ltirn the horses, at the same time 
naming the price of each in tnrn. At the same time he (Major Brant) 
had a pencil and paper, and appeared to be setting down the prices as 
·I gave them." 'I' here is a curious coincidence between the statement 
of Haverty and Darneille: the latter saw me take down the price of each 
horse with u pencil; the former states that he got the memorandum of the 
prices from me in pencil. But the query unavoidably intrndcs itself: if 
Darneille put into my hands the original bills of sale, wherefore go to the 
stable and get bim to affix a price to each horse '! Darneiile knew (none 
better than he) that I was guilty of a gross fraud on the Government if I 
charged one cent more for the horses than their actual cost and expenses to 
St. Louis. If I had the original bills of sale to arrive at this, it was merely 
requisite to add $50 for his wages, and $27 50 for the expenses ; the rule 
of three would settle it to a fraction. One of two results is inevitable: 
either Darneille did not hand over the bills of purchase; or, if he did, he 
was conscious, when I requested him to name the price of each horse at the 
stable, and took it down, that I contemplated a fraud on the United States, 
to which he lent himself. Let him take which hor-n of the dilemma he. 
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-ehooses; he has either uttered an untruth as to giving the bills of :<ale, or 
he has knowingly aided me in perpetrating a fraud on the Gorernment, 
~nd stands pw·ticeps criminis!! l s it the testimony of an individual who 
has placed himself in such n dubious attitude that is t& degrade me in tbe 
estimation of all honorable men? I unhesitatingly pronounce it to be false 
that he gave me the hills of sale Which he speab of receiving in Franklin 
<!ounty; and false that he ever rendered me a list of the original prices, such 
.as is contained in his letter to Captain Crosman of the 25th April, 1838. 
I do not by this mean to imply that !te may not have got the animals from 
Walker and others in Franklin county at the prices named in that letter; 
indeed, the testimony of Mr. Barnes countenances that idea; hut ldo assert, 
in the most unqnahi1ed terms, that those were not the prices which he re
ported to me, nor the prices according to which he was paid. 1 shall not 
pass by the testimony of Swigert, or seek to siur it over; let it go for what it is 
worth. I can but oppose my disclaimer to the inference which I well know 
:was intended to be drawn from it. Every man is more or less liahle to mis
representation; but is there any one who knows my general habits of busi
ness that wou Jd credit the fact that he avers, ilamely: that on being offered 
his horse fgr $100, I declined, saying he did not suit the service, and in almost 
the same breath authorized Darneille to give in trade a. mulP., which he (Swi
gert) declares to have been worth from $35 to $40, and which he afterwards 
sold for $35, and $70 in cash for the same horse? I say it is incredible
quite as little worthy of belief as that Darneille had furnished me with the 
original bills of sale of the Franklin county horses; and that if I had it in 
·eontemplation to charge the Government more than was paid for them, I 
~hould make application to him to fix their prices; in other words! to regu
late the fi·aud l was about to consummate, inform him of it, and place my
self in his power, merely to realize one or two hundred dollars by base 
chicanery. I have estimated rny share of understanding at a higher rate. 
I scarcely Sllpposed that any one would think me capable of so gross a. dr
pariure from common sense. 

I shall now, in a few words, conclude the Darneille afruir, by nrging the 
eourt to look at it in all its various bearings. ln the first place, the charge 
<Jf my falsely filling up the voucher witl-i a larger sum than the real one, 
stands on the testimony of John Darneille alone; t.here were no corroborat
in~ circumstances. Proof that he obtained the horses bought from 'Valker 

'and others, in Franklin county, at lower prices than those mentioned in the 
voucher of 21st June, 1837, is not a corroborntion, as he did not prove by 
other testimony that he ever informed me of those prices ; neither does the 
fact that he will derive no. pecuniary benefit from his showing the voucher 
to be false make him an impartial witness. Suppose Mr. Darneille's note 
for $1,000 were in my possession; that he goes before the grand jury, and 
says he never executed such a note; that he had signed his name on a 
blank piece of paper, over which was afterwards writtm! by J\'lr. Haverty a 
note in my favor for $ 1,000, but without his knowledge or assent. This, 
in legal construction, would be a forgery, and the law of Missouri would 

'permit him to give testimony as a competent witness. But what would be 
llis weight or credit before a court and jury? Not a feather; though in that, 
as in the present case, he would have no pecuniary interest, because, "~re 
he to convict me, it w.mld not release him from paying the note, if he cculd 

, Dot show, when sued upon it, by the testimony of a third person, that the 
instrument was a forgery. 

~ . " . 
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- Strip the 'c.ase of all collateral testimony, and it stands simply thus: In 
my official accounts, the United States are charged on the 21st June, 1837, 
with the sum of $1,045, being the amount paid to John Dnrneille for nine 
horses and one yoke of oxen. The vouchers nre receipted in his genuine 
:signature. Darneille appears, and insists that ,the amount of that voucher 
never was paid to him. I say it was, and point to the voucher. Imagine 
for an instant that I was not on trial ; that the merits of th~ controversy 
were merely debated between him and myself in conversation; what would 
be the decision of an unconcerned auditor? Would it not be this? "Mr •. 
J)arneille, the signature to the voucher being in your handwriting-, the pre
sumption is against you. Your assertion, and that of Colonel Brant, are 
antagonist; neither preponderates ; the signatnre to the voucher turns the 
scale against yon." Is the case different now, bec11use I am on trial and he 
is not f By no means. He has the privilege of swearing-that is all. Does 
his oath erase his signature, or weaken my denial 'l Neither. He has af
fixed a legal verification to the accura<;y of what he before said-a privilege . 
denied to me; but that leaves it, in a moral point of view, just as it was 
before. It may be asked, wherefore I did not try to have the testimony of 
Walker? I thought of it; yet of what avail would it have been? He might 
possibly have been more definite as to the amount of the note, and the 
prices of the animals he had sold; but those were not in issne. The only 
issue is, whether the voncher of tbe 21st of June was true or false, of 
which he (Walker) could have had no knowledge. \Vhat quantum of offi
eial misconduct pertains to that portion of the allegation which charges my 
giving a private note of hand to buy public horses, I do not know. Dar
neille says be was told to get cash for the note if he could, and employ it 
in buying horses; if he did not obtain cash, then to take horses at cash 
prices. According to his showing, they were taken at market (i. e. cash) 
prices. There was an effort made to prove that Walker was insolvent at 
the time Darneille went to Franklin county; it did not succeed . . I am not 
advised how that could change the features of the case. If Walker sold or 
gave animals to Darneille iri payment of the note at a fair price, yet was 
lJlterly insolvent while so doing, does that affect the value of the animals? 

I conclude, therefore, by recapitulating the points taken in repelling this 
allegation: 1st. 'l'he mere swearing of Darneille that a voucher signed 
with his proper signature is false, ought not to be taken, uncorroborated, 
as sufficient to prove the fact. ~d. That the discrepancies in his own state-
n1ents--the discrepancies between his statements and those of others-his 
deep personal hostility-his participation, if he is to be believed, in wball 
he knew to be an intended fraud-his great minuteness of detail-his re
ference to his memorandum-book, as refreshing his memory-his failing to. 
produce it when asked for it--and his flimsy pretence, or apology, for not 
producing it, render him unworthy of credit. 

There is yet another part of the allegation, to which I will barely advert
" the buying horses unfit for Government service." What is there to sub
stantiate that assumption? I say it is gratuitous, and unsustained. True,_ 
Mr. Barnes (pages 113 and 114) expresses his belief th:tt two of the horses 
got of ·walker were unsuited for the dragoon service-one too clumsyr 
and thP. other too small. But was the purchase of horses in 1837 confined· 
to dragoon or troop horses'! Wert! not horses wanted by the quartermaster's 
department at that time, for pack and draught service? Undoubtedly there
were. The fact, therefore, that two, or even three of the horses bought 
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from Walker might not answer for mounting dragoons, does not prove that 
they were unfit for Government service; nor does it follow, if two or three 
of the Walker horses were condemned at Jefferson barracks and returned 
to the quartermaster, that they were originally unfit for the dragoon ser
vice. Just the reverse; they never would have been received by the 2<.1 
dragoons, and talrea to the barracks, had they been judged to be unfit for 
troop horses. The various causes ior which they were condem11ed there, 

.and sent back, are fully explained in the testimony of Captain Bullock 
(pages 319, 320) and Sergeant Cedars, (pages 235, 236;) but among the 
reasons assigned why horses were condemned, it is nowhere to be found 
1hat they were condemned as being, when first received, defective in point 
.(lf form, size, or action. 

'rhe eighth and last allegation relates to pasturing public horses, and 
divides itself into three heads: 

1st. Keeping horses for the United States on my own plantation. 
2d. Not feeding and tending them properly. 
3d. Charging a higher rate than others would have done for keeping 

1wrses at said time. 
I have freely admitted that those horses were kept on a plantation owned 

by me, and under the charge of William Dowler, in 1837. 'rhere never 
was the slightest thought of concealing that fact; it was just as notorious, 
.and rather more so, that the plantation was my property, than that the 
horses were pastured and fed there. The colonel of the 2d regiment of 
dragoons, the officers of that regiment, the general commanding this de
partment-all were fully aware of it. Yet no ideo. of criminality appeared 
to suggest itself to the mind of any of those persons, until Captain George 
H. Crosman, in the month of October, 1837, made the discovery: from 
that time, to the present, it has formed n prominent subject of vituperation 
against me. I can conscientiou~ly declare that I not only did not wish, 
but that it was against my inclination, those horses should be pastured 
on that plantation. 'l'he particular part of the plantation on which the 
horses were pastured was a meadow containing in and about 40 acres. 
'rhe purchase of horses for the 2d regiment of dragoons commenced in 
May, 1837. It was soon perceived that a secure and good pasturage would 
be required, to which the horses that were purchased and brought from a 
distance could be sent out. This was necessary, for two reasons: first, 
.that there was not sufficient room in the livery-stablf!s to accommodate so 
.large a number of public horses, in addition to those kept on private account; 
(see testimony of Ambrose Brueu, pages 205 and 206 ;) secondly, that 
many of the horses which came on steamboats, on their arrival, were stifr 
1n their limbs, and in a feverish condition, requiring pasturage. 

"Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to Ambrose Bruen, (page 205 :) 
Did Lieutenant Colonel Brant, at or about the time he commenced buying 
horses for the public service, in 1837; speak to you upon the subject of 
procuring a suitable place to keep the public horses at, in the vicinity of 
St. Louis? 

" Answer. He did, and spoke to us of keeping them in the country, as 
we could not keep them m town, our stables being full ; as were all the 
stables in town, pretty much, at that time.'; 

Had the court conceived it proper to wait for the attendance of Oliver 
Dubois, or to have admitted his ex parte deposition, I should have been able 
1o satisfy the court that it was only after having been disappointed in pro-
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'CIHillg SllitaJo]e Iinstnrage elsewhere that the horses Were pJacPd unrfer ~he 
care of Williatu Dowler. Pastures itJ the vicinity of St. Louis are not 
very numerous; but to obtain one so early in the senson was scarcely pos
sible, for the rrasou, that they are generally meadow lands, and that the 
owuers will 110t consent to have thorn appropriated to pasturage before the 
hay is cut. · 

The meadows are not cut earlier than the last of June or beginning of 
Jnly; this was too late, for the horses for mounting the dragoons com· 
menced arriving at St. Louis by the last of May, ami the purchases con
tinued until the m0nth of August following. The pastnre·fields on my 
plantation were peculiarly adapted for the public horses, they being amply 
provide:l with water and shade, and the grass extremely fine when they 
were first sent out there. No other individual would have permitted horses 
·to go on his meadow before cutting. Mr. James Kennerly, a gentleman 
residing a few miles from St. Louis, on being asked what rate per head 
he would have charged for pastnring and grain ·feediug horses on his 
meadow previous to its being cut, replied as follows, (page 261 :) "I would 
not have turned horses into my meadow before it was cut, at any price; 
they would have destroyed my meado·.v." "Hay was worth $20 per ton 
that y!:'ar." Again, in answer to the question asl\ing the reason why 
he would not have ngreed to take the public horses at any price in the 
summer of 1837, before the gruss was cut, he says, (page 264 :) '·Before 
the grass was cut; it would have destroyed my wlwle meadow for that 
.season; at any rate, injured it materially." "The trampling of horses in 
wet weather destroys the roots of the grass." 

Mr. W. C. Carr, (page 90,) and Captain L. Bissell, (page 59,) concur in 
making the same statement: they would not have pastured them at all, 
before their meadows were cut. Dr. B. G. Farrar, to the same effect; 
{see page 224.) 

There was a further reason for pasturing the public horses on the planta
tion in charge of Dowler: its convenient distance from St. Louis-two and 
a half or three miles . 

. 'l'he public horses had neces:sarily, when first bonght and brought in, 
-e1tber to be sent to livery or to tile pasture; if the latter had been ten or 
twelve miles off, a great deal of time would have been lost, and expenses 
incurred taking them out and bringing them back whenever a requisition 
was made on the quartermaster for troop horses. It was also very desirable 
that they should all be kept at the same place; it would not have suited to 
have had them scattered about at different plantations, perhaps several miles 
apart. The conrt will perceive, by examining the testimony of Messrs. Bis
sell, Farrar, Kennerly, "Valker, and Carr, that no one of tltem would have 
contracted to pasture and grain-feed any thing like as great a number of 
horses as appeared to IH:tve been fed by William Dowler on my plantation. 
Again: it was of great importance that the public horses placed under my 
especial charge should be kept in such a way as to be accessible to my 
immediate inspecfion ; this, from the press of 0ther official duties, then 
very heavy, would have been impossible, had they been located at several 
points, one, two, or three miles apart. In placing them under the care 
of William Dowler, I believed then that T was consulting and advancing 
the good of the service. I believe so now. If the court bad deemed it 
proper that General Atkinson should have answered the question addressed 
-to him by me, (page 249:) 

I 
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''Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant to General Atkinson. State, 
from your knowledge of all the facts, the quality of the pasture, its other 
advantages, its distance from this city, and the rate charged per week for 
feeding, whether you consider the public ~ood w11s promoted by the public 
horses being kept on the plantation of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in the 
year 1837 :" 

I am well assured he would have replied in the affirmative. But the 
court decided that the question should not be put to the witness. 

I well know that the mere fact of public horses being pastured and fed 
on a plantation owned by the quartermaster intrusted with the care of themr 
exposes him to remarlc and his motives to suspicion. I may, in so doingr 
have acted imprudently; btlt I know, at the same time, (and I think, on ex
amining the whole evidence on the subject, the court will become satisfied) 
that I was not, and could not have been, influenced thereto by pecuniary 
views, or considerations of self. interest. I shall not consume the time of this 
court, nor fatigue myself, by wading through the huge mass of incongruous 
statements collected together from every one who had passed along the 
Bellefontaine road while the public horses were on my plantation, and 
expressed a casual unfavorable opinion as to their general appearance and 
condition. Of all the various wayfarers who took a glance at the horses, 
en passant, from P. M. Dillon and Hardage Lane, up to that experienced 
judge of ~orses, Mr. James T. Swearingen, who beheld, at the distance of 
several miles, a stupendous cloud of dust snspended over the pasture-field, 
there is not one whose opinion can be relied on, when opposed to the con
current and consistent statements of the witnesses on the part of the defence. 
'l'he latter did not acquire their knowledge of the condition and appearance 
of the public horses by simply riding along the road which bounded the 
pasture-fields; they were accustomed to see the animals n·peatedly, and had 
their attention directed towards them. General Atkinson says, (pagP. 248 :) 
"The condition of the horses was generally very good, judging from their 
appearance when bronght down to Jefferson barracks." 

William Gilpin, in 1837 an officer of the 2d regiment of dragoons, 
nnswers the following questions, (page 229, and following: ) 
· " Qlleslion by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. State, as nearly as you can, 
the number of horses you saw on the plantation of Lieutenant Colonel 
Brant in the summer and fall of 1837, and their apparent condition. 

" Ansu·er. Judgino- from the number taken away by us, I should sup
pose there were ovet?two hundred. I spent two or three hours in selecting 
the number I took away. Thev appeared all in good condition, under the 
circumstances-namely, being driven from the country and brought in 
steamboats ; they were all in good condition as regards flesh. 

" Question by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. State whether the horses m 
the pasture appeared to be graiu-fed. 
· "Answer. On my second visit, I went through the pastnre about an hour 
before sunset, the usual time of feeding; the horses were .eating corn in the 
ear, ont of tronghs near the spring. . . . . 

a Questinn by Lieutenant Colonel Brant. Were you daily m the habit 
of seeing the public horses as they were turned over by the <J.Uartermaster's 
department to your regiment '1 and, as far as yon possess any knowledge, 
state their appearance, as respects their being well kept and plentifully fed. 

"Answer. I was in the habit of dailv seeing the public horses as they 
were turned over to the regiment, from· the 28th of May until the lst of 
August ; they all bad the appearance of being well fed." 
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Captain E. D. Bullock, of the 2d dragoons, (beginning at page 319,) and 

Captain Alexander, of the 6th infantry, (page 320,) confirm the above. 
Captain Turner, of the 1st dragoons, who was in the pasture on the 27th. 
or 28th of August, which could only have been a few days bef0re the last 
of the public horses were taken from there and sent to Florida, answers 
as follows: (see page 261t.) 

" Qnrstion by Lie~ttenant Colonel Brant. ·were yon at the plantation 
owned by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, near this city, in which public horses 
-were kept in 1837 ; if so, did you notice the food and attention given to 
them ? What was their condition and general appearance? 

"Answer. I did not see the horses fed or attended to in the pa~ture; they 
were in g0od condition ; I think there was no great difference between 
those I took and those that remained in the pasture. I made two visits to 
the pasture, on the 18th and 20th of August. I received the horses on the 
27th or 28th of August." 

This must have been as late in the season, if not later, than the day 
when the "cloud of dust;' preseRted itsdf to the astonished vision of Mr. 
Swearingen ! 

Love, the blacksmith, who shod the public horses in 1837, (page 212,) 
and Sergeant Cedars, who was quartermaster-sergeant at JeflP.rson bar
racks in 1837, (page 235,) both unite in testifying to the fine general appear
ance and condition of those pnbli~ horses. The cause oft he bad appearance 
of some of the horses which were condemned and returned to the quarter
master, is accounted for by Captain Bullock (page 319) and by Sergeant 
Cedars, (page 235.) Captain Bullock, who accompanied the 2d dragoons on 
their march to Florida, says the horses performed and stood the march well; 
(see pages 319, 320.) From all this, I presume, we may conclude that the 
public horses kept by Dowler were amply fed. 

But we are not left to surmises. On a question put to Samuel F. Reinecke, 
(page 35,) to inquire in what manner the public horses had been fed white 
on the plautation of ,Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in 1837, he answers : 

" The horses were fed part of the time on shelled corn and bran, some
times on corn alone. The feed was two parts hran and one of corn ; 
'~hen bran was given, no hay was fed, while I was there, nor green corn 
gtven them. The feed was tolerably fair. There was a loug dry spell, 
aud the pasture got pretty low. Every one thought the horses improved 
when under my care." 

A~rain, he says, (page 36 :) 
" The calculation was to give two gallons of shelled corn to each horse; 

this was the order of Major Brant." 
At page ti4, in answer to a questwn put by the court to John Kimball,. 

(who had previously stated that he had been engaged by me to superintend 
the public horses,) asking of him whether the public horses at the plauta
tion of Lieutenant Colonel Brant had all been fed on grain, he replies: 

"They were given, during the whole time I was there, eight quarts of 
corn per day, mixed with twelve or sixteen quarts of bran; sometimes 
oats were fed. We e11deavored to give a quantity of oats equal to eight 
q1larts of corn per day. Oats were also mixed up with bran. When the 
grass was a good deal eaten out, we fed hay, sheaf-oats, and green com 
~ut up." 

Was this insufficient feeding? 
T he overcharge is the last thing complained of. 
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The testimony of the witnesses on this point was very contradictory 
Som0 would have kept them, as they stated, at a much lower rate than 
others. 1'his may in some degree be accounted for by each witness 
apportioning the rate to the manner in which, if he had had the public 
horses, be would have fed them and attended them. Captain Bissell said 
he would, after his meadow was cut, have taken fifty public horses: pas
ttued them, and allowed them a bushel and a quarter of corn per week, at 
$1 50 per head per week; (page 52.) Mr. John K. Walker, Jiving ten 
miles from St. Louis, would have pastured and grained fifty horses at 
$1 50 per week. His grass also was cut when he would have agreed to 
take the horses; (page 83.) William C. Carr would not have grain-fed, 
but, after his meadow was cut, would have pastured them, he supposed, at 
one dollar per head. John Calvert would lmve kept some of the public 
horses at livery for $2 50 per week; (page 60.) B. W. Alexander would 
have kept thirty or forty, provided he could have been assured of them at 
least one month, at the rate of $2 50 per week; (page 79.) Major Hitch
cpck paid one dollar a week for pasturing alone; (see page 93.) 

These were the principal witnesses called by Captain Crosmau as related 
to horse-keeping. Calvert kept a large number of horses for the Indian 
department at $2 50 per head per week. These were shown, afterwards, 
by the testimony of Mr. J. B. Sarpy, (page 119,) to be small animals called 
French ponies or prairie horses, and that they were much easier fed or 
kept than full grown American horses. (See testimony of Sarpy, page 114; 
see, also, testimony of Pascal Cerre, page 259; and of William .Myers1 

page 213.) 
On referring to the testimony of all those who were examined on either 

side, the ordinary rate of horse-keeping in 1837 was three dollar~ per 
week. Such was the price paid by the quartermaster's department in that 
year to those who had horses in their livery-stables here. (See testimony 
of W. Myers, pnge 213 ; of John Kimball, page 69; of Ambrose Bruen, 
page 205 ; and B. W. Alexander, page 78.) In truth, from the high prices 
of forage in 1837, if the public horse got his full ration-fourteen pounds 
of hay and eight quarts of corn, or its equivalent-there was not much 
made by .keeping him at three dollars per week. 

There was some variance in the testimony as it respected the prices of 
hay, corn, nnd oats; not more, however, than might be expected where 
those articles llaVif not a fixed standard value, but rise or fall each few 
days, as the demaiJd is greater or less. The witnesses for the defence, 
'Villiam Myers, Ambrose Bruen, and L. G. Reecher, who were keepers of 
livery stables, declared they could not have afforded to keep, and would 
not have kept, public horses in that year, no matter how large the number, 
for less than three dollars per head per week. Corn varied from fifty to 
seventy cents per bushel; hay from seventy five cents to $1 25 per one 
hundred pounds; and oats from thirty-seven and a half to fifty cents per 
bushel. I propose to strike an average, and put down corn at sixty-two 
and a half cents per bushel, and hay at $ 17 50 per ton. 

Let us make a calcnla1ion, now, of the actual expenses incnrred by the 
owner of a livery stable in keeping one hundred horses for one week, in 
the year 1837, at the then prices of forage, r.nd giving the horse his full 
ration, fomtcen pounds of hny and eight quarts of corn eacb day. The 
one hundred horses will consume (allowing for a little wastnge) fourteen 
hundred pouuds of hay and twenty-five bushels of corn per dny; per 
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week, one hundred and seventy five bushels of corn and 4HH- tons of 
hny. Allow one hand to ten horses ; hands were ther. worth at the 
least one dollar per day, when not found. Estimate for the rent of stable 
and yard at two dollars per day, (which will be rather under than over the 
mark,) the result will be for one week-

4 tons 1,800 lbs. of hay at $17 50 per ton -
175 bushels of corn at 62! cents 

7 days' labor of 10 hands at $1 per day each -
Rent of stable for 100 horses at $2 per day 

100 horses at $3 per week each 
Deduct actual expenses, as above 

There remains a profit of 

- $85 75-
109 31 

70 00 
14 00 

279 12 

- $300 0(} 
279 12 

20 8S 

If these calculations are right, onfl of two results followed-either that the 
livery-stablekeeper would lose money at $2 50, if he dealt honestly, and 
gave the horse his full ration, with proper attendance; or that he would not 
give the full ration, and make money by stinting the animal in his food. 

Apply this principle of calculation of actual expenses to the pasturing and 
feeding the public horses at the plantation in 1837; and from the data fur
nished by the witnesses, and the gross amount of the vouchers signed by 
Dowler, the court will be enabled to judge whether it was profitable, or 
otherwise. There were but two vouchers made out and signed by William 
Dowler in the year 1837, ngainst the United States: for horse-keeping: 

That for July $549 00 
And that for August 975 00 

1,524 00 

This was the whole sum paid by the United States for pasturing and 
feeding the public horses at that plantation. By th~ practice pursued in 
making out such accounts, the number of horses was stated; the number 
of days during which those particular horses were fed and pastured was 
also set down; the number of days was multiplied by the number of the 
horses-this converted all into days; the number of days was then divided 
by 7, and the quotient showed the whole as converted into weeks. Accord
ing to this calculation, Dowler's voucher of July-

Charges 
And that of August 

183 weflks7 

3~5 " 

508 weeks, 
at $3 per ?Veek, gives $1,524. As Reinecke and Kimball agree that the 
full corn ration was g iven, the quantity of corn used is to he taken at I t 
bushel per week for each horse; making the whole quantity fed away by 
Dowler 889 bushels. Captain Bissell, on his last examination, (page 3013,) 
stated that he thought the meadow on my plantation would have yielded, on 
an average, perhaps something less than two tons per acre; and, on his tirst 
examination, he speaks of its superficies as being thirty-seven acres. Let us 

• 
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say, in round numbers, that it would that year have given, as its aggregate 
crop, sixty tons of hay, (which cannot be much out of the way,) and ap
praise it at $15 per ton, the minimum price of the article in 1837, we shall 
soon have data by which to determine whether a profitable speculation had 
been made by pasturing and feeding- the public horses: 
60 tons of hay, at $15 per ton 

889 bushels of corn, at 62~ cents -

Deduct this from the aggregate of the vouchers 
Cost of pasturing -

8900 00 
555 62! 

~55 624-______ 
$1,524 00 

1,455 62! 

Leaves $68 37-~ 
to pay for attendance of the horses. It may be suggested that no dPduc
tion has been made for labor and expense that would necessarily have been 
incurred had the hay been cut, in lien of being eaten without cutting; but 
would the labor and expensP. of cutting the hay have compared in amount 
with that which, during the space of time, was required by the horses? Cer
tainly $68 37 would nol defray the difference. After all the clamor rai:;-ed 
by Captain Crosmnn, then; after all his calculations; after a ri~id and pro
tracted scrutiny, it cannot be questioned that he erred in representing the 
charge for pasturing and feeding as extravagant. 

lf further comment were necessary on the unfounded character of the al
legation of $3 per week being an overcharge, it might be found in the fact 

:(see Kimball's testimony, page 73,) that the celebrated economist, Captain G. 
H. Crosman, paid, in the fall of 18::!7, to the said Kimball, $3 50 per week for 
kerpiug public horses at livery. 1 ad1uire consistency. .Mnch stress seem
ed to be laid on the fact, that no advertisemeut was published by the quar
termaster, calling for proposals to pasture and feed public horses in 1837. 
If that omission was a military offence, I am now, and was then, entirely 
ignorant of any law or regnlatiou which required it; nor do I now believe 
that it would be judicious !11 Jet out the keeping of public horses to the low
est bidder. This is a very different thing from other Government contracts. 
If a fair price-! would say a liberal remuneration-is not"given, the con
tractor will save himself by starving the poor horses; they will be the suf
ferers; for it would be impossible to prevent him, if he had the disposition, 
from defrauding the animals of the food stipulated by him to be given them. 
'rhey could not tell their wrongs. In articles of food, clothing, transporta
tion-whatever concerus the comfort of the soldier-it the quantity or qual
ity of the supplies is defective, it is immediately made known, and the evil 
remedied. In the case of the horses, it wonld be discovered when too late, 
by their meagre and impoverished appearance- their want of life and spirit. 
I contend, thPrefore, that ,no advertisement ought to have been published; 
and, until ordered by the proper authority, I uever will take that mode of 
contracting for keeping aud feeding public horses. 

I have now, I think, noticed most, if not all, the material points in the 
allegntions (original and additional) preferred against me by Captain Gros
man. If he has not been snccessful in supporting the truth of them, and 
therehy destroying my character and official stnnding, I apprehend that no 
one who examines the record of this court will, for an instant, conclude 
t hat the failure was caused by lenity, kind feeling, or generous sympathy 

• 
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for the ruin and disgrace with which the establishing of them would over
whelm a brother otlicer. It is true, that, iu his letter of the 21st Oct0ber1 

1837, addressed to the acting Quartermaster General, he sayr. : " In con
clusion, I beg to remark, that such details as the above, imputing irregu
larities and abuses to others, are always disagreeable and unpleasant; and 
rendered doubly so in the present instance, from the fact (which is well 
known here) that there exists no very friendly· feelings between Major B. 
and myself; and I assure you nothing but a sense of pttblic duty could 
have produ{:ed them from me." But how do his words and his acts com
port with each other? Let the whole tenor of his after-conduct furnish 
forth the reply; the avidity with which he lays hold of every, even the 
most trifling, circumstance that he conjectures may be turned against me. 
He is ever on the watch; he visits livery-stables; he pries into books of ac
count; he writes letters; he opens a kind of " intelligence office," where all 
information is gratefully received aud carefully noted. He does not, while 
I an) absent in the field more than a thousand miles from the scene of his 
operations, refrain, in the presence of my neighbors and acquaintances, 
from dwelling upon my alleged official misconduct; far from it-he makes 
it the frequent theme of conversation. 

Since the commencement of this conrt, and during the course of the 
investigation, has he not manifested the most intense desire for my con
viction? 

By the order of the Adjutant Geaeral, [see page. 4,] he was to assist 
the recorder in preparing the matter to be investigated by the court. He 
did, accordingly, attend before it. Bnt I appeal to the court whether, so far 
as the inquiry went, as it regards the witnesses summoned, and the ques
tions suggested by him to be proponnded to them, the main drift was not 
to operate agamst me. In the case of Collins, as I have previously argued, 
the inference is irresistible that be was discharged because it was ascer
tained his evidence would have a bearing favorable to me. Another in
stance: Mr. Edward Tracy was called against me, and examined on the 
subject of rents, &c.; but nothing was asked of him in relation to the 
charge of my being a partner in one of the commercial firms mentioned, 
although almost every other respectable merchant who appeared before the 
court was qnestioned on that allegation. The reason for the omission came 
out on the cross-examination : he had conversed with Mr. Tracy as to the 
partnership, and was told by him he did not believe me to be one. Now, I 
was nnder the in1pressian that the inquiry was to be conducted as well for 
as against me; in short, that if there was any person who it was known 
could make a statement calculated to exculpate me from the allegations or 
imputations, that it wonld be elicited without any suggestion from me; but 
this was a degree of fairness he did not extend to me. Am I wrong, then, 
in supposing that his actions and his professions to the Quartermaster Gen
eral arc antagonist? Ne: but his conduct tallies exactly with the tone of 
exultation in which he broke forth at the office of the Superintendent of 
Indian Affairs, in the presence of Mr. Kennerly, namely : that :'he had 
proved all the allegations against Colonel Brant-all, and more; he had 
driven the nail to the head, and he would clinch it;" [page 260.] I had 
hoped that he would have preferred charges against me in due form, and 
tested them by a general court martial: I urged him to do so ; but he de
clinr.d taking the responsibility. At all events, I have not shrunk from the 
scrutiny ; and the records of this court will show, that even after it had, to 

25 
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a certain extent, limited the range of investigation, I waived the decision, 
and again agreed that it should have the fullest scope. I stand here after 
having my official conduct scrutinized by a most searching and protracted 
examination: no man has ever been more effectually t7'ied. I may 1~ot 
have been sufficiently guarded in every petty instance ; but in no instance 
have I designedly violated the trust reposed in me by my country; and I 
claim to be acquitted from all imputation of corrupt conduct or motive. · 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lieutenant Colonel U. S. Army. 

APP~_:NDIX. 

No. 1. 

HEADQUARTERS, WESTERN DIVISION, 

SPECIAL ORDER, No. 13. St. Louis, October 8, 1837. 
At the request of Capt. G. H. Grosman, assistant quartermaster, a board 

of officers, to consist of Capt. Hitchcock, 1st infantry, Capt. Symington,. 
of the ordnance, and 1st Lieut. Kingsbury1 1st intimtry, wiU assemble at 
the quartermaster's office, in St. Louis, to ·morrow morning, at 11 o'clock, 
for the purpose of examining and reporting upon the condition of certain 
public horses, in the possession of Capt. Grosman, turned over to him by 
Major Brant, quartermaster U. ~. army. The assistant quartermaster 
having stated that "these horses are poor, lame, and unfit for service," the 
board will report the probable causes of their present condition. 

By order of Major Gene1al Gaines: 
GEO. H. GRIFFIN, 

Acting Assistant Adjutant General. 

No.2. 

HEADQUARTERS, wESTERN DIVISION, 

SPECIAL ORDER, No. 15. St. Louis Arsenal, October 9, 1837. 
1. The board of officers, convened by virtue of Special Order Ne. 13, 

of the 8th instant, for the purpose of examining and reporting upon the 
condition of certain public horses in the possession of the assistant quar
termaster of the 4th district, report as follows: "Three fit for service; six 
unfit for service. The board learn from Major Brant, quartermaster, that 
all of these horses have been issued to the dragoon regiment, and some of 
them twice; that some of them were condemned and retumed, and oth
ers recovered after straying from the dragoons while on their recent march 
from this place." 

" In conclusion, the board is of opinion that the condition of the horses 
is to be referred to ordinary causes, not unlikely to occur among a body of 
dragoon horses, numbering five or six hundred." 
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2. The commanding general approves of the foreO"oing report. The board 
of officers is dissolved. "' ' 

By order of Major General Gaines : 
GEO. H. GRIFFIN, 

Acting Assistant Adjutant General. 

No.3.. 

Sales for account vf the United ·. ~tates, by order of Captain George H. 
Grosman, quartermaster, by Wm. J. Austin. 

October 14, 1837, I horse - $56 00 
" l horse 46 00 
" 1 horse 50 00 
" 1 horse 75 00 
" 1 horse 37 00 
" 1 horse 28 00 ,, 1 horse 54 00 
" 1 horse . 70 00 
" 1 horse "; 30 00 

'October 17, lb37, 1 horse 51 00 
$497 00 

Charges. 

October 17, 1837, Advertising sales in two sets hand
bills 6 00 

24 85 " Commission, 5 per cent. -
30 85 

Nett proceeds - 466 15 

ST. Lo'Uis, October 17, 1837. 
I certify the above is a true account of sales of public horses. 

WM. JAS. AUSTIN, 
Auctioneer. 

Received, St. Louis, October 17, 1837, of Captain George H. Grosman, 
quartermaster, thirty dollars and eighty-five cents, in full of the above charges. 
$30 85. (Triplicate.) 

WM. JAS. AUSTIN. 

No.4. 

ST. Lours, October 17, 1837. 
Sm: In reply to your note of yesterday, I have the honor to state that 

'the brick b~ildin·g situate on the corner of Second and Vine streets has 
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been occupied by Major Brant for the use of the quartermaster's depart· 
ment; and the frame building on Second street, adjoining the abovenamed 
tenement, on the south, has been occupied as a subsistence storehouse. 'l'he 
size of the latter I do not now recollect, but judge it to be about 30 by 50 
feet. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. K. McGUNNEGLE. 

Captain GEoRGE H. GROSMAN, 
Assistant Quartermaster U. S. A. 

A true copy:_ G. H. GROSMAN, 
Captai'fl, and A~sistant Quartermaster, 

No.5. 
AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, October 16, 1837. 
SIR: In the statement of rents handed me the other day by Major 

Brant, is the following, viz: 
Quartermaster's store, G. K. McGnnnegle, $!:13 33t per month. 
Subsistence store, do. 37 50 do. 
Please inform me what part of the building now occupied by the United 

States is designated for the quartermaster's store; and, also, the room, or 
building, and its size, rented for the subsistence store. 

Respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

. Capt. and Assist. Quartermaster U. ~. ArrTfY· 
Messrs. McGuNNEGLE & WAY, 

Commission Merchants.-Present. 
A true copy: 

G , H. GROSMAN, 
Captain and Assistant Quartermaster. 

No.6. 
AssiSTANT QuARTERMASTER's OFFICE, 

St. Louis, October 19, 1837. 
SrR: In your note of the 17th instant, in reply to mine, you state that 

the "brick building situate on the corner of Second and Vine streets has 
been occupied by Major Brant for the use of the quartermaster's depart· 
ment.'' 

Will you now have the goodness to explain upon what principle it is, 
that rent for public property stored in this building has been charged to the 
Indian department and military storekeeper? 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant: 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

Mr. McGuNNEGLE, 
Captain and JJssistant Quartermaster. 

Commission Merchant.-Pre.~ent. 
A true copy: 

G. H. CROSMAN, 
Captain and Assistant Qnartermaste,-, 
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No.7. 

OFFICE DISBURSING AGENT INDIAN DEP'T, 
,_\'t. Louis, December 7, 1837. 

Sm: Your letter of the 6th instant is received, in reference to storage 
paid upon Indian goods in the warehouse which you observe was rented 
by Major Brant for the quartermaster's department in this city; and in an
swer to your inqui1 ies, 1 have to state that I do not know for what period 
storage was paid on those goods previous to my entering upon duty in the 
Indian department at this place. .Major Brant's accounts with the Indian 
department, I believe, included thl' p~riod of the arrival of the goods in 
question, and extended to the last of April of the current year. I paid sto
rage for the goods for Mny and June, at $12 per month-the account be
iug in the name of McGunnegle & Way. 

I desire to say, in reference to the goods, that they are destined for the 
Pottawatomies, but were not delivered to me at the time I entered upon 
duty here, nor did I lnww of there being any such goods here until, I think, 
more than two months after my arrival, when Major Brant spoke of the 
goods and wished them moved, for, he observed, that he wished to make 
an office in the store-as I understood, for the military storekeeper. The 
following morning J found a note in my office from Major Brant, desiring 
me to have the goods stored elsewhere, for that he had use for the store
room. I immediately engaged storage, and called upon Major Brant to 
make the final arrangement, when, in conversation, it. appeared that he 
only wished the goods moved from one part of the store to another-the 
Major observing that there was room enough in the store, and he supposed 
the goods might as well stay there. I acquiesced in the arrangement, de
dining, however, to move the goods in the store; stating that, if the move 
was for his accommodation, he must make it himself. I know nothing of 
the circumstances under which the storehouse was rented for the quarter
master's department. 

Very respectfully, yom obP.dien t servant, 
E. A. HITCHCOCK, 

Capt., Mil'y Dis . .!Jgeut Indian Dep't. 
Capt. G. H. CRoSMAN, 

.fl.ss't Quartermaster U.S. A., St. Louis. 

No.8. 

SuBSISTENCE OFFICE, St. Lr;uis, December 9, 1837. 
CAPTAIN: Your note of ye3teday has been received. The brick build

ing corner of Lanrel and Second streets has been occupied some time as a 
storehouse for the quartermaster's department; the building on Second 
street, south of the brick tenElment, has been occupied as a commissary store 
since its constrnctioJJ, the one occupied previously being too small. Both 
-of those buildings belong, I believe, to Major Brant and Mr. McGunnegle. 

When I relieved Captain Spencer, late military storekeeper, I found his 
supplies stored in the second story of the brick buildinQ', except two drnms 
s tored in the loft. Since relieving him, I have stored worn-out articles 



[59 J 390 

(such as knapsacks, saddles, and bridles) also in the loft; the residue of the 
stores I keep where I found them. 

With great respect, your obedient servant, 
JAMES W. KINGSBURY, 

Jlctg. Military Storekeeper, Purchasing Department. 
Captain GEo. H. GRosMAN, 

Assistant Quartermaster U. S. A. 

No.9. 

ST. LoUis, December 13, 1837. 
SIR: In answer to yours of the 9th instant, requesting me to inform you 

of the owner of the brick and frame warehouses situated at the corner of 
Laurel and Second streets, I will state, that in the year 1835, and also in t!1e 
year 1837, I, as the assessor of the city of St. Louis, for State and county 
purposes, did nssess the above described buildings, and the lot on which 
they stnnd, to Major Joshua B. Brant, he being present at same time; and 
all this was done in his office. I have never heard of any other person 
claiming said Jot and buildings, since 1835, but said Brant. 

Yours, respectfully, 
JOHN McCAUSLAND. 

Captain G. H. CaosMAN, 
Assistant Quartermaster U. S. A., St. Louis. 

No. 10. 

OFFICE DISBURSING AGENT INDIAN DEPARTMENT, 
St. Louis, December 7, 1837. 

SIR: In answer to your letter of yesterday's date, desiring- to know the 
rate paid by me for the pasturage of certain horses recently pnrchascd here 
for the Indian department, I have to gtate, that, previous to my commencing 
the purchases, I invited pmposals for pasturage through the newspnpers; in 
answer to which, I received some written and some verbal proposals,. ranging 
between fifty cents and one dollar per week, at points within five miles of 
St. Louis. I found, on examination, that the lots offered at fifty cents were 
upland, and principally wooded, with but a sleuder supply of grass; those 
offered at the highest rate (one dollar) were first-rate pastures; and I deemed 
it advisable to agree for the latter, the proprietor furnisf.ling the requisite salt 
for the horses. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

Capt. G. H. GRosMAN: 

E. A. HITCHCOCK, 
Captain, Military Disb'g Agent Ind. Dept. 

Assistant Quartermaster U.S. A., St. Louis. 
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No. 11. 

Memorandum of a conversation with William Dowler, January 3, 1838. 

· l showed Mr. Dowler the letter of December 13, 1837, from the acting 
Quartermaster General, and inquired of him relative to the keeping and 
feeding tbe horses therein mentioned. 

He said "he did not receive from Major Brant the money there men
tioned; that he was hired by Major Brant, by the year, as overseer and 
superintendent on his plantation ; that, when the horses were sent out 
there, his whole <'ttention was ordered to be given to them, with the aid of 
two slaves belonging to Major Brant, two hired white men, and a boy." 

I asked him how much money he did receive, and how he was employed; 
that is, at what rate of pay. He replied, "he was hired by the year as over
seer; but Major Brant told him not to inform any one how much he was to get, 
as other bvetseers might complain, and want more pay themselves." He said, 
''if he told me, he should break his promise;'' whi<:h I desired him not to do. 

He said, "the hor~es were well taken care of, and fed not only on grass 
and green corn, but also on sheaf oats, cut up and mixed with bran, and 
some hay and old corn besides; six or seven tons of hay~ he thinks, if not 
more-it was a barn full-was fed ouL" 

He "had been hired by Major Brant on the plantation for about two 
years;" and, in relation to signing accounts, he said "he had signed 
papers or accounts on various occasions, some of which were filled up, and 
·some were not 1 one of them he signed when some men came out to break 
mules, which he reco!locts was filled up" 

The above conversation took place in my office on the evening of the 3d 
of January, Hl38; and at. my -request, for fear I might not recollect the 
precise expressions used by Dowler, (although the memorandum was im
mediately made,) my clerk took notes while the conversation was going on, 
which he afterwards wrote QUI fully~ to conform with mine: from which 
the above is extracted as the substance. 

G. H. OROSMAN. 
Captain, Assistant Quartermaster U. S. army. 

No. 12. 

A memorandum of a conve1·sation (noted down as it occ'IM'red) between 
Capt. Geor{!e H Crosinan, assistant quartermaster United States army, 
and Mr. William Dowler, of St. Lmtis, on the evening of the 3d of Jan
ary, 1.838. 

Captain Grosman, presenting a letter from the acting Quartermaster 
General, dnted " W nshington, December 13, 1837," asked Mr. Dowler if he 
had received the amounts opposed to his ·name in the abovementioned letter 
from Major Brant: for foraging and keeping pub lie horses and mules : 

Mr. Dowler answered that he had not received the amounts mentioned 
in the letter from Major Brant. 

Qut1stion by Captttin Grosman. Were there any other overseers em
ployed by M'!jor Brant to forage and keep the public horses~ &c 1 
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To which Mr. Dowler replied: That he was employed by Major Brant 
to work on his plantation by the year, as overseer; and that when the horses, 
&c. were sent out, there were also sent with them two black boys of Major 
Brant, and two white men and a boy, to assist him in tnkiug care of them ; 
and that he was ordered to take good care of them. · 

Captain Crosman then inquired the rate of pay he was to receive ? Mr. 
Dowler said, that Major Brant told him not to tell any person what he was 
to receive, lest the other overseen;; should hear of it, and he would llave to 
pay them more; and that he had promised M[ljor Brant that he would not 
tell. Mr. Dowler also stated, that the horses were well taken care of, and 
that they were fed on a barn full of hay-he supposed six or seven tons
together with oats in the sheaf, and old corn and some new corn, and on 
bran and salt occasionally. 

On Captain Crosman remarking that he thought $3 per week was a high 
price for keeping the horses, &c. ; Mr. Dowler said he thoug-ht not; that 
Major Brant paid $1 per bushel for the old corn, and that he raised the bay, 
oats, and new corn, on his plantation ; and that it was in the months of 
July and August that Major Brant paid $1 per unshel for corn. 

Captain Crosman asked Mr. Dowler what he supposed was the cause of 
the horses, &c. being in such bad order after receiving so much attention 
and food? Mr. Dowler said it was because they were so crowded together, 
and when they were feeding, they kicked one another in such a way that 
they could not eat much. 

Mr. Dowler was then asked if he Jead the accounts and receipts he 
had signed for Major Brant? He replied that he did not; t!mt some of the 
accounts were partly filled up, and that some wPre not, and that he did not 
know the amounts of them; that he recollects, on one occasio11, the accounts 
and receipts were filled up, but that he did not know the amount,. and that 
Major Brant did not pay him until the term of his employment had expired. 

I certify, on honor, that notes of a conversation between Captain G. H. 
Crosman and William Dowler, (on the evening of the sd dny of January, 
1838,) were taken by me at the time the conversation occurred; and that, 
to the best of my knowledge and belief, the above is a true statement of the 
same, and that it was compiled from the original notes soon after the con
versation occurred. 

THOS. S. J. JOHNSON. 

Note.-The conversation took place in the assistant quartermaster's office 
in this city. 

T. S. J. JOHNSON. 
ST. Louis, Mo., January 3,. 1837. 

No. 13 . 

. Memorandum of a conversation held with .John Kimball, in my office, mt 
t!te 4th .January, 18:~8. 

He says the public hcrses were well fed iu Mnjor Brant's pasture oa 
green corn, sheaf oats, and bran and old corn : that grain was very higlt 
at the time, and no person could be found ta take the horses. 
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'rhat he was employed by Major Brant as a superintendent, to see 

to the feeding, &c. of all the horses: that he kept some of them (from 
fifteen to thit:ty at a time) in his stable, as many as there was room for; 
and as oth~rs were pnrchased and brought in, these were sent out to the 
pasture. 

He says he signed receipts for the money, and purchased all the 
grain, under Major Brant's directions; and that he was paid for his trouble, 
and Major Brant for his pasture, by dividing the amount according to a 
qnota, or fair proportion for the pasture, the cost of the grain, &c. : that 
the grain was hauled out to the pasture from town. 

T·hat the horses were ove1jed, and became too fat under the treat
ment adopted, and he was forced to take some of them out of the pasture 
on th&t account: that the poverty and lameness of many of the horses were 
produced by hard riding and bad treatment of them by the dragoons at 
Jefferson barracks, who then returned them back upon Major Brant, &c. ; 
in a word, Kimball says the horses received the very best kind of fare and 
treatment under the arrangements made by Major Brant. 

G. H. CROSMAN, 
Captain and Assistant Q11artermaster U. S. Army. 

ST. Louxs, January 4, 1838. 

No. 14. 

Memorandum of a conversation held between Captain George H Cros
mall, United States army, and John [(imball, in Captain Crosrnan's 
office, at St. Lo11is, on 4th January, 1838. 

Captain Crosman introduced the conversation by saying that he had 
sent tor him (Kimball) to ask him something of the manner in which the 
dragoon horses which Wf!re purchased by .Major Brant were fed, and 
where they were kept. 

Mr. Kimball said the horses in question were kept in Major Brant's 
pasture, and that they were fed with hay, oats, bran, and corn, besides the 
grass that was in the pasture: that when the grass in the pasture became 
indifferent, green corn was cut, and given to the horses. The grain, &c., 
which was fed to the IJOrses, was carried from town to the pasture. 

Captain Grosman showed .Mr. Kimball a letter which the Captain 
said was from the Quartermaster General, or acting Quartermaster Gen
eral, and asked him, if the horses were fed and kept in Major Brant's 
pasture, how it happened that he (Kimball) received the pay for their 
keeping, as appeared from that .letter. Kimball replied that he had the 
general charge of the horses, and allowed Major Brant a certain sum for 
his pn.stme, and the Major allowed him a certain sum for his trouble ; 
that they divided the n,oney according to a "·quota." 

He spoke of the feed in the pasture as being very good when the 
horses were first put ~n, and of the horses fattening under his care while 
in the pastn re. 

The foregoing is the substance of a conversation held in my presence 
between the parties before mentioned, in Captain Grosman's office, at the 
time and place mentioned. 

N.J. EATON. 
S'l'. Louis, January 51 18~8. 
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No. 15. 

ST. Louis, January 6, 1838. 
I consider the fair mnrket price fur corn in this city dnring the months 

of July, August, and September, 62~ to 65 cents per bushel. About the 1st 
of October I delivered a lot that had been contracted for some time previous, 
at 56:! cents per bushel: 

EDWARD TRACY. 
Capt. G. H. GROSMAN. 

No. 16. 

ST. Louis, January 6, 1838. 
SIR: In answer to your inquiry relative to the price of corn and oats in 

our market during the months of July, August, and September last, we re
ply, that, on examination of our books, we fine! that rn0st of our operations 
in those articles were prior to July, as the largest portion of our purchases 
was for supplies at the upper posts. The few purchases we did make 
during those months ranged from 50 to 56 cents for corn, including the 
sacks; and oats from 35 to 40 centg, until the new crop of oats came into 
market, whicl1 was abLmt the beginning of September, or last of August; 
after which tl1ere was a decline, which continued nntil a tempvrary demand 
was created in October by the movement of troops south, requiring supplies 
within a limited period. 

Your obedient servants, 
HEMPSTEAD, BEE:BE, &.co. 

Capt. G. H. CROSMAN~ 
Assistant Quartermaster, St. Louis: Mo. 

No. 17. 

ST. Louis, Ja,nuary 5, 1838. 
SIR: Agreeably to your request of a previous date, respecting the fora

ging of the dragoon horses in July and August of 1837, I can ouly say that 
1 should have been glad to have done it in a satisfactory manner for two 
dollars and fifty cents per week-to have put them in a good pasture and 
have given them grain twice a day; or to have kept them in the st[lble, (or 
at lea~t as many of them as I could find room for,) at the same price. I had 
horses in September kept in a cornfield for two dollars per week ; and had 
many applicants to get horses to keep at that price. . 

As it respects the price of grain, I have paid for corn from forty to fifty 
cents per bushel for what I h-ave used; and for oats I have never paid more 
than thirty-seven and a half cents since the new crop came into market ; 
and for hay, from seventy-five cents to one dollar per cwt. 

I applied to the quartermaster to get the keeping of some of the dragoon 
horses, and was refused. 

I have the honor to be, respectfully, your obedient servant, 
JOHN CALVERT. 

Capt. G. H. GRoSMAN, 
Assistant Quartermaster U. S. A. 
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No. 18. 

ST. Louis, January 6, 1838. 
SIR: I received your note requesting me to give you the average price 

of corn, hay, and oats, during the months of July, Augmt, and September 
last; ana likewise what I would have kept a quantity of horses for-say 
thirty or forty in number-during those months. I would have kept the 
horses for two dollars and fifty cents at livery, and one dollar in the pasture; 
that is, per week. Corn was worth from fifty cents to sixty-two and a half; 
oats, from thirty-seven and a half to forty three and three quarters; hay, 
from sixty-two and a half cents to one dollar thirty seven and a half cents: 
these are the highest prices that I gave. 

B. W. ALEXANDER. 
Capt. G. H. CROSI\fAN. 

No. 19. 

NEAR ST. Louis, MissouRI, 
January 7, 1838. 

DEAR SIR: Your favor of the 5th mstant is before me, requesting me 
to "inform you, in writing, as near as I recollect, the prices of coru, oats, 
and hay, in this market, in Jnly, August, and September last." 

Also, the "usual pricesJand what I would have asked for feeding on 
grain and pasturing horses, per week, during that time; and, if I know, to 
state what kind of pasture and feed was given to the United States horr.es 
on Major Brant's plantation last summer, as I believe, and as is generally 
reported by his neighbors, who had an opportunity of observing." 

In answer to these inquiries, I will state, that I an1 of opinion tbat the 
price of old corn ranged from 50 to 75 cents per bnshPL I sold, earlier in 
the year, (but when, I am of opinion, corn was qnite as high as dnring 
the summer generally,) several hundred bushels at 50 ~nts, and between 
100 and 200 at 62-§- cents, and a small quantity at 75 cents, which, I am 
of opinion, was the maximum. 

The price of oats was from 20 to 31-! cents; about 25 cents, I think, 
was as much as conld be obtained for any considerable quantity. The 
best timothy hay sold for $15 per ton, which is the price I obtained for 
between 20 at1d 30 tons, though inferior sold for less. 

The "usual prices" for feeding on grain and pasturing horses, per week, 
I am unable to decide; but I would have been willing to have taken as 
many as I r.ould have done justice by at $ 1 50 per head per weP-k ; and 
some of my neighbors informed me they would likewise have been glad 
to have kept horses at that price: but we had no applications. 

The summer previous, ( 1836,) I kept more or less, during the whole 
summer, on grnss alone. For tho>e kept the whole season, 1 charged 5U 
cents each per week; and. for those in the latter p:ut of summer, kept in 
my meadow, where the grass was sufficiently luxuriant to have been cut 
for hay, I charged 75 cents per week. 

As to the kind of pasture and feed "g-ive11 to the United States horses on 
Major Brant's plantation," I had no means of knowing, except fi·om almost 
daily observation in passing and repassing, (frequently four times a day,) 
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and what I saw daily from my door. I am of opinion that the pasture was 
very good when the horses were first put in; but that it soon became 
(from the great number of horses) but little better than. a "barn lot," as I 
have often observed clouds ef dust arising from the pasture, from the 
tramping o~ the horses; and I would greatly have preferred to have had 
horses of mme on the publir. highway. 

I am unable to state what.feed was given to the horses, except I noticed 
(long after the pasture was almost wholly destitute of grass) the hands cut 
up and feed to t~em, at various times, I shonld judge, about two acres of green 
corn; and I noticed them, also, at a few different times, feeding them from 
sacks, which, I presumed, contained corn or oats. 

As to the reports of the "neighbors, who had an opportunity of observ· 
ing," I mnst beg leave to refer you to them; though I have heard many a 
laugh at the manner of fattening United States horses. 

I have the honor to be, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
L. BISSELL. 

Captain G. H. CaosJVIAN, 
Assistant Qu.artcrm.ast11r Tfnited States Army. 

No. 20. 

ST. Louis, April 11, 1838. 
Sm: ~n reply to your request of this morning, I mnst state as follows: 

Some time in the month of June lust, I was called on by Major Brant to 
go up to Franklin county, in this State, for the pnrpose of collecting for him 
a debt, which he informed me was due to him from a gentleman residing 
there, by the name of William W ulker. I ngrecd to go, and he (Major 
Brant) handed to me two notes of hand, amounting to about one thousand 
dollar~, together with some money, with which he directed me to purchase 
horses for the United States dragoons. Previous to my departure from this 
place to transact the above business, Major Brant instructed me to receive, in 
payment of said notes, horses, in ca:>;e I conld not get the money from 
Mr. Walker. I proceeded to the residence of Mr. Walker, and made him 
acquainted with my business; he (Mr. Walker) informed me that he had no 
money. I informed Mr. Wnlker that Major Brant had instructed me to take 
horses, in case he could not pay the money. Mr. Walker said tie had horses 
which he would let me have; he (Mr. Walker) showed the horses to me, and 
agreed upon the price of five or six of the horses, one mule, aud one yoke 
of oxen, which I received of him (Walker) in part payment of the notes above 
alluded to; at the same time, takil1g a bill of purchase for the same, showing 
the number of animals, and also the price of each, which bill purported the 
stock to have been pnrchased by me for account of Mr. Brant. After I got 
all I could of Walker on account of Brant, I bought seveml horses, for 
which I paid the cash, taking from each individnal a bill of purchase, as 
in the case of ·walker. I then proceeded to this place, bringing the stock 
above alluded to along with me; on my arrival, I informed Mnjor Brant what 
I had dotH~, and sho\ved the ~tock to him, handing- to him at the same time 
the bills of purchase, with which he appeared satisfied. The next day he 
(Major Brant) requested me to say what I thonght the horses abov~ alluded 
to were worth. I went to the stable where the horses were, an·d MnJor Brant 
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was there ; I then proceeded to show to him the horses, at the same time 
naming the pri~e of each in turn; at the same time, he (Major Brant) had a 
pencil and paper, and appeared to be setting down the prices as I gave them; 
but I do not know what price the Government was charged for them, for 
neither the receipt nor duplicate showed the number or price of the horses, 
when I signed them, for they were both blank when I signed them. 

Again, in the month of September or October last, I did advertise and sell, 
as auctioneer, on account of the United Stales, among several others, three 
of the same horses, as condemned, which I received of l\llr. Walker in part 
payment of the notes abovementioned. I should like to see the amounts 
inserted in the receipts over my signature. 

Yours, &c., 
JOHN DARNEILLE. 

Captain G. H. CRosMAN, 
United States Army. 

P. S.-The yoke of oxen above referred to are the same which I received 
of Mr. Walker at eighty dollars; and I presume they were turned over to the 
United States, as I heard Major Brant say he was going to turu them over 
as public property for use of the post of Jefferson barracks. 

J.D. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, l s : 
County of St. Louis, ~ 

Personally appeared, on this 13th April, 1838, before the subscriber, a 
justice of the peace within and for the ~ounty aforesaid, John Darneille, 
who, being duly sworn, on his oath saith that the contents of the within 
letter are true, so far as he knows and believes. 

JOHN DARNEILLE . . 
Sworn to and sub~cribed before me, on this 13th April, 1S38. 

BENJAMIN F. McKENNEY, 
Justice of the Peace, St. Louis county. 

No. 21. 

ST. Lours, MrssoURI, 
No'l:ember ~9, 18~8. 

StR: In answer to your note of this morning, written by the direction of 
the court of inquiry, of which you are the recorder and judge advocate, I 
have to reply, that a sense of duty, under the circumstances, induces me 
most respectfully to decline ~iving pnblicity, at this moment, to the names 
of all the witnesses by whom it is expected to prove the matters of nccusa· 
tion referred to. l\1y reasons are, I believe, of importance to myself; per· 
sonally, as well as to a full and satisfactory investigation of this subject. 

There are but a few material witnesses in the case, to whom the above 
remark-. apply; they reside in and about this city; and their names can be 
g-iven at any future time, whenever the particular matter is taken up by the 
court, in the order of their proceedings, upon which they are expected to 
testify. 
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The names of the other witnesses, as far as 1 now recollect them, who~e 
testimony is relied on to prove tile matters of accusation set forth in my let
ters to the acting Quartermaster General, are herewith given, together 
with the material facts expected to be established by them, VIZ : 

No. 1, William Dewler; No. 2, J&!tn Kimball ; No. 3, John Haverty.
Dowler, now in Canada, formerly a resident of St. Louis; Kimball, of Jer. 
seyville, Green county, Illinois; and Haverty, a clerk in the quartermilster's 
department in this city. 'fhe two first to prove that they signed vouchers 
for more money for keeping and feeding United States horses than they 
ever received, and that the horses were not, in fact, kept by them, but were 
p::tstured and fed by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, on his own plantation, for 
his own individual emolument; that they were requested to sign there
ceipts; that one of them (Dowler) was employed as an overseer on the plan· 
tation ; that Kimball purchased the grain, &c., for Major Brant, and under 
his directions, upon which the horses were fed-he (Brant) paying for it in 
his unofficial character ; that the horses were fed on grass, green corn, 
sheaf oats, and bran-all of which are cheap kinds of forage, and not such 
as is usually fed to horses kept at livery, except in small portions occasion· 
ally, and unsuitable for the animals about to march, by land, to Florida; 
that Kimball kept a livery-stable in St. Louis, which served as a cloak to 
the transaction so far as he was coucerned ; he keeping occasionally a fe1v 
of the horses in it, for short periods of two or three days, as they were pur· 
chased and brought into town. 

Haverty, to prove the same; and further, that the old corn, in sacks, pur· 
chased to feed the animals, was stored in the public warehouse rented for 
the United States, and from there hauled out to the plantation by teams be· 
longing to M<~jor Brant. 

8amuel P. Rennick, now in St. Lonis, who was hired by Major Brant 
to take care of the horses, as to their treatment, and the same as the fore
going; and, also, that Dowler signed blank receipts. Dowler also to the 
same fact. 

Ambrose Bruen, and Samuel Gracey, of St. Louis, as to the arrangements 
for keeping the horses, and the manner they were fed. 

Mr. Myers, John Calvert, and B. W. Alexander, to prove that Brad, 
shaw, (dead,) who also signed receipts for keeping horses, did not own or 
keep a livery-stable large enough to contain the number of animals men. 
tioned in the voucher ; and that the animals there mentioned were also 
kept by Major Brant, on his own plantation, in the same manner as the 
others. 

Mrs. Bradshaw, (his widow,) also, if necessary, to prove this fact. 
Captain Lewis C. Bissell, J. K. Walker, Esq., Mr. James T. Swear· 

ingen, and Colonel J. 0' Pallen, near St. Louis ; Doctor Hardage Lane, 
Mr. John B. Sarpy, George Collier, Esq., and Ma)or Massias, paymaster 
United States army, all of this city, to prove the appearance of the horses 
and the pasture, and the kind of treatment they appeared to receive whilst 
on Major Brant';; plantation-all this in the year 1837; and Bissell, Walker, 
and O'Fallen, to prove the" usual price of keeping horses well, and feeding 
with grain on farms in this neighborhood. 

Jndge Carr, James Kennedy, Frederick Dent, and Peter Lindell, Esq., 
all near St. Louis ; also, to prove, if necessary, the usual prices of pasturing 
and grain-feeding horses hereabouts. 
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John Calvert, Charles Collins, and B. fV. Ale.xar,der, to prove the cus· 
to mary rates of keeping horses at livery ; and the first named, that he ap
plied for some of the United States horses to keep at livery at S2 50 per 
week, &c. 

Edward Tracy, E sq., Williarn H empstead, John Simonds, Esq., and 
Vonplwl & McGill, o{ this city, to prove what was the cnrreut average 
price of corn and oats in this market in the summer of 1837, and autumn 
of that year ; .John Lee, firm of Lee & EldPr, also of this city, the same ; 
John Calvert and B. W. Alexander, the same, and the price of hay also; 
John Darneillc, the same, and also to prove the appearance of the horses, 
&c. in the pasture . 

.John Darneille to prove that horses for the United States (and oxen 
also) were purchased, by direction of Major Brant, with individual uotes nf 
hand, drawn in favor of Brant by a Mr. Walker, then of Franklin county, 
Missouri, hut since a non resident of this State, and present residence un
known ; that some of these same horses, purchased with the said notes of 
hand, after being kept some time at the public expense, were condemned, 
and sold at, public auction ; the auctioneer's bill of sales, to show the loss to 
the United States by the transaetion. 

On the subject of rents of warehouse, &c.: John Haverty, Captain J. W. 
Kin!!sbury, military storekeeper U.S. A., Major E. A. Hitchcock, --
McDonald, and the cash-book, in possession of Major Hitchcoclf, military 
disbursing agent Indian department, to prove that double rents, or storage 
were charged to the United States on a brick warehouse rented for the 
quartermast~r's department. 

J. Walsh and .John B. Sm·p!J, to prove the price they estimated this build
ing to be worth per annum, at the request of Major Brant; the entire build
ing then rented to the United States in the name of G. K. McGunnegle. 

The deeds, or certified copies from the records of the county court of St. 
Louis county: .John Mr. Causland, Esq., late assessor of taxes for this city 
and county, John Lee, John B. Sarpy,}. Walsh, Edward Tracy, George 
Morton, and Captain ./. W KingsbU?·y, U. S. A., to prove that the lots, and 
building thereon, occupied for the last four or five years for the quarter
master's department, and situated at the corner of Second and Laurel 
streets, are, both of them, the property of Lieutenant Colonel J. B. Brant, 
or of Brant and McGunnegle. 

John Goodfellow, the same. 
Very respectfully, I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

G. H. GROSMAN, 

Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 
Captain 6th infantry, A. Q. M. 

Recorder, o/c.-Present. 

Of tbe foregoing witnesses, three only have been summoned, viz: Major 
Hitchcock, U. S. army, John Darneille, and Samuel F. Rennick, of St. 
Louis. G. H. C. 
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No. 22. 
Staternent of amount paid for 1·ent of qllarters and storehouses at St. 

Louis, Missouri. 

Quartermaster's store, G. K. McGunnegle 
Subsistence store, do. -
Paymaster's office, C. Titfen 
Subsistenr,e office, J. B. Sarpy 

ST. Lours, Octob;r 13, 1837. 

No. 23. 

$83 33~ per month. 
37 50 " 
10 00 " 
10 00 " 

J. B. BRANT, Q. M. 

This indenture, made and concluded at the city of St. Louis, in the State 
of Missouri, this fourth day of January, in the year Ollll thousand eight 
hundred and thirty, between John Goodfellow and Elizabeth Goodfellow, 
his wife, of the first part, and Joshua B. Brant, of the second part, all of the 
city aud State aforesaid, witne:sseth : That the said party of the first part, 
for and in considerntion of the sum of thirteen hundred dollars, lawful 
money of the United States, to them in hand paid, before the sealing and 
delivery of these presents, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, do 
grant, bargain, and sell, as by these presents they grant, bargain, and sell, 
unto the said party of the second part, his heirs and assigns, forever, all 
that certain lot, piece, or parcel of gronnd, situate, lying, and being in the 
city of St. Louis aforesaid, containing forty-nine feet, fronting westwardly 
on Second, M11i1i, or Church street, and rnnning eastwardly one hundred 
and thirty-seven feet; bounded westwardly by said Second or Church 
street; northwardly, by Laurel street; eastwardly, by an alley which sepa
rates the same from a lot the property of Pierre Choteau, sen.; and, south
wardly, by a lot also the property of said Pierre Choteau, sen.: the lot 
hereby sold and conveyed being part of a larger quantity confirmed to said 
Pierre Choteau, sen. by the board of commissioners, and in block number 
twenty-eight on the plat of said city, and is the same lot, piece, or parcel of 
ground sold and conveyed by s11id Choteau to said John Goodfellow, by 

' deed bearing date thirty-first December, in the year one thousand eight 
hundred and twenty-nine: To have and to hold the said bargained and 
sold premises, together with all and singular the privileges and appurte
nances thereto in anywise appertaining or belonging unto him, the said 
Joshua B. Brant, his heirs, and assigns, forever: It being fully understood 
and agree upon, however, between said parties of the first and second part, 
that "the" covenant which is created by the words grant, bargain, and sell, 
shall not be construed to extend beyond a covenant, on the part of said party 
of the first part, that they will defend the title herein conveyed to said party 
of the second part, against the claim or claims of any person or persons 
claiming title to said premises, by, through, or under them. 

In testimony whereof, the sai9- party of the first part have hereunto set 
their hands, and affixed their seals, at the city of St. Louis aforesaid, the 
day and date first above written. 

JOHN GOODFELLOW, [L. s.] 
. ELlZABE'l'H GOODFELLOW. [L. s.J 

Signed, sealed, and delivered, in presence of-
J. v. GARJ\'IER. 

The word "the" interlined before execution and delivery. 
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CouNTY oF ST. Louis, ss: 
Be it known, that on the day of the date hereof, personally appeared be

fore the subscriber, a justice of the peace in and for the county aforesaid, 
John Goodfellow and Elizabeth Goodfellow, whose names are subscribed 
to the aforegoing instrument of writing, and who are personally known 
"to be" "tile persons" whose names are subscribed to such instrument of 
writing, as having executed the same, and acknowledged such instrument 
of wnting to be their act and deed, for the purposes the.rein mentioned: 
And the said Elizabeth, the wife of the said John Goodfellow, being by the 
said justice examined separately and apart from her said husband, and made 
acquainted with the contents of the said deed, made her acknowledgment 
that she executed the same, and relinquished her dower to the premises 
therein described, voluntarily and freely, without the compulsion or undue 
influence of her said husband; and does not wish to retract. 

Given under my hand, this 4th day of January, 1830. 
J. V. GARNIER, J. P. 

NoTE.-'l'he words ''to be," in the eleventh line above this, are written 
over an erasure in the original; so are the words "the persons." 

Recorded January 14, 1830. 
ARCHD. GAMBLE, Jleoorder. 

STATE 'OF MissouRI, County of St. Lottis, ss: 
I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit court, and ex.officio recorder within 

and for the county aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a tr'ue and correct 
copy of a deed of conveyance from John Goodfellow, and Elizabeth his wife, 
to Joshua B. Brant, as the same remains on record in my office, book P, 
page 35L. 

ln testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal 
[ L. s.] of said conrt, at office, in the city of St. Louis, this twenty-second 

day of November, eighteen hundred and thirty eight. 
JOHN RULAND, Recorder. 

No. 24. 

This deed, made this thirty-first day of December, in the year of our 
Lord one thousand eight hundred and twcnty-uine, between Peter Cho
teau, senior, of the one part, and John Goodfellow of the second part, both 
of the city and county of St. Louis, in the State of Missouri, witnesseth: 
That the said Peter Chotean, senior, for and in consideration of the sum 
of thirteen hundred dollars to him in hand paid by the said John Goodfel
low: at and before the ensealing and delivery hereof, the receipt whereof is 
hereby acknowledged, he, the sa1d Peter Choteau, senior, h<;tth granted, 
bar()'ained, and sold, and by these presents doth grant, bargam, and Sell, 
unt~ the said John Goodfellow, his heirs and assigns, forever, all that cer
tain lot, piece, or parcel of ground lying and being situate in the city df St. 
Louis aforesaid, containing forty-nine feet, fronting westwatdly on Second 
Main or Church street, and running eastwardly orJe hundred and thirty. 
seven feet; bounded 'Yestwardly by said Second o~ Church street, north
wardly by Laurel street, eastwardly by an alley whiCh separattJs the same 

26 • 
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trom a lot of said Peter Choteau, senior, and southwardly by a lot of said 
Peter Choteau, senior, being part of a larger quantity confirmed to said 
Peter Choteau, senior, hy the board of commissioners, and in block num
ber twenty-eight: 1'o have and to hold the said granted and bargained 
premises, together with all and singular the privileges and appurtenances 
to the same belonging, or in anywise appertaining unto him, the said John 
Goodfellow, his heirs and assigns, and to his and their proper and only use, 
benefit, and behoof forever, free and clear of all incumbrances whatever. 

In witness whereof, the parties•to these presents have hereunto set their 
hands and seals, day and date above written. 

Test: 
ALBERT TisoN, 
M.P. LEDUC. 

PIERRE CHOTEAU, (sEAL.] 

STA'l'E OF MISSOURI, County of St. L1mis, ss. 
Be it remembered, that on this thirty-first day of December, in the year 

of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and twenty nine, before me, Marc 
Philip Leduc, a justice of the county court in and for the county aforesaid, 
came and appeared Peter Choteau, senior, who is personally known to me 
to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument of 
writing, as having executed the same, and acknowledged the said instru
ment to be his act and deed, for the purposes therein mentioned. 

Taken and certified the day and year aforesaid. 

Recorded January 14, 1830. 

M.P. LEDUC, 
Justice County Court, St. Louis County. 

ARCHIBALD GAMBLE, Recorder. 

STATE OF ' Mrssomn, County of St. Louis, ss. 
fk I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit court, and ex-officio recorder within 
and for the county aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a true and correct 
copy of a deed of conveyance from Peter Choteau, senior, to John Good. 
fellow, as the same remains on record in my office, book P, page 350. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal of 

( !!!.] said court, at office~ in the city of St. Lo~is, th~s twenty-second 
L. day of November, e1ghteen hundred and thirty-e~ght. 

JOHN RULAND, Recol'der. 

I\o. 25. 

r rrhis deed, made thi~ sixteenth day of Jnly, in the year of our Lord one 
thousand eight hundred and thirty, between Peter Choteau, senior, of the 
first part, and Joshua B. Brant, of the second part, both of the city and 
county of St. Louis, and State of Missouri, witnesseth: That the said Peter 
Choteau, senior, for and in consideration of the sum of six hundred dollars, 
to him in hand paid at and before the ensealing and delivery hereof, (the re
ceipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, and thereof acquit and forever dis-



403 [ ~9 I 
·charge the said Jof'hua B. Brant, his heirs, executors, and administrators) 
hath granted, bargained, sold, conveyed, enfeoffed, and confirmed, and by 
these presents doth grant, bargain, sell, enfeoff, alien, convey, and confirm, 
.unto the said Joshua B. Brant, his heirs and assigns, all that certain lot, 
piece, or parcel of ground, lying and being situate in the city of St. Louis 
aforesaid, in block No. 28, and containing twenty-three feet and a half, 
fronting westwardly on Second street, and running eastwardly one hun
dred and thirty-seven feet; bounded westwardly by said Second street or 
Church street, which separates the same from the lot of Pierre Ba'rribeau, 
northwardly by the lot of said Joshua B. Brant, eastwardly by an alley which 
.separates the same from the lot of said Pierre Choteau, senior, and south
wardly by lot of said Pwrre Choteau, senior; the northern boundary of the 
said lot being at the distance of forty-nine feet northwardly from the southern 
edge of Laurel street: together with all and singular the privileges and ap
purtenances thereunto belonging, or in anywise appertaining: To have 
and to hold the said granted, bargained, and sold premises, together with 
all and singular the privileges and appurtenances to the same belon~ing, 
or in anywise appertaining, unto him, the said Joshua B. Brant, his heirs and 
assigns, and to his and their proper and only use; benefit, and behoof, forever, 
free and clear of all incumbrances whatsoever. 

In witness whereof, the parties to these presents have hereunto set their 
hands and seals on the day, month, and year first above written. 

Test: 
M.P. LEDUC. 

'.J:'he word "Brant" valid. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, ( 

County of St. Louis. ~ ss. 

PIERRE CHOTEAU, [SEAL.] 

Be it remembered that on this sixteenth day of July, in the year of our 
Lord one thousand eight hundred and thirty, before me, Marc Philip Leduc, 
a justice of the county court in and for the county aforesaid, came and ap
peared Peter Chotean, senior, who is personally known to me to be the 
person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument in writing, as 
having executed the same, and acknowledged the same to be his act and 
-deed for the purposes therein mentioned. 

Taken and certified the day and year aforesaid. 
M.P. LEDUC, 

Justice County Court St. Louis county. 
Recorded July 19, 1830. 

STATE OF MISSOURI, ~ 
County of St. Louis. ~ ss. 

ARCHIBALD GAMBLB, 
Recorder. 

I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit court, and ex officio recorder within 
and for the county of St. Louis aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a true 
copy of a deed from Pierre Choteau, senior, to Joshua B. Brant, as the same 
now remains of record in my office, book Q, pages 7 4 and following. 
In testimony whereof, I hr~.ve hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal of 

] said court, at office, in the city of St. Louis, this twenty-second day 
L. s. of November, A. D. 18~8. 

JNO. RULAND, Recorder. 
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No. 26. 

S-r. Lours, December 3, 1838; 
SIR : The following are the vouchers which the court are requested tl>' 

.obtain and examine, to prove the fact of double rents being charged to the 
tJnited States, viz : 

Certified copy of a deed of the Jot of ground upon which Lieutenant Colo
, nel Brant's private dwelling-house is located, corner of Fourth and Laurel 

streets. 
Vouchers for money purporting to have been paid to William Hill, for 

.rent of office for the Indian department at St. Louis, dated, as per cash-
book entry, as follows, viz : 

March 31, 1835, for 
June 30, 1835, for -
September 30, 1835, for 
December 31, 1835, for 
May 31, 1836, for -
April 30, 1836, for -

$30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
40 

And also the vouchers for money purporting to have been paid for nillt 
elf office for quartermaster's department at St. Louis, of same dates as the 
above. 

Voucher, dated 30th April, 1837, for money paid to G. K. McGunnegle,, 
for storage of Indian goods, (for Indian department,) $48. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Captain 6th lnfantry, and Assistant Quartermaster. 
Lieutenant J. F. LEE, · 

Recorder, 9-"c., Court of lnquiry. 

No. 27. 

ST. Lours, Mo., December 4, 1838. 
Captain Crosman begs the court will permit him to withdraw from their 

record the second reason, given by him yesterday, in the course of his 
.cross-examination, why he should not be compelled to disclose the name of 
l1is private friend and correspondent. 

Captain C. would not have thought it necessary to have added this to the 
.other reasons, but for an apprehension on his part that, possibly, it was 
the intention of the conrt to endeavor to compel him to answer the \Vhole 
question, without reserve ; and hence he was anxious to sustain his objec
tion with the strongest reasons possible. But, as the language then used, 
.adopted in haste, and on the spur of the moment, may possibly be construed 
to imply a want of courtesy towards the civil officers of Government, of 
whom he has no right to speak, either here or elsewhere, but in terms elf 
:-espect, he desires permission to withdraw them from the record. 

Respectfully submitted to the court. 
G. H. OROSMAN, 

Captain 6th lnfantry, und Assistant Quartermaster. 
Lieut. LEE, Recorder . 

..P. S.- 1 do not think it necessary that this letter should go upon the record, 
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No. 28. 

ST. Lours, December 5, 1838. 
SJR: I respectfully submit to the court the propriety of designating upon ' 

its record such questions as have been, or may be, propounded to witnesses • 
. and prepared by Captain Crosman, from those that originated, or may origi-
nate, with the court itself. . 

I have the honor to be, &c., 
J. B. BRANT, . 

Lie7tt. Col., and Deputy Quartermaster General . 
. Lieutenant LEE, Recorder, <Joe. 

No. 29. 

ST. Lours, Mo., December 5, 1838. 
Captain Crosman begs leave to remark, in reference to the letter of Lieu-

1enant Colonel Brant, and the decision of the court thereon, that he again 
·declares he is not influenced by any personal feeling towards Lieutenant 
Colonel B., in preferring the accusations against him ; but, as he conceives 
his own character for trnth and honor is materially involved in the establish
ing the facts set forth in his letters to the acting Quartermaster General, 
by the invitation of the court he has suggested questions to the witnesses 
to develop those fi1cts. 

Captain C. declares that, from an examination of his letter-book, he finds 
it was impossible that his letter to the acting Quartermaster General, already 
mentioned in evidence by him, could have produced the order for the ex
tension of this inquiry; inasmuch as that letter was dotted 24th September, 
1838, and the date of the order is lOth of October, 1838-not a time sufficient 
for the mail to !50 from here and return from vVashington. 

'Yith regard to black books, and bringing charges in detail, Captain G. 
also desires to say that one of the accnsations referred to in the postscript of 
his letter of the 3d inst. has been already alluded to in evidence, viz: the 
contract made by Lieutenant Colonel Brant, in 1830, for transportation of 
troops. The other matters would have been at once adduced, but the 
gentleman believed to be conversant with the facts is now absent from the 
·City, though daily expected here. 

Very respectfully submitted. 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Ca]Jtain 6th lnj:, ~·Assistant Quartermaster. 

No. 30. 

ST. Lours, April25, 1838. 
SIR: Having examined the copy of receipts which I have signed, I state 

as follows : . 
Copy No.2 contains the horses which I received of Mr. Walker, together 

with others which I paid cash for. 'l'he a_mount which I allowed Mr. 
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Walker for the stock I bought of him did not exceed $500. According to 
the best of my recollection at this time, of the circumstance, I think the 
prices paid Mr. Walker are as follows: 

1 large sorrel horse 
1 sorrel horse 
I bay horse 
1 bay horse 
1 bayhorse 
1· yoke of oxen -
1 mule -

- $100 
65 
75 
70 
70 
89 
40 

$500 

The amount charged the Government appears to be aboui $145 over 
the purchase price. 

The mule referred to was swapped, by Major Brant and myself, for a 
horse, in which case Major Brant gave in diff:erence $70. The horse was 
turned over to the Government; and, I think, the .horse referred to in copy 
No. 2, described as being 15! hands high and six years old, is the one for 
which the mule was swapped. . · 

The bills of purchase, which I gav~ Major Brant, will show the exact 
prices which I allowed Mr. Walker for the property I took of Mr. W., on 
account of Major Brant; and will not, I think, differ materially, if at all; s 
from the above statement. 

Yours, &c., 
. JOHN DARNEILLE. 

Captain G. H. CROS:MAN, 
Assistant Quartermaster U. S. A. 

No. 31. 

This deed, made and concluded this 1~th day of September, 1838, by 
and between Joshua B. Brant and Sarah Brant his wife, party of the first 
part, and John Riggin, party of the second part, all of the county and city 
of St. Lon is, and State of Missouri, witnesseth: That the said party of the 
first part, for and in consideration of the sum of $25,000 to them paid, or 
secured to be paid, by the party of the second part, have granted, sold, as
sig~d, conveyed, and made over, and by these presents do grant, sell, assign, 
convey, and make over, unto the said John Riggin, his heirs and assigns, 
the following tracts or parcels of land, lying and being situated in the town
ship and county of St. Louis aforesaid, about three miles north of the city 
of St. Louis, on the road leading therefrom to Bellefontaine; that is to say: 
One tract or parcel containing the quantity of 591 10°0 arpens, beginning at a 
stone on the east side of said road and corner, to surveys Nos. ~,041,2,042, 
2,541, and northeast corner of the claim of Josiah McClanahan ; thence 
running south, 23 degrees east, 15 chaiqs 20 links, with said road, to a stone; 
retnrn from thence to beginning; thence south, 67-} degrees west, 32 chains 
68 links, with old blazed line to an old stone, and northwest corner of said 
McClanah&n's claim; thence south, 21 degrees east, 15 chains 20 links, to 
a .stake on the north side of a pond, from which a hickory 3 inches in 
~mmete~ be!lrs north, 4-! degrees east, 17 links, and a small swamp oak 3 
l nches 111 diameter bears north1 78! degrees east, 53 links; thence north, 
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67!- degrees east, 33 chains 47 links, to the abovementioned stone in said 
road: this tract being a part of the said claim of McClanahan purchased by 
Bernard G. Farrar from Thomas Wright, by deed dated 1st day of Janu
ary, 1833, and described in a deed from said Farrar and wife t.o Joshua B. 
Brant, dated November 20, 1834, recorded in book U, page 314 and follow
ing, among the records of St. Louis county. Also, one other tract or parcel 
of ·land, situated and being in the township and county of St. Louis afore· 
said, described as follows: Beginning at a stone on the road leading from 
St: Louis to Bellefontaine, which stone is situated at the northwest corner 
of said tract ; thence north, 55 degrees east, to Gin grass creek ; thence down 
the middle of said creek, to the boundary li'ne of Captain Z. C. Palmer's 
farm, along which is a new post.and-rnil fence, to a stone in the Bellefon
taine road ; and thence along that road to the first point herein designated, 
containing 46 arpens more or less, and the half of 3() feet within the en· 
closure of Captain Z. C. Palmer aforesaid, commencing at a stone on the 
west side of the Bellefontaine road: ·and running in a direct line to the 
Mississippi river; bounded on one side by the land of saiq Captain Z. 
C. Palmer, and on the .other (or south) side by the lands of Matthew 
Kerr, being a part of the same tract of land sold to Benjamin O'Fallen by 
Alexander Scott, and William K. Rule, nnd Nancy, his wife, as per deed 
dated the 6th of Febrnary:, 1831, as by reference to a deed from Benjamin 
O'Fallcn and wife to Joshua B. Brant, dated the 7th of July, 1834, recorded 

• in book T, page 491 and following, among the records of St. Louis county. 
Also, one other. or third tract of land, situated and being in the township and 
county of St. Louis aforesaid, containing 76iio arpens, be the same more 
or less, and l>ounded as follows: to wit: Begiunin.g- at a point, which is the 
southwest corner of this tract, and which is 30 feet northward of the 
nort~west corner of Matthew Kerr's tract · of land, which is a stone ; 
thence,north, 68 dl!grees east, parallel with said Kerr's tract, or northern 
boundary thereof, to the river Mississippi; thence up the river at lo\V
water mark to the middle nf the mouth of Gingrass creek ; thence up 3aid 
creek, along the middle of the channel thereof, to Joshua D. Brant's line; 
thence with said Brant's line south, 55 degrees west, ~4 chains and 60 
links, to a stone, which is the northwest corner of this tract; thence south, 
23 degrees and 45 minutes east, 11 chains and 2 links, to a stone; tl.ence 
south, 20 degrees and 15 minutes east, 12 chains and 80 links, to the begin. 
ning: which said last mentioned tract or parcel of land is described in a 
deed dated 17th day of April, 1835, and recorded in book U, page 327 and 
following, among the records of St. Louis county aforesaid: To have and 
to hold all and singnlar the three several tracts or parcels of land within 
intended to be described and referred to, with all and singular the im
provements and appurtenances thereon, together with the privileges thereto 
belonging, or in anywise appertaining, to him, the said John Riggin, party 
of the second part, his heirs and assigns, forever; and the said Joshua B. 
Brant and Sarah Brant do hereby covenant and agree with the said John 
Riggin, that we, our heirs, executors, and administrators will warrant and 
defend the titles to the aforesaid tracts or parcels of land unto the said John 
Rig~in, his heirs and assigns, forever. 

Ip. testimony whereof, we have hereunto set our hands and affixed our 
seals, at the city and State aforesaid, this 13th day of September, in the 
year of our Lord 1838. 

J. B. BRANT, fL. s.J 
SARAH BRANT, L. s.J 
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Be it remembered that on this 14th day of September, in the year of our 
LQrd 1838, before the undersigned, a justice of the peace within and for the 
couuty and State aforesaid, came Joshua B. Brant and Sarah Brant, his 
wjfe, who are both personally known to me to be the same persons whose 
name~> are subscribed to the foregoing instrument of writing, as having ex
ecuted the same, and severally acknowledged the same to be their act and 
d~ed for the purposes therein mentioned. She, the said Sarah Brant, being 
by me fir~t made acquainted with the contents thereof, acknowledged, on 
an examination apart from her said husband, that she executed the same, 
and relinquishes her dower in the real estate therein mentioned freely, and 
without compulsion or undue iufluence of her said husband. 

Taken and certified the day and year aforesaid. 
ELIHU H. SHEPARD, 

Justice of the Peace, St. Louis County, 8tate of Mo, 

STATE OF MISSOURI, 2 
County of St. Louis, S ss. 
I, John Ruland, clerk of the circuit court, and · e.1: officio recorder within 

and for the county aforesaid, certify the foregoing to be a true and correct 
copy of a deed' of conveyance from Joshna R Brant and Sarah, his wife, to 
John Riggin; ·as the same remains on record in my office, book F No. 2, 
pages 83, 84. 

In testimoriy 'vhereof, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the seal 
[ L. s.] o( s~i~ c·ourt, at office in the city of St. Louis, this 23d day of 

·November, 1838. 
JOHN RULAND, Recorder. 

No. 32. 

:' 
CouRT-ROOM, St, Louis, /Jecember 26, 1838. 

SIR: I think it due to the court, as well as to myself, to submit for its 
consideration a few remarks touching its orders and decisions of the 22d. 
instant, reprehending me for my conduct whilst in its presence on that day. 
I beg leave, however, to preface the remarks I am about to submit, by as
suring the court, as I now do, in unqualified terms, that on my part there 
was no intentional disrespect; und to express my regret that either my words, 
tone, or manner, should have produced such an impression. My interrup
tion of the witness Barnes was simply for the purpose of preventing his 
answering a question which I deemed irrelevant to any inquiry pending 
before the court, and to the propriety of putting which my counsel was then 
engaged in ,preparing a written objection. The court have expressed their 
disapprobation of the term "prosecutor," as applied to Captain Crosman, 
and of that of" prosecution," as applied to these proceedings. The latter, 
I think, has nDt been used by me since it was firl>t objected to by the court 
As to the propriety of calling Captain G. H. Crosman "the prose,cutor," and 
my right to do so \\'hen speaking of him before the court, I beg leave, with 
all proper deference for the opinion of the court, to assert both the one nnd 
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th~ otht:r. This court is directed by the order creating it "to examine int~ 
the trl\nsactions of Lieutenant Colonel Brant, deputy quartermaster general, 
re\ative to his ad.ministration of the affairs of the quartermaster's depart
ment on the St. Louis station, and as set forth in the matters of accusation 
a11d imputation found on the papers and statements reported and cornrnn
nicated to the (J,uartermaster General by Captain Crosman, assistant 
quartermaster." A letter from the Adjutant General, dated lOth of October, 
1838, addressed to the judge advocate and recorder of this court, contains 
the following: H the matters of accusation having been reported by Captain 
Crosman, assistant quartermaster, he has been instructed by the acting 
Quartermaster General to repair to and await at St. Louis, in order that you 
may have the opportunity to confer with him relative to the subjects to be 
investigated by the court, and the witnesses to be named on behalf of the 
United States." The order of the President and the letter of the Adjutant 
General establish two facts: one, that accusations and imputations were pre
ferred against me by Captain Crosman; and another, that the judge advo
cate and recorder of this court was directed to confer with him in regard to 
the matters of inquiry, and the witnesses to be called in support of the accu
sation. Here, then, certain allegations, deeply affecting my character as an 
officer and a gentleman, are preferred against me by Captain Crosman, and 
it is directed that he shall be consulted as to the mode by which he expects 
to establish them before this court. Animated, no doubt, by a desire of jus· 
tifymg the confidence thns reposed in him, Captain Crosman, even before 
the meeting of this conrt, procures one of the-witnesses who has been ex
amined, (Samuel f'. Rennick, who !ives in a remote part of this State,) tore
main here until the court should assemble! He afterwards furnishes the 
n<tmes of the witnesses to the recorder; attends during the sittings of the 
court from day to day; writes the majority of the questions put by the court 
to the witnesses; repeatedly, during the progress of this investigation, has 
addrr.ssed the comt verbally, naming the witnesses to be called, and stating 
the points on which they were expected to testify. Occasionally, he has 
made it known that he would not himself propound any question to a wit
ness, but leave it to the court! at other times he has strongly urged upon 
the court the necessity of examining certain witnesses, lest they should leave 
the city withont testifying. In several instances he has requested permis
sion for witnesses to explain the testimony by them previously given ; and 
in the case of Darneille he made snch a request, with great warmth and 
earnestness of manner: when the witness himself was not present. In vie\V 
of all this, I consider myself fully warranted, in law, in fact, and by the or
~inary constructioh of language, to style him the "prosecutor." The. court 
1s aware that I do not stand before them as a prisoner, but that I am 111 the 
full possession of my military rank and privileges; so long, therefore, as I 
do not use any language disrespectful to the coi.ut, or abusive when speak
ing of others, I contend I have a right to express my thoughts in such 
words as shall appear to me most clearly to express my meaning; and it is 
a rig-ht which I do not mean to relinquish. ·· 

The court is, I think, under a misapprehension respecting an expression 
attributed to me relative to the witness Barnes. To the best of my re
collection, the words spoken by me were, " The court has the power to per
mit the witness to go on." Whatever may have been my precise words, I did 
not entertain, much less intend to convey, the idea that I had the right of say
ing the witne<>s should or should not go on. I did understand the president 
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of the court as having reprimanded me, not as the organ of the court, but 
as an individual-the additional words which he then employed," Sit down, 
Colonel Brant," having been addressed to me more than once before, and 
on some of those occasions in a harsh and imperative manner. Believing at 
that time, as I still do, that no individual of the court is authorized to give 
n reprimand, and that the order to sit down was a departure from the cour
tesy due to me as an officer, I inquired of him whether the rebuke or repri
mand was from him personally, or from the court. That my tone of voice 
and manner, when making this inquiry, might have been excited, I will not. 
deny; nor, perhaps, under the circumstances could either have been other
wise; but I sincerely assure the court that nothing I either said or did arose· 
from any feelings of disrespect, or any wish on my part to embarrass its pro
ceedings. 

I am, sir, respectfully, your most obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. Colonel Staff U. S. A. 
Lieutenant JoHN F. LEE, 

Judge Advocate and Recorder, St. Louis. 

No. 33. 

OFFICE QuARTERMASTER's DEPARTMENT, 

St. Louis, January 5, 1839. 
SIR: I herewith submit an abstract, sustained by duplicates of vouchers 

from the files of the office, for the inspection of the court, in order to sho\V 
the different rates of rent charged to, and paid by, the United States for the 
buildings situated on the corner of Laurel and Second streets in this city., 
and used as public storehouses, from the 1st of January, 1834, to the 30th 
September, 1H37, the time I closed my accounts preparatory to my depart
ure for Florida. 

With great respect, I am, sir, your obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. JoHN F. LEE, 
Deputy Quartermaster Generttl. 

Judge Advocate and Rec01·der of Court of lnquiry. 



Abstract of accounts paid by JJlajor J. B. Brant, quartermaster, for re1tt of storelw·uses occu.P'ied at St. Louis, JJ!issouri; 
for the quartemzaster's and subsistence departments,from Jamtary I, 1834, to September 30, 1837, inclusive. 

I 
Period. 

Vouche,· and abstract. To whom paid. 
. On what account. Rate ber Rate per Amount oC 

From To mont . annum. voucher. 

------ ·--
69, B, 1st quar. 1834 William Hill - Brick house for quarterm's store January I, 1834 March 31, 1834 $40 00 $480 00 $120 00 
77, B, 2d " " " - " - April 1, 18:34 June 30, 1834 40 00 480 00 120 00 
79, B, 3d " " " - " - July 1, 1834 Sept. 30, 1834 40 00 480 00 120 00 
53, B, 4th " " " - " - October 1, 1834 Dec. 31, 1834 40 00 480 00 120 00 
34, B, 1st " 1835 " - " - January 1, 1835 March 31, 1835 40 00 480 00 120 00 
68, B, 2d " " " - " - April I, 1835 June 30, 1835 40 00 480 00 120 00 
39, B, 3d " " " - " - July 1, 1835 Sept. 30, 1835 40 00 480 00 120 00 
36, B, 4th " " " - ' " - October 1, 1835 Dec. 31, 1835 40 00 480 0:1 120 00 
42, B, 1st " 1836 " . " - January I, 1836 March 31, 1836 50 00 GOO 00 150 00 
39, B, 2d " " Geo. K. McGunnegle " - April 1, 1836 May 31, 1836 50 00 600 00 *100 00 
39, B, 3d " " " - " - July 1, 1836 Sept. 30, 1836 50 00 GOO 00 150 00 
55, B, 4th " " " - " - October I, 1836 Dec. 31, 1836 83 33~ 1,000 00 250 00 
32 B ht " t8:n " - " - January I , 1837 March 31, 1837 83 33t 1,000 00 250 00 
67: B: 2d " " " - " - April 1, 1837 J nne 30, 1837 83 33t I ,000 00 250 00 
56, B, 3d " " " - " - July 1, 1837 Sept. 30, ts:n 83 33t 1,000 00 250 00 
56, B, 4th " 1836 " - Frame house for subsistence store Nov. I, 1836 Dec. 31, 1836 25 00 300 00 50 00 
22, B, ht " 1837 " - " - January 1, 1837 Feb. 28, 1837 25 00 300 00 50 00 
31, B, 1st " " " - " - March 1, 1837 March 31 , 1837 37 50 450 00 :J7 50 
68, B, 2d " " " - " - April 1, 1837 June 30, 1837 37 50 450 00 112 50 
57, B, 3d " " " - " - July 1, 1837 Sept. 30, 1837 37 50 450 00 112 50 

• The rent for June, 1836, was paid by Lieutenant N.J. Eaton, a. a. q. m., during Major Brant's absence in Alabama. 

w:.. -~ 

r-1 
~ 
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....W 
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No. 34. 

CouRT-ROOM, St. Louis, January 5, 1839. 

Sm: Having been at all times ready, and even having heretofore proffer
-ed, to furnish this court with any official document on file in the office of 
the quartermaster's department at this place, wt1ich they might deem calcu· 
lated to facilitate the present inquiry, I was somewhat surprised on yester
day to learn from the presiding officer tho.t application had been made to 
the offices at Washington for papers to be used in this investigation, the 
.(luplicates of which would most willingly have been furnished by me, had 
they been called for. As I am not aware of any secrecy, either in the mat
ters to be inquired into, or the evidence to be called in their support, I re
spectfully request that I may be furnished wit~ copies of such letters as 
may have been addressed to any person or persons for the purpose of pro
curing documentary testimony to be used against me in the pending 
investigation. 

With great respect, I am, sir, your most obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. JoHN F. LEE, 
Lieut. Col. Staff U. S. Arrny. 

Judge Advocate and Recorder Court of Inquiry. 

THE UNITED STATES 

1832. 
May 5. 

No. 35. 

To Hill ~· Me Gunnegle, Dr. 

For 36 barrels superfine flour, delivered at Yellow Banks 
and Des Moines rapids, at $9 per barrel, including cost 
of transportation, drayage, and risk - - - $324 00 

F0r 9,838 pounds of bacon, (sides,) delivered as above, 
at 9! cents per pound, including cost of transportatien, 
drayage, and risk - - - - - 959 20 

1,283 20 

Received, St. Louis, June 20, 1832, of Captain J. B. Brant, assistant 
quartermaster United States army, twelve hundred and eighty-three dol
lars and twenty cents, in full of the above account. 

$1,283 20. (Signed duplicates.) 
HILL & McGUNNEGLE. 

List of stores delivered at B eardstown, on the 24th of April, 1832, in pur-
suance of the orde1· of Govenwr Reynolds, dated , for the use 
of the militia of Illinois, called into the service of the United States. 

3,532! bushels good shelled corn, in sacks. 
100 barrels superfine flour. 
100 barrels merchantable pork. 

4,087 pounds bar lead. 
1,000 pounds rifle powder. 



6,000 musket flints. 
737~ gallons whiskey. 
600 pounds soap. 
260 pounds candles. 

30 bushels salt. 
33 gallons vinegar. 

228 pounds rice. 
582 pounds sugar. 
154 pound:s coffee. 
32 gallons molasses. 
33 gallons Jamaica spirits. 
66i gallons wine. 
26 pounds tea. 

139 yards white flannel. 
84! yards muslin. 
6 one-quire blank-books. 
1 two-quire blank-book. i" ream letter paper. 
"2" ream cap paper. 

100 quills. 
2 inkstands. 
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List of stores del,ivered at Peoria, on the 24th day of April, 1832, for 
use of the Illinois militia, in pursuance of Governor Reynolds's order,., 
dated---. · 

750 bushels good shelled corn, in sacks. 
20 barrels superfine flour. 
11 barrels merchantable pork. 
118~ gallon!! whiskey. 
120 pounds soap. 
50 pounds cnndles. 

6 bushels salt. 
25 pounds coffee. 
15 gallons moln.sses. 
15 gallons Jamaica rum. 

120 ponnfis sugar. 
15 gallons vinegar. 
15 gallons wine. 

6 pounds tea. 
1,000 muslH~t flintf;. 

100 pounds powder. 
400 pounds bar lead. 

List of stores delivered at the Yellow Banks, on tlte 5th of ftlay, and at 
Rock river, on the 8th <!f M4y,jor the use of the Illinois militia, in pttr
suance of the order of Governor Reynolds, dated -· 

877-~ bushels good shelled corn, in sacks. 
20 barrels superfine flour. 
11 barrels merchantaule pork. 

118-! gaHons whiskey. 
120 pounds soap . 
.50 pounds candles. 
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6 bushels salt. 
15 gallons molasses. 
15 gallons Jamaica spirits. 
1~ gallons vinegar. 
15 gallons wine. 
6 pounds tea. 

120 pounds sugar. 
25 pounds coffee. 

414 

List £if stm·es delivered at Beardstown, on the 2d £if May, for tlte use o/ 
the Illinois militia, in pursuance of the order of Governor Reynolds, 
dated April 23, 1832. 

2,040 bushels good shelled corn, in sacks. 
36 barrels superfine flour. 

9,838 pounds bacon, (sides.) 

THE UNITED STATES 

1832 . 
.May 5. 

To Hill 9'- Jlllc Gunnegle, Dr. 

For 20 barrels superfine flour, delivered at Yellow Banks, 
on the Mississippi river1 at $9 per barrel, including cost 
of transportation, drayage, and risk - · - $180 00 

For 11 barrels inspected pork, delivered as above, at 
$14 38 per barrel, including all expenses • 157 30 

For 118-k gallons of whiskey, delivered as above, at 60 
cents per gallon, including all expenses 7l 10 

For 120 pounds soap, delivered as above, at 9 cents per 
ponnd, including all expenses 10 80 

For 50 pounds candles, delivered as above, at 16j- cents 
per pound, including all expenses • - - 8 33 

For 6 bushels of salt, delivered as above, at $1 35 per 
bushel, incl~1ding all expenses 8 10 

435 63 

Received, St. Louis, June 20, 1832, of Captain J. B. Brant, assistant 
quartermaster United States army, four hundred and thirty-five dollars and 
sixty three cents, in full of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
HILL & McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNI'l'EU STATES 

1832. 
April 24. 

To Hill 9'- McGunnegle, Dr. . 
For 20 barrels superfine flour, delivered at Peoria, Illi

nois, at $9 per barrel, including cost of transportation, 
drayage, and risk · - - - • $180 00 

For ll barrels inspected pork, delivered as above, at 
$14 25 per barrel, including all expenses · • 156 75 

For 118t gallons of wliiskey, delivered as above, at 60 
cents per gallon, including all expenses 71 10 

For 120 pounds soap, delivered as above, at 9 cents per 
pound, including all expenses 10 80 
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1832. 
April 24. For 50 pounds candles, delivered as above, at 16j cents 

per pound, including all expenses - - - $8 33 
For 6 bushels of salt, delivered as above, at $1 35 per 

bushel, including all expenses 8 10 

435 OS 

Received, St. Louis, June 20, 1832, of Captain J. B. Brant, assistant 
· quartermaster United States army, four hundred and thirty-five dollars and 

eight cents, in full of the above account. 
(Signed duplicates.) 

HILL & McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNITED STATES 

1832. 
To Hill o/ Me Gunnegle, Dr. 

Hay 19. For 350 barrels superfine flour, at $7 per barrel - $ 2,450 00 
For 43 casks and boxes, containing 30,905 pounds of 

bacon, at 8 cents per pound, and $1 per each cask 
and box -

For 2,300 pounds salt, at 60 cents per 50 pounds 
For 100 barrels of pork, at $10 per barrel 

2,515 40 
27 60 

L,OOO 00 

5,993 00 

f Received, St. Louis, May 21, 1832, of Captain J. B. Brant, assistant 
quartermaster United States army, five thousand nine hundred and ninety
three dollars and. - cents, in full of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
HILL & McGUNNEGLE. 

THE UNITED STATES 

1832. 
To Hill ~· .Me Guunegle, 

April 24. For 100 barrels of superfine flour, deli,·ered at Beards
town, Illinois, at $9 per barrel, including cost of 
transportation, drayage, and risk - - -

For 100 barrels inspected pork, delivered as above, at 
$14 30 per barrel, including all expenses 

For 737! gallons of whiskey, delivered as above, at 
60 cents per gallon, including all expenses -

For 600 pounds of soap, delivered as above, at 9 cents 
per pound, including all expenses 

For 260 pounds of candles, delivered as above, at 
16j cents per pound, including all expenses -

For 30 bushels of salt, delivered as above, at $1 35 
per bushel, including all expenses • -

For 33 gallons of vinegar, delivered as above, at 36.f 
cents per gallon, including all expenses 

• 

Dr. 

$900 00 

1,430 00 

442 50 

54 co 
43 33 

40 50 

12 10 

2,922 43 
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Received, St. Louis, June 20, 1832, of Captain J. B. Brnnt, assMtant 
quartermaster United States army, two thousand nine hundred and twenty
two dollars and forty-three cents, in full of the above account. 

(Signed duplicates.) 
HILL & McGUNNEGLE. 

I certify that the foregoing enumerated articles have been delivered at the 
several places mentioned, agrP.eably to the orders of Governor Reynolds, 
for the use of the militia of 1\linois called into the service of the United 
States, as per receipts of deli very. 

No. 36. 

ENOCH C. MARCH, 
Commissary Illinois militia. 

ST. Lmns, January 14, 1839. 
Sm: I have to request the court to decide whether I am placed in the 

position of a public prosecutor here. I understood the court, on a former 
occasion, to say to Lieutenant Colonel Brant that they did not recognise 
any prosecutor in this case; to which he has replied that it is his right 
(which he means to assert and maintain) to make me, or regard me, as" the 
prosecutor." 

He has since styled me "the prosecutor" in several, if not all his commu
nications to the court; and in his cross-ex.1mination of the witnesses, he has 
been allowed to proceed as if that was really the case; to examine into my 
conduct, motives, conversations, and correspondence; and to defend himself 
by attacking his supposed "prosecutor." 

I beg leave respectfully to say to the court, that I have no objection to 
the appellation of "prosecutor" merely, and am not disposed to shrink from 
any proper and fair responsibility in this matter ; and though it has not been 
the custom of our service for the officer who prefers charges before a court 
martial to appear in court as the prosecutor, yet if the court places me, or 
permits the accused to place me, in that position, I most respectfully request 
their permission to employ a competent legal adviser to assist me in the dis
charge of the duties which, in that event, will devolve upon me. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. GROSMAN, 

Lieut. JoHN F. LER, 
Cap(ain 6th Infantry, o/ A. Q. M. 

Judge Advocate and Recorder Court of Inqui1y . 

.No. 37. 

From the Missouri Re]JUblican. 

The Argus ·of last Friday contains an article under the editorial head, in 
retation to the charges against Colonel Brant, some parts of which are well 
calculated to mislead the pnblic mind touching the step Colonel Brant has 
:thought proper to take, and in regard to the position Captain Grosman oc· 
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cupies as accuser. The public are gravely informed that Colonel Brant 
"has, since his return from Fbrida, notified his accuser of his readiness to 
appear before a court martial, (the only proper tribttnal in such cases,) in 
order that the charges might be thoroughly investigated. Captain Grosman 
left the city without even replying to this very reasonable demand of fJolo
nel Brant, and now the cry is raised that Colonel B. shonld have submitted 
his case to a court of inquiry! Why to a court of inquiry? Are not courts 
martial as competent: if not more so, to do even·handed justice?" 

Why did Colonel Brant notify "his accuser" of his readiness to appear 
before a court martial, when l-Ie well knows that Captain Grosman has 
nothi~g further to do with the accus:ttions against the Colonel, since they 
have passed from his possession into the hands of the proper authority, 
whose duty it is to see that they are investigated? The step taken by 
Colonel Brant is entirely novel. It has been the universal custom among 

• officers of the arrny, when reports are circulated, or accusations made, 
injurious to their standing, or prejudicial to tto~eir honor, to call for a 
court of inquiry without delay, unless such reports or accusations have as· 
snmed the distinct shape of charges, with regular specifications. 'fhe ac
cusations made by Captain Grosman have not assumed this shape; and it 
was expected by the acting Quartermaster General, by whose order the re
ports current in St. Louis were sent to him, that Colonel Brant wonld call 
for a court of inquiry as soon as he came from Florida. Captain Grosman 
was informed of this reasonable and natural expectation, and was assured 
that the charges should be investigated, whether Colonel Brant called for 
snch a court of inquiry or not. Where charges are preferred against an 
officer in due form, with specifications, it becomes the duty of the proper 
authority to order a court martial, or to lay the matter before the President 
of the United States, that he may order a court of inquiry to investigate 
the charges, and decide whether they are sufficiently grave to require the 
action of the court martial. But when they are simply in the shape of ac- 
cusations, it is uuiversally the custom, am0ng officers jealous of their honor, , 
to ask for a court of inquiry. Such a court can only be ordered by the 
President, except it be at the request of the nggrieved party; in which 
event, it is competent for the officer in command of a military department 

-to order a cot, rt. 
'I' he idea of Colonel Brant's "readiness to appear before a court martial"

is truly ridiculous, as he knows he must appear before stlch a court when 
the Government chooses to order one for his trial, whether he is ready or 
not. 'l'he court will decide what time he requires to get ready ; and his in
forming Captain Grosman of his "readiness," instead of taking tl1e usual 
and proper course of asking for a court of inquiry, looks wonderfully like 
a subterfuge. 

But, that this matter may be fully understood, I will explain the manner 
in which Captain Crosman became Colonel Brant's accuser. About a year 
since, the former relieved the latter in his duties as quartermaster at this 
place. Among the public property which Colonel Brant turned over to 
Captain Grosman, were some horses that were very poor; and report said 
that they had been kept in Colonel Brant's pasture, after all the grass in it 
had been eaten up, Under these circumstances, Captain Grosman thouo-ht 
h his dnty to ask for a board of officers to report the cause of the miserable 
condition of the horses. Such a board was ordered, ltlld a report was made 
by them. In forwarding this report to the acting Quartermaster General) 
Captain Crosman gave his reasons for calling for the board of officers, and 

27 
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sent a copy of his letter to Colonel Brant, who was then in Plorida. In 
his letter, Captain Crosman informed the actin~ Quartermaster General of 
the derogatory reports that were in circulation touching the treatment the 
horses had received; and stated that, however delicate his position, he felt it 
to be his duty to make the report, and hoped his motives wo11ld be appreciated. 
The acting- Quartermaster General replied to Captain Crosman, that he had 
only done his duty; that his motives were appreciated, and ordered him to 
report any and every official irregularity on the part of Colonel Brant, 
that came to his know ledge, and to accompany ea,:h report with proof; :tnd 
he furnished the Captain with documents, from which it seemed to appear 
that irregularities did exist, and by which they might be traced, if any ex
isted. In obedience to this order, Captain Crosman made his report, which 
the Argus plet\ses to designate as charges. From this statement of facts, it 
will at once he seen that Captain Crosman made no charge against Colonel 
Brant; but that he simply embodied snch facts as came to his knowledge, 
in obedience to the instructions o( the head of his department. But, if he . 
had made charges, in the true and technical sense, he would still have per- · 
formed his whole duty in laying them before the head of his department. 

For the accused to inform the accuser that he is ready for a court mar- , 
tial when the accuser chooses to appear as prosecutor, as in the case before · 
me, is a step which I do not believe was ever heard of among rnilitary men 
until now. But suppose, for a moment, that it were a proper step, and that 
a court martial were the proper tribunal to investigate Colonel Brant's case 
as it now stands; why did he wait until the very day that Captain Grosman 
left St. Louis for distant frontier service. before he informed him of his rea· · 
diness to appear before a court? Colonel Brant and Captain Crosman were · 
in St. Louis at the same time, some ten or fifteen days before the lattm left; • 
and Colonel Brant had then been in possession of the accusations against 
him ever since he arrived at Washington City from Florida: which was ' 
some months before he took the novel step of informing his "accuser," as 
the Argus terms Captain Crosman, of his readiness to appear before a court · 
martial. When Captain Crosman left St. Louis, it was for distant service, 
which Colonel Brant knew; and he knew, also, that the Captain is under 
order to repair to Boston as soon as he performs the duty he is now on. · 
Did these facts have any influence in delaying Colonel Brant's "demand,"· 
as it is called, until just as Captain Grosman was leaving the city, perhaps . 
forever 't 

But it is said that a court martial is :c the only proper tribunal in such 
cases." Now I as<>ert that, as the accm.ations now stand, a court martial, so 
far from being the "only proper tribunal," could not investigate them until 
'they nssnme the distinct form of specific charges ; and this Colonel Brant 
himself will assent to. And I have before sh®\vn that it was not Captnin 
Grosman's duty to put them in this distinct form. 

It is said that Cnptain Crusman did not reply to the Colonel's demand. 
He did not, because he was struck dumb with astonishmeJit at the novelty 
of the .step, as was every one at all acquainted with the proper course to 
be taken ; and· he had no time to reflect on what to say. But, it is asked, 
why should Colonel Brant nppeal to a court of inquiry '! Because it is the 
"only proper tribunal'' to nppeal to, as the matter stands; and because, if 
(' !one! Brant is innocent of the accusations, a court of inquiry could be as
semlJled at this place in twenty-four hours, and could and would make his 
innocence appear. Whereas, a court martial, composed of officers of .:uffi 
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· cient rank to try Colonel Brant, could not be assembled for a long time, 
owing to the nature of the service which the officers of the army are en
gaged in at t~is. time,. and to the distanc.e ~hey a.re from this pla~e. In t.he 
interim, the hmlt of tune (two years) w1thm whtch courts mart1al may m
vestio-ate alleo-ed misconduct might expire. But a court of inquiry may 
inve;tigate d~rogatory reports, of any age, if the aggrieved party desires it; 
and to such a tribunal, officers who feel their consciences clean are univer
sally in the habit of appealing, with the least possible delay, when they are 
wrongful!y accused, or when any report touching their official honor comes 
to their ears from any respectable sonrce. I am not the keeper of Colonel 
Brant's conscience, nor do I pretend to judge of his guilt or innocence of 
the accusations against him; but, as the question was asked, why he should 
appeal to a court of inquiry instead of a court martial, I have answered, 
wi.th one or two reasons among many which might be given, under the 
supposition that the question was asked in sincerity. 'l'here are yet others, 
but as I have already occupied room enough in your paper for one day, I 
will reserve them for future use, if it should become necessary to use them ; 
closing with the remark, that a court of inquiry is to a court martial what a 
grand jury in civil life is to the petit jury-it investigates charges, to ascer
tain whether they contain criminal matter; and its range of investigation 
is, like that of a grand jury, wide. 

VINDICATOR. 

No. 38. 

ST. Louis, MrssouRI, January 16, 1839. 
Sm: I am directed by the conrt of inquiry now in session at this place 

by the special direction of the President of the United States, and empow
ered by act of Congress to take testimony, to state to you that the court is 
now waiting for your attendance before it as a witness, in conformity to the 
summons this morning served upon yon. You are, therefore, again requested 
. to appear before the court immediately .. 

I am, respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. F. LEE, 

Lieutenant U.S. Army, Judge Advocate and Recol'der. 
Capt. J.nms B. HILL, 

OJ the steamboat United States, St. Louis, Mo. 

ST .. LoUis, January 16, 1838. 
Having been summoned to appear before the court of inquiry now in ses

sion, I take leave respectfnlly to inform the court that the interests of the 
owners of the steamboat "United States," which I command, will not per
mit my absence from the boat. 

Having refused the same t9 the former court of inquiry in the case of 
Captain Grosman, I do not feel myself bound, in this case, to neglect the 
interests of my owners, even to refute slanders and foul calumnies against 
my friend. 

Yery respectfully, 

Lieutenant LEE, Judge Advocate and Recorder. 
J. B. HILL. 
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No. 39. 

CouRT·ROOM, St. Louis, .lanua7·y 17, 1839. 
Sm: In reply to the inquiry of the court, I have to state that James Br 

Hill is the brother of the late William Hill, one of the partners of McGun
negle ; and, on the death of his brother, either settled, or was a party to the 
settlement of, his brotber's estate. He is, perhaps, the only person on whom 
the court can call, who can certainly know the fact of the alleged partner
ship between Lieutenant Colonel Brant and that firm ; and he has declared> 
1l\1Ch to be the fact, as I am informed and believe. 

Very respectfully: your obedient servant, 
. G. H. CROSMAN, 

Captain 6th Infantry, and Assistant Quartermaster. 
Lieut. J. F. LF.E, Recorder, <}'c. 

No. 40. 

ST. Louxs, January 17, 1839. 
GENTLEMEN: Will you do me the favor to examine the two buildings 

(the brick and frame warehouses) corner of Second and Laurel streets, (the 
latter fronting on Second street,) with a view to give your opinion as a wit· 
ness, before the court of inquiry to-morrow, as to the yearly value for rent 
of those buildings, for (say) the last three years? 

Mr. Glasgow and Mr. E. rrracy have examined them, at my request, and 
have given their opinion; but I wish, in a matter of opinion merely, to get 
~ore testimony. It is understood that the cellar of the brick building is too 
wet for use ; and, therefore, this circumstance should be borne in your mind 
in estimating its rent. 

Very respectfully, &c., 
To-

Messrs. John Lee 
Andrew Elliot 
David Tatum 
James Clemens 
J. R. Stanford 
Theo. L. McGill 
R. Tavlor 
W. P .. Hunt 

G. H. GROSMAN. 
Captain U.S. Army~ 

Messrs. Alford Tracy 
Vonphul? 
J. Shaw 
Henry Chotean 
Wm. Carr Lane, Esq. 
C. C Rhodes. 
Augustus Kerr. 

No. 41. 

QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's 0FFICF., 
. 'fVashington, November 22, 1837. 

SIR: I have been prevented by a press of business from replying, at an 
~arlier date, to your letter of the 21:;;t ultimo. 

'l'he facts which it discloses, if not misapprehended by you, are of a very 
~xtraordinary character. The subject shall, iu dne time, be thoroughly in
vestigated; but it must necessarily be suspended until Mnjor Br01nt can be 
:present. In the mean time, any further information yon may collect in re
lation to that, or any other irregularity in the manner of conducting the 

.~usiness of the department at the station assigned to you, will be reported 
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to this office, accompanied by such proof as may come into your possession. 
Abont a year ago I had a correspondence with Major Brant on the sub

ject of the rent of storehonses at St. Louis. As it may facilitate your further 
inquiries, I send you herewith a copy of my letter to him, and of his reply. 

I am aw·are ef the delicacy of your position, but it is the obvious duty of 
a. public agent, when abuses come to his knowledge, to expose them to the 
authority whose duty it is to apply a conective; and, however unpleasant 
·the task, that duty should be performed without reserve. 

I am sir, &c., T. CROSS, 

Captain GEORGE H. GROSMAN, 

Acting Quartermaster Ge11eral. 

Assistant Qua.rtermaste1·, St. Louis, lYlo. 

No. 42. 

QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, 

Washington, December 13, 1837. 
SIR: Your letter of the 18th of October was duly received, but was ne

-cessarily laid over until the accounts of Major Brant for the third quarter 
were taken up for examination. 

'l'he following payments "for foraging and keeping public horses and 
·mules for the dragoon service, and tor the Florida campaign" appear in 
. his accounts : 

• Abstract B. 

Voucher No. 20. July, 1837. Wm. Dowler, equal to 183 weeks, 
at $3 per week · 

Voucher No. 21. July, 1837. John Kimball, equal to 234 weeks, 
at $3 per week 

Voucher No. 73. August, 1837. W m. Dowler, equal to 325 
weeks, at $3 per week - - - - -

'Voucher No. 74. August, 1837. J. A. Bradshaw, equal to 359 
weeks, at $3 per \veek 

Voucher No. 70. September, 1837. John Kimball, equal to 165 
weeks, at $3 per week 

Voucher No. 69. September, 1837. John Kimball, equal to 2644 
weeks, at $2 per week - - - - -

I 

$549 00 

702 00 . 

975 00 

1,077 00 

495 00 

529 7l 

'l'otal - $4,327 71 

Tire above statement presents the results which are produced by multi
plying the number of horses, in the different parcels, by the number of days 
they were kept, and then averaging the time by the week. 

I do not altogether approve of this mode of foraging public animals, 
even where the price of their keeping is fairly adjusted, as there is no suf
ficient assurance that they are faithfully fed. But, as it seems to me that 
three dollars per week, for ea.ch horse, must considerably exceed the cost of 
the forage ration at St. Louis, where g-rain is usually very low, I desire 
that you will ascertain, by inquiry of the individuals to whom the pay
ments were made, the nature of the fare which the public animals were to 
receive under :Major Brant's arrangement, and also the value of the forage 
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ration, by the current prices at the time the transactions occurred. The· 
payments are heavy, and this information is necessary to enable me to · 
judge of the propriety of the arrangement. 

I am, ::.ir, &c., 
T. CROSS . 

.!lcting Quartermast~r General. 
Captain GEORGE H. GRosMAN: 

Assistant {/_Ltartermaster, St. Louis, Mo. 

No. 43. 

QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, 
Washington, February 14, 1838. 

SIR: I return yon the letter of Colonel Benton of the 12th instant; and 
have the honor to state, in reply, that, in the month of October last, Cap
tain George H. Grosman, the temporary successor of Major Brant at the 
St. Louis station, made a report containing imputations against Major 
Brant's official conduct in connexion with his duties as quartermaster. 

Under ordinary circumstances, an immediate investigation would have 
been instituted in the case; but as ~lctjor Brant had just been assigned to 
duty with the army i1'1 Florida, and had left St. Louis, I apprized Captain 
Grosman, in acknowledging the receipt of hi.s report, that" the subject shall 
in due time he thoroughly investigated, but it must necessarily be sus
pended until Mnjor Brant can be present." 

As it was impossible to withdraw Major Brant from duty in the field for 
the pnrpose of investigating his official conduct, and as no ~1se could be 
made of the reports ngainst him, without doing him injustice, I did not feel 
at liberty to bring the case before you. The papers were, therefore, placed 
on the files of this office until the proper time should arrive for instituting 
the investigation, when Major Brnnt will, of course, be made acquainted 
with the imputations agninst. him, and have an opportunity of vindicating 
his character. 

You will, therefore, perceive that action on the case has been necessarily 
delayed. Indeed, under the circumstances, there could not have been any, 
without iujustice to the party implicated, who is remote from the scene of. 
the alleged abuses, engnged in arduous and important duties. 

I have the honor to be, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
T. CROSS, 

.!Jr,t ing Q.nartennaste1· General. 
Hon. J. R. Por::.sETT, Secretary of lYar, Washington. 

No. 44. 

Q uARTER)fASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, 
Washington City, June 2, 1838. 

· . SIR: I enclose herewith, for your information, copies of several report£ 
.. made by Captain G. H. Grosman, assistant quarterma5ter, who succeeded 
you in the duties of the quartermaster's department at St. Louis, alleging 
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sundry irregularities which have disclosed themselves in your official trans
. actions at that station. I also enclose copies of snch letters as have been 

written from this office, on that subjt)ct, to Captain Grosman and others. 

.Major J. B. BRANT, 

I am, sir, &c., 
T. CROSSl 

Jlcting Quartermast~r General • 

Quartermaster U. S. A., Washingto11 City. 

No. 45. 

QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE. 
Washington, April 28, l838. 

Sm: I have received your report of the 13th instant, enclosing- a letter 
of John Darneille, accompanied by his deposition to the truth of its con
tents, relative to the purchase of horses by Major Brant in June last; and 

· I herewith enclose you copies of the accounts, as requested. It- is to be 
regretted that the writer did not state the price at which the horses were 
taken from Mr. Walker, in payment of his liabilities to Major Brant. You 
will please call upon him to do so, before showing the copies of his ac
counts furnished for the same horses, and transmit the result of your in
quiries to this office. 

I am, sir, respectfully, your obedient servant, 
T. CROSS, 

Captain GEo. H. GRoSMAN, 
Jlcting Quartermaster General. 

Assistant Quarterma_ster, St. Louis, Mo. 

No. 46. 

QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, 
Washington, Oclober 28, 1836. 

SIR: I enclose yon a copy of a letter from LiEmten:mt Kingsbury, assist
ant commissary at St. Louis, to the Commissary General of Subsistence, on 
the subject of a storehouse;: for the safekerping and preservation of the 
provisions in his charge. If the state of the ': case be such as is repre· 
sen ted, it is wrong, and should be immediately corrected, either by assign
ing to the commissary ::t separate apartment in the quartermaster's store
house, or renting a suitable one. It is not proper that supplies, for which 
a public agent is responsible, should, as represented by Lieutenant Kings
bury, be "partly stored in a merchant's warehouse with stores of individuals, 
and partly in his cellar, almost out of the custody of the agent, who has 
not the key to either." Nor is the necessity for this perceived, when a 

. house is rented at St. Louis at six hundred dollars per annum, which, as 
appears by your reports, is "occupied for storing public supplies." 

In reporting on this case, I will thank you to state the extent of the house 
· rented by yon for storing public supplies-showing the nnlllbcr of rooms, 

their size and description, and how they are occupied. · 
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I perceive that a similar complaint was made some time ago, and that 
you were written to frl>m this office on the subject; but I have not been able 
to find-any report from you in reply. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, yours, 

Major J. B. BRANT, 
Quarterm.astP.r U. S. Army. 

T. CROSS, lYlajor, 
Acting Quw·term.aster General. 

The above is a true copy from the records of this office. 
HENRY STANTON, 

Acting Quartermaster General. 
QuARTERMASTER GENERAL's OFFICE, · 

January 2, 1839. 

No. 47. 

ST. Lours, Mo., March 15, 1839. 
SrR: In making up the appendix, I cannot find a letter addressed to the 

recorder of the court by Captain Grosman, which is referred to at page 234 
of the record, and was ordered to be placed in the appendix. This letter 
was offered by Captain Grosman with a view to bring before the court an 
additional accusation against Colonel Brant ; which the court declined to 
"take cognizance of,'' foP the reasons as stated in their decision, recorded 
page 234. The substance of this letter was: that the tPstimony of the wit
ness T. J. Baird [pages 231 and following] shows that the mules at Colonel 
Brant's pasture were broken for the public service by the muleteers in the 
pay and employment of the United States; and that he (Captain Grosman) 
was inform€d that William Dowler, Colonel Brant's overseer, signed a 
voucher as for money received for breaking mules at th!lt pasture. Captain 
Crosman requested the court to call on Colonel Brant to produce the 
voucher. I understand the letter of Captain Grosman to allege that Colo
nel Brant charged the Government ftH services as rendered hy Dowler, 
which services were performed by men employed and paid by the United 
States. I submit this statement in explanation of the letter I have lost. 

Respectfully, your obedient servant, 
J. F. LEE, 

Lt. U. S. A., Judge Adv. and R ecorder Court of Inquiry. 
Colonel E. GUTLE R, 

4th Regt. U. S. Inf, President of the Court. 

No. 48. 

[From the Baltimore Chronicle of August 21, 1838.J 

Recent promotions in the army.-We have been officially informed by 
the Globe of the promotion of Major Brant to a lieutenant colonelt:y in 
the army; and more recently of his being selected for the performance of 
certain p~1blic duties at St. Louis-duties involving a high responsibility, 
and the disbursement of a ll'trge amount of public funds. 
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We have no personal acquaintance with Lieutenant Colonel Brant, nor 
have we any grounds to believe him otherwise than well qualified for the 
office of quartermaster at this post; but we should be glad to be informed 
by those who have access to the pewers that be, and more especially to 
the office of Quartermaster General at Washington, what disposition has 
been made of certain charges of gross official misconduct which were said 
to have been preferred ugainst Lieutenant Colonel Brant, and to which 
ullusion was made in letters which were published at Washington and at 
.St. Louis in February or March last. 

Unless the information contained in that correspondence was incorrect, 
there are now on tile in the War Department specifications of improper con
duct on the part of that officer, while quartermaster at St. Louis; and, un
less we are incorrectly informed, these charges have been overlooked in the 
recent promotion of that gentleman. 

We have no desire, as public journalists, to wake up departing embers of 
old fires; nor have we any desire to inquire into the peculiar relations 
which exist between. the quartermaster at St. Louis (who has been yet more 
recently said to hold in his breeches pocket 30,000 yellow boys, destined to 
reach St. Louis about the first Monday in August) and a certain honorable 
Senator from the State of Missouri; but we have a desire-and that a strong 
one-when the honor and integrity of any one member of our glorious little 
army has been impeached: that such impeachment should be inquired into, 
and the truth or falsity thereof ascertained and made known. 

'l'his course would seem to be particularly called for, when such charges 
are made by a brother officer and his successor in office, as we learn is the 
case in the present instance. 

We are not acquainted with the officer who is said to have made the 
charges now alluded to, nor, indeed, do we know his name; but we hold it 
to be incumbent upon the head of the bureau at Washington to institute an 
inquiry into the truth of any and all imputations upon the character of our 
officers in every instance, and especially when that officer is put in nomina
tion for promotion to a higher grade in the army. 

"\Ve allude to these circumstances not as partisans, but as friends and ad- · 
mirers of both branches of the service. A stain has been cast upon the ar
my by the promotion of one, upon whom, if not guilty, imputations have 
been thrown of a character derogatory to an officer; and the army calls for 
the ejectment of either the defendant or the plaintiff in the case. 

[From the Baltimore Chronicle of August 31, 1838.) 

The appointments in the army.-We alluded some days since to one of 
the recent promotions in the army, in which there had been an apparent 
oversight of certain charges against the officer mentioned. .. 

* * * * * * * if. 

We are, indeed, as much surprised that an officer in our service could be 
found who would allow charges of corruption and malpractice against him 
to slumber or to be slighted, while his nomination was pending for promo
tion to a higher grade, as we are to learn that the Executive Department of 
our Government would permit such nomination tope made and confirmed, 
while there were, and are, among the records of that department, serious 
charges of misconduct against the nominee-charges, too, which, if sub
stantiated, would suffice to cashier: or at least to suspend, the officer from 
rank. 
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In the present case, an inquiry into the truth or falsity of the allegation is 
peculiarly called for, because Colonel Brant has hitherto held a responsible 
office at St. Louis, requiring the disbursement of heavy public funds, in the 
discharge of which duties the malpractice now mentiofled took place; and 
the recent appointment not only reinstates him in his former disbursing of
fice, but g:ives him a higher grade in the army, and, of course, increased pay 
and emoluments. 

So much surprise was created among the officers resident at St. Louis, 
and its citizens, that this matter was publicly alluded to by one of the daily 
papers of that city in January last, in ail article entitled "Will party save 
him 1" This fact we learn bv the letter, which was published, of Colonel 
Benton to Mr. Poinsett, Secretary of War, in which Colonel Benton attempts 
to exculpate himself from any interference on behalf of his nephew, Major 
Brant. 

Major Brant (now promoted to a lieutenant colonelcy) arrived at Wash
ington in J nne last from Florida. He had been no doubt previously in
formed by the vVar Department that the charges now alluded to were on 
file, awaiting his return and defence. · 

What was, then, the honorable course to be pursued by an honorable of
ficer and sub-treasurer? The dignity of the soldier, the respect of the man,. 
would seem at once to demand an immediate inquiry into the accusations 
against him. 

But was this done? No! On the contrary, the new bill of promotions. 
was laid before the Senate for confirmation. No allusions were made to,. 
nor was this co-ordinate branch of the Government ndvised that there were, 
cbargcs of official misconduct against one of the nominees. Ay, th~ charges 
slumbered-slept; and he who should have accepted the nomination with
out fear and without reproach, was smuggled into that honorable body, and 
nursed there under the huge cloak of" My Uncle." 

It is true that these charges have not been substantiated and ascertained, 
but this is because no court has been instituted to inquire into them; but 
we are informed that they are supported under oath, and are in such a form 
as to require investigation. 

The nomination was made and confirmed; and the present Colonel Brant, 
with his commission in his pocket, left Washington, via the United States 
Mint, about the time of the adjournment of Congress, for St. Louis, where 
he has arrived, and has probably taken upon himself the discharge of his 
new duties, and the circulation of $30,000 in gold among the public credit
ors at that station, leaving the" charges" 800 miles in his rear. We refer 
to these matters not as partisans, but as public journalists. The honor of 
the army requires that no man shall be sustained in his rank and station 
against whom there is a breath of an imputation, or the shadow of a charge. 
At the same time, we mention these circumstances not upon hearsay or re
port merely, but upon the representations and knowledge of those who
are better informed than ourselves; and if Mr. Poinsett wfll continue to al
l?w this matter to slumber unto death, we are, indeed, mistaken in our es
timate of his calibre and of his fitness for a cabinet officer. 

ST. Lams, lllarch 12, 1838. 
SIR: The enclosed slips, cut from a newspaper, contain two letters from 

the honorable T. H. Benton, charging an officer of the army with being the 
author, or of having furnished the materials, of a political article which ap-
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peared in the St. Louis Republica~ of January l~st, headed" Wi~l party save 
him ?"-and one from me to the editors: dJsclaimmg all authorship or agency 
in the article alluded to. . 

This disclaimer, which I have thus proq~ptly and publicly made, is, 1 
conceive, under the circumstances, a simple act of justice to myself and the 
army. . . 

Smce my relieving Major Brant~ and exposing, as my duty :eqmred, his. 
irregularities at this post, I have consta~tlY: endeavor_ed to_ avOid,_ and as far 
as possible prevent, all newspaper pubhcatwns on this subJect; and perhaps 
it may not be thought entirely unnecessary or improper for me here to de
clare, that the only articles written by me for publication in this way have 
been to defend, or to repel and refute, the many abusive and calumnious. 
attacks of party editors upon the army and its administration, particularly 
in relation to the war in Florida. 

I had prer-ared a long communication on this subject, addressed, through 
you, to the Seaetary of War; but, after some reflection, concluded to sub
stitute this brief mode of defence. 

As the chief of my department, then, and the proper medium of official 
correspondence in this case, I respectfully request you will submit this let
ter, with its enclosures, to the Secretary, for whom I entertain the highest 
respect, personally a'> well as officially; with the assurance of my anxiety to 
be acquitted, in the minds of all honorable men, of any participation in the 
publication referred to. 

I am, sir, very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CROSMAN, U. S. army. 

Major T. CRoss, 
Acting Q. M. Gen. U.S. army, Washington, D. C. 

No. 49. 

CouRT-RooM, St. Louis, Febnwry 12, 1839. 
Captain Grosman respectfully submits to the court whether G. K. Me· 

Gunnegle is a competent witness in this case. 
One of the subjects of this inquiry is the imputed copartnership or pecu

niary interest of Lieutenant Colonel Brant in a mercantile house of which 
the witness is proven to be a partn_f:lr; and the evidence already in posses
sion of the court shows that Lieutenant Colonel Brant has been interested 
in the money concerns of said house ; and also that both Hill and McGnn
negle have been in the habit, for a number of years, of signing receipts, on 
accounts made out in their names, for rents of buildings and offices which 
belonged, in fact, to Lieutenant Colonel Brant. 

Besides this, I believe there are papers now in possession of the court,. 
but not yet examined by them, which will conclusively prov~ that the wit
ness has a direct and important private interest in the issue of this investi
gation. 

Respectfully, &c., 
G. H. CROSMAN, 

Captain 6th Infantry. 
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No. 60. 

MAy 29, 1835. 
DEAR SIR : Please endorse the bill of exchange handed you with this 

communication. I deem it proper to state that the bill is made on a ship· 
ment of bacon to New Orleans, under full insurance, and, in case of loss, 
payable to us. The amount arranged by Forsyth & Co., in New Orleans, 
fgr their house, was !- per. cent. ; which sum for all endorsements we will 
pay you with pleasure. 

Truly, your friend, 
WILLIAM I ULL. 

Major J. B. BRANT. 

No. 51. 

CouRT-ROoM, St. Louis, February 13, 1839. 
SIR: In a letter addressed to the court on yesterday, by Captain eros

man, the gentleman who says that he is not the prosecutor in this investi
gation, there is the following paragraph : "Besides this, I believe there are 
papers now in possession of the court, but not yet examined by them, which 
will conclusively prove that the witness has a direct and important private 
interest in the issue of this investigation." The witness alluded to is the 
one now under examination, and his testimony, as the court is aware, is 
highly important to my defence. Under such circumstances, if there are 
any papers in the possession of the court, which go to prove, or do prove, 
that he has such an important private interest in the result of this investi
gation, (which, of course, must mean a pecuniary interest, as none other 
could have that effect,) as to render him an incompetent witness, it is very 
material to me that I have permission to examine thase papers, in order, if 
possible, to do away that private interest, and make him competent to give 
testimony ; a course which, I am advised, is one of every day practice in 
the civil courts, where an individual is incapacitated to testify as a witness, 
by reason of his having a direct pectmiarl' interest in the result of the 
.cause. . 

Very respectfully, I am, sir, your most obedient servant, 
J. B. BRANT, 

Lieut. Colonel U. S. A. 
Lieutenant JoHN F. LEE, 

Judge Advocate and Recorder Court of Inquiry. 
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No. 52 . 

. Abstract of subsistence stores, 9-"c. furnished and delivered by Hill (y Me Gun
negle, in April and May, 1832, at Beardstown and Peoria, on the Illi
nois and Yellow Banks, on the Upper Mississippi rivm·, by order of his 
fixcellency Govemm· John Reynolds, of Illinois, and in pursuance of a 
written contract made with Colonel Enoch C. March, assistant commis
sary, ~·c., setting forth the prices stipulated to be paid, and those actually 
paid, by Captain J. B : Brant, assistant qum·termaster of the U. S. army. 

Articles. 
Contract r Aggregate Price paid. Aggregate 

pnce. amount per· receipt. 
contract. 

6, 700 bushels shelled corn, (in sacks) - $1 50 $10,030 00 $1 50 $10,050 00 
122 barrels pork - - . 19 50 2,348 50 f 14 30 l 1,744 05 14 25 
140 barrels flour - . - 11 50 1,610 00 900 1,26000 

'1,487 pounds small bar lead - - 10 448 70 10 448 70 
1,100 pounds rifle powder . - 60 660 ou 361 403 33 
7,000 gun flints - . - - 1 ~ 105 00 1 70 00 

977! gallons whiskey - - - 1 00 977 50 60 586 50 
840 pounds soap - - - 12! 105 00 9 75 60 
360 hounds candles - - - 20 72 00 161 6000 
42 ushels salt - - - 200 84 00 I 35 56 70 
63 gallons vinegar - - - 50 31 50 50 31 50 

228 pounds rice . - - 12! 28 50 9 20 52 
8'22 pounds sugar - - - 12 98 64 10~ 86 31 
204 pounds coffee - - - 25 51 00 19k 39 78 
62 g:.t llons molasses - - ·- 75 46 50 661 41 33 
63 gallons Jamaica spirits - - 300 189 00 1 90 119 70 
96t gallons wine - - - 2 50 241 50 2 50 241 50 
38 pou11 ds tea - - . - 2 00 76 00 1 75 67 25 

139 yard~ flannel. - . - 1 50 208 50 75 104 25 
84t yards muslin - . . 50 42 12 ]6} 14 05 

9,839 pounds bacon - - - 12! 1,229 88 9t 959 30 

18,703 84 16,480 37 
16,480 37 

Amount deducted . - - - 2,223 47 

No. 53. 
APRIL 3, ] 829. 

DEAR Sm: We hand you $90 for rent up to the 1st inst. From the 1st 
of the present month, we shall engage to pay you $25 per month. The 
,S500 borrowed we shall pay yon when required. We have to remark, that 
it is our calculation to pay you interest on this money, as long as we may 
have it, at the rate of ten per cent. Any moneys that you may have at any 
time unemployed, not exceeding- 10 to $1,500, it will be a very great con
venience for us to have the usc of, for which we will be glad to pay interest 
at the rate above mentioned, and to be, at all times, su~ject to yow· order. 
We can make double interest out of the amount of money mentioned. 

Yours, truly, 
HILL & McGUNNEGLE. 

Capt. J. B. BRANT.--Present. 
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No. 54. 

S-r. Lours , February 18, 183<J. . 
StR: I am anxious to commence my journey eastward ns soon as my du

ties before the court will permit. lf the court, therefore, considers my longer 
.attendance before it unnecessary, I have to request my discharge, in order 
that I may proceed, by the earliest opportunity, to my post. 

· Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 
G. H. CBOSMAK, 

Lieut. JoHN F. LEE, 
Capt. 6th infantry go A. Q. M. 

R ecorder, eye., Court of Inquiry. 

No. 55. 

CouttT·ROOM, F ebruary 26, 1839. 
SIR: I wish it to !De placed on the record, that I object to the reintroduc

·tion of John Darneille for the purpose of again testifying before ·this court. 
I trust, however, that if the court overrule this objection, it will direct 

that said Darneille shall not see, nor, so far as this court can prevent it, be 
informed of, the testimony given this day on the part of the defence-at least 
that portion of it which relates to transactions in which his name has been 
mentioned. If the court determines upon re-examining Darneille, I b~g 
leave respectfully to request tbat he may be sent for now, forthwith, before 
he can have an opportunity of learning what has transpired before the 
-court to·day, and sufficient time afforded him to concoct "explanations." 
I cannot trust him ; and I submit to the court, from the developments now 
made, whether it is not more likely to promote the ends of truth and justice 
.that the examination take place at once. I remain, &c. 

J. B. BRAN1', 

Lieutenant J. F. LEE, 
Lieut. Colonel, United States Army. 

Recorder and Judge Advocate Court of Inquiry. 

No. 56. 

S-r. Loms, August 25, 1838. 
~·tatement of Mr. Oliver Dubois, in relation t9 the employment of Mr. 

John Darneille, as an agent for the pw·chase of horses. 

Quest-ion. Do yon know on whose recommendation Mr. John Darneille 
was employed by Major Brant as an agent to purchase horses for the public 
~ervice ? 

Answe1-. I believe it was chiefly on my recom!nendation. D!trneille ap
plied to me several times to recommend him; he stated that he was doing 
nothing, and would very much like to be so employed ; and, believing him 
to be a tolerably good judge of horses, I recommended him as such accord
ingly. 

OLIVER DUBOIS. 
J. HAV ERTY. 
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No. 57 . 

. Statmnent of Samuel Gracey, relative to certain horses purchased by Joltn 
Darncille, on account of the United States, in tlze mouth of June, 1837. 

Samuel Gracey states, that he was at the stable in St. Louis when John 
Darneille brought in certain horses and oxen, said to have been purchased 
by him, as agent of Mctjor Brant, on account of the United States. Major 
B. and Darneille examiued the horses. The Major seemed to think some of 
the· horses too high; Darneille, on the contrary, insisted that the prices 
were reasonable; and one, in particular, objected to on the ground of 
size, was pronounced by him a serviceable hardy auimal, and well worth 
the price ; that the oxen were considered reasonable, he ( Darneille) stating 
that he could have traded them for a horse worth $125, by giving a 
small boot-say $10 or $20. It was understood by me that some of the 
horses and the yoke of oxen were got by Darneille from a Mr. "\V. "Valker, 
of Frauldin county, Missouri ; but in the transaction Darneille appeared in 
the light of the seller, and Major Brant the purchaser. Darneille acted 
in the same manner as Mr. Dubois, Gentry, Bradshaw, and others, who 
were employed as agents by Major Brant for the purchase of horses. Mr. 
Gracey further says, that he did not suppo::.e that Mnjor Bra11t had any 
more interest in those animals brought in by Darneille than in those brought 
in by the other agents. At a subsequent period, he says, that Darneille 
manifested some dissatisfaction in consequence of Major Brant having re
fused to take: at his prices, certain horses which he (Darneille) wished to 
sell to the Government. The horses and oxen procured by Darneille from 
Walker were valued by Darneille at their worth in the St. Louis market, 
and taken by Major Brant, on account of the United States, accordingly, 
so far as I could judge from the conversation I heard between the parties. 
He, Samuel Gracey: further and finally states, t!Jat he signed a number of 
receipts to Major Brunt for the sale of horses, but never any receipt in blank, 
as fur as he recollects and believes. 

Given at St. Louis, this 18th day of August, 18:Jf5. 
SAMUEL GRAGEY. 

Sworn to und subscribed before me, this 18th day of August, A. D. 1838. 
J . W. WALSH, 

Justice of the Peace, St. Louis Co1mty. 

No. 58. 

CouRT ROOM, March I, 1839. 
Sm: On yesterday you informed me that the court had instructed you 

not to furnish extracts from the record to me, unless by permission of the 
conrt; aud I further understood you to say that the court had directed that 
I should not be permitted to read any part of the record, unless in the court
room, in the presence of the court. As the testimony on my part is now 
closed, I beg leave to state that, for the purpose of enabling me to make my 
defence, it is of importance to me that I should be allowed access to the 
record, as there are large portions of it of which I possess no copy. I al-
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lude particularly to the various decisions of the court, and my communi
cations to it, during the progress of the investigation. 

I remain, &c. 

Lieutenant JoHN F. LEE, 

J. B. BRANT, 
Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. A. 

Judge Advocate and Recorder Court of Inquiry. 
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