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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL. ¢

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, OFFICE OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL,
SacrAMENTO, September 13, 1902.

To His Excellency HENRY T. GAGE, Governor of California:

" Sir:. Pursuant to the requirements of Section 470 of the Political

Code, I herewith transmit my official report, covering the work of this

office for the two years ending September 1, 1902. )

"~ A comparigon of this report with my last biennial ' report will show

that there is a constant increase in the volume of business annually
coming before the office, and that such increase is, naturally, in direct

' proportion to the growth of the State industrially and in population.

- While each department has grown apace, the development is more

marked in that branch devoted to civil litigation, and, much of the

time, the work of that department has taxed the energies of the: entu'e

office force. :

. The following reference is made to a few of -the more 1mportant

matters of this nature whlch have demanded attention: . -

RAILROAD COMMISSIONERS v8. SOUTHERN PAcIFIC COMPANY

" This was one of the most important cases that has.arisen in our State
courts since the adoption of the present Constitution in 1879. TUnder
the provision of our State Constitution, which (except under certain
prescribed conditions) prohibits the raising of railroad rates.when once
lowered for purposes of competition, complaint was made to the State
Board of Railroad Commissioners that the Southern Pacific Company,
after lowering rates for the purpose of competing with the San Fran-
cisco & San Joaquin Valley Railway Company, had thereafter raised such
rates without first obtalmng the consent of the Railroad Commission;
as required by law.

- The validity of the constitutional provision in question, as tested by
the limitations of the Federal Constitution; the power of the Railroad
Commissioners to “hear and determine” complaints against railroad
and other transportation companies; the legal force and effect of the
decisions and orders of the Railroad Commission; in short, the power
of the people, through their- legally constituted authorities, to deal with
the great problem of tra.nSportatlon, was here put to a supreme and
final test. \
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The trial court upheld the Constitution in the particulars referred
- to, and sustained the Railroad Commission in the exercise of the power
thus conferred upon that body. An appeal was taken by the Railroad
Company to the Supreme Court, and there the judgment of the lower
court was reversed, the appellate court holding that the hearing by the
sCommission was an ezamination, and not a judgment or determination
not subject to review by the courts, and the cause was therefore remanded
for trial de novo upon the facts. Fhe case has been tried and is now
under submisgion with the Superior Court.

Yoro County vs. COLGAN.

This was a test case brought to recover from the State certain com-
missions claimed to be due for the collection of State taxes by the
geveral counties, and involved, ultimately, about a million and a half
dollars. The lower court gave judgment for the State; the plaintiff
appealed, and, after the filing of most exhaustive briefs by both parties,
the judgment of the lower court was affirmed. Immediately thereafter
some twenty-five cases, theretofore commenced in the Superior Courts of
the various counties, which were pending the result of this appeal and
which presented claims against the State aggregating some $300,000,
were dismissed by stipulation of the parties.

EsTATE OoF MAHONY.

This was an appeal to the Supreme Court of the State, from an order
directing the payment of collateral inheritance tax by certain nephews
and nieces, heirs of the deceased. The appellate court held unconstitu-
tional the so-called ‘“non-resident nephew and niece” clause of the
Collateral Inheritance Tax Law, and brought all nephews and nieces,
wherever domiciled, within the law of the State and subject to the tax,
thus saving to the State School Fund thousands of dollars. The question
was a novel one, raising points new to the jurisprudence of this State,
and the court, in rendering its decision, followed closely the line of
argument presented in the briefs of this office.

EsTATE OF MINER.

This is a proceeding commenced in the Superior Court by petition of
certain alleged heirs of the deceased, to recover from the State Treasury
some $3,000, escheated to the State in 1879. There appears to have been
a degree of laxity shown by my predecessors toward similar matters,
and petitions of this sort seem to have been allowed to be granted as a
matter of course. In order to determine the title of the State to these
moneys, an appeal was taken by me from the order granting the peti-
tion in this case, and the matter is now under submission with the
Supreme Court. The hearing of a number of other petitions of a like
nature has been continued, pending the result of this appeal. The
aggregate amount in the State Treasury, involved, is over $80,000.
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O1L RATE Casgs.

Several actions were commenced in the State and Federal courts, to
enjoin the Board of Railroad Commissioners from enforcing the rates
fixed by the Board for the transportation of oil. After the filing of care-
fully prepared and voluminous pleadings. by this office on behalf of the
defendant Board, that body compromised the suits by abandoning the
rates in controversy and establishing new rates, which were accepted by
the plaintiff corporations.

STATE vs. CALIFORNIA & NEvADA RaILrRoAD CoMPANY.

Commencing with 1896, and up to and including 1901, suits had been
annually commenced against the corporation named, to recover delin-
quent taxes, penalties and costs for the fiscal year. Simultaneously.
with the commencement of the respective actions, petitions were filed by
the State in the United States Circuit Court, in an action there pending
wherein a receiver had been appointed for the corporation. Said peti-
tions asked that receiver’s certificates be issued for the amounts claimed.
Early in 1901 I caused positive steps to be taken, looking to an imme-
diate enforcement of the State’s claims, and soon thereafter receiver’s
certificates were issued in full for over $7,000, such certificates bearing
interest at the rate of eight per cent per annum.

STATE ws. SIERRA VALLEYS RAarLway CoMPANY.

A series of actions had been commenced against this company to
recover delinquent taxes and penalties for several years, and judgments
were had therein in favor of the State. The defendant evinced no dis-
position to pay the judgments, and I caused executions to be issued and
the rolling stock of the company then in operation to be seized by the
Sheriff. The company thereupon came forward and paid the judgments,
amounting to some $4,600.

PeorPLE vs. WELLS, Farco & Co.

This action was instituted by my predecessor in the Superior Court
of this State, but was removed by defendant to the United States
Circuit Court, where it was pending when I assumed office. I had it
remanded to the State court, where I obtained judgment against the
express company; whereupon an appeal was taken to the Supreme
Court of the State. Meantime the Supreme Court of the United States
rendered its decision in a precisely similar case from the State of
Michigan, deciding in favor of the express company there a party, and
the Supreme Court of this State, acting upon the law as there laid
down, reversed the judgment of the lower court in the case here. Both
cases involved the right of the express company to decline to forward
express packages without the prepayment by the shipper of the revenue
tax of one cent for each package forwarded, or rather, for the receipt
therefor.
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STATE vs. SoNoMA CouNnTy.

This is an action brought by the State to recover some $6,000, the
defendant county’s proportion of the cost of maintenance of certain
inmates of the California Home for the Care and Training of Feeble-
Minded Children committed from said county. Judgment was rendered
in the Superior Court in favor of the defendant; the State appealed,
and the case is now under submission with the Supreme Court. Suits
against seven other counties, involving some $11,000 additional, are
pending the result of this appeal.

The statutes concerning the State institution named show that it was
the legislative intention that the claims of the State contended for
should be charges against the several counties, but these statutes are so
"loosely drawn that there is grave doubt as to the result of the litigation
above reported.

STATE vs. RENo MiLL AND LumMBER COMPANY.

The defendant allowed the taxes upon its lands to become delinquent
and its lands to be sold to the State, but continued cutting timber
therefrom. An action was commenced to recover the value of the
timber so cut, and to restrain the further cutting thereof. The defend-
ant thereupon paid the delinquent taxes, penalties, and costs, amounting

“to over $3,000, and redeemed its lands from the tax sale.

BOND INVESTMENT COMPANIES.

In December, 1900, a joint communication was received by me from
the Commissioners of Building and Loan Associations and the Insurance
Commissioner, requesting that I commence actions to restrain the fol-
lowing companies from the further transaction of business in this State,
viz.: Pacific Mutual Debenture Company, Debenture Investment Com-
pany of San Francisco, National Mutual Maturity Company, Western
Mutual Investment Company, and the American Guarantee and Trust
Company, all with offices in San Francisco. The companies named
were engaged in the sale of so-called “investment bonds,” in one form
or another, and concerns of a similar nature had been declared by the
Supreme Court of Ohio and by the Attorney-General of the United
States to be conducting an unlawful business. I at once took the matter
up with each of the companies, and after rather extensive correspond-
ence and negotiation, they all agreed to cease doing business in Cali-
fornia and to liquidate their outstanding bonds. With the exception of
the Pacific Mutual Debenture Company, so far as I have been able to
determine, the companies entering into the agreement have lived up to
its terms. I commenced suit against the Pacific Mutual Debenture
Company and secured a permanent injunction restraining the further
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collection of installments, and directing them to wind up the business
of their so-called “Series A and B” contracts. subsequently com-
menced an action to dissolve the corporation and to recover a fine of .
$5,000 for the violation-of its franchise, which action is now pending.

“COYOTE SCALP” CASES.

On March 23, 1901, an Act was approved authorizing suits against
the State on claims or demands arising under an Act of the Legislature
approved March 31, 1891, entltled “An Act fixing a bounty on coyote
scalps.”

Section 2 of the Act provides that service of summons in such suits
shall be made upon the Attorney-General, whose duty it shall be to
defend all such suits. Under this authority, summonses in forty-eight
different actions have been served upon.this office, invelving about
$200,000. I have appeared and answered on behalf of the State in
forty-seven of these,the appearance in the one last served not yet being
due. Thirty-three of these cases have been tried and submitted, and in
twelve of them judgments have been rendered against the State for the
amount of $35,660. In twenty of the:cases tried and submitted Judg-
ments have not been rendered.

In the case of John J. Bauer vs. State, for $11,770, judgment was
rendered for the State, the plaintiff being unable to show ownership of
the claims sued upon. From this judgment the plamtlﬁ' is about to
prosecute an a.ppea.l
- There yet remain fifteen cases to be dlsposed of, in which summonses
have been served upon this office.

The work attendant upon the trial of these cases has been enormous,
and has taken the entire time and attention of a Deputy Attorney-
General for almost a year. In one action alone, covering some ten
thousand scalps, there are 2,300 distinct counts’ or causes of action.
The trial of those actions which were either brought or transferred to
the Superior Court-of Sacramento County, of themselves consumed
about six weeks’ continuous attendance in court.

In the trial of these matters thus far, I have insisted upon the pro-
duction of the original affidavits filed by the claimants with the Board
of Supervisors, together with the .order of the Board and the certificate
issued by the Board thereon, and also proof of the plaintiff’s ownership
of the claim.

From an examination of the complaints it was discovered that in
many instances precisely the same claims were sued upon in two or
more different actions, each plaintiff basing his cause of action upon an
alleged assignment of the claim. It therefore became necessary to pre-
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pare a statement showing the name of every claimant and the data with
relation to his claim. This entailed the writing and classification of
some 7,500 index-cards, upon the completion of which it was found
that about ten per cent of the claims were sued upon more than once,
owing, in most cases, to several different assignments by the claimant.
In the trial of the cases, these duplicate causes of action were either
eliminated entirely, or settled as between the different plaintiffs,so that
judgment against the State might be recovered by but one of them.

The expense attendant upon the defense of these actions has crippled,
and threatens to continue to materially cripple, the funds of this office.
A legislative appropriation made for the defensé of these suits failed to
meet with Executive approval.

MODOC LYNCHING CASES.

I embody in this communication a copy of a letter transmitted to
your Excellency under date of March 15, 1902, which, although at some
length, sets forth as concisely as possible a history of the so-called
“Modoc Lynching Cases”: ’

Sie: On the morning of May 31, 1901, five persons were lynched at Lookout,
Modoc County, in this State, by a masked mob of nineteen men.

The names of the men so lynched were: Calvin Hall, an old man of seventy-four
years of age, and a member of the Grand Army of the Republic; James Hall, his son
by an Indian mother, to whom Calvin Hall was married by contract thirty years ago»
and whom he divorced by agreement in writing eighteen years ago; Frank Hall, an
Indian, adopted when a nursling by Calvin Hall’s Indian wife; Martin Wilson, aged
thirteen years, son of the one-time wife of Calvin Hall by a man named Wilson, whom
she married subsequent to her divorce from Hall; and one Daniel Yantis, a white man.

On the 25th of May, 1901, the five persons lynched were arrested upon a complaint
charging them with burglary in having stolen some harness from & barn belonging to
one J. W. Leventon.

On the following Monday morning, May 27th, the charge of burglary was dismissed
as to Calvin Hall, and the hearing of the charge against the other four persons continued-

Immediately upon the dismissal of the charge of burglary against Calvin Hall, one
Robinson Dunlap lodged a charge of petit larceny against him before the Justice of the
Peace of the township, upon which charge Hall was permitted to go upon his own
recognizance, the trial thereof being set for May 31st, at 1:30 ». M.

The hearing of the burglary charge against the other prisoners was finally set for
June 5, 1901.

On the afternoon of Thursday, May 30th, J. W. Brown, a deputy constable, together
with four other men, went to Calvin Hall’s home, and without warrant of authority,
took him into custody and to the village of Lookout, where he was detained by Brown.

At about 1:45 o’clock of the morning of May 31st, a crowd of nineteen men, with
faces covered with barley sacks, entered the bar-room of Myers’s Hotel at Lookout, in
Modoc County, where three men, i. e., Frank Hall, James Hall, and Daniel Yantis,
and the boy Martin Wilson, under guard of said deputy constable Brown and one
8id. Goyette, were sleeping on the floor. The three men and the boy were seized by
the mob, their hands pinioned behind them, gags put into their mouths, hangman's
nooses put around their necks, and they were all then hurried to the bridge, about three
hundred feet away, that spans the Pitt River, and the ends of the ropes around their
necks tied to the railing of the bridge, their bodies thrown over the side of the bridge,
and thus hanged.
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The mob then proceeded back to the hotel, entered the parlor where Calvin Hall was
sleeping on a sofa, bound and gagged him, and took him to the bridge and hanged him
in the same manner as the other four were hanged.

On June 3, 1901, I received the following telegram from the Hon. J. W. Harrington,
Judge of the Superior Court of Modoc County : :

“ALTURAS, June 3, 1901.
¢“ HonN. TirREY L. Forp, Altorney-General, Sacramento.

‘“Have called Grand Jury for Friday 7th, 10 A, M. Send me an experienced State’s
attorney, for Friday, 10 A. M. My attorneiis young and inexperienced and can not con-
duct successfully an investigation of so horrible a crime to be submitted to the Grand
Jury. Must have assistance. Answer.

“J. W. HARRINGTON, Judge.”

In response to the above telegram, I, on June 4, 1901, sent to Judge Harrington the
following telegram: .
. ¢« 8AN Francisco, June 4, 1901.
‘“ HoN. J. W. HARRINGTON, Alturas, Modoc County, Cal.
‘“Will send deputy to cobperate with and assist District Attorney.

“Tirey L. Forp, Attorney-General.”

I also, on June 4, 1901, sent to Mr. E. C. Bonner, District Attorney of Modoc County,
the following telegram :

‘*“Mr. E. C. BoNNER, Alturas, Modoc County, Cal.

“Will send deputy to codperate with and assist you in examination before Grand .
Jury next Friday. Have you good stenographic reporter there to accurately report tes-
timony and proceedings? Answer.

¢ SAN FRrRANcCISCO, June 4, 1901.

“TirEY L. Forp, Attorney-General.”

.

In answer to the last above telegram, Mr. Bonner telegraphed me as follows:

¢ ALTURAS, CALIF., June 5, 1901.
““ HoN. ATTORNEY-GENERAL, San Francisco.

‘““Thousand thanks for deputy. We have competent stenographic reporter. Bring
detective.

¢« E. C. BoNNER, District Attorney.”

In conformity with the desire of the Judge and the District Attorney of Modoc
County, I dispatched Hon. Charles N. Post, Assistant Attorney-General, and Hon.
George A. Sturtevant, Deputy Attorney-General, to Alturas, Modoc County, where
they arrived on June 7, 1901, and immediately, in conjunction with Mr. Bonner, pro-
ceeded with the investigation of the Lookout lynching before the Grand Jury of Modoc
County.

The investigation lasted until late in June, 1901, a large number of witnesses being
examined in the meantime. .

The Grand Jury found indictments against Robert E. Leventon, Isom Eades, and
James W. Brown for the murder of Martin Wilson.

The arraignment of the persons so indicted came on to be heard in July, 1801. The
attorneys for the defense raised every legal objection possible to the indictments, and at
the urgent request of both the Judge and the District Attorney of Modoc County, I dis-
patched Hon. George A. Sturtevant, Deputy Attorney-General, to Alturas to aid and
assist the District Attorney at the arraignment of the indicted men.

As soon as Eades, Leventon, and Brown had been arraigned, their attorneys sought
their release by suing out a writ of habeas corpus in the Supreme Court of this State,
but the petitioners were finally remanded for trial. Defendants then filed an objection
to the Hon. J. W. Harrington, alleging his disqualification to preside at the trial of .
their cases, and, in that behalf, petitioned the Superior Court of Modoc County to have
.another Judge called in to conduct such trial. Their objection was overruled and peti-
tion denied. Thereupon defendants filed a petition in the S8upreme Court of this State
for a writ of prohibition to prevent Hon.J. W. Harrington from trying their cases. The
Supreme Court denied the petition and dismissed the writ.

In July I employed Mr. Eugene Thacker, an expert detective, to go to Modoc County
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to investigate said lynching. Mr. Thacker gathered much valuable information, which
aided the prosecution greatly at the subsequent trial of J. W. Brown.

On the 20th day of October, 1901, I received a letter from Mr. E. C. Bonner, District

Attorney of Modoc County, in which he suggested the dismissal of the indictments
previously found against the above named Brown, Eades, and Leventon.
. Believing that a dismissal of the indictments against these defendants would be
highly discreditable to the State, I'could not see my way clear to follow the suggestion
of the District Attorney, and so directed that officer to have the trials of Brown, Eades,
and Leventon set at as early a date as possible.

In accordance w1th my du'ectlon the trial of 'J. W.Brown was set for November
25, 1901.

I detailed Assistant Attorney-General Charles N. Post and Deputy Attorney-General
George A. Sturtevant to attend and conduct the trial of defendant Brown, and those
gentlemen departed for Alturas on November 21, 1901, where they arrived on November
23,1901. The trial of Brown opened on the 25th of November, 1901, and: was concluded
on the 27th day of February, 1902. On the 6th day of December, 1901, it became neces-
sary for Mr. Sturtevant to leave Alturas temporarily to try a case in another part of
the State, and Mr. Post secured the services of Mr. James T. Boyd, District Attorney of
Lassen County, to assist in conducting the prosecution of Brown during Mr. Sturte-
vant’s absence.” Mr. Boyd displayed such activity and legal skill that he was retained
during the whole trial, Mr. Sturtevant returning to Alturas on the 21st day of December,
1901, and remaining to the end of the trial.

During the trial two of -the participants in the lynching, viz.: John Hutton and

* Claude Morris, confessed to Judge Post their participation in the lynching, under
promise of immunity from punishment, and both took the witness stand and testified
on behalf of the prosecution. Their testimony was fully corroborated by circumstances,
and by declarations of defendant Brown, and a perfect case was made out by the
prosecution.

I found it necessary, during the trial, to ha.ve two, and a part of the tlme three, men
of known personal courage at Alturas, in order that the attorneys engaged in the prose-
cution might be protected from threatened personal violence and feel secure in the
discharge of their official duties.

During the early part of the trial I sent Mr. Thomas Gibson, one of the ablest mem-
bers of the S8an Francisco detective force, to Alturas, to assist the prosecution in
gathering certain evidence, this being rendered necessary by reason of the absolute
failure on the part of the Sheriff’'s office of Modoc County to furnish any evidence
whatever in the case. Mr. Gibson rendered the prosecution splendid service. The
same may also be said of Mr. Daniel Miller, who was employed in a not dissimilar
capacity.

Immediately upon receiving the confessions of Hutton and Morris, the representa-
tives of this office proceeded against the men mentioned in their confessions as being
those who were engaged in the lynching.

As a result I submit the following concerning the persons who are now in custody
for having committed the lynching:

E. 8. Trowbridge, Orrin A. Trowbridge, R. L. Nichols, Fred Roberts, Harry Roberts,
J. W. Leventon, Claude Marcus, and J. R. Meyers are held by the Sheriff of Modoc

County upon complaints charging them with murder, sworn to by Mary Lorenz,
daughter of Calvin Hall, and lodged before the Hon. J. W. Harrington, S8uperior J udge,
sitting as a magistrate.

The above named men have been in custody since the fourth day of January, last, by
virtue of said complaints, not having yet had a preliminary examination.

The following named persons are held by the Sheriff of Modoc County by virtue of
indictments, as follows: J. W. Brown, 5 indictments; Jervais Kresge, 5 indictments;

A. 8. Colburn, 5 indictments; Claude Brown, 1 indictment; Sam Parks, 1 indictment;
Louis Palmentier, 5 indictments; W. J. McDaniels, 5 indictments; Henry Knox, 5
indictments; J. J. Potter, 5 indictments ; Isom Eades, 5 indictments; Robert Leventon,
b mdlctments.

Claude Morris and John Hutton were both indicted five times, the indictments being
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dismissed, upon motion of the prosecution, in order that they might become witnesses
for the People.

- Robert Leventon, J. W, Brown, and Isom Eades have each been severally duly
arraigned upon the indictments against them, respectively. J. W. Brown has been
tried upon one of the indictments found against him, and a verdict of acquittal rendered
by the jury. None of the others have been arraigned.

The preliminary examination of E. 8. Trowbridge, Orrin A.. Trowbridge, R.ILN ichols,
Fred Roberts, Harry Roberts, J. W. Leventon, Claude Marcus, and J. R. Meyers is set for
Monday, the 17th instant; but under present conditions, as more specifically detailed
hereafter, it would seem to be useless to proceed at present with such examinations.

In the prosecution of the foregoing matters, including the long and tedious trial of
the defendant Brown, I have thus far expended over $5,000, of which sum, after the
exhaustion of the funds of this office at my disposal, I was compelled to advance some
$4,000, or, to be exact, $3,924. In making these advances I was assisted by the deputies
in my office, and also had the approval and consent of the S8tate Board of Examiners.
I should be pleased to have you recommend to the Legislature the making of an appro-
priation to cover the advances thus made, and such other advances as - may be necessary
to carry the work of this office through the present fiscal year.

At this point, I desire to say that, previous to and during the trial of J. W. Brown,
the three newspapers published in Modoc County persistently misrepresented and
maligned the prosecution, and denounced the representatives of this office as * Head
hunters,” * Blood-money hunters,” etc.

After nine days of elaborate argument, the case of J. W. Brown was finally sub-
mitted to the jury at 10:30 p. M. of February 27, 1902, and in less than half an hour the
jury had agreed upon a verdict of *‘not guilty.” There were but two ballots taken, the
first resulting in ten votes for acquittal, one for conviction, and one blank. The next
ballot showed all twelve votes for acquittal.

This gross m:scarnage of justice is greatly to be deplored, but it should not be per-
mitted to stand in the way of a full and vigorous prosecution of the nineteen defendants
now confined in the Modoc county jail. There are, however, several obstacles in the
‘way of such prosecution that.are at present insurmountable. It is the unanimous
opinion of the representatives of this office who had been connected with these cases
‘that it will be impossible to secure another j ]ury in Modoc County with which to try any
‘of the accased .men.

. Inresponse to an inquiry of mine put to the Supenor Judge of that county, I received
the following telegraphxc reply: .

“ALTUnAs, March 8, 1902
“Hon TireY L. Fonn, Ban Francisco: Satlsﬁed another jury can not be obtained.
‘“ HARRINGTON." :
I am reliably lnformed ‘that friends of the defendants have systematically attempted
to dlsquahfy jurors all over Modoc County, by methods which need .not here be detailed,
and this, added to the publication by the meétropolitan and local journals of what pur.
‘ported to be the evidenee in the case, and which pubhoatlona were generally circulated
ard eagerly read all over thé county, has, in my oplmon rendered it impossible to secure
another jury in that county. -
‘It must be remembered that Modoc County has' a populatlon of only about ﬁve
thousand, with an eligible jury list of only a few hundréd—a little less than three
.hundred, I believe.. A hundred of these were examined in -selecting the jury in the
Brown case, and it is perfectly apparent to those who have a knowledge of the situation
that the daily and weekly reports of the Brown trial, running through a period of over
three months, and which reports were read with eagerness, and discussed with universal
and una.batmg interest in évery part of Modoc County, left such opinions in the minds
‘of -the remaining.eligible jurors as to render it absolutely useless to attempt to secure
another jury in Modoc County in respect to the same cnme for whxch defendant Brown
-was tried.
__Asg thére isa preaent“no conshtutional method by which the cases can be fransferred
to another county for trial, the nineteen men now in cpstody will go i.ree, unless, legls_
‘lation is had prov1dmg for eithér of two remediés, to wit: the summonmg of trial j 1urors
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from adjacent counties, or the transfer of the place of trial to another county on motion
of the prosecution. -

The latter method was attempted by our Legislature some years ago, but the
Supreme Court of this State held that the Legislature was without the needed con-
stitutional authority to so provide. Nor has the Legislature present authority to
provide for the summoning of jurors without the county.

In order, therefore, to make it possible to employ either rémedy, it will be necessary
for the Legislature to propose a constitutional amendment embodying either or both
of the remedies suggested and to submit the same to the people for adoption or rejection.

The heinousness of the Modoc lynching was such that it would seem that a special
seasion 0f the Legislature might be warrantably called, and such constitutional
amendment submitted to the people to be voted npon at the general election to be held
in November next.

In order to prosecute these murders it will be necessary for the Legislature to appro-
priate a liberal sum of money with which to employ special counsel to appear for the
People, as the volume of current business in this office is such as to require the
undivided attention of its entire force.

A thorough examination of the lives and habits of the men lynched convinces me
that Calvin Hall was a member of the Grand Army of the Republic, and a sober, indus-
trious, upright citizen; that his son, James Hall, was an inoffensive, industrious
young man, and that Martin Wilson was only thirteen years and seven months of age;
that no incriminating charge had ever previously been made against either Frank Hall
or Daniel Yantis; and that the cowardly murder of these men while in the custody of
the law was a crime so atrocious in its nature that the honor of this State has been
indelibly tarnished and can only be vindicated by a stern and uncompromising
prosecution of its perpetrators.

Respectfully submitted,
TIREY L. FORD,
Attorney-General.

Subsequent to the transmission of the communication above quoted,
the indictments and complaints standing against the persons therein
referred to, were dismissed by the court, upon its own motion, acting
upon the advice of this office. The reason for this action, as will appear
from a reading of my letter of March 15, 1902, was the impossibility of
securing another jury in Modoc County with which to try the accused
men. I have since learned that this state of affairs has arisen in several
of our smaller counties, and that like miscarriages of justice have
resulted therefrom. I would therefore strongly urge that legislation be
recommended, having in view the amendment of the State Constitution
so that, where exist such conditions as arose in Modoc County, trial
jurors may be summoned from adjacent counties, or the place of trial
transferred to another county on motion of the prosecution.

In the prosecution of these and the Coyote Scalp cases I was com-
pelled to incur expenses that exhausted the funds at the disposal of my
office, and to secure the consent of the State Board of Examiners to the
incurring of additional expenses to the amount of $6,602.49, of which I
personally advanced $4,968.65, the balance of $1,533.84 being carried
by the respective claimants awaiting action by the next Legislature.
I would therefore ask that an appropriation be recommended to the
next Legislature covering the additional expenses thus incurred, namely,

* 502.49.
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SO-CALLED COOPERATIVE HOME-BUILDING CONCERNS.

Through the frequency of unofficial inquiries addressed to this office,
my attention has been called to a number of concerns pretending to do
a mutual home-building business in this State. Although the matter
has not been brought to my attention officially, and although I have
not, owing to the pressure of other official matters, had the time to give
it the investigation which it undoubtedly deserves, yet I am strongly of
the belief that these concerns are conducting -a business which is
unsound in principle and which is calculated to benefit merely a few of
their earlier members, to the detriment or total financial loss of their
later members. In all probability, the majority of the contracte entered
into by the concerns with their members are impossible of fulfillment
on the part of the concerns making them, and, perhaps, the degree of
uncertainty as to the time of maturity, so called, of any one contract,
is such as to constitute an element of chance sufficient to amount to a
lottery scheme.

The allurement offered of perchance obtaining almost immediate
possession of a home, built to one’s order, upon the payment of less
than a month’s rent, and of purchasing that home at a rate far less
than the average month’s rent; the apparent simplicity of the scheme;
the absence of all interest charges, and the abstruse mathematical calcu-
lations involved in determining the soundness or unsoundness of the
schemes, have enabled them to secure an alarming foothold in certain
portions of the State. I would therefore suggest that immediate steps
be taken by the Legislature looking to a full and impartial investiga-
tion of the matters referred to, and the enactment of such statutory
provisions as will protect the interests of the people.

.

LEAVE-TO-SUE CASES.

Of the thirty-three applications for leave to use the name of the
People of the State of California as plaintiff, made during the two years
covered by this report, twenty were granted, ten were denied, and three
are pending the filing of briefs with this office, either on behalf of the
applicants or of the proposed defendants. Nineteen of these applica-
tions involve disputes over title to office, and the remaining fourteen
sought to test the legality of the exercise of corporate power, either
public or private. These applications have been granted or refused, as
I deemed the public interest required. I have endeavored to so exercise
this prerogative as to protect the individual from spiteful litigation, and
also to prevent the private assumption of public rights. In each case I
have examined the facts and the law, not only as presented by the briefs
of the parties, but also independently, as though I were myself com-



16 REPORT- OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL.

mencing the proceeding. At the beginning of my administration I
found it necessary to adopt certain rules governing applications of this
nature, 8o that no injustice might be done to either party, and that the
‘proceedings might bé conducted with uniformity.

- CRIMINAL APPEALS.

During the two years last past, one hundred and twenty-two criminal
‘appeals have reached this office, thus showing a slight falling off in this
‘department, as to the number of .cases. One hundred and twelve crim-
inal briefs have been written by this office, however, during the period
named, many of them. involving questions of the gravest importance
and requiring an unusual amount of labor and research. This branch
of work formerly represénted the principal portion of the official duties
'of the Attorney-General, but it has been overshadowed in point of vol-
ume of business by the civil litigation. This enormous increase in the
civil business of the office, as indicated in my report of two years ago,
ariges from the fact that all civil litigation affecting State officers, boards,
and commissions was formerly conducted by specially employed counsel,

while now, by virtue of recent legislation, it is a part of the work oﬂi-
cially devolving upon this office.’

It may not be out of place to here suggest that many of the appeals
taken .in criminal cases are frivolous, fo the extent of being absurd,
presenting no new points for decision, but merely attempting to have
reviewed questions, if any, whieh have, time and again, been emphatic-
ally and finally passed upon by our Supreme Court. The evident
intent of such appeals is to.postpone, for the time being, the execution
of the judgment, as is clearly -evidenced by the fact that no briefs are
filed in many of them on behalf of the appellant, and the judgments
are affirmed upon the record, on motion of this office. This is an abuse
for which remedy should be found by proper legislation, inasmuch as it
entails upon the county and the State a large and unwarranted expense
for printing, and unnecessarily consumes the time and attention of the
various oﬂicers of the court. ~

OPINIONS AND CONSULTATIONS

Durmg bhe two years endmg August 31,1902, I have written two
hundred a.nd fifty-one opinions, in response to requests therefor from
the various officers, boards, and commissions of the State, and from the
several Dlstrlct Attorneys. This branch of the office business, while
not as volummous as durmg the first two years of my administration,
hasinvolved a vast amount of work- and the constant attention of several
members of my office force. . I have not - mcluded in the above estimate
many responses to Aoﬂicm}s of. other. Sta_tgg and to Federal officers
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respecting some law or rule of procedure of this State, numerous oral
consultations, and inquiries answered by mailing copies of opinions
already written.

The decrease in the number of requests for opinions during the last
two years is accounted for by the fact that the various State and county
officers who took up their duties simultaneous with the beginning of
my administration, naturally found themselves confronted with many
new questions arising in the conduct of the affairs of their respective
offices, and not having the experience nor the precedents established
during the terms of their predecessors to guide them, they sought the
advice of this office, either directly or through the District Attorneys.
It is safe to assume that as changes in administration occur, requests
for opinions will be correspondingly as numerous. -

I would urgently recommend the propriety of having the opinions
heretofore rendered by this office compiled, printed, and indexed, in
book form, and thus made available for distribution to the various
county and State officers. Much of the value (to the people) of the

. work of this department is lost through the lack of publicity given to

it, and the inaccessibility of the results of its labors to those whom such
results directly concern.

To this department was assigned the task of passing upon the titles
to various properties about to be acquired by the State, or in which the
State was interested, prominent among which may be mentioned the
sites for restraining barriers upon the Yuba River, the State reservation
of which the California Redwood Park Commisgion has assumed con-
trol, the lands purchased by the Polytechnic S8chool at San Luis Obispo,
and the grounds for the annual encampment of the National Guard at
Santa Cruz. This work involved a careful examination, checking and
rechecking of numerous volumes of abstracts of title, the collection of
the data necessary to bring those abstracts down to date, and the
untangling of the many snarls usually arising in such matters.

BOARD OF EXAMINERS.

As a member of the State Board of Examiners I have, either in
person or by my Assistant, attended the innumerable meetings of that
body and assisted in auditing the many thousand claims coming before
it annually, involving millions of dollars. While precise data as to the
number and amount of these claims have not been obtainable for the
period covered by this report, yet they could not well have been less
than for the two years preceding, during which time there were some
ten thousand claims, aggregating over $7,500,000.

2—A-6
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STATE COMMISSION IN LUNACY.

Either in person or by my Assistant, I have, a8 a member of the
State Commission in Lunacy, attended from one to four meetings of that
body monthly, and in the same manner have attended various joint
quarterly meetings of the Medical Superintendents of the several State
Hospitals and the Commission, held at Napa, Sacramento, Stockton,
and Ukiah.

The work of the Commission will, however, be reported to you through
other channels, and further reference thereto is therefore unnecessary
here.

STATE BOARD OF MILITARY AUDITORS.

The State Board of Military Auditors consists of the Governor, the
Adjutant-General, and the Attorney-General, and upon the last two
named has devolved almost entirely the auditing of the many military
claims against the State. I have thus assisted in auditing some 1,081
of such claims, involving nearly $300,000.

The law, as it now stands, requires that if the Attorney-General act
as a member of the Board of Military Auditors, he do so personally,
while, by express provision, the Assistant Attorney-General may act as
a member of the Board of Examiners and of the Commission in Lunacy.
I would suggest the wisdom and convenience of so amending the law
that the Assistant Attorney-General might also act as a member of the
Board of Military Auditors.

CLERICAL WORK OF THE OFFICE.

As I stated in my previous report, I have found the clerical force of
the office to be entirely inadequate to the work necessary to an efficient
discharge of the duties imposed by law upon the Attorney-General. As
a makeshift I have constantly been compelled to draw upon my con-
tingent and costs of suits funds for the payment of extra clerical help,
which, in turn, has seriously crippled the office in other directions.
The clerical force is required to write from ten to fifteen official com-
munications daily; to write all opinions in triplicate, and to number,
file, and index such opinions, by subject reference, in duplicate; to type-
write all briefs, pleadings, and other documents in civil cases, of which
there is never less than eighty-five or ninety before the office at any one
time; to write all briefs and papers in criminal appeals, of which thirty-
five or forty are always open; to index, file, and docket papers in civil
litigation, criminal appeals, ¢ leave to sue” cases, and escheated estates,
and to keep registers of actions showing the proceedings in all such
matters; to file and keep a general index of miscellaneous papers and
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reports; to keep a general letter-book index, and to copy, mail, and
index all letters and correspondence; to keep account books of the
various funds of the office and to see to the payment of the various
items of expenditure; to read proof upon all copy sent to the State
Printer; to keep a daily journal of the matters coming up, and to advise
the members of the office force of the entries therein, in order that no
defaults may be taken; to prepare for the deputies in charge of the
various departments their monthly reports to the Attorney-General; to
serve papers, announce visitors, answer telephones, and run general
errands. It will therefore be perfectly apparent that two clerks and a
shorthand reporter are wholly insufficient clerical assistance for two
very busy law offices, one at Sacramento and the other in San Fran-
cisco, employing the continual services of five attorneys, and transacting
the immense volume of business briefly outlined in this report. I would
therefore earnestly request that such recommendations be made to the
Legislature ag will result in the allowance to this office of at least one
additional clerk, and the making of an appropriation for the payment
of the salary of such clerk.

REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS.

Following up the practice inaugurated by me at the making of my
last biennial report, and under the requirements of Section 470 of the
Political Code, I accompany this report with reports from the District
Attorneys of the following counties: Alameda, Alpine, Amador, Colusa,
Del Norte, E1 Dorado, Fresno, Humboldt, Inyo, Kings, Lake, Los Angeles,
Marin, Mariposa, Mendocino, Napa, Nevada, Orange, Plumas, River-
side, San Benito, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Joa-
quin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa
Cruz, Sierra, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, Trinity, Tulare, Tuolumne,
Ventura, and Yuba.

Although requested from all alike, no reports have been received from
the remaining eighteen counties.

The total number of persons informed against or indicted in the
counties reporting was 2,636, of which 132 cases were pending at the
date of the reports, and in 1,619 of which, or about sixty-four per cent,
convictions were had.

CONCLUSION.

In conclusion, I would state that the work of this office is all current,
and that it has been my policy to constantly keep it so, although this
at times has been difficult, particularly in view of the lack of clerical
assistance. 4 ‘

On September 10th I forwarded to you my resignation of office, to .
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take effect September 15, 1902. This communication is therefore
written upon the eve of my retirement from the department of the
State government of which I have been in charge for almost four years.
Before relinquishing my duties, I desire to publicly acknowledge my
deep and abiding appreciation of the earnest support and untiring
efforts of my able and energetic assistants, without which the gratifying
results herein briefly outlined could not have been accomplished.

I desire to further add, that from a long and intimate acquaintance
with the gentleman who is about to succeed me, I have perfect confi-
dence that the affairs of the State devolving upon the department of
which he is to assume control will be most ably, economically, and
judiciously administered by him, and that it i8 my sincere belief that
the public interest and welfare entrusted to the keeping of this office
oould not be placed in bettex hands.

Respectfully submitted.
TIREY L. FORD,
Attorney-General.
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SOHEDULR “A."
CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES.

Cordelia Botkin, Plaintiff in Error, vs. The People of the State of Cali-
Jornia, Defendant én Error. Appeal from a judgment of conviction had
in the Superior Court of the City and County of San ¥Francisco on
February 4, 1899. Appeal dismissed, on motion of defendant in error,
February 10, 1902. Closed.

J. Ellis Rodley, Plaintiff in Error, vs. The People of the State of Cali-
Sornia, Defendant in Error. Appeal from an order and judgment of the
Supreme Court of the State of California, affirming a judgment of con-
viction theretofore had in the Superior Court of Butte County. Appeal
dismissed, on motion of defendant in error, November 4, 1901. Closed.

John E. Sexton, Plaintiff in Error, vs. The People of the State of Cali-
JSornia, Defendant in Error. Appeal from an order and judgment of the
Supreme Court of the State of California, affirming a judgment of con-
viction theretofore had in the Superior Court of El Dorado County.
Motion to dismiss appeal denied, and cause placed on regular calendar
of United States Supreme Court for argument.

- Bert Ross, Appellant, vs. Martin Aguirre, Warden, etc., Respondent.

Appeal from an order of the United States Circuit Court, Northern
District of California, denying petition for writ of habeas corpus.
Transcript of record served, July 10, 1902.

J. D. Spreckels, Appellant, vs. George W. Wittman, Appellee. Appeal
from an order of the United States Circuit Court, Northern District of
California, denying petition for writ of habeas corpus. Citation served,
July 17, 1902.

W. S. Leake, Appellant, vs. George W. Wittman, Appellee. Appeal
from an order of the United States Circuit Court, Northern District of
California, denying petition for writ of habeas corpus. Citation served,
July 17, 1902.
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SdHEDU’LE «B.»*
OIVIL CASES IN UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT.

Mercantile Trust Company, Complainant, vs. Atlantic & Pacific Rail-
road Company, Defendants; State of California, Petitioner. By three
separate petitions that delinquent State and county taxes, and penalties,
for three ditferent fiscal years, aggregating $6,681.10, be allowed as pre-
ferred claims against defendant company, and that an order be made
directing receivers to pay same. Petitions dismissed, on motion of peti-
tioner, it appearing that petitioner had no cause of action.

Charles H. Smith, Complainant, vs. California & Nevada Railroad
Company, et al., Defendants ; State of California, Petitioner. By three
separate petitions that delinquent taxes, and penalties, for three different
fiscal years, be allowed as preferred claims against defendant company,
and that an order be made directing receiver to pay same. Petition
filed July 30, 1896, for $1,457.57; August 4, 1897, for $1,282.76 ; and
August 3, 1898, for $1,601.63. On March 23, 1901, receiver’s certificates
issued in full payment for the above amounts, and on March 23, 1902
stipulation filed discharging State’s lien. Closed.

Charles H. Smith, Complainant, vs. California & Nevada Railroad Com-
pany, et al., Defendants; State of California, Petitioner. As last above .
case; petition filed July 26, 1901, for $1,243.831. Receiver’s certificate
issued for $1,243.31 on March 12, 1902, and petition dismissed. Closed.

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fé Railway Company, Complainant, vs. Board
of Railroad Commissioners,etc., et al., Defendants. By complaint in equity
to enjoin the enforcement of rates for transportation of oil. On April
17, 1902, compromised by abandonment by Railroad Commissioners of
disputed rate and establishment of a new rate of seventy-five per cent of
one abandoned. Dismissed by stipulation. ‘Closed.

Southern California Railway Company, Complainant, vs. Board of Rail-
road Commissioners, etc., et al., Defendants. Same as last case.

Santa Fé Pacific. Ratlroad Company, Complainant, vs. Board of Rail-
road Commissioners, etc., et al., Defendants. Same as last case.
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SCHEDULE “0.”

OIVIL CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

John O. Reis, Plaintiff and Respondent, vs. State of California, De-
fendant and Appellant. By complaint in the Superior Court of Marin
County, transferred to Sacramento County, for judgment, on account of
Indian War Bonds, for $33,972.12, with interest on amount represented’
by each coupon mentioned in said complaint, from its date of maturity-
Judgment for plaintiff, December 23, 1896; motion for new trial denied.
On November 28, 1899, judgment and order reversed in department.

Rehearing granted, and on August 2, 1901, judgment and order affirmed
in bank.

A. S. Baldwin, Plaintiff and Respondent, vs. State of California, De-
fendant and Appellant. Same as Reis vs. State, supra, except that
action is for $7,428.91.

M. H. Mead, Plaintiff and Respondent, vs. State of California, De-

fendant and Appellant. Same as Reis vs. State, supra, except that
action is for $536.64.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Bank of Mendocino et al., Appellants. By
complaint in the Superior Court of Mendocino County to enjoin de-
fendants from further transaction of business, except for purposes of
liquidation. Judgment for plaintiff. Defendants appealed from order

denying motion to modify judgment, and on May 29, 1901, order
affirmed. Closed.

Lucy Jane Harvey, Respondent, vs. Board of Trustees of Whattier State
School, et al., Appellants. By complaint in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County for $785 damages for violation of terms of lease.
Judgment for plaintiff, and defendants appealed. On July 3, 1902,
respondent given forty days additional time to file brief.

Board of Railroad Commassioners, et al., Appellants, vs. Market Street
Railway Company, et al., Respondents. In the Superior Court of City
and County of San Francisco, by mandamus to compel defendants to
produce for examination of plaintiffs the books and papers required in
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subpeena set out in complaint. Judgment for defendants, refusing writ
and dismissing action. Plaintiffs appealed, and on May 15, 1901,
judgment affirmed. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of James Miner, deceased. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Harriet N. Connell to with-
draw $3,134.21, escheated moneys in State Treasury to credit of said
estate. Judgment and decree for petitioner; respondents appealed, and
on May 16, 1901, cause submitted on briefs.

F. M. Sponogle, Appellant, vs. J. R. Curnow, et al., as Board of
Managers Agnews State Hospital, Respondents. In the Superior Court
of Santa Clara County, by petition for writ of certiorari to review action
of defendant board in removing petitioner from office of Superintendent
of Agnews State Hospital. Judgment for defendants; petitioner
appealed, and on June 17, 1902, judgment affirmed. Closed.

Lydia M. Stevens, Appellant, vs. Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer,
elc., et al., Respondents. In the Superior Court of Alameda County, by
complaint to annul mortgage executed by plaintiff and deposited with
defendant as security of International Indemnity Company, an insur-
ance company. Judgment for defendant Reeves, and plaintiff appealed;
respondents’ brief filed October 19, 1900, and appellant given time to

reply.

State of California, by E. P. Colgan, as State Controller, Appellant, vs.
County of - Sonoma, Respondent. In the Superior Court of Sonoma
County, by complaint for $8,033, maintenance of inmates in Home for
Feeble-Minded Children. Demurrer to complaint sustained; plaintiff
declined to amend, and appealed from order sustaining demurrer.

" Appellant’s reply brief filed August 29, 1901.

Jeremiah F. Sullivan, et al., Respondents, vs. Henry T. Gage, et al., as
State Board of Ezaminers, Appellants. In the Superior Court of City
and County of San Francisco, by mandamus to compel defendants to
approve plaintiffs’ claim, pursuant to requirements of Act of March
27,1899. Judgment for plaintiffs; defendants appealed, and filed open-
ing brief March 4, 1902.

Southern Pacific Company, et al., Petitioners, vs. The Superior Court of
the State of California, in and for the City and County of San Francisco,
et al., Respondents. Petition for writ of prohibition, prohibiting respond-
ents from proceeding further in action of Edson, et al., etc., vs. Southern
Pacific Company, et al., pending the appeal therein. Dismissed by




REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 26
SceEDULE “C”—Continued.

court, being in effect disposed of by decision in Edson, et al., vs.
Southern Pacific Company, et al.

W. F. Buittle, Appellant, vs. M, J. Wright, etc., Respondent. In the
SBuperior Court of City and County of San Francisco, by mandamus to
compel defendant to approve plaintiff’s application to purchase State
lands. Demurrer sustained and petition denied ; petitioner appealed
and on July 12, 1902, filed reply brief.

People, etc., by Tirey L. Ford, Attorney-General, Appellant, vs. C. F.
Curry, as Secretary of State, etc., Respondent. In the Buperior Court of
City and County of San Francisco, by complaint for injunction restrain-
ing defendant from certifying and proposing Constitutional Amendment
No. 22 of Legislature of 1899. Demurrer to complaint sustained ; plain-
tiff declined to amend, and judgment entered for defendant; plaintiff
appealed, and on September 18, 1900, judgment affirmed. Petition for
modification of opinion, and petition for rehearing, denied. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of Timothy Mahony, deceased. Appeal from
an order of the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco,
'directing deduction of collateral inheritance tax and State and county
' taxes upon final distribution. On June 4, 1901, order affirmed ; petition
' for rehearing denied. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of Francis Stock, deceased. Appeal from an
order of the Superior Court of Santa Clara County, directing deduction
‘of collateral inheritance tax upon final distribution. On December 5,

1901, order affirmed. Closed.

County of Los Angeles, by John H. Gish, Tax Collector, Respondent, vs. .
S. 0. Eikenberry, Appellant. In the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County, to recover $26, retail liquor license. Judgment for plaintiff;
. defendant appealed, and on January 30, 1901, judgment affirmed.
. Closed.

i
,  County of Santa Barbara, Appellant, vs. Savings and Loan Society, et

, al., Respondents. In the ‘Superior ,Court of Santa Barbara County, by
complaint to recover delinquent taxes, and for a decree directing sale of
real estate and payment of taxes from proceeds. Judgment for defend-

r ant, and plaintiff appealed. Cause argued and submitted May 9, 1902.

Toland and Andrews, Respondents, vs. County of Ventura, Appellant.
\ In the Superior Court of Ventura County, by complaint to recover $500
- as attorneys’ fees for services in prosecution of criminal action. Judg-



26 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL.,
ScHEDULE “C”—Continued.

ment for plaintiffs, and defendant appealed. Judgment reversed, Jan-
uary 28, 1902. Closed.

Alameda County, Appellant, vs. Henry Evers, Respondent. In the
Superior Court of Alameda County, by complaint to recover $696.60, and
costs, unlawfully obtained by defendant from plaintiff while acting as
coroner of plaintiff. Demurrer sustained; plaintiff declined to amend,
and appealed from order sustaining demurrer. On March 22, 1902,
judgment and order affirmed. Closed.

C. K. McClatchy, et al., Respondents, vs. W. P. Mathews, etc., Appellant.
In the Buperior Court of Sacramento County, by petition for mandamus
compelling defendant to produce for plaintiffs’ inspection, certain
reports, etc. Judgment for plaintiffs, and peremptory writ issued.
‘Defendant appealed, and on December 31, 1901, judgment reversed.
Closed.

1. H. Polk, Appellant, vs. State of California, Respondent. In the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County, by complaint to recover
$7,709.50, for services to Board of Railroad Commissioners as expert.
Judgment for defendant; plaintiff appealed, and on July 25, 1902, cause
asgigned to Department Two, and submitted.

County of San Luis Obispo, Respondent, vs. Henry T. Gage, et al., as
State Board of Examiners, etc., Appellants. In the Superior Court of
Sacramento County, by petition for mandamus compelling State Board
of Examiners to allow claim of plaintiff for $571.99, support of orphans,
etc. Judgment for plaintiff; defendants appealed, and cause argued
and submitted in bank on August 14, 1902.

Humboldt County, Respondent, vs. O. D. Stern, Appellant. In the
Superior Court of Humboldt County, by complaint to recover $486.50,
illegally paid to defendant for alleged services rendered. Judgment for
plaintiff; defendant appealed, and on March 19, 1902, judgment
affirmed. Closed.

Catesby C. Thom, Appellant, vs. County of Los Angeles, Respondent.
In the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, by complaint to recover
$350, services as member of County Board of Education. Demurrer
partially sustained and partially overruled, and judgment rendered for
plaintiff on demurrer for $70.19. Plaintiff appealed, and on March
20, 1902, judgment reversed. Closed.

R. E. Leventon, Petitioner, vs. J. W. Harrington, Judge of the Superior
Court of Modoc County, Respondent. Petition for writ of prohibition,
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prohibiting respondent from proceeding with trial of petitioner. On
October 11, 1901, petition dismissed. Closed.

County of El Dorado, Respondent, vs. George H. Gilbert, Appellant. In
the Superior Court of El Dorado County, to recover $1,022.90, illegally
held by defendant, and received by him as Tax Collector, etc. Judg-
ment for plaintiff; defendant appealed, and on October 12, 1901,
respondent’s brief filed. '

Columbia Savings Bank, Respondent, vs. County of Los Angeles, Appel-
lant. In the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, to recover $828.90,
taxes paid by plaintiff under protest. Judgment for plaintiff; defend-
ant appealed, and on July 25, 1902, cause assigned to Department One,
and submitted.

John Porco, Respondent, vs. State Board of Barber Exzaminers, Appel-
lant. In the Superior Court of Napa County, by mandamus to compel
issuance to plaintiff of a barber’s certificate, etc. Judgment for plaintiff;
defendants appealed, and on July 31, 1902, filed their opening brief.

Benjamin F. Bledsoe, Petittoner, vs. E. P. Colgan, as State Controller,
Respondent. By petition for writ of mandamus to compel issuance of
warrant for salary of petitioner as Superior Judge of San Bernardino
County. On April 16, 1902, argued and submitted on briefs to be filed;
April 30, 1902, briefs all filed.

In the matter of the Estate of Cornelia E. Campbell, deceased. Appeal
from an order of the Superior Court of the City and County of San
Francisco, directing payment of $488.70, collateral inheritance tax on
final distribution. Transcript filed July 28, 1902.
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SCHEDULE “D.”

OIVIL OASES IN SUPERIOR COURTS OF THE
STATE OF OALIFORNIA. .

People, ex rel. W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-General, Plaintiff, vs. Oakland
Water Front Company, et al., Defendants. By complaint in the Superior
Court of Alameda County to quiet title and for injunction. Complaint
filed October 6, 1898; judgment for defendants, on demurrers, March
26, 1894; plaintiff appealed, and on September 13, 1897, judgment
reversed and cause remanded, with leave “to plaintiff to amend com-
plaint if so advised. On March 21, 1902, action dismissed, without
prejudice, on motion of defendants. Closed.

People, ex rel. E. P. Colgan as State Controller, etc., Plaintiff, vs. J. N.
E. Wilson, et al., Defendants. By complaint in the Superior Court of
Bacramento County for judgment for $3,735.51 against defendant
Wilson as principal and his sureties, and for interest and costs.
Judgment for plaintiff. Two executions issued, but not yet returned.

Samuel Davis, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. By com-
plaint in the Superior Court of Marin County, transferred to Sacramento
County, for $38,404.54, account of Indian War Bonds, with legal
interest, etc. Complaint filed February 27, 1895, and trial of cause
continued, pending decision of Supreme Court in Reis vs. State; after
-which decision the cause was tried and submitted, and on October 16,
1902, judgment rendered for plaintiff as prayed for. Closed.

People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Board of Supervisors of the City and County
of San Francisco, Defendants. By mandamus in the Superior Court of
City and County of San Francisco to compel payment, by defendants,
to State Treasurer, of $7,811.48, account maintenance of inmates at
Whittier State School. Petition filed April 80, 1896. On December
27, 1901, amount claimed, 4. e., $7,811.48, paid by defendants to State
Controller, and on April 28, 1902, action dismissed. Closed.

People, . etc., et al., Plaintiffs, vs. N. M. Orr, et al., Defendants. By
complaint in the Superior Court of Sacramento County to recover from
defendant as principal, and his sureties, $12,501.08, misappropriated as
Treasurer of Stockton State Hospital. Complaint filed June 25, 1896;
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June 24, 1897, trial commenced, and the Court, of ite own motion,
referred the case to Court Commissioner; report of Commissioner filed
February 8, 1899; trial resumed June 25, 1900; trial completed and
cause submitted September 24, 1900. On January 31, 1901, submission
set aside, upon motion of the Court.

. People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. California & Nevada Railroad Company,
Defendant. By complaint in the Superior Court of 8acramento County
to recover $1,445.67, delinquent taxes and penalties, and for costs, etec.
Claim paid and aciion dismissed March 30, 1901. (See Imith vs.
California & Nevada R. R. Co., Schedule “B.”) Closed.

Peaple, cic., Plaintiff, ve. Fresno Loanand Sawings Bank, &t al., Defend-
ants. By complaint in the Superior Court of Fresno County, to enjoin
defendanta from further transaction of business, except for purposes of
liquidation. Judgment for plaintiff June 8, 1897; no appesl; notice of
motion o vacate judgment filed April 29, 1902. Hearing of motion
continued indefinitely.

People, dic., Plaintiff, vs. Sierra Valleys Railway Company, Defendant.
By complaint in the Superior Court ot City and County of San Fran-
cisco, ta recover $1,829.15 delinquent taxes and penalties, and for costs.
Judgment for plaintiff January 19, 1900. On Mareh 23, 1901, claim of
plaintiff for $1,329.15 paid by defemdant, and satisfaction of judgment
entered. Closed. .

Peopla, eic., Plaintiff, va. California & Nevada Raileaad Company,
Defendant. By complaint in the Superiox Court of Sacramento County
to recover $1,282.76, delinquent: taxee and penalties, and for costs.
Claim paid and action dismissed March. 30, 1901. (See Smith vs. Cali-
fornia & Nevada R. R. Co., Schedule “ B.”) Closed.

Jamee C. Daly, Plaintiff, va. Stata of Califernia, Defendant. By com-
plaint in the Superior Court of Cily and County of Sam Francisco, for
$10,000, legal serviees in Southerm Pacific. Comapany vs. Board of Rail-
road Commissioners. Judgment for plaintiff, September 3, 1898, for
$11,050, and interest until paid. Satisfaction of judgment filed and
entered January 10, 1902. Closed.

4. C. Bull, Plainiiff, va. M. J. Wright, eic, Defendant. By mandamus
in the Superion Court of Fresno County, to compel defendant to approve
application of plaintiff te purchase State lands. On June 6, 1902, cause
dismissed, on motion of defendant.. Closed.
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" People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Sierra Valleys Railway Company, Defendant.
By complaint in the Superior Court of City and County of S8an Fran-
cisco to recover $1,454.59, delinquent taxes and penalties, and for costs.
Judgment for plaintiff January 24, 1900. Claim paid in full March 23,
1901, and satisfaction of judgment entered. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of Jacob Smith, deceased. In the Superior.
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Mrs. Catherine Clemens to
recover from State Treasury $200, escheated to the State. Pending
determination of appeal in the matter of the HEstate of James Miner,
deceased.

In the matter of the Estate of John Vennie, deceased. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Samuel Vennie to withdraw
$561.17, escheated moneys in State Treasury to credit of said estate.
Partially heard,and on October 29, 1898, continued for further evidence.

County of Sonoma, Plaintiff, vs. Gil P. Hall, et al.; Defendants. By
complaint in the Superior Court of Sonoma County to recover $1,000 on
- official bond, and costs. Judgment for plaintiff, and defendants
appealed. Judgment and order reversed and cause remanded, with
directions to court below to sustain demurrer to amended complaint as
to all causes of action arising more than three years before thé com-
mencement of the action. Remittitur filed June 7, 1901, and on June
17,1901, cause dismissed, and motion to tax costs dismissed. Closed.

County of Sonoma, Plaintiff, vs. Gil P. Hall, et al., Defendants. By
complaint in the Superior Court of Sonoma County to recover $4,613.38,
and costs. Judgment for plaintiff, and defendants appealed. For sub-
sequent proceedings, see case last above reported. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of Judith Prudhon, deceased.  In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Judith Riley to withdraw
escheated moneys from State Treasury to the credit of said estate. De-
murrer overruled, and respondents declining to amend, their default
entered. Judgment for petitioner, November 20, 1901. Closed.

The People of the State of California, by Tirey L. Ford; Attorney-
General, Plaintiff, vs. Wells, Fargo & Co. (a corporation), Defendant.
In the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, to compel
. defendants to forward express packages without requiring shipper to
provide revenue stamp. Judgment for plaintiff on pleadings. De-
fendant appealed, and judgment affirmed in department; rehearing
granted, and judgment reversed in bank, with instructions to court
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“below to dismiss at respondent’s costs. Judgment entered April 12,
1902, in favor of defendant for $71.80, stipulated costs. Closed.

County of Yolo, Platntiff, vs. E. P. Colgan, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Yolo County, transferred to Sacramento County, by
mandamus to compel defendant to deduct from settlement of County
Treasurer $26,771.20,-accrued commissions, etc. Judgment for defend-
ant ; plaintiftf appealed, and judgment affirmed in bank. Petition for
rehearing denied. On July 25, 1901, cause dismissed by stipulation.
Closed.

NoTe.—After the SBupreme Court decision in this case, cases of similar character, in
which the following counties were plaintiff, each case pending in the S8uperior Court of
plaintiff county, were dismissed by stipulation, without prejudice or costs: Alameda,
Butte, Calaveras, Del Norte, El Dorado, Lassen, Mariposa, Mono, Marin, Madera,
Merced, Nevada, Orange, Placer, Riverside, San Joaquin, 8an Mateo, Bacramento, S8an
Benito, Shasta, Sierra, 8an Bernardino, Stanislaus, and Yuba.

E. P. Colgan, as Controller, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Board of Managers of
Napa State Hospital, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court of Sacra-
mento County, by mandamus to compel defendants to refund to State
Treasury certain unexpended moneys at end of fiscal year. On April 7,
1899, judgment rendered, ordering moneys paid into State Treasury.
Closed.

In the mattex of the Estate of George Shaw, deceased. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Mrs. Ellen Perkins to with-
draw escheated moneys in State Treasury to credit of said estate.
Pending decision in matter of Estate of James Miner, deceased.

- L. S. Sherman, Plaintiff, vs. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant. In the

Superior Court of Sacramento County, by mandamus to compel defend-
ant to approve application of plaintiff to purchase State lands. Judg-
ment for plaintiff, and defendant appealed. Judgment reversed, August
6,1900. New trial denied, and cause dismissed, November 11, 1901.
Closed.

L. F. J. Wrinkle, Plaintiff, vs. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by mandamus to compel defend-
ant to approve application of plaintiff to purchase State lands. Judg-
ment for plaintiff on demurrer to answer. Defendant appealed, and on
June 6, 1902, judgment reversed and court below directed to overrule
demurrer to first and fourth defenses in the answer.

. People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Sierra Valleys Railway Company, Defendant.
In the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, by com-
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plaint to recover $1,405.52, delinquent taxes and penalties, and for
costs. Claim paid in full and action dismissed, March 29, 1901. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of John Connolly, deceased. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Margaret C. Barry, et al., to
recover $36.29, escheated moneys in State Treasury to credit of said
estate. Pending decision in the matter of the Estate of James Miner,

deceased.

State of California, Plaintiff, vs. County of Alameda, Defendant. In
the Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint for $7,030, for
maintenance of inmates in Home for Feeble-Minded Children. Pend-
ing decision in State vs. Sonoma County, Schedule “C.”

State of California vs. Mariposa County. Same as above, except for
$70.

State of California vs. County of Mendocino. Same ag above, except
for $890.

State of California vs. Monterey County. Same as above, except for
$240. ‘ :

State of California vs. County of San Benito. Same as above, except
for $710. .

State of California vs. County of Tehama. Same as above, except for
$1,020.

State of California vs. County of Ventura. Same as above, except for
$1,710.

H. E. Miller, Petitioner, vs. James McNaughton, et al., as Trustees State
Normal School at San José, Defendants. In the Superior Court of Santa
Clara County, by mandamus to compel defendants to issue to plaintiff
a diploma. Defendants’ demurrer to second amended petition sustained,
and on October 19, 1899, judgment entered for defendants. Closed.

Jeremiah F. Sullivan, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. E. P. Colgan, as State Con--
troller, ete., Defendant. In the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco, by mandamus to compel defendant to issue his warrant
pursuant to requirements of Act of March 27, 1899. Pending decision
in Sullivan et al., vs. Gage et al., Schedule “C.”

In the matter of the Estate of Hugh Green, deceased. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition to withdraw escheated moneys
"~om State Treasury. Answer filed October 1, 1900.
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San Francisco & San Mateo Electric Railway Company, Plaintiff, vs.
Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer, etc., Defendant. In the Superior
Court of City and County of San Francisco, by complaint to recover
$2,502, taxes alleged to have been unlawfully paid, and costs. Pending
result of appeal in 8. F. & S. M. E. R. R. Co. vs. City and County of
San Franctsco, et al.

E. B. Edson, et al., as and constituting the Board of Railroad Com-
missioners of the State of California, Plaintiffs, vs. Southern Pacific Rail-
road Company, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court of City and
County of San Francisco, by complaint to restrain defendants from
disobeying an order of the Board of Railroad Commissioners, directing
defendants to restore their competitive rates for the carriage of
passengers between the cities of Fresno and San Francisco. Motion for
injunction granted, and on July 10, 1900, judgment entered for plain-
tiffs. Defendants appealed, and on May 23, 1901, judgment reversed.
Petition for rehearing denied. May 28-29, 1902, cause tried and
submitted on briefs. Plaintiffs’ opening brief filed June 26, 1902, and
defendants given until September 1, 1902, to reply.

Pacific Coast Steamship Company, Plaintiff, vs. State of California,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco,
by complaint for $2,345.75, damages for loss of goods stored on State
wharf. Plaintif’s answer to defendant’s cross-complaint filed October
18, 1900.

Isaac Whisler, Plaintiff, vs. California Mutual Benefit Society, a corpo-
ration, Truman Reeves, State Treasurer, and A. J. Clunie, Insurance
Commissioner, etc., Defendants. In the Superior Court of Calaveras
County, transferred to City and County of San Francisco, by complaint
to recover $870, insurance, etc. (Securities of defendant company, as
certified by Insurance Commissioner, on file with State Treasurer.)
Demurrers of defendants overruled, and on November 26, 1900, defend-
ants Clunie and Reeves allowed additional time to answer.

Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer, Plaintiff, vs. M. T. Dusinbury,
Lydia M. Stevens, the International Indemnity Company, et al., Defend-
ants. In the Superior Court of Alameda County, by complaint
to foreclose mortgage security deposited with plaintiff by defendant
International Indemnity Company. June 10, 1902, judgment ordered
for defendants. '

In the matter of the Estate of Joseph Goode, deceased. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Emma ILea, et al, to
3—A-G
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recover $3,097.58, escheated moneys in State Treasury to credit of said
estate. Decree for petitioner, March 21, 1902.

People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. California & Nevada Railroad Company,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint
to recover $418.05, delinquent taxes and penalties, and for costs of suit
and interest. Claim paid in full March 30, 1901, and action dismissed.
(See Smith vs. C. & N. R. R. Co., Schedule “B.”)

James Kenny, Plaintiff, vs. Tirey L. Ford, Attorney-General, etc.,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of Mendocino County, by petition
for writ of mandate compelling defendant to commence an action in
quo warranto against the Bank of Mendocino. On January 26, 1901,
judgment entered for defendant, dismissing petition. Closed.

People, etc., ex rel. Frank H. Gould, et al., Butlding and Loan Commas-
stoners, Plaintiffs, vs. Equitable Building and Loan Association, et al.,
Defendants. In the Superior Court of Alameda County, by complaint
in quo warranto to enjoin defendants from further transaction of
business. On January 16, 1901, judgment for plaintiff, enjoining
defendant from further transaction of business, except for liquidation
purposes. Closed.

Henry E. Miller, Plaintiff, vs. Morris Elmer Daily, et al., as President,
etc., of the State Normal School at San José, Defendants. In the Superior
Court of Santa Clara County,.by petition for writ of mandate to compel
defendants to admit plaintiff as a pupil into the San José Normal
School. Judgment for plaintiff; defendants appealed, and on April 4,
1902, judgment affirmed. June 6, 1902, judgment for $32.30, costs, etc.,
paid by defendants, and satisfaction of judgment entered. Closed.

Joel L. Hubble, Plaintiff,vs. M. J. Wright, Defendant. In the Superior
Court of San Luis Obispo County,for writ of mandate to compel defendant
to file plaintiff’s application to purchase State lands. Demurrer of
defendant filed December 22, 1900. Action thereafter dismissed, on
motion of plaintiff. Closed. ’

C. J. Tracy and Josie Pursley, Plaintiffs, vs. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant.
In the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, for injunc-
tion restraining defendant from proceeding further toward perfecting
title to certain lands, etc. On April 10, 1902, amended answer,
demurrer, and notice of motion for leave to file same, served and filed.
Motion argued and submitted May 23, 1902, and on May 27, 1902,
motion ordered granted.
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Robert Schaezlein and Benjamin Burridge, Plaintiffs, vs. F. V. Meyers,
LZabor Commissioner, etc., Defendant. In the Superior Court of City and
County of San Francisco, to annul certain order of defendant as Labor
Commissioner, for injunction, and for $500 damages, costs, etc. On
May 9, 1901, defendant’s demurrer to complaint sustained, and action
ordered dismissed. Closed.

Peopls, etc., by E. P. Colgan, Controller, Plaintiff, vs. The City and
County of San Francisco, Defendant. In the Superior Court of County
of Sacramento, to recover $805, ballot paper furnished defendant, and
for costs. Judgment for plaintiff on December 26, 1901. On March 10,
1902, claim approved by City Attorney of the City and County of San
Francisco for $813.00, and interest at seven per cent from date of judg-
ment, and filed with Clerk of Board of Supervisors of defendant. Claim
paid in full by defendant. Closed. '

Wm. F. Buttle, Plaintiff, vs. Bartlett Cooper, M. J. Wright, etc., et al.,
Defendants. In the Superior Court of Monterey County, to annul appli-
cation of defendant Cooper to purchase State lands. On May 4, 1901,
amended complaint filed, omitting M. J. Wright as a party defendant.
Closed. :

Daniel E. Hayes et al., as Directors, and M. G. Aguirre, as Warden,
etc., Plaintiffs, vs. Joseph Levy, Defendant. In the Superior Court of
City and County ef San Francisco, by complaint to recover $3,552.50,
unlawful conversion of grain bags, with interest and costs. Answer of
defendant filed July 5, 1901.

California & Northern Railway Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, John A. Sinclatr, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court
of Humboldt County, to condemn right of way through certain lands,
for railway purposes. On March 5, 1902, judgment that plaintiff have
use of land for railroad purposes, on payment of $14.87 and costs. On
June 19, 1902, $14.87 paid by plaintiff, and satisfaction of judgment
entered. Closed. '

California & Northern Railway Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, Peter Johansen, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court of
Humboldt County, to condemn right of way through certain lands for
railway purposes. On June 6, 1902, judgment that plaintiff have use
of land for railroad purposes, on payment of $12.85 and costs. On
June 19, 1902, $12.85 paid hy plaintiff, and satisfaction of judgment
entered. Closed.
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California & Northern Railway Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, Defendant. In the Superior Court of Humboldt County, to
condemn right of way through certain lands for railway purposes. On
March 5, 1902, judgment that plaintiff have use of land for railroad
purposes, on payment of $4.07 and costs. On June 19, 1902, $4.07 paid
by plaintiff, and satisfaction of judgment entered. Closed.

In the matter of the Estate of Thomas Riordan, deceased. - In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by petition of Margaret Gubbins
to recover $707.38 in State Treasury to credit of said estate. Hearing
of petition ordered off calendar on May 21, 1901, to be reset on motion.

Thomas L. Moran, Plaintiff, vs. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, for writ of mandate to compel
defendant to file plaintiff’s application to purchase State lands. Off
calendar, to be reset on motion.

W. F. Phillips, Plaintiff, vs. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, for writ of mandate to compel
defendant to file plaintiff ’s application to purchase State lands. Com-
plaints in intervention of Snow, Lake, and Gilman filed July 19, 1901.

Corona Irrigation District (a corparation), Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, Defendant. In the Superior Court of Riverside County, by
"complaint to condemn right of way for canal. Action dismissed August
' 21, 1901, on motion of plaintiff. Closed. o

The State of California, by E. P. Colgan, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The Reno
Mill and Milling Company, Defendant. By complaint to recover $5,000,
value of timber cut from State lands, and for costs. On August 18
1902, action dismissed, on motion of plaintiff. (Misnomer of party
defendant; see new action commenced against Reno Mill and Lumber
Company, below.) Closed.

John J. Bauer, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover $11,770,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Complaint filed March
25, 1901; on July 23, 1902, judgment ordered for defendant.

The State of California, by E. P. Colgan, etc., Platntiff, vs. Reno Mzll
and Lumber Company (a corporation), Defendant. In the Superior
Court of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover $5,000, value of
timber cut from State lands, and for costs. On October 10, 1901, delin-
quent taxes and penalties, amounting to $3,044.36, paid by defendant,
land redeemed, and judgment of dismissal entered. Closed.
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The San Francisco Law and Collection Company (a corporation),
Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In the Superior Court
of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover $28,685, account of
claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and submitted July
11, 1902.

The People of the State of California, by Tirey L. Ford, Attorney-
General, Plaintiff, vs. Reno Mill and Lumber Company (a corporation),
Defendant. In the Superior Court of Plumas County, for injunction
restraining defendant from cutting timber from State lands, and for
$15,000 damages. Action ‘dismissed, by stipulation of parties. (See
State vs. Reno Mill and Lumber Co., supra.) Closed.

R. Shaw, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of San Benitu County, by complaint to recover $3,730,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. On November 30, 1901,
judgment for plaintiff for $3,730. Closed. .

People of the State of California, Plaintiff, vs. Pacific Debenture Com-
pany (a corporation), Defendant. In the Superior Court of City and
County of San Francisco, by complaint to enjoin defendants from
further transaction of business. On October 24, 1901, restraining order
given, restraining defendant from collecting installments on series A
and B; and ordered that defendant wind up business of series A and B.

George Engwicht, Plaintiff, vs. Pacific States Life Assurance Company,
Truman Reeves, etc., Defendants. In the Superior Court of City and
County of San Francisco, by complaint to collect $436 insurance, from
the deposit in the State Treasury. Demurrers of defendants to amended
complaint overruled July 1, 1902.

E. D. McCabe, Plaintiff, vs. E. P. Colgan, State Controller, etc.,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco,
for writ of mandate compelling issuance of warrant for $93.85, salary of
plaintiff as Commissioner of Building and Loan Associations. Cause
tried, and judgment for plaintiff as prayed for. Notice of motion for
new trial filed April 29, 1902.

Corona Irrigation Company (a corporation), Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, Defendant. In the Superior Court of Riverside County, to
condemn right of way for canal. Defendant’s demurrer to complaint
served and filed October 9, 1901.

People, ex rel. Attorney-General, Plaintiff, vs. 4. Alper, N. Ohlandt,
et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court of Contra Costa County, for
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injunction restraining defendant from removing buildings from land
sold to State for delinquent taxes. Demurrer of defendants filed October
10, 1901. Case dismissed, on payment of $4,000 to plaintiff, in settle-
ment of delinquent taxes and penalties. Closed.

E. R. Elliott, et al., Platntiffs, vs. The State of California, Defendant.
In the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, by com-
plaint to quiet title. Action abandoned; see Elliott vs. State, infra.
Closed.

John Ashurst, Plaintiff, va. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by petition for writ of mandate
to compel defendant to issue to plaintiff patent to State lands. Sub-
mitted on demurrer, November 20, 1901.

Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Company (a corporation),
Plagntiff, vs. Robert M. Fitzgerald, et al., as Directors, etc., Defendants.
In the Superior Court of Sacramento County, for injunction to restrain
defendants from interfering with use of canal claimed by plaintiff, at
Folsom. "Demurrer to plaintiffs complaint filed December 9, 1901.
Argument on demurrer continued by stipulation, indefinitely, to be
reset on motion.

Henry B. Converse, Plaintiff, vs. G. W. Watts, as Commandant of
Veterans’ Home of California, Defendant. In the Superior Court of
Napa County, by complaint to annul proceedings discharging plaintiff
from Home. Cause tried and submitted, and on November 25, 1901,
judgment ordered for defendant. Closed.

A. E. Packwood, Plaintiff, vs. M. J. Wright, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Kern County, for writ of mandate compelling
defendant to file application of plaintiff to purchase State lands. On
December 2, 1901, judgment for plaintiff. Closed.

J. W. Thompson, et al., Trustees Christian Church of Hollister,
Plaintiffs, vs. J. J. Crozxon, Tax Collector, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of San Benito County, by complaint to enjoin collection
of taxes on church property. On February 3, 1902, cause dismissed,
without prejudice, on motion of plaintiff. Closed.

E. R. Elliott, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. State of California, Defendant,
In the Superior Court of Stanislaus County, by complaint to quiet title.
Judgment for plaintiff on December 31, 1901. Closed.
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California & Northern Railway Company, Plaintiff, vs. State of
California, Frank E. Herrick, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court
of Humboldt County, to condemn right of way through State lands, for
railroad purposes. Answer of defendant State served and filed March
5, 1902.

Benjamin Lauer, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Modoc County, by complaint to recover $6,770,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried, and
judgment for plaintiff February 13, 1902, for $6,770. Closed.

Benjamin Lauer, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Modoc County, by complaint to recover $55, account
of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried, and judgment
rendered for plaintiff on February 13, 1902, for $55. Closed.

Southern Pacific Company, Plaintiff, vs. Board of Railroad Commission-
ers, etc., Defendants. In the Superior Court of City and County of San
Francisco, for injunction to enjoin enforcement of rates adopted by
defendants for the transportation of oil. On April 17, 1902, case com-
promised by abandonment by Railroad Commissioners of disputed rate
and establishment of a new rate equal to seventy-five per cent of one
abandoned. Cause dismissed by stipulation of parties. Closed.

G. 8. Brand, Plaintiff, vs. E. P. Colgan, etc., Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by petition for writ of mandate
to compel defendant to issue warrant in favor of R. Buckingham, the
assignor of plaintiff. June 21, 1902, cause tried, and submitted on briefs.

W. L. Wood, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover $2,565,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and sub-
mitted June 4, 1902.

John Raggio, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Calaveras County, by complaint to recover $1,125,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed March 8, 1902.

James T. Laird, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In
the Superior Court of Modoc County, by complaint to recover $2,500,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and sub-
mitted February 13, 1902, and judgment rendered for $2,400 in favor of
plaintiff. Closed.
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William Sims, as Trustee, etc., et al., Plaintiffs, vs. The People of the
State of California, Defendants. In the Superior Court of Solano
County, by petition for leave to mortgage trust estate of “Good Tem-
plars’ Home for Orphans.” Answer of defendant filed. On May 12,
1902, hearing continued indefinitely. '

Bank of Commerce (a corporation), Plaintiff, vs. The State of California,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of San Diego County, by complaint to
recover $1,320, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause
tried and submitted April 24, 1902, and judgment rendered for plaintiff
for $1,320. Closed.

J. C. Cullen, as Receiver of the Property of the Pacific States Life
Assurance Company, Plaintiff, vs. Truman Reeves, State Treasurer, etc.,
et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court of City and County of San
Francisco, by complaint to recover possession of certificate of deposit
made by insurance company for $5,000. Cause tried and submitted
July 11, 1902; submission vacated July 16, 1902; second amended
complaint filed, and cause resubmitted.

Julia H. Jones, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In
the Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, by complaint
to recover $600, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause
tried and submitted April 8, 1902, and judgment rendered for plaintiff
for $600. Closed.

Eureka & Freshwater Railway Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, Frank E. Herrick, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court
of Humboldt County, to condemn right of way through State lands for
railroad purposes. Demurrer of defendant State served and filed April
8, 1902. ’

James French, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, transferred to Placer County, by
complaint to recover $390, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps.
Answer of defendant filed March 19, 1902.

Robert R. Potter, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, transferred to Tuolumne County,
by complaint to recover $1,260, account of claims for bounty on coyote
scalps. Answer of defendant filed March 19, 1902.

Joseph Quirolo, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Amador County, by complaint to recover $385, account
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©of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. - Answer of defendant filed March
22, 1902.

William Going, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Amador County, by complaint to recover $535,
account®f claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed March 26, 1902.

R. P. Marquez, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Orange County, by complaint to recover $140, account
of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and submitted
April] 21, 1902, and judgment entered for plaintiff for $140. Closed.

Commercial Bank of Madera (a corporation), Plaintiff, vs. State of
California, Defendant. In the Superior Court of Fresno County, by
complaint to recover $3,825, account of claims for bounty on coyote
scalps. Answer of defendant filed April 15, 1902.

M. Zirker, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Merced County, by complaint to recover $1,035,

account of claims.for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed April 14, 1902.

George Conway, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Merced County, by complaint to recover $290, account
of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant filed April
14, 1902.

The Producers Bank, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In
the Superior Court, of Tulare County, by complaint to recover $14,720,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed April 8, 1902. . ‘

M. A. Forster, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the

Superior Court of Orange County, by complaint to recover $5650, account

' of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and submitted April
21, 1902, and judgment rendered for plaintiff for $5650. Closed.

Charles Bickerdike, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In
the Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover
$72,330, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried
and submitted July 23, 1902.

B =

C. A. Weaver, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
¢ last case, except for $1,100.
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Chas. A. Palmer, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same
as last case, except for $485.

George Leonard, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $1,040.

L. C. Waite, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as last
cage, except for $685.

A. T. Lightner, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $4,810.

John F. Pryor, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $3,360.

E. Weisbaum, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $2,545.

N. Weisbaum, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $645.

W. B. Waldron, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $4,840.

W. S. Hooper, Plaintiff, vs. State of Califomia, Defendant. Same as
last case, except for $5,310.

N. Weisbaum, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, by complaint to
recover $150, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer
of defendant filed April 9, 1902.

Farmers’ Exzchange Bank of San Bernardino, Plaintiff, vs. State of
California, Defendant. In the Superior Court of San Bernardino
County, by complaint to recover $2,365, account of claims for bounty
on coyote scalps. Cause tried and submitted on April 25, 1902, and
judgment rendered for plaintiff for $2,365. Closed.

Eli Henderson, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Fresno County, by complaint to recover $7,295,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed April 14, 1902.

G. W. Dowda, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Fresno County, by complaint to recover $3,845,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed April 14, 1902.
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In the matter of the Estate of William Warren, deceased. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by petition to recover from State
T'reasury $1,705.55, escheated to the State. Hearing of petition con-

tinued, pending decision in the matter of the Estate of James Miner,
deceased.

Oscar R. Brown, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Mono County, by complaint to recover $1,040, account

of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and submitted
August 4, 1902.

Charles Williams, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Butte County, by complaint to recover $500, account

of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant filed April
16, 1902.

The County of Butte, Plaintiff,vs. Henry T. &age, et al., as State Board
of Ezaminers, etc., Defendants. In the Superior Court of Sacramento
County, by petition for writ of mandate to compel approval of claims for
maintenance of orphans. Demurrer of defendants filed to petition, and
hearing continued by stipulation pending decision in Supreme. Court in
case of County of San Luis Obispo vs. Gage, et al.

Humboldt Railroad Company, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, John
A. Sinclair, et al., Defendants. In the Superior Court of Humboldt
County, to condemn right of way through State lands for railway pur-
poses. May 8, 1902, demurrer of defendant State served and filed.

Humboldt Railroad Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California,
Peter Johansen, et al., Defendants. Same as last case, but involving dif-
ferent lands.

Humboldt Railroad Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State. of California,
John A. Sinclair, et al., Defendants. Same as last case, but involving
different lands.

John E. Tucker, as Administrator, etc., Plaintiff, vs. The State of Cali-
fornia, Defendant. In the Superior Court of Merced County, by com-
plaint to recover $185, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps.
Answer of defendant filed May 9, 1902.

John E. Tucker, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In
the Superior Court of Merced County, by complaint to recover $400,

account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defendant
filed May 8, 1902.

]
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Banlk of San Mateo County, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of San Mateo County, by complaint
to recover $750, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer
of defendant filed May 13, 1902.

The National Bank of D. O. Mills, Plaintiff,vs. The State of California,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint
to recover $49,680, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps.
Cause tried and submitted July 23, 1902.

George Hornage, Plaintiff, vs. The State of California, Defendant. In
the Superior Court of Ban Joaquin County, by complaint to recover
$465, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer of defend-
ant filed May 13, 1902.

San Francisco Law and Collection Company, Plaintiff, vs. The State of
California, Defendant. Im the Superior Court of Sacramento County,
by complaint to recover on account of bounty on coyote scalps. Cause
tried, and submitted on July 23, 1902.

People, etc., by Tirey L. Ford, Attorney-General, Plaintiff, vs. The
Pacific Debenture Company (a corporation), Defendant. In the Superior
Court of City and County of San Francisco, by quo warranto to forfeit
franchise of defendant, to dissolve defendant, and to recover $5,000 fine.

- Demurrer filed; and on April 24, 1902, cause continued, to be reset.

W. L. Wood, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover $75,
account of bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and submitted July
23, 1902.

People, ete., ex rel. Tirey L. Ford, Attorney-General, Plaintiff, vs. George
8. McComb and Powell Frederick, Defendants. In the Superior Court of
City and County of San Francisco, by quo warranto to determine title
to office of Clerk of Justices’ Court of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco. Defendant McComb answered and filed cross-complaint; defend-
ant Powell answered to complaint and cross-complaint. On June 4,
1902, cause submitted on agreed statement of facts, and judgment
rendered, declaring defendant McComb entitled to the office.

Robert Y. Hayne, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of San Mateo County, by complaint to recover $5,000 for
legal services rendered to Board of Railroad Commissioners in so-called
“grain rate’” cases. Answer of defendant served and filed August 15,
1902.
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Hakes Investment Company, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defend-
ant. In the Superior Court of S8an Diego County, by complaint to recover
$5,880, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried, and
on April 24, 1902, judgment rendered for plaintiff for $5,880. Closed.

M. D. Corey, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of San Diego County, by complaint to recover $3,195,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried, and on
April 24, 1902, judgment rendered for plaintiff for $3,195. Closed.

W. R. Quy, Plaintiff, vs. State of California, Defendant. In the
Superior Court of San Diego County, by complaint to recover $9,435,
account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Cause tried and sub-
mitted, and on April 24, 1902, judgment for plaintiff for $8,655. Closed.

People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Atlantic & Pacific Railroad Company,
Defendant. In the Superior Court of Sacramento County, by complaint
to recover $2,657.85, delinquent taxes and penalties Dismissed on
motion of plaintiff, August 22, 1902, it appearing that plamtlff has no
cause of action. Closed.

People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Atlantic & Pacific Railroad Company and
Santa Fé Pacific Railroad Company, Defendants. In the Superior Court
of Sacramento County, by complaint to recover $1,815.94, delinquent
taxes and penalties. On August 22,1902, dismissed on motion of plain-
tiff, it appearing that plaintiff has no cause of action. Closed.

. SCHEDULE “B.”
CIVIL CASES BEFORE SPECIAL TRIBUNALS.

Los Angeles Traffic Association, Complainant, va. Southern Pacific Com-
pany et al., Defendants. By complaint before the Board of Railroad
Commissioners for an order directing defendants to desist from unlawful
discrimination against complainant in rates of freight charges, etc.
On February 12, 1901, demurrer to complaint sustained, thirty days to
amend. No amendments filed. Closed.
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SCHEDULE *“F."

CRIMINAL CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. George Walker, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of City and County
of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to four years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on July 9, 1900, in department, ordered that order of
September 30, 1898, be affirmed, and appeal from judgment and all
other orders dismissed. Department judgment vacated and cause sub-
mitted in bank, and on March 8, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. W. E. Rushing, Appellant. Charged with
forgery by information.in the Superior Court of Fresno County; con-
victed, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Defendant appealed,
and on November 8, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Sullivan, Appellant. Charged with
murder by indictment in the Superior Court of Tulare County: con-
victed of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death. Appealed,
and on August 23, 1900, judgment affirmed. Petition for rehearing

denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Simon Anderson, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Humboldt County;
convicted of manslaughter, and sentenced to three and one half years'
imprisonment. Appealed, and on January 12,1901, judgment reversed
and defendant ordered discharged.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James F. O’Brien, Appellant. Charged
with rape by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County;
convicted, and sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on September 17, 1900, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Oliver Emerson, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Tuolumne County;
convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death.
Appealed, and on November 27, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. C. C. Sullivan, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County;
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convicted of burglary in the first degree, and sentenced to life imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on March 1, 1901, judgment affirmed.

~ People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Harlan, Appellant. Charged with

‘rape by information in the Superior Court of Sacramento County; con-
victed, and sentenced to forty years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on
May 23, 1901, judgment affirmed.

v People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Johnson, Appellant. Charged with
“assault to commit rape by information in the Superior Court of City
- and County of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to nine years’
~"imprisonment. Appealed, and on February 9, 1901, judgment affirmed.

. People, etc., Respondent, vs. Ida F. Nolan, Appellant. Charged with
~ assault to commit murder by information in the Superior Court of City
and County of San Francisco ; convicted, and sentenced to fine of $500,

. or 250 days in jail. Appealed, and on August 16, 1901, judgment
. affirmed, on motion of respondent, for want of appearance by appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. E. J. Cole, Appellant. Charged with forg-
ery by information in the Superior Court- of Sacramento County ; con-

. victed, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment.” Appealed, and on

l

t

September 17, 1900, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fred Benc, Appellant. Cherged with rape
by information in the Superior Court of Tulare County; convicted, and
sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on October 1,
1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. G. G. Young, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Mendocino County ;
convicted of manslaughter, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on February 9, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. W. A. Brandes, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County; con-
victed of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to life imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on January 15, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Samuel B. Terrill, Respondent. Charged
with embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of Santa Clara
County. People appealed from an order granting motion to set aside
information, and on December 27, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Harry P. Clarke, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County;
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convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to life imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on December 14, 1900, judgment affirmed. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John Breen, Appellant. Charged with
arson by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin County;
convicted of arson in the second degree, and sentenced to ten years'
imprisonment. Appealed, and on September 18, 1900, judgment
~ affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fred Canning, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County; con-’
victed, and sentenced to Preston School of Industry during period of
minority. Appealed, and on August 20, 1900, judgment affirmed, on
motion of respondent, for want of appearance by defendant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Tony Rice and Jack Brooks, Appellants.
" Charged with murder by information in the Superior Court of Fresno
County; convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to life
imprisonment. Appealed, and on January 2, 1901, judgment affirmed.
Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. A. Arlington, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County;
convicted, and” sentenced to life imprisonment. Appealed, and on
December 29, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Justin A. Brown, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Kern County; con-
victed of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to life imprisonment.
Appealed, and on December 3, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Benjamin Leipsic, Appellant. Charged
with embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of City and
County of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to five years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on September 17, 1900, judgment
reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William P. Mendenhall, Appellant. Charged
with assault to murder by information in the Superior Court of City
and County of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to five years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on January 15, 1901, reversed in depart- .
ment; rehearing granted, and on January 13, 1902, judgment affirmed
in bank.
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People, etc., Respondent vs. Lem Deo, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Yuba County; convicted
of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to life imprisonment.
Appealed, and on March 13, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Vernea Shears, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Riverside County; con-
victed of manslaughter, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on March 31, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. W. J. Goldsworthy, Appellant. Charged
with burglary by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin
County; convicted of burglary in the first degree, and sentenced to
fourteen years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December 8, 1900,
judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Hieronymus Hartman, Appellant. Charged
with bigamy by information in the Superior Court of San Bernardino
County; convicted, and sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. Ap-
pealed, and on November 13, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Robert Bishop, Appellant. Charged with
arson by indictment in the Superior Court of Alameda County; con-
victed, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on
December 4, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. George Warren, et al., Appellants. Charged
with grand larceny by indictment in the Superior Court of San Luis
Obispo County; convicted, and sentenced to four years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on December 18, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. J. A. Warren, et al., Appellants. Charged
with grand larceny by indictment in the Superior Court of San Luis
Obispo County; convicted, and sentenced to four years’ 1mpnsonment
Appealed, and on December 18, 1900, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Samuel M. Findley, Appellant. Charged
with embezzlement by indictment in the Superior Court of San Luis
Obispo County; convicted, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on March 22, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John Machado, et al., Appellants. Charged
with grand larceny by indictment in the Supenor Court of San Luis
Obispo County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on December 18, 1900, judgment affirmed. '

4—a-a
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People, etc., Respondent, vs. George Suesser, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Monterey County;
convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death.
Appealed, and on May 9, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Bert Ross, Appellant. Charged with
murder by indictment in the Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County;
convicted, and sentenced to death. Appealed, and on October 1, 1901,
judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Thomas F. Grimes, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of Placer County;
convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to twenty-four
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on February 26, 1901, judgment
affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Quon Long Young, Appellant. Charged
with assault with deadly weapon by information in the Superior Court
of San Diego County ; convicted, and sentenced to sixty days in county
jail. Appealed, and on October 15, 1900, appeal dismissed and judg-
ment affirmed for want of appearance of appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Ramon Tapia, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court ofrSan Diego County; con-
victed of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to life imprisonment.
Appealed, and on February 21, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Thomas A. Kelly, Appellant. Charged with
offering to be filed a false and forged bail bond, by indictment in the
Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco; convicted, and
sentenced to three and one half years’imprisonment. Appealed, and on
May 21, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Z. Williams, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County; con-
victed, and sentenced to eighteen years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on May 31, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. E. V. Methever, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County;
convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death. Appealed,
and on March 25, 1901, judgment affirmed. .

People, etc., Respondent, vs. R. A. Bird, Appellant. Charged with
forgery by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County;
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convicted, and sentenced to six years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on March 19, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John Hiltel, Appellant. Charged with arson
by information in the Superior Court of Napa County; convicted of
arson in the second degree, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on February 15, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Thomas P. Owens, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of Sonoma County;
convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death. Appealed, .
and on April 16, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Gonzales Smith, et al., Appellants. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of Kern County;
convicted of manslaughter, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on November 5, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Samuel B. Terrill, Appellant. Charged
with forgery by indictment in the Superior Court of S8anta Clara County;
convicted, and sentenced to four years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on May 29, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. George Rowell, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County;
convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on May 25, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Eulogio Castro, Respondent. Charged with
rape by indictment in the Superior Court of San Bernardino County;
convicted, and new trial granted. People appealed from order allowing
new trialk On May 22, 1900, order allowing new trial affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Goodwin, Appellant. Charged with
seduction by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County;
convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on April 8, 1901, judgment affirmed. .

People, etc., Respondent, vs. K. J. Mooney, Appellant. Charged with
arson by information in the Superior Court of Merced County; con-
victed of arson in the second degree, and sentenced to five years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on February 26,1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Alfred Peller, Appellant. Charged with
assault to murder by information in the Superior Court of Sierra County;
convicted of assault with a deadly weapon, and sentenced to two years

imprisonment. Appealed, and on May 8, 1901, judgment affirmed.
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People, etc., Respondent, vs. Bernard Ward, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of City and County
of S8an Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to seven years’ imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on October 11, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Samuel B. Terrill, Respondent. Charged
with forgery by information in the Superior Court of Santa Clara
County; on the trial, the court directed a verdict for the defendant.
People appealed from an order directing such verdict, and on April 27,
1901, order affirmed. Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Edward E. Young, Respondent. Charged
with unlawful fishing by information in the Superior Court of San
Diego County; on the trial, the court directed a verdict for the defend-
ant. People appealed from the order directing such verdict. On Jan-
uary 14, 1901, appeal dismissed, on motion of appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. N. H. McLean, Appellant. Charged with
 embezzlement by information in the Supenor Court of Los Angeles
County; convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on January 4, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. G. W. Simpton, Respondent. Charged with
perjury by indictment in the Superior Court of the City and County of
San Francisco; demurrer to indictment sustained, and People appealed
from the order sustaining the demurrer. On July 16, 1901, order sus-
taining demurrer affirmed.

People, ete., Appellant, vs. Adolph Sylvia, Respondent. Charged with
-subornation of perjury by indictment in the Superior Court of the City
and County of San Francisco. Demurrer to indictment sustdined, and
People appealed from the order sustaining the demurrer. On August
15, 1901, appeal dismissed by stipulation of parties, case being, in effect,
disposed of by decision in People vs. Stmpton, supra.

"People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Compton, Appellant. Charged
with forgery by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County; convicted, and sentenced to eleven years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on April 26, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Patrick A. Kelly, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County;
convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on April 6, 1901, judgment affirmed.
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People, etc., Respondent, vs. P. J. Wynn, Appellant. Charged with
obtaining money under false pretenses by indictment in the Superior
Court of City and County of San Francisco; convicted, and senteneed to
three years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on May 29 1901, judgment
affirmed. Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Pedro Gallego, Appellant. Charged with
murder by indictment in the Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County;
convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to twenty years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on June 26, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Wilder, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Contra Costa
County; convicted, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment-
Appealed, and on September 24, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Mary McMahon, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of City and County
of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to one and one half years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on June 26, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. W. F. Gordon, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin
County; convicted, and sentenced to six years’ unpnsonment Appea.led
and on July 6, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Robert L, Battle, Appellant. Charged with
assault to murder by information in the Superior Court of Riverside
County; convicted of assault, and sentenced to $300 fine or seventy-five
days in jail. Appealed, and on April 10, 1901, appeal dismissed, by
stipulation of parties.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Parks, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Solano County; convicted,
and sentenced to twenty years’ imprisonment. Appealed,and on March
21, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Joseph Teshara, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of S8anta Cruz County;
convicted of murder in the second degree, and semtenced to ninety years’
imprisonment. .Appealed, and on November 21, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Manuel Amaya, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Santa Cruz County; .
convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to life imprison-
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ment. Appealed, and on November 21,1901, judgment affirmed. Peti-
tion for rehearing denied. -

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John F. Healy, Appellant. Charged with
assault with a deadly weapon by information in the Superior Court of
City and County of S8an Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to two
years in county jail. Appealed, and on August 15, 1901, judgment
affirmed, for want of appearance on behalf of appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Walter Brady, et al., Appellants. Charged
with burglary by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin
County; convicted of burglary in the first degree, and sentenced to five
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on July 6, 1901, judgment affirmed
as to defendant Brady and reversed as to defendant Helms.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Eugene Stork, Appellant. Charged with
forgery by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County;
convicted, and sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on July 16, 1901, judgment affirmed. Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Edward Rodriguez, Appellant. Charged
with burglary by information in the Superior Court of Santa Cruz
County; convicted of burglary in the second degree, and sentenced to two
and one half years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on September 11,
1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. M. W. Westlake, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Sacramento County;
convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to life imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on November 18, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John W. McNeil, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Solano County; con-
victed of manslaughter, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment-
Appealed, and on August 12, 1901, judgment affirmed, for want of
appearance on behalf of appellant.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Ida Mack, Respondent. Charged with assault
to murder by information in the Superior Court of San Diego County;
found not guilty, and defendant ordered discharged. People appealed
from an order denying motion for new trial. Appeal dismissed, April
18, 1902.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Albert C. Enwright, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of Mono County;
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convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to ten years’ im-
prisonment. Appealed, and on November 20, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Frank Matthai, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Napa County; convicted
of manslaughter, and sentencéd to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on January 31,1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Frank R. Donlan, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Tulare County; con-
victed of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death. Ap-
pealed, and on February 14, 1902, judgment affirmed. Petition for
rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Miguel Figueroa, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles County; con-
victed, and sentenced to fourteen years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on September 17, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Isaac Daily, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Kings County; con-
victed of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death. Appealed,
and on February 16, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James D. Prather, Appellant. Charged with
perjury by indictment in the Superior Court of Sacramento County;
convicted, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on November 1, 1901, judgment affirmed. Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John A. Howard, Appellant. Charged with
attempting to obtain money under false pretenses by information in the
Superior Court of Tulare County; convicted, and sentenced to four
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December 30, 1901, judgment
affirmed. .

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Edward Webber, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of Solano County; con-
victed of burglary in the second degree, and sentenced to four years’ im-
prisonment. Appealed, and on August 10, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, v8. J. A. Warren, et al., Appellants. Charged
with grand larceny by indictment in the Superior Court of San Luis
Obispo County; convicted, and sentenced to three years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on September 26, 1901, judgment reversed.
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People, etc., Respondent, vs. W. D. Miller, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Alameda County; con-
victed of manslaughter, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. |
Appealed, and on December 13, 1901, judgment affirmed. Petition for
rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles H, Tilley, Appellant. Charged
with receiving stolen property by information in the Superior Court of
Fresno County ; convicted, and sentenced to six months in county jail.
Appealed, and on December 12, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Joe Totman, Appellant. Charged with rape
by information in the Superior Court of Fresno County; convicted, and
sentenced to twenty years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December
20, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Wm. H. Prather, et al., Appellants. Charged
with grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Sacramento
County; convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on October 25, 1901, judgment affirmed. Petition for rehearing
. denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Frank Nishiyama, Appellant. Charged
with uttering fictitious check, by information in the Superior Court of
Los Angeles County; convicted, and sentenced to three years’ imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on January 2, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Francisco Ochoa, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Kern County; convicted,
and sentenced to death. Appealed, briefs filed, and on May 6 1902,
continued to San Francisco term.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fred Hansted, Appellant. Charged with
making and uttering fictitious writing, by indictment in the Superior
Court of City and County of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to
five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December 23, 1901, judg-
ment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John H. Coxe, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Ap-
pealed, and on November 21, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Nettie R. Craven-Fair, Respondent. Charged
with perjury by indictment in the Superior Court of City and County of
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San Francisco; defendant’s motion to set aside indictment granted, and
People appealed from the order granting the motion. Argued and sub-
mitted February 4, 1902.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James Joy, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted of burglary in the second degree, and sentenced

to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December 7, 1901, judg-
ment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Amos K. Zeigler, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of S8anta Cruz County;
convicted, and sentenced to life imprisonment. Appealed, and on
February 6, 1902, judgment reversed. ‘

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Henry Altmeyer, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted of burglary in the second degree, and sentenced
to seven years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December 4, 1902,
judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John Lapique, Appellant. Charged with
forgery by information in the Superior Court of City and County of San
Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to nine years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on December 17, 1901, affirmed in department; rehear-
ing granted, and on January 7, 1902, judgment reversed in bank.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Eaton, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of County of Alameda; con-
victed, and sentenced to forty-five years’ imprisonment. Appealed,and
on March 24, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Ardell, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Fresno County;
convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on December 10, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Keith, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Yolo County; convicted,
and sentenced to fifteen years’ 1mpnsonment Appealed, and on April
16, 1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James F. Wheelock, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of Butte County;
convicted, and sentenced to death. Appealed, and on March 31, 1902,
judgment affirmed.



58 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL.
ScHEDULE “F ”—Continued.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. J. P. W. Davis, Appellant. Charged with
arson by information in the Superior Court of Shasta County; convicted
of arson in the second degree, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on December 23, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Baumgartner, Appellant. Charged
with violating sepulture by information in the Superior Court of Merced
County; convicted, and sentenced to one and one half* years’ imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on December 14, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Emmett Rhew, Appellant. Charged with -
violating sepulture by information in the Superior Court of Merced
County; convicted, and sentenced to one and one half years’ imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on December 14, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Joseph Fitzgerald, Appellant. Charged
with arson by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted of arson in the first degree, and sentenced to
twenty years’ imprisonment. Appealed, briefs filed, and on November
13, 1901, submitted on briefs.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Frank Lopez, Appellant. Charged with
assault to murder by information in the Superior Court of City and
County of San Francisco; convicted of assault with a deadly weapon,
and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on December
6, 1901, judgment affirmed.

. People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Wilson, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin County;
convicted, and sentenced to life imprisonment. Appealed, and on
January 13, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Robert McFarlane, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of Merced County;
convicted of manslaughter, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on November 30, 1901, judgment reversed. Petition for
rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. F. M. Chrisman, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny in the Superior Court of Kings County; convicted, and
sentenced to three and one half years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on December 81, 1901, judgment affirmed. Petition for rehearing
denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fred Smith, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of Yolo County; con-
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victed of burglary in the second degree, and sentenced to five years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on April 4, 1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James Burns, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted of an attempt to commit robbery, with a prior
conviction, and sentenced to nineteen years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on May 29, 1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Ray Fahey, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by information in the Superior Court of Sacramento County;
convicted, and sentenced to life imprisonment. Appealed, and on
November 12, 1901, submitted on the record and affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs, James Richards, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by information in the Superior Court of Merced County; con-
victed, and sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on
March 22, 1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Eber Barber, Appellant.  Charged with
forgery by information in the Superior Court of Sacramento County;
convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on November 12, 1901, argued and submitted, and on November 21,
1901, judgment reversed. Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. A. Monroe, Appellant. Charged with
selling liquor to an Indian, by information in the Superior Court of
Fresno County; convicted, and sentenced to $500 fine or 250 days in
county jail. Appealed, briefs filed, and on November 13, 1901, sub-
mitted on briefs.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. William Day, Appellant. Charged with
crime against nature by information in the Superior Court of Alameda
County; convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on January 17, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. F. L. Hite, Appellant. Charged with
assault to commit robbery by information in the Superior Court of
Tehama County; convicted, and sentenced to three years’ imprison-
ment. Appealed, and on December 14, 1901, judgment affirmed.
Petition for rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Charles Gilbert Adams, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of City and County
‘of San Francisco; convicted of murder in the second degree, and
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sentenced to twenty-five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on May
6, 1902, argued and submitted. ’

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John A. Gray, Appellant. Charged with
seduction by information in the Superior Court of Riverside County;
convicted, and sentenced to $1,600 fine or 750 days in county jail.
Appealed, and on April 18, 1902, argued and submitted.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Juan Gonzales, et al., Appellants. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of San Benito
County; convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death.
Appealed, and on June 25, 1902, judgment reversed. Petition for
rehearing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Gertrudes Almendares, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of San Diego County;
convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to death.
Appealed, and on June 25, 1902, judgment affirmed, on motion of
respondent, for want of appearance on behalf of appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Arthur Ennis, Appellant. Charged with
perjury by information in the Superior Court of S8an Joaquin County;
convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on February 4, 1902, argued and submitted.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Ralph A. Huntington, Appellant. Charged
with murder by information in the Superior Court of City and County
of San Francisco; convicted of manslaughter,.-and sentenced to ten
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on March 3, 1902, cause sub-
mitted on briefs.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Jan John, Appellant. Charged with per-
jury in Superior Court of Santa Clara County; convicted, and sentenced
to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on February 4, 1902, argued
and submitted. ‘ . '

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Lew Fook, Appellant. Charged with mur-
der by information in the Superior Court of City and County of San
Francisco; convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced to life
imprisonment. Appealed, and on August 1, 1902, respondent’s brief
filed.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Joseph B. Seeley, Respondent. Charged with
bribery by information in the Superior Court of Marin County; demur-
rer to information sustained, without leave to amend, andjudgment’
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ordered for defendant. People appealed from order sustaining demurrer,
. and on July 8,1902, judgment and order reversed. Petition for rehear-
ing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fred Rader, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information-in the Superior Court of Marin County; con-
victed of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to twenty-five
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on April 11, 1902, judgment
affirmed.

" People, etc., Respondent, vs. Frank Feliz, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of San Luis Obispo
County; convicted, and sentenced to ten yeara’imprisonment. Appealed,
and on June 11, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Horace Jefferson Dobbins, Appellant.
Charged with murder by information in the Superior Court of Solano
County; convicted, and sentenced to life imprisonment. Appealed, and
on May 6, 1902, continued to San Francisco calendar, no appearance
‘having been made on behalf of appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Lee Look, Appellant. Charged with murder
by information in the Superior Court of Santa Clara County; convicted,
and sentenced to death. Appealed, and on May 6, 1902, argued and
submitted; respondent’s and appellant’s supplemental points and
authorities subsequently filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. J. W. Taylor, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin
County; convicted, and sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on June 12, 1902, judgment affirmed.

. People, etc., Respondent, vs. Bert Ross, Appellant. Charged with mur-

der by information in the Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County;
convicted, and sentenced to death. Appealed, and on April 16, 1901,
appeal dismissed, on motion of respondent, no appearance having been
made on behalf of appellant. . .

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John Doe Swist, Appellant. Charged with
crime against nature by information in the Superior Court of San
Joaquin County; convicted, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on June 11, 1902, judgment affirmed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John M. Chretien, Appellant. Charged
.with forgery by information in the Superior Court of City and County
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of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and respondent’s brief filed June 11, 1902.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Marvin Ford, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on August 7, 1902, respondent’s brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. John Fitzgerald, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of County of San Mateo;
convicted of murder in the second degree, and sentenced to thirty-five
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on May 6, 1902, continued to San
Francisco term. . :

People, etc., Respondent, vs. A. H. Carpenter, Appellant. Charged with
subornation of perjury by indictment in the Superior Court of San Joa-
quin County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on May 20, 1902, judgment reversed. Petition for rehear-
ing denied.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Frank Cebulla, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of Stanislaus County; con-
victed of manslaughter, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on April 17, 1902, submitted on briefs.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. B. F. Goodin, Appellant. Charged with
injuring public highway by information in the Superior Court of Colusa
County; convicted, and sentenced to four months in county jail.
Appealed, and on May 29, 1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. A. J. Matuszewski, Appellant. Charged
with petit larceny, with prior conviction, by information in the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’
imprisonment. Appealed, and on July 7, 1902, respondent’s brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. J. F. Jacobs, Appellant. Charged with
obtaining momney under false pretenses by information in the Superior
Court of Monterey County; convicted, and sentenced to two years’ im-
prisonment. Appealed, and on April 17, 1902, judgment affirmed, on
motion of respondent, no appearance having been made on behalf of
appellant.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Edward Webber, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of Solano County; con-
victed of burglary in the second degree, and sentenced to five years
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imprisonment. Appealed, and on May 8, 1902, submitted on briefs on
file.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Samuel McDannels, Appellant. Charged
with assault to murder by information in the Superior Court of Fresno
County; convicted, and sentenced to fourteen years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on August 9, 1902, judgment reversed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Louis Klee, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of Ventura County;
convicted, and sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on May 7, 1902, submitted on briefs on file.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Chew Lan Ong, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of City and County of San
Francisco; pleaded guilty, and sentenced to death. Appealed, and on
July 7, 1902, respondent’s brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fillipo Poggi, Appellant. Charged with
selling and furnishing intoxicating liquor to an Indian, by information
in the Superior Court of San Diego County; convicted, and sentenced to
$500 fine or 250 days in county jail. Appealed; transcript filed March
24, 1902.

People, etc., Appellant, vs. Joseph Bush, Respondent. Charged with
false imprisonment by information in the Superior Court of Napa
County; convicted, and a new trial granted. People appealed from the
order granting new trial. Transcript filed March 27, 1902.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Bartolo Curiale, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of San Bernardino County;
convicted, and sentenced to ten- years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on July 7, 1902, respondent’s brief filed. :

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James H. Barker, Appellant. Charged
with assault to commit rape by information in the Superior Court of
City and County of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to fourteen
years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on July 22, 1902, respondent’s
brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. M. B. Wilmot, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Monterey County; con-
victed, and sentenced to twelve years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and
on August 16, 1902, respondent’s brief filed.
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People, etc., Respondent, vs. A. J. Landis, Appellant. Charged with
forgery by indictment in the Superior Court of Butte County; convicted,
and sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment. Appealed,and on August
2, 1902, appellant’s reply brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. David Miller, Appellant. Charged with
burglary by information in the Superior Court of San Mateo County;
pleaded guilty, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on August 15,1902, continued by stipulation to Los Angeles term.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. F. A. Mack, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to twenty years’ imprisonment.
Appealed; transcript filed May 16, 1902.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Peter W. McQlade, Appellant. Charged
with forgery by indictment in 'the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on August 14, 1902, respondent’s brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Jack French, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Mendocino
County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment.
Appealed, and on July 21, 1902, stipulated to submit on briefs on file.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Albert Meyers, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of Mendocino
County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed
and on July 21,1902, stipulated to submit on briefs on file.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. J. B. Seely, Appellant. Charged with libel
by information in the Superior Court of Tulare County; convicted, and
sentenced to six months in county jail. Appealed, and on August 7,
1902, respondent’s brief filed.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Ed. Morton, Appellant. Charged with
robbery by indictment in the Superior Court of Monterey County; con-
victed, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on
July 186, 1902, respondent given twenty days to file brief.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Fred Derbert, Appellant. Charged with
rape by information in the Superior Court of Sonoma County; convicted,
and sentenced to thirty years’ imprisonment. Appealed, and on July
21, 1902, respondent given twenty days to file brief.
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People, etc., Respondent, vs. Daisy Jackson, Appellant. Charged with
embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of San Diego
County; convicted, and sentenced to two years’ 1mpnsonment. Appealed;
transcript filed June 27, 1902.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. W, F. B. Goodrich, Appellant. Charged
with embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of San Joaquin
County; convicted, and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on August 8, 1902, respondent given twenty days to file brief.

People, ete., Respondent, vs. Robert E. Glaze, Appellant. Charged with
murder by information in the Superior Court of City and County of
San Francisco; convicted of murder in the first degree, and sentenced

to life imprisonment. Appealed, and on August 4, 1902, appellant
allowed to September 1, 1902, to file brief.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. H. R. Hall, et al., Appellants Charged
with grand larceny by information in the Superlor Court of San Diego
.County; convicted, and sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Appealed,
and on August 4, 1902, appeal dismissed, on motion of respondent, on
showing that appellants were fugitives from justice.

People, etc., Respondent, vs. Bernard Ward, Appellant. Charged with
.embezzlement by information in the Superior Court of City and County
of San Francisco, and convicted. This is an appeal from an order
made after judgment, to wit, an order of the Superior Court correcting

an order theretofore made in said matter. Transcript on appeal filed
July 22, 1902. B

People, etc., Respondent, vs. James Philbon, Appellant. Charged with
grand larceny by information in the Superior Court of City and County
of San Francisco; convicted, and sentenced to twelve years’ imprison-
ment. Appealed; transcript filed July 22, 1902.

Péople, etc., Respondent, vs. Thomas Benton Parent, Appellant. Charged
with perjury by information in the Superior Court of Madera County;
convicted, and sentenced to two years’ imprisonment.

Appealed;
transcript filed August 5, 1902.

5—a-a



66 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL.

SCHEDULBE “@&.”

CASES WHEREIN LEAVE HAS BEEN GRANTED TO SUE IN
THE NAME OF THE PEOPLE.

People, ex rel. McKimmon, vs. Modesto Irrigation District. In the
Superior Court of Stanislaus County, to declare defendant district |
illegally organized. Judgment for plaintiff, and defendant appealed.
On April 18, 1902, by stipulation, judgment and order reversed, with ‘
directions to court below to enter judgment on findings in favor of |
defendant and against plaintiff, such reversal to be without costs. 1
Closed. :

|
People, ex rel. John F. Silva, vs. M. McNamara, et al. In the Superior ‘
Court of Sutter County, to declare Levee District No. 6 illegally organ-
ized. Judgment for defendant; plaintiff appealed, and on December 20, ‘
1900, judgment affirmed. Closed. |
|

People, ex rel. John Hall, vs. Arrowhead Reservoir Company. In the
Superior Court of San Bernardino County, to declare defendant’s fran- .
chise to toll road expired. On January 22,1901, cause dismissed, on
motion of plaintiff, without trial.

|
People, ex rel. M. W. Wilcox, vs. George De Latour. In the Superior ‘
Court of County of Santa Clara, transferred to City and County of San |
Francisco, to abate public nuisance, i. e., cream of tartar works. On .
November 16, 1900, cause dismissed without prejudice, on motion of |
plaintiff. Closed.

People, etc., vs. Rosenstein-Cohn Cigar Company. In the Superior ‘
Court of Los Angeles County, to dissolve corporation defendant for non-
compliance with laws governing foreign corporations. Judgment for
defendants; plaintiff appealed, and on December 28, 1900, judgment
affirmed. Closed.

People, ex rel. Charles H. Frost, vs. Los Angeles Terminal Railway Com-
pany. In the Superior Court of Los Angeles County, to enjoin defendant
from exercising franchise granted by City of Pasadena by Ordinance
No. 401. Citation continued to November 7, 1898. No, further pro-
ceedings had. Closed.
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People, ez rel. F. J. Fogg,vs. Perris Irrigation District. In the Superior
Court of Riverside County, to declare defendant district illegally organ-
ized. Judgment for plaintiff October 17,1898; defendant appealed, and
on March 21, 1901, judgment reversed. Petition for rehearing denied.

People, ex rel. A. J. Condee, vs. Allessandro Irrigation District. In the
Superior Court of Riverside County, to declare defendant illegally
organized. Notice of motion to dismiss filed January 8, 1902.

People, ex rel. B. W. Jauchius, vs. Tulare Irrigation District. In the
Superior Court of Tulare County, to declare defendant illegally organ-
ized. On April 5, 1902, affidavit and request of Attorney-General for
dismissal of action mailed to County Clerk.

People, ex rel. Thomas H. Hicks, vs. Nat Stewart. In the Superior
Court of Santa Barbara County, to determine right of defendant. to office
of Sheriff of Santa Barbara County. Judgment for defendant; plaintiff

appealed, and on March 20, 1900, judgment reversed. Petition for
rehearing denied.

People, ex rel. Attorney-General, vs. Stockton Savings and Loan Society.
In the Superior Court of San Joaquin County, by complaint to escheat
to the State real property alleged to be unlawfully held by defendant
corporation. Judgment for defendant; plaintiff appealed, and on
August 10, 1901, judgment affirmed. Closed.

People, ex: rel. Attorney-General, vs. Stockton Electric Railroad Company.
In the Superior Court of San Joaquin County, by complaint to escheat
to the State real property alleged to be unlawfully held by defendant
corporation. Judgment for defendant; plaintiff appealed, and on
August 10, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, ex rel. J. W. Skelton, vs. City of Los Angeles. In the Superior
Court.of Los Angeles County, by complaint to declare certain. territory
not within the City of Los Angeles. Judgment for defendant on
demurrer; plaintiff appealed, and on July 9, 1901, judgment affirmed.

People, ex rel. Grant Dewlaney, vs. H. L. Williams, et al. In the
Superior Court of Santa Barbara County, by complaint to enjoin
defendants from boring for oil on certain lands in the town of Summer-

land, claimed to be public parks. Answer to amended complaint
filed March 23, 1901. - :

People, ex rel. C. N. Sterry, vs. Richard Green, et al. In the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County, by complaint to abate a public nuisance,

1. e., certain oil wells. On June 4, 1900, trial of cause continued indefi-
nitely. ’
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" People, ez rel. ‘M. Rickard, vs. J. W. Hugus, et al. In the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County, to determine right of defendants to act as
officers of Lamanda Sanitary District, and to declare said district ille-
gally organized. Demurrer to complaint ordered off calendar March 2,

1900, to be reset on motion.

People, ex rel. H. C. Werner, vs. Frank S. Goodspeed, et al. In the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County, to determine right of defendants
to act as officers of North Pasadena Sanitary District, and to declare
said district illegally organized, Demurrer to complaint ordered off
calendar March 2, 1900, to be reset on motion.

People, ex rel. Louis Feusier, vs. Samuel H. Brooks. In the Superior
Court of City and County of San Francisco, to determine title of defend-

ant to office of Treasurer of City and County of San Francisco. On |

March 12, 1800, demurrer overruled.

People, ex rel. Charles N, Champion, vs. Fruitvale Quarry Co., et al.
In the Superior Court of Alameda County, to abate a public nuisance,
1. e., a rock quarry. Action dismissed November 1, 1900, on motion of

plaintiff. Closed.

People, ex rel. Charles. W, Slack, as Regent of University of California,
v8. Manzanita Water Company. In the Superior Court of Santa Clara
County, to dissolve defendant corporation. On June 21, 1901, dismissed
‘by stipulation of parties, each party to pay its own costs. Closed.

People, ex rel. W. P, Bagley, vs. Henry Prindle. In the Superior Court
of Sonoma County, to determine title of defendant to office of City
Recorder of Santa Rosa. On December 3, 1900, demurrer to complaint
dropped from calendar, to be reset on motion.

People, ex rel. Henry Prindle, vs. Harrison White, et al. In the

Superior Court of Sonoma County, to determine title of defendants to
.office of members of Common Council of Santa Rosa. Demurrer to
complaint filed November 17, 1900.

People, ex rel. Martin Murphy, vs. Al. G. Col. In the Superior Court
of Santa Clara County, to determine title of defendant to office of Auditor
of Santa Clara County. Judgment for plaintiff; defendant appealed,
and on March 25, 1901, judgment reversed, and court below directed
to enter judgment upon findings in favor of defendant. Closed.

People, ex rel. Owen D. Richardson, vs. C. W. Cobb. In the Superior
Court of Santa Clara County, to determine title of defendant to office
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@f Justice of the Peace of San José. Judgment for plaintiff; defendant
appealed, and on May 29, 1901, judgment reversed.

People, ex rel. Attorney-General, vs. J. S. Wheeler. In the Superior
Court of Plumas County, to determine title of defendant to office of
County Physician of Plumas County. Judgment for defendant on

demurrer; plaintiff appealed, and on June 25, 1902, judgment aﬂirmed
Closed.

People, ex rel. Benjamin F. Bledsoe, vs. John.L. Campbell. In. the
Superior Court of San Bernardino County, to determine title of defend-
ant to office of Superior Judge of San Bernardino County. Judgment

for plaintiff; defendant appealed, and cause argued and submitted
April 17, 1902.

People, ex rel. James Borland, vs. N. W. Boyd. In the Superior Court
of Mono County, to determine title of defendant to office of Supervisor
of Mono County. On May 5, 1902, demurrer to complaint sustained;
thirty days to amend.

People, ex rel. George Goard, vs. William H. Proseus. In the Superior
Court of Sierra County, to determine title of defendant to office of school
trustee of Table Rock School District. On August 1, 1901, action dis-
missed, on motion of plaintiff. Closed.

People, etc., vs. Perris Irrigation District. In the Superior Court of
San Diego County, by complaint to dissolve defendant district. Judg-
ment for defendant on demurrer; plaintiff appealed, and on March 24,
1902, filed opening brief.

People, ex rel. D. Russell, vs. Town of Loyalton. In the Superior Court
of Sierra County, to dissolve defendant corporation, On August 9,
1901, judgment rendered for defendant.

People, ex rel. P. E. Walline, vs. Town of Ontarto. In the Superior
Court of San Bernardino County, to determine portion of town illegally
annexed thereto. Answer of defendant served and filed May 8, 1902.

People, ex rel. Montgomery Bros., vs. Hanford Unton High School Dis-
trict, et al. In the Superior Court of Kings Gounty, to declare Excelsior
School District illegally annexed to Hanford Union High School Dis-
trict. Complaint filed May 26, 1902.

People, ex rel. Arthur J. Brady, vs. Brown’s Valley Irrigation District.
In the Superior Court of Yuba County, to declare defendant illegally
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organized. On June 10, 1902, order made for removal of cause to
United States Circuit Court.

People, ex rel. Fabius T. Finch,vs. J. M. Williamson, et al. In the
Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco, to determine title
of defendants to office as members of Board of Health of City and
County of San Francisco. On July 26, 1902, cause dismissed, on motion
of Attorney-General. Closed.

People, ex rel. A. M. Gardner, vs. L. F. Dozier. In the Superior Court
of Napa County, to determine title of defendant to office of Superin-
tendent of Napa State Hospital. Leave to sue issued June 27, 1902.
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT.

*  FIFTY-S8ECOND FISCAL YEAR.

AP

Amount
Expended.

Balance.

CONTINGENT FUND.
Balance from fifty-first fiscal year...................
Appropriation for fifty-second fiscal year .
Special appropriation _ .. ... ... o ...
Amount expended during fifty-second fiscal year.
Balance from fifty-second fiscal year.___..._..._.

TRAVELING FUND.

Balance from fifty-first fiscal year......... R, |

Appropriation for fifty-second fiscal year...........
Amount expended during fifty-second fiscal year...

$1,214 10

$1 74

ce from fifty-second fiscal year..........

COSTS OF SUITS FUND.
Appropriation for fifty-second fiscal year...........
Amount expended during fifty-second fiscal year...
Balance from fifty-second fiscal year................

LIBRARY FUND. |
Balance from fifty-first fiscal year .._... ....._.....
Amount expended during fifty-second fiscal year...
Balance from fifty-second fiscal year.. ........_.....
RENT FUND.
Appropriation for fifty-second fiscal year. .........
Amount expended during fifty-second fiscal year...
PRINTING FUND.

Appropriation for fifty-second fiscal year ...........
Amount expended during fifty-second fiscal year...

$156 62

$0 41

.| - $1,200 00

$2,000 00

FIFTY-THIRD FISCAL YEAR.

CONTINGENT FUND.
Appropriation for fifty-third fiscal year.............
Amount expended during fifty-third fiscal year ....
Balance from fifty-third fiscal year... - cocceaon....
TRAVELING FUND.

Appropriation for fifty-third fiscal year.............
Amount expended during fifty-third fiscal year ....
COSTS8 OF 8UITS FUND.
Appropriation for fifty-third fiscal year......... ....
Amount expended during fifty-third fiscal year ....
LIBRARY FUND.

Balance from fifty-second fiscal year.....
Appropriation for fifty-third fiscal year

Amount expended during fifty-third fiscal year
Balance from fifty-third fiscal year.__._.........

RENT FUND. )

Appropriation for fifty-third tiscal year.............

Amount expended during fifty-third fiscal year ....
PRINTING FUND.

Appropriation for fifty-third fiscal year.............
Amount expended during fifty-third fiscal year ...
Balance from fifty-third fiscal year..................

$999 53

$0 47

$0 13

$126 00
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SCHEDULR “1.”

STATEMENT OF DEFICIENCIES. ALLOWED BY STATE
BOARD OF EXAMINERS TO FUNDS OF THE ATTOR-
* NEY-GENERAL.

COSTS OF SUITS FUND.

Deficiency allowance by State Board of Examiners -
Expense incurred against defleiency ... ... oo .| ... $5,550 19

TRAVELING FUND.

Deficiency allowance by State Board of Examiners . .| 1,000 00
Expense incurred against deficiency -............. e e ‘952 30
Total deficiency allowances - ... ..ccocooaae-. -] $6,550 19 |
SRR U PO $6,602 49

" Total expenses incurred against deficiencies .

Nore.—The prosecution of the ‘‘ Modoc Lynching Cases,” in the Superior Court of
Modoc County, at a cost to the Attorney-General’s office of over $5,000, constituted the
main cause for the creation of the above deficiencies. The trials of so-called coyote
scalp cases, and the necessity of the employment of additional clerical assistance
because of the total inadequacy of the regular staff, were contributing causes.
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REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS FOR '.l‘H! ‘TWO YEARS
ENDING JUNE 30, 1902.

CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS.

ALAMEDA COUNTY—John J. Allen, District Attorney.

opulation of County according eral Census o , 180,197.

Populati f Count; rding to Federal C f 1800, 180,197,
Z|l 8TATUS, UP TO AND INCLUDING NATURE OF S|l ApPEALS
,55 " TRIAL JUDGMENT. g SUP'M CT.
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:E:g:g.rE:ggggg“-g:g
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Murder .. _oooeoeiaes B ffeca | 3| 1 |eac]eec] T aofuaaffome] X [eac]ema]oac]l-aafleoa]oan]-
Manslaughter ... ._.... Y[R [ W RO RO U PPN RO O | FRoR) PP PO PR PN (R | PR O B
Assault to murder...._.. | SN s R ORI RPN (5 N U RPN R | PR PR SR Y S | SRR | B RPN O
Assault,deadly weapon..| 25 | 4| 2| 8 |._.(16 |-o.feae| 1 {loc] 2 {eocfemcfac flaacflon -|-me]em
Rape......-.-_-.-----..-. 8 1eace| 2| R NN P - N NI RO | D N RO O
Assault torape ..........] 8 f.c.fcer| 1] of L feccfae) T la b o |an el oa]aan]-n
Crime against nature._..| 4 J....[....] 8| .|cecfecf o] Tl 8 ofeanlii ol 1 fanefes
Assault to commit crime
against nature......... 73| P (RN I N O . 25 PO RPN M | SR I W DU PR RSO | NP | PO, N O
Seduction..... ... ...._.. D ' A S POUORON (RORIOR UV PR B RO PR | B PR RGRO PR (RO | P | FY R o
Bigamy._...... Lf[ccac]imae] 1o foecfaacfonc]aeclfona] 1 faaefoac]easlfen [feoafomnlen
Abduction Lfleacidoaae] L ecs|mmmfcme]aaa]mmalleaaf 1 focfeaeaalfoncff-aafemsf 1
Robbery - ocoemacieoo [ 12| 1o 10 | L oo feacfeaalfoaaf 2 PR N | |
Assault to commit rob- »

7-----_- ............ D RN RN PRI RIS B U PR P PO PN PR P - N
Burglary ......c........ 42| 4]....| 26 --- B T U2 |occfaecd L floccffeac]env]-m
Grand larceny.........-. 34| 4 20 |.. aai]eaa] T].-207 JIOR I N PR P PR
Attempttocommit grand )

larceny ... ..-........ [ O VU (s A UDR PR KPR RPNy OO | SRS I W PPN UPRR RPN | RN | FIN PRpios: o
Petit larceny with prior

conviction ..._._.._.... B floccafeeae] B laci|oac]amsloma]onfloaa] 2 Jeac]oae] 1 e lemcf-m=]-x
. Forgery .ooooeeaeo.... 8 1| 8o foccfoaseae] 2 {loac| B |oacfecc|aac]l--cll-m <)o~
Passing fictitious writing | 2 |l-.o.|.c..] 2 |coeac]eccfon foeefloce] 2 femceec]aeeflen ]l oo of-m <]
Embezzlement ... ...._.| 2 e R S PR (U | AN FE O
Obtaining money or prop-

erty, false pretenses .| 1 |l.._.f....| 1 |oc.foe| anfemc]omefloae] 1 joacfonnloaion foaelonnlan
Extortion ... ...._._..._. 2 N P
Injuring, gnbhc jailo..... b R B I |
Incorrigible minors..._.. 1 1
Mlscellaneous felomes.-- b 4

Totals e ceceeeiaaace 165 || 19 | 10 | 87

*After conviction and new trial granted.
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ALPINE COUNTY—W. N. Thornburg, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 509.
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Bribery ... ... ...
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of perjury.-. .. coceeooaon Ll eoi]ees]eanc]an fome]eeef-=] 1 ]-- JUO R (PR R ) p

Totals . oo ccao. b ORRS RPRRPN (RN SRR EVUPN PPN SO 2 | RN PROUO R SV PRPROR | PR RN ORGSO

AMADOR COUNTY—O. P. Vicini, District Attorney.
Population of County aecording to Federal Census of 1900, 11,000.

Assault, deadly weapon .| 1 ||.oofocfocoi]eac] T eacfocc]acs|ls aa]eae]eae]mmc]ealleac]les [-=<]-=
Ra v po 1

..................... b A/ N B P R (RO PR s RPN ROROR R | NV | Y S JO

Crime against nature JUNOIOY S T U O T O U OO N DO OO I O O A
Robb

B W ORI R DRI PR i N RPN PR | U () S PR | PR | I PR F

COLUSA COUNTY—I. G. Zumwalt, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 7,364.
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Injuring public highway | 2 |[....] 1| 1 | |0 |-cc|eeifeccfloacfaas]ama]ama]ome]faen]|~=-]-=-]--

DEL NORTE CQUNTY—John L. Childs, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 2,408.
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EL DORADO COUNTY—Abe Darlington, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 8,986.

75
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Assault, deadly weapon..| 5 1 1]...]2|...]---|- D R RO R R P ) PO
Burglary..__ __......___. 6 [|ocac|ear| 6 |occ]eacfeac]ac]-=] --| 6 RO | | D P P
Grand larceny ... ...... P28 DA N5 PR RO SO PO ORI P | B RO O P RPN | O NP O
Totals.oooooo ceea. 16 1| 8 9 (.. 8|cofecc]ecclf 1| 8 |oacleen|aes]l-=--
FRESNO COUNTY—O. L. Everts, District Attorney.
Population of County aecording to Federal Census of 1900, 37,862.
Murder .._..__... 7
Assault to murder . 9
Assault,deadly weapon..| 40
Administeringpoison,ete. 1
Mayhem -] 1
Rape..ceoeeeee.......| B
Assault to commit crime
against nature .| 1
Incest. ..o ... 1
Placing wife in house of
rostitution - - 2
Abduction . -] 38
Robbery . -] 4
Burglary. .._...._.____... 59
Attempt to eommit bur-
glary ... 1
Grand larceny.._........ 39
Attempttocommitgrand
larceny ... ... 1
Receiving stolen property| 2
Forgery ... ____....._. 7
Embezzlement ._...._._. 11
Obtaining money or
property under false
pretenses —o...ceccee... A flemee] L ecacfeccfome]onefanseacfloacfomalee Jomafoac]l-= -
Arson.._...... 2( 1].... 1 cealfeanfaea]-~
Conspirac, 1 1]..- SN | O PR
Lewd and 2 2}..-. RO | O N S
Passing opium into jail..| 2 |[....{.... RN | RO P
Criminal libel__._...____. 1. RPN RORN RPN RS SRR R (ROROR RO NN PR FPRN RPN FRPRPR) PR (R
False impersonation. ....[ 1 [l.o. |occl] 1 ecofaccfoan|onc]eacfleae]oac]emefaaafenclf-n<[l- =< oe -
Attempt to sell liquor to|
Indians ... ._._...... Lol 1 - eeleecfeacfl-cefaac]ecc] aelacaflaaallsee]-ncfan
Committing public nuis-
anch .. __.__.__.__._ L L oo s oo fomn|mmn]cme]ecafee]mmafeacf-an]maafleaa][ ~=f-=ele=
Selling liquor to Indians.| 6 |....|... -- JEPUR PR s N O R (U ) PO (OO R P POt
Destroying ditch ......_. b 7SO SO RS RPN ROUUN PSR SO 2% SO SR ) SR SO | O | IO DR F
Petit larceny with prior
conviction . ._.._._____. 2 (o] 1] 1 ofeac]eac]eac]maaflaca] T aac]eeean-aalfemn]-=o]--
Resisting an officer .... .| 4 JRN R DR P PPN (RS RN O P R | | R
Incorrigible minors_..... 6 [|cc |oae| O |eacleac]s fomo|ecflecafe <] B L |eccfleanlfe—e]-ne]--
Totals «ooceoomeoaeeaae. 227 (29 | 25 (156 |...[34 | 1|1 13 ||...[100{ 8 |1 |14 (.-J 1|1 | 4
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o HUMBOLDT COUNTY—E. C. Cooper, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1800, 27,104.

STATUS, UP TO AND INCLUDING NATURE OF
‘TRIAL. JUDGMENT.
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INYO comt'n—w:n. D. Dohy. District Attornoy
Populatlon of County acoordmg to Federal Census of 1900, 4,877.
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KINGS COUNTY—Rowen Irwin, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1800, 9,871.
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- *8imple assault. 't Fine. {New cases.’
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ScHEDULE “J ”—Continued.

LAKE COUNTY—M. B, Sayre, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 6,017.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY-—James C. Rives, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1800, 170,298.
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Totals_ .__._._...___.-.|434 || 98 | 65 [212 _-.F3 4 .12 |[-._ 17738 |...|--.]| 3 2'-._ 7




78 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENEBAL.

ScHEDULE “J”—Continued.

MARIN COUNTY—Hugh J. McIsaac, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 16,300.
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MARIPOSA COUNTY—J. J. Trabucco, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 4,720.
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MENDOCINO COUNTY—W. G. Poage, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 20,465.
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|

Column of convictions does not tally with the State Prison column, because one person con-
victed of assault with deadly weapon was sent to County Jail for 200 days.
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SceEDULE “J”—Continued.

NAPA COUNTY—Theo. A. Bell, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 16,451.
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~ *One case tried twice; first trial resulted in conviction of manslaughter; judgment reversed,
'and second trial resulted in an acquittal. t County jall. } Two were sentenced to county jail,

NEVADA COUNTY—E. B. Power, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 17,789.
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ORANGE COUNTY—R. Y. Williams, Distriot Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 19,696.
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PLUMAS COUNTY—U. 8. Webb, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 4,857.
Assault to murder....... b U " RN RO PR P RPR RSO RO | RPN OO OO RO PR IO | PN R P
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY—Lyman Evans, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 17,8987.
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* Fined $1,500 by Court.
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ScHEDULE ¢ J ’—Continued.

SAN BENITO COUNTY—John L. Hudner, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 6,633,
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*One of simple assault. tAnd one fined.

SAN hmnnmo COUNTY—J. W, Curtis, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 27,929.
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Assault to murder...._.. 10| 2 ... 8 e | 4)cccfacc|aaal--.] 4|---|3%|1¢t
Assault, deadly weapon..| 2 |... caee RO R B
Rape........... ... 2o ]oe) 2 2
Crime against nature 2 |ecee]oaae| 2 2
Robbery . - 10 2| 6 6
Burglary.. 251 6| 3|13 1
Grand larceny 10| 4]....| 6 5
Petit larceny wi
conviction . ... ceee| 2 ecoifeeae| 2 2
Forgery g7 eee| 4 4
Embezzlemen 2| 1
Criminal libel 1 1
Inj unnf publlc]I | 2 2
Selling liquor to Indians.| 8 7
Miscellaneous felonies...[ 2 -
Totals «cocee oo, 91 |18 |11 |65 |...|11|...| 2|6 ||...|40| 3 {9* (3¢ __|..|--.| 1

, *County jail, tFived.:

SAN DIEGO COUNTY—T. L. Lewis, Distriot Attorney..
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 35,090.
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+*Fugitive after conviction and before judgment.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF S8AN FRANCISCO—L. F. Byington, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 342,782.

Petit larceny with prior
conviction .....eaeo ...
Receiving stolen prop’ty
Forgery..._._.ccoco.-...
Passing fictitious writing
Embezzlement ..........
Obtaining money
property under falae

Per]ury, and suborna-
tion of perjury.........
Miscellaneous feloni

. » =||BTATUS UP TO ANDINCLUDING|  NATURE OF S| ArPEaLS
: %8 TRIAL. JUDGMENT. §_ Sup’M CT.
13-4 %
ERIGIPI Q8|85 Tig|l®| e Q Qo |t g
125|215 (5|8 |E(E\8| |2 g8 c|B|5|8
HEEEEHHEEHE EHHEIR B ERE
M HEHEEHEHAEERE R R
NATURE OF OFFENSE. aézE SlolElglo|®]i |28 |8 ol & ®
gel=|= 8B |alzggl: 8|8 Elelall |l
°u:;?m=§.,'1;l=5..—=?__‘...
‘2;‘: IS I By S I - -
,..:;;p"-l'-lagllif'g-::::
- ER R P -0 10 E A R - -] R b
-1 B R R Rl E R ER A -4 -] BNk
RN R IR FR R R i k- R
Murder - .coecmiamanaas 4012110 (171 |...|1
. Manslaughter ._......... 91122 65/(...]---|---
Assault to murder.._._.. 70 (... 7|68 |..|.-.| 1
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* And one insane after conviction and before judgment.
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ScHEDULE “J”—Continued.

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY—A. H. Ashley, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 35,452.
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K SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY—A. E. Campbell, District Attorney.

! Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 16,687.
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SAN MATEO COUNTY—Joseph J. Bullock, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Censts of 1900, 12,094.
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY—E. W. 8quier, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 18,934.
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S8ANTA CRUZ COUNTY—Ben). K. Knight, District Attorney.

Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 21,512,
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SANTA OLARA COUNTY—James H. Campbell, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 60,216,

STATUS, UP TO AND INCLUDING NATURE OF
TRIAL. JUDGMENT.
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* Died pending trial. t County jail.

SIERRA COUNTY—Frank R. Wehe, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 4,017.
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SOLANO COUNTY—Frank R. Devlin, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 24,143.
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*County jail. t Released on own recognizance. 1 Also 8 to county jail.
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STANISLAUS COUNTY—J. M. Walthall, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 9,550.
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*Died pending trial.

SUTTER COUNTY—A. C. McLaughlin, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 5,886.
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TRINITY COUNTY—D. J. Hall, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 4,383.

Murder

Assault deadly weapon..
Bur, lary- ...
Grand larceny

|
[P P D N U R R RN PR (RO I A PR B
B T O DO O D
Y DA R T e e ;I el
|

*Died pending trial.



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 87
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TULARE COUNTY—J. A. Allen, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 18,375.
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TUOLUMNE COUNTY-TF, P, Otis, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 11,166.
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VENTURA COUNTY—F. W. Ewing, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1900, 14,367.
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YUBA COUNTY—E. P. McDaniel, District Attorney.
Population of County according to Federal Census of 1800, 8,620.
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