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Letters from the People

Jobbery in the House of Correction


Messrs. Editors Baltimore American:


Light illumines the pathway of man, dispelling the darkness which exists in many ways other than in the nocturnal period; and the obscurity in which many acts are enveloped makes us demand the light, for the light leads to knowledge, and knowledge to the proper understanding of acts heretofore dark.  


There are some things dark in reference to the “House of Correction,” and the people have the right to demand light, that thereby all who are “posied, puzzled and perplexed” may have explained to them some things now very difficult to be understood.  


It is dark to the writer to understand why the property should have been conveyed by the grantors, who were in treaty with the legal committee for the purchase thereof to a prominent Republican of Anne Arundel County for $12,000; vide Liber S H, No. 9, folio 64, one of the land records of Anne Arundel County. 


It is dark and difficult to understand why the property should have passed to the Hon. Geo. Wm. Brown, George S. Brown and Robert T. Baldwin, Esqs., agents for the State of Maryland, for $13,000, vide Liber S. H., No. 9, folio 66, one of the land records of Anne Arundel County.  Just here I stop to exonerate the three grantees above named from any connivance with any one in any wrong doing, for I believe had they been apprised of the whole secrets of the transaction they would have refused their names as grantees.


It is dark to understand how the title could be improved by being passed to one who heretofore held no title, for the grantors could have passed to the state the same title for $12,000 that was passed by the first conveyance of property.


The committee knew who was the owner of the land prior to this conveyance, and in justice to the State of Maryland they should have refused the purchase of the property at a larger amount than the owners were willing to take from this conditional purchaser—conditioned by the agreement that if he could sell to the committee.  Otherwise his name would never have been used in any agreement of purchase even at $9,000, or less; and it is very strange that this first grantee should be very nearly allied by relationship to the chief manager of all industries in, around and about the premises since the state owned the property.  And, again, the two conveyances being of even date, December 3, 1874, the purchasing committee could not have been blind enough not to see the trick. 


It is dark to understand who got that one thousand dollars, the difference between the first sale of $12,000, and the second quasi sale of $13,000; certainly not the first grantee, because we know fully well that no Republican would have been allowed to swallow a hook freighted with so golden a morsel.  


It is dark to understand how some of the committee who have spoken on the subject could state that the clay on the land thus purchased was ample for the use desired, when, in truth, not sufficient clay to make one brick has been dug with the view of being burned.


It is difficult to understand if there be clay in the land thus purchased, why all the clay has been dug half a mile away on land owned by another person.


It is very difficult to understand that this clay has been furnished without pay, as understood by some much more credulous than as so stated by the committee. 

‘Tis dark that one individual should be allowed to furnish all the wood to burn the bricks to the amount of 3,000 cords at $4 per cord, when the committee could have purchased valuable wood land on a property well suited for the erection of the House of Correction, with wood enough to burn twice as many bricks as will be required to do all the building, and this land could have been had at nearly one third the cost of the present erection.


It is hard to comprehend why one who was authorized to set the price per acre for ninety-three acres should have said they intended to pay $200 per acre.  Why was the price changed?


In conclusion, ‘tis difficult to understand why only one individual can be found among the whole Democratic party who is able to perform the task of twice selling the property used for the House of Correction; then furnish the clay for three million bricks gratuitously; then build a store house on the property to catch the pennies from the laborers in the yard; then furnish five thousand cords of wood; then pay the hands off weekly—putting through the whole thing.  This will truly sour the feelings of the party and turn the tide, for no party is willing to allow such a favored monopoly to exist, and especially the Democratic party, whose motto has been all the time, “To the victors belong the spoils;” but in this case one manages the “spoils,” and that against the determined opposition of a good many Democrats. 


Believing that no one individual lives whose place could not be as well filled by some one else, I oppose the appearance of monopolies, and hence I send you this article.  

Anti-Monopoly.

Monday, June 28, 1875

The House of Correction

In Saturday’s AMERICAN a communication appeared giving some facts about the manner in which the title to the land on which the new House of Correction is to be built that are susceptible of an interpretation not entirely creditable to the gentlemen engaged in the transaction.  Our attention has been called to another fact in this connection, which seems to be quite as mysterious as those to which our correspondent referred.  The contract for erecting the buildings was awarded to Mr. Henry W. Loane, a politician of some note in this city.  He no doubt, is a competent builder, his securities are probably ample, and we did not undertake to say that the sum he is to receive is too large, for we have not the data at hand upon which to base an opinion; but we are informed that another entirely responsible party offered to do the work for several thousand less.  

The inquiry very naturally arises, Why was not this bid accepted?  Why should Mr. Loane receive the contract when he was not the lowest bidder? There are persons who pretend to find the answer to this question in the prevailing rumor that the man whose bid was so much lower than Mr. Loane has been made superintendent of the work, at a salary of $2,500.  This explanation is, of course, not conclusive.  The gentleman who withdrew his bid may have done it for reasons entirely independent of the face that he was to be given a lucrative appointment; but in these days of “rings” and “ringmasters,” a coincidence like this is certain to provoke comment. 
