
MONTPELIER EXAMINERJ

t
i\0. 8MONTPELIER, IDAHO, FRIDAY, APRIL, 15, 1X4.VOL. X.

I sert proofs made before him ns United 
j States Commissioner, and thus delay
ing issuance of patents for over six 

! months and in one instance for over a 

j year. The money which belonged to 
i the government, he was accused of np- 
I propriating to his own Uoe, and it is 
j known that when accounting for the 
j same Mr. Wallis had to borrow to 

“make good.”
in as urn oh as the records of the local 

laud oftice show that Mr. Wallis has 
never been indentified with more than 

j three or four cases as attorney, 
i that none of these which have been 

appealed have been reached in the 
ordinary course of business for de
cision, it is evident that Mr. Wallis’

se ure

HAVE WE BEEN MISINFORMED AS TO THE FARMER?POLITICAL
WHITEWASH.

[Dr. Webber of the department of agriculture declares that Americans an
failures as farmers.]
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Full Text of the Case 
against Commissioner 

Wallis.
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Below the Examiner prints in 

full the affidavit which caused Jas. 

11. Wallis’ burned trip to Washing

ton The article also shows how 
Wallis obtained his “vindication, 
and it further relates son e causlic 

comments on the rottenness that 
pervades the laud department of 

the government. The article is re

produced from the Black foot Demo

crat and is as follows:
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k\\>‘r*a business at the capital was to 

a whitewash of these charges.
In a letter from the department t.o I 

the local officers at Blackfoot, the com
missioner says, “if this (the charge) • 
were so, it would amount to
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Is this the real type of American farmer, as the magazine and newspaper 

writers would have us believe—

crime,
and Mr. Wallis would be an unfit per
son io practice before the department 
or any judical tribunal.”

Upon Mr. VVallio’ uncorroborated de
nial, and through the influence of Sena
tor Heyburu and Representative French 
those charges were ignored and the 
case determined, the letter of the com
missioner ending as follows, "from all 
these papers before me, I am not satis
fied that the charge 
ed, and as no good purpose could be 
served by further investigation, I think 
that the proceedings should be dismis
sal and it is so ordered.”

The practice which permits senators 
and representatives to appear in be
half of persons charged with federal
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Numerous articles have appeared in 
the local papers throughout the state 
of Idaho relative to the trip of Mr. 
JameslH. \v allis of Rexburg to Wasn- 

. ington, D C., explaining the purpose 
• f his visit and his remarkable success 
as an attorney in securing favorable 
action in all of his cases, sixteen in 
number, pending before the Hon. Com
missioner of the General Land Office, 
and in some of - i hose articles we have 
been avdised tint certain charges have 
been preferred against Mr. Wallis and 
submitted to the Hon. Commissioner, 
before whom the above mentioned 
sixteen cases were pending, with the 
result that Mr. Wallis has been entire
ly vindicated, and the charges dismissed 

Mr. Wallis was at one time a United 
States Commissioner for the District of 
Idaho, and resided at Paris, in Rear 
Lake county and in connection with 
this official position and by reason of 
the alleged unlawful misconduct in his
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—or is this?
V ■Chicaao Record Herald.

crimes as appears from the commis
sioners report in the above case, where
in lie states that Senator Heyburn and 
Representative French testified in be
half of the defendant is a most

$200 to George A. Robe than, receiver 
of the land office at Blackfoot, Idaho, 
that afterwards he was informed for 
the first time that said proof was a five 
year proof, instead of a cash proof as 
was intended, this information came 
from Receiver Robethan, and he was 
also advised by him that tne said 
Wallis hart ask that the difference 
between the said amount of $200 and 
the payment due on said five year 
proof, about $102,75 be deposited to his 
Wallis’ credit; that this affiant then 
stated in a letter to said Robethan that 
the proof was a commuted proof and 
that the said sum of $200 was due the 
government on the same, and that no 
part thereof belonged to said Wallis; 
that this the said Wallis well knew, as 
he well knew that said proof was a 
commuted proof, and was so told at all 
times by said affiant and his said wit
nesses; that thereupon said $200 was 
returned to his affiant and another 
proof submitted by affiant, the same 
being a commuted proof; affiant further 
stated that said Wallis was not mis
taken as to the intent of affiant in 
making proof, bnt made said five year 
proof, as affiant believes for the pur
pose of securing from affiant said sum 
of $192 75.

This is the affidavit containing the 
charges against Mr. Wallis, and is 

I sworu to by George Moore, the entry- 
I man, and conoborated by his witnesses 
to the proof. Charles E. Harris and 
John S. Heggie. The affidavit was 
sworn to before D. M. Austin, a notary 
public, ou January Ifi, 1904.

testify in connection with said proof 
and did so testify concerning the resi
dence and improvements and other 
pertinent facts relative to said home
stead proof, that at said time, the af
fiant and two witnesses in the presence 
of each other stated to said Wallis that, 
the said proof was a commuted proof, 
and this affiant and his witnesses testi
fied as to affiant’s residence On said
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repre
hensible practice, and well calculated 
to defeat the ends of justice. In this
instance, the sworn affidavit of three 
prominent citizens, whose reputation 
for the truth and veracity is well known 
all over this part of the state. iB set 
aside for the uncorroborated evidence 
of the defendant, supported merely by 
the statement of Senator Heyburn and 
Representative l* tench,

official capacity the above mentioned tract for the time required; for making 
charges were preferred against him. commuted proof, to wit, for fourteen 

In those charges Mr. Wallis was ac- months, and to no greater residence; 
cused of the commission of two di tinct that said Wallis well knew that said 
crimes, falsifying evidence and embez- proof was a commuted proof, but. not- 
zlement. withstanding, made this affiant, against

his will and without his consent, by 
wrongfully stating matters in said 
proof, testify that he had resided on 
said land for a period of five years; 
that by the same means said Wallis 
made the witnesses for this affiant, 
against their will and without their 
knowledge, testify to a residence on 
said homestead on the part of affiant 
of five years instead of fourteen months, 
notwithstanding the said entry was 
made in July, 1900. and affiant had not 
resided on said land for five years, and 
did not intend to so testify but was so

neither of
whom live in this part of the state, 
can know anything of Mr. Wallis* 
character or reputation of their 
knowledge.

Violations of this charater have be
come so frequent and flagrant and have 
been so repeatedly whitewashed by the 
higher officers that there is an intense 
feeling in this part of the state against 
the interference of Messrs. Heyburu 
and French, who are entirely ignorant 
Of the merits of the case, and ouly take 
this position for political purposes.

This decision was reached without 
an opportunity being afforded any 
to furnish further proof of the guilt of 
Mr Wallis, and in speaking of the 
commissioner’s action.
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In connection with the above matter 
quote the affidavit which embodied 

the charges against Mr. Wallis, and, 
for the purpose of explaining the same 
desire to say that there are two classes 
of homestead proofs, one, a commuted 
proof, on which the en try man is com- 
i elled to pay a government fee of $1.25 
per acre, or in case of the proof npon 
liiO acres, the sum of $200. This proof 

be made by showing a residence of 
The other, a five

own
we

can
fourteen months.
year proof, on which the entryman pay 

fee to the government of $6-00 with
of certain fees for testi- j as aforesaid made to so testify by the

one
a
an addition
luony amounting ordinarily to about ; proof submitted by said Wallis. 
$1.25, or the whole fee of 4-7.25 on lfiO j 

In this case residence must be

ft
prominent

republican and,member of the bar of 
high standing said, “the commissioner’s 
report simply spells whitewash and is 
in no sense a vindication of Mr. Wallis. 
I take it that the statement of the 
uiissioner to the effect that the charges 
are not in his opinion sustained as yet, 
does not jimply that he considers Mr. 
Wallis innocent, bnt rather, in his 
opinion, is a case of ‘gnilty,’ but not 
proven.”

a

“That thereupon, after said proof 
was made, said Wallis told affiant to ! 
send the money for the payment of the 

The following is an exact copy of the Hame to him at his then residence, 
affidavit containing the charges against Rexburg. Idaho, for which place he 
Mr. Wallis, after entitling the matter: then departed; the amount to be so 

“That at the time set for the taking gent was the amount for the commuted 
of said proof, at Montpelier, Bear Lake proof, to wit. $200; that, after said 
County, Idaho, before said Commission- ‘Wallis bad left, the affiant discussed 

Wallis, this affiant (George Moore) this niatt r with his said witness
witnesses, viz. Caarles E. Charles E. Harris, and upon the said Wallis, he was also accused of retain- 

Harrir. and dohn i*. Heggie appeared to Harris’ advice, sent said payment of t-h** ^ina^ payment on certain de

acres.
shown for a period of five years.

com-/ *

In addition to the charges made in 
the foregoing affidavit against Mr.jl or

and two
(Continned on last page.)


