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TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 1825. 

The Legislature of Virginia, on Fri- 

day last, re-elected Samvel P. Parsons 

Superintendent of the Penitentiary. 

We had intended, at the first leisure 

moment, making some remarks on the 

President Monroe’s message relative 

to his own accounts, but upon reading 
those by the intelligent and magnani- 
mous editor of the Richmond Whig, 
we cheerfully adopt them and recom- 

mend them to attention. Independent 
of the facts stated by Mr. Pleasants, it 

may be added, that during the time 

that Mr. Monroe acted as Secretary of 

War, immense sums of money passed 
through his hands—large amounts 

were borrowed, even upon his own re- 

sponsibility, and from the great confu- 

sion and irregularity incident to the 

times, many disbursements must have 

been made which require the interfer- 

ence of Congress, to bring about an e- 

quitable adjustment. We know that 

while the vandal smoke was yet rising 
from the ruins of the Capitol, Mr. Mon- 

roe was, night and day, employed in 

raising money and procuring the trans- 

portation of the very munitions of war, 

that enabled the Hero of New Orleans 

to render such distinguished services 

to nis country. 
If we judge from others in similar 

situations, he must, in such confusion, 
have incurred responsibility and ex- 

pended money, for which the regular 
accounting officers of the government 
have no power to give him credit. Con- 

gress possesses that power, and we 

have the fullest confidence in the dis- 

position of that enlightened body, to 

do him ample justice. The following 
is the article from the“ Whig” to which 

we allude:—? 

(/Vom the Riehnwml Whig of January 14 ] 
MR. MONROE’S ACCOUNTS. 

The message of the President to Congress, 
askingan investigation of his accounts, and 
modestly intimating claims which he has on 

the government, has been taken up in the 
House of Representatives, and has undergone 
an extended discussion. We are pleased to 

find that whatever contrariety of opinion ex- 

isted on the proper destination of his message 
but one sentiment of respect was expressed 
towards its author, and but the single deter- 
mination manifested, to give his claims a fair 
investigation, and to render whatever justice 
required. This respectful and liberal spirit 
towards the venerable person who has been so 

long in the service of his country, is worthy of 
the American CongTess, and the feelings of 

their constituents will no doubt respond to it. 
That Mr. Monroe has claims upon the justice 
of his country, we are firmly perauaded, or he 
would never have presented them. What 

those claims are, he has with praiseworthy de- 
licacy, declined at this time, to communicate. 
That they are such as will and ought to be ad- 
mitted, we both hope and believe. It has 

been said, that Mr. Monroe is about to retire 
forever, from his long public services, poor in 
all but the consciousness of having played a 

conspicuous, useful and honorable part in life. 
We are pleased to learn that his country is in- 
debted to him, not only in gratitude, but in 
that, which when rendered, will enable him 

to^iass the remainder of his days like Jefferson 
ami Madison, in philosophical retirement, and 
pecuniary case. We hope that his claims may 
not only prove well founded, but sufficient in 
amount to extricate him from all embarrass- 
ments, and to place him far above dependence. 
We have not concurred with him in all his 

political measures, but when he is about sha- 

king hands with his country’s senvice., we 

are only disposed to remember his revolution- 
ary exertions, his long devotion to the good of 
his country, and his worth and dignity as a 

man. Every generous bosom would repine at 
the thought of his terminating the last days of 
his life in penury, who had devoted their 
youthful and matured vigor to his country. 

We understand that Mr. Monroe’s claims are 

principally founded upon extraordinay serv i- 

ces rendered in his diplomatic capacity, for 
which he has received no compensation.— 
When at Paris, for instance, he was transfer- 
red to London, or Madrid, and had to encoun- 

ter all the expenses of removal, purchases of 
furniture, Ac. and only received the salary 
and outfit for the year. At anothertime, after 
being recalled by Gen. Washington, the illness 
of his family detained him for six months in 
Paris, during which time, though unauthoris- 
ed, he continued to discharge tie ordinary di- 

Ciatic duties, it seems to us, that these 
give him a strong equitable claim on the 

justice of the government—and we under- 
stand that the practice of the government has 
aince been to allow double salaries in the 
case first stated. Thus when Mr. Gallatin, 
then Minister to France, was appointed to ne- 

gotiate the treaty of peace in 1814* with oth- 
ers, he received an equal salary and outfit 
with those members of the embassy, who 
were taken directly from the United States.— 
This ia but fair and reasonable. 

On Tuesday last, on motion of Mr. Forsyth, 
the message of the President was referred to a 

select committee of seven, by a vote of 90 to 

70, with the following instructions: 
“To receive from the President, any eviden- 

ce* or explanations of his claims which he may 
think proper to present, and to file the same 

in the office of the Cleric of this House, to 
be acted upon, at the next session of Con- 

■■ U 

The Persian city of Sckaira has been almost 
wholly destroyed by an earthquake. 

Messrs. Editors,—An application 
to Congress having been made, by ma- 

ny of our citizens, to extend the juris- 
diction of the federal courts to suits be- 

tween the citizens of this District and 

of the several States, I beg leave, thro’ 

your paper, to submit a few considera- 

tions to obviate the constitutional ob- 

jections, which some persons, whose 

opinions on any subject are entitled to 

the highest respect,entertain to the pas- 

sage of such a law. 
The doubt on this subject arises from 

the difficulty of ascertaining the precise 
import of the term “ State,” as used in 

that clause of the constitution, which 

defines the judicial power of the na- 

tional government. Some have ima- 

gined that the word, as there used, can 

only signify such a body politic as is 

entitled to representation in the Senate: 
but Mr. Madison, who was as promi- 
nent as any one in forming the consti- 

tution, says, in his celebrated report, a- 

dopted by the Legislature of Virginia 
in 1800, that the word State “ is some- 

“ times used in a vague sense, and sonic- 

“ times in different senses, acccording 
“ to the subject to which it is applied. 
“ Thus it sometimes means the sepa- 
“rate sections of territory occupied by 
“the political society within each; 
“ sometimes the particular govern- 
“ ments established by these societies; 
“ sometimes societies as organised into 
“those particular governments; and, 
“ lastly, it means the people composing 
“ those political societies in their liigh- 
“ est sovereign capacity.” 

But if a construction be given to the 

term “ State,” so limited as to exclude 

from its possible signification the Dis- 

trict of Columbia, it is worthy of consi- 

deration, whether there be not expres- 
sions in the same clause, which would 

empower Congress to give us the pri- 
vilege we ask for. 

The court of appeals in Virginia, 
in the case of Custis v. Lane, 3d Mun- 

ford 579, decided that the District of 

Columbia was foreign to the State of 

Virginia, and that a citizen of the Dis- 

trict was a foreigner to the State. A- 

nother highly respectable court of the 

same State, has decided that the judi- j 
cial proceedings of the courts of this 

District, are to be considered as t^ 

proceedings of a foreign court. 11 

these decisions be correct, do not the 

words, which extend the jurisdiction 
of the federal courts to all suits be- 

tween citizens of the United States “and 

foreign States, citizens or subjects,” 
impart to Congress the power we ask 

them to exercise in our favor ? 

Congress has, in the act assuming 
exclusive jurisdiction over this Dis- 

trict, given appellate jurisdiction to the 

supreme court, from the decisions of 
the circuit court of the District in all 

civil cases, where the sum involved in 

the controversy exceeds a certain a- 

mount,exclusive of costs. Under what 

authority is this appellate jurisdiction 
given? It is presumed either under 

that clause, which defines the jurisdic- 
tion of the supreme court, or that 

which empowers Congress with exclu- 

sive legislation over the ten miles 

square. The former, alter defining to 

what the original jurisdiction of the su- 

preme court shall extend, declares that 
“ in all the other cases before mention- 

ed, the supreme court shall have appel- 
late'jurisdiction.” And what are the 

cases before mentioned. They are 

those arising under the constitution— 
the laws of the United States and trea- 

ties—all cases of admiralty and mari- 
time jurisdiction—controversies to 

which the United States shall be a par- 
ty—controversies between citizens of 

different States—citizens of the same 

States claiming lands under grants of 

different States, and between citizens 
of a State, foreign Stales, citizens or sub- 

jects.” These are the only cases in which, 
under the clause defining the jurisdic- 
tion of the Supreme Court, that tribu- 
nal can entertain appellate jurisdiction. 
If the limited construction, which has 
been given to the term “State” be the 

true one, is the law giving appellate 
jurisdiction from the Circuit Court of 

this District to the Supreme Court, in 

cases notarising under the constitution,' 
the laws, or treaties of the U. States, 
void ? The clause giving the appel- 
late jurisdiction confines it to those 

cases only in which the Circuit Court 

can hold jurisdiction. It is evident 

then, that this limited meaning, which 
some would impose upon the term 

“State” cannot be the the true one—es- 

pecially when applied to a territory un- 

der the exclusive power of the federal 

government. 
It may with irresistable force be 

contended, that under the clause vesting 
in the general government, exclusive 

legislation iu •*! cases whatsoever over 

this District; ongress may give the 

appellate power which is now exercis- 

ed by the Supreme Court from the Cir- 

cuit Courts of the District. 
I will next endeavor to shew how the o- 

pinions thrown out by the Supreme 
Couft on this subject,tend to support my 
own. In the case of Clarke v. Baza- 

done, 1. Cranch 212, the Court quash- 
ed the writ, because the act of Congress 
had not given that Court appellate ju- 
risdiction in cases from the territories. 

From which we may infer that the 

Court thought Congress might autho- 

rise such an appeal, although a territo- 

ry is hot a State. 

In the case of Hepburn and Dundas 

v. Ellzey, 2d Crunch 415, Chief Justice 

Marshall, in delivering the opinion of 

the Court, says—“The question in this 
“ case is whether the plaintiffs, as rcsi- 
“ dents of the District of Columbia, 
“canmaintain an action in the Circuit 
“ Court of the United States for the dis- 
“ trict of Virginia. “This,” he conti- 

nues, “depends on the act of Congress 
“ describing the jurisdiction of the 
“ Court. That ad gives jurisdiction 
“ between a citizen of the State, in which 
“ the suit is brought and a citizen of a- 

“ nother State, to support the jurisdic- 
“ tion in this cat.e it must appear that 
“ Columbia is a State.” In concluding 
his opinion, the Chief Justice says, 
“ It is true that as citizens of the Unit- 

“ed States, Sc of that particular district, 
“ which is subject to the jurisdiction of 
“ Congress, it is extraordinary, that the 
“ Courts of the United States, which 
“ are open to aliens ami to the citizens of 
“ every State in the Union should he 
“ closed upon them. But this is a sub- 
“ ject for legislative, not lor judicial con- 

sideration.” 
In the case of the Corporation oi N. 

Orleans v. Winter, 1st \\ heaton, 99, 
the Supreme Court say, “That every 
“ reason for the opinion of the Court 

“that a citizen of the District of Co- 
“ lumbia was not capable of suing in the 
“Courts of the United States, under 
“ the judiciary act is equally applicable 
“ to a citizen of a territory.” 

In the case of Loughborough v. 

Blake, 5th Wheaton 317, the question 
arose as to the constitutionality of the 

act of Congress, which imposed a di- 

rect tax upon this District for other 
than District purposes. It was contend- 

ed that as the Supreme Court had de- 
cided that the District was not a State, 

Congress could not lav a direct tax lor 

general purposes. But the Court decid- 
ed exactly otherwise, and say that the 

right of Congress to tax the District 
“ does not depend solely on the grant of 

exclusive legislation”—that the power of 

Congress to lay a direct tax, and col- 

lect duties, &.c. extends to the District 

of Columbia and the territories of the 

United States—that the provision that 
“ direct taxes apportioned among the 
“ several states, according to their re- 

“ spective numbers, to be ascertained by 
“ a census,” was not intended to re- 

strict the power of imposing direct tax- 

es to the States only, and that Congress 
arc not bound to extend a direct tax to 

the District and Territories. The 
Court further decide that the power of 

exclusive legislation over the District 
includes the power of imposing taxes, 
as well direct as others, for general pur- 

J/OSvS. 
The Court having sustained the act 

of Congress, imposing a direct tax on 

the District, for general purposes, upon 
the grounds before stated, decide that 

the term state, as used in regulating 
the taxing power of Congress, includes 
tliis District and the Territories, and 
thus adopt the interpretation given it 
by Mr. Madison, in the report above 

mentioned. 
But if, under the authority of exercis- 

ing exclusive legislation over this Dis- 

trict, Congress can, as the Court has 

decided, lay a direct tax upon the Dis- 

trict, for the general purposes of the go- 
vernment, then no just rule of construc- 

tion will forbid Congress to extend the 

jurisdiction of the Courts, created and 
controled by that body, to suits be- 

tween the citizens of the several states, 
and this District. Can there be any 
reason, founded on correct policy, or 

any principle of justice, which would 
exclude us from those Courts, which 
are open to aliens ? 

The Constitution declares that the 
Courts of the United States shall have 

jurisdiction in suits “between citizens 
“ of the same state, claiming lands under 
“ grants of different states.” Citizens 
of this District might claim lands un- 

der the circumstances here provided 
for, and yet by the narrow interpreta- 
tion given to the term “state,” be forc- 
ed to submit to atrial, which this very 

provision of the constitution teaches 

therp to believe will not be impartial. 
If Congress and the Courts enlarge 

the import of the term “state,” to im- 

pose on us a burthen, will they not do 

the same, to admit us, not to a privi- 
lege, but to the common justice, which 

is rendered to all nations ? 

Let us next see, what Congress has 

understood this word to mean, as used 

in other parts of the constitution, and 

particularly those connected with the 

Judicial System of the United States. 

By the 1st section of the 4th article, 
it is ordained, “that full faith and cre- 

“ dit shall be given in each state, to the 
« public records and judicial proceed- 
“ ings of every other state. And the 

Congress mat/, by general laws, pre- 
“ scribe the manner in which such acts, 
“ records and proceedings shall be pro- 
“ ved, and the effect thereof.” 

On the 26th of May, 1790, Congress 
passed a law, (1st vol. LawsU. S. 115) 
by which it is declared, that “the re- 

“ cords and judicial proceedings, au- 

“ thenticated as in the act prescribed, 
“ shall have such faith given to them, 
«in every Court within the United 
“ States, as they have bv law or usage, 
“ in the Courts of the state from whence 
“ the said records are or shall be ta- 

“ ken.” 
On the 27th of March, 1804, Con- 

gress passed another law,(vol. 7, Laws 

U. S. 147) supplementary to the act of 

the 26th of May, 1790; by which, it is 

enacted, that “all records, and exempli* 
“ fications of office books, which are, or 

“ may, be kept in any public office of 
“ any state., not appertaining to any 
“ Court, shall be proved or admitted in 
“ any other Court or Office in any other 
“ state, if authenticated in the manner 

“ prescribed by this act. And that 
“ thus authenticated, they shall have 
“ such faith and credit given to them in 
“ 

every Court and every Office within 
k‘ the United States, as they have by law 
“ or usage, in the Courts or Offices of 
“ the state from whence the same arc or 

“ shall be taken.” 

The second section of this last law 

declares, that the provisions of it, and 

the act of the 2Gth May, 1790,“ shall 
“ apply as well to the public acts, re- 

“ cords, office books, judicial proceed- 
“ ings, Courts and Offices of therespec- 
“ tive territories of the United States, 
“ and countries subject to the jurisdic- 
“ tion of the United States, as to the 
“ public acts, Sec. of the several states.” 
Here then is a legislative construction 
of the term “state,” as used in the con- 

stitution. The records and documents 

mentioned in this act, of the Courts 

and Offices of the territories, See. are to 

have the same effect in every Court and 
Office within the United States. These 

expressions include not only the courts 

of the United States, but the State 

Courts. Now if Congress can consti- 

tutionally extend the meaning of the 

term “state,” used in the 1st sec. and 
4th art. so as to pass a law giving con- 

clusive effect to all records and exem- 

plifications of office books, not apper- 
taining to a Court, which may be kept 
within a territory or district under the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the U. States; 
and also to the public acts, records and 

judicial proceedings of the territories 
and districts, in not only the Courts of 
the United States, but of the Slates, 
there does not seem to be any reason 

why Congress cannot give jurisdiction 
to the courts of the Union in cases be- 
tween citizens of this District, and the 
Territories, and citizens of the states in 
which the courts arc held. The con- 

stitutionality of the 2d section of the 
act of March 27th, 1804, has been sus- 

tained by the Supreme Court, in the 
case of Mills, vs. Duryee, (7th Cranch, 
481.) That was a suit in the Washing- 
ton Court, on a judgment of one of the 
Courts of New-York. The counsel for 
the plaintiffin error, contended that the 
record was not entitled by force of the 
constitution and law, to the same effect 
in a Court of the District of Colum- 
bians it was in a court in a State, be- 
cause this District was not a State. 

This objection *as not sustained by 
the court which considered the words 
of the law a decisive answer to the ob- 

jection. 
The constitution provides that any 

person charged in any state with a 

crime, who shall fly from justice, and 
be found in another state, shall on de- 
mand of the executive of the state from 
which he fled, be delivered up for trial 
—-and that any person held to service 
or labour in one state, shall not be dis- 

charged, but shall be delivered to the 

party to whom the service or labor is 
due. By the 6th section of the act of 

Congress, passed 3d of March, 1801, 
(5th vol. Laws U. S. 289) it is enacted, 

that in all cases where the constitution 
or laws of the United States provide 
that crimininals or fugitives from jus- 
tice, or persons held to labour in any 
state, escaping into another state, shall 

be delivered up, the chief justice of the 

district is required to cause to be ap- 
prehended and delivered up all such 

persons who shall be found within his 

district. This provision of the consti- 

tution must have been applied to this 

District, either by extending the term 

“state” in this clause, to the District, 
or under that clause which gives Con- 

gress exclusive jurisdiction over it. 

It is to be presumed that a similar 

demand may be made from the proper 
authority in the District upon the exe- 

cutive of a state for fugitives from the 

District. It cannot, upon any reasona^ 
blc ground be contended that congress 
does not possess the power of autho- 

rising such a demand to be made, be- 

cause the District is not what is gene- 

rally denominated a state. To put 
down such an attempt, it is only ne- 

cessary to refer to the law of congress 

passed on this subject, 12th February, 
1793, (2d vol. Laws of U. S. 165) by 
which it is expressly provided that 

wherever the executive authority of 

any state in the Union, or of either of 

the territories, north, west or south of 
the river Ohio, shall demand any per- 

son, as a fugitive from justice from the 

executive authority of any such state 

or territory to which such person shall 
have fled, he shall be surrendered up 
on producing the evidence by the sta- 

tute required. The same provision is 

made in the same law as to fugitives 
from labor. By this act, congress 
have in some respects placed the citi- 

zens of the territories upon the same 

footing in the states with the citizens 
of the states, and in cases where the 

power given to congress seems to be 

confined, according to the words of 

the constitution to “ states.” 
It is therefore confidently hoped that 

congress will consider itself enabled by 
the constitution to extend to the citi- 
zens of this District the right of bring- 
ing suits in the Federal Courts held in 
the states and territories. But if in 
their wisdom congress shall think 

otherwise, we as confidently expect 
that they will propose an amendment 
to the constitution empowering them 

to grant us this reasonable request. 
ji Citizen of the District of Columbia. 

Messrs. Editors—You stated in one 

of your late papers that the subject of 
a local legislature for this District was 

to be agitated before the present ses- 

sion of Congress. If this be the inten- 
tion of the malcontents of Washington, 
I think the following remarks on this 

subject, by that distinguished jurist 
and commentator, St.George Tucker, 
the present Judge of the United States’ 
District Court of Virginia, merit the 

serious attention of Congress. They 
will be found in the appendix, page 
227, to the first part of the first volume 

of his Blackstone. 

Judge 1 ucker, on the subject ot tne 

permanent seat for the government of 
the United States, remarks—•“ It has 
“ been said that it was in contemplation 
“ to establish a subordinate legislature, 
“ with a governor, to preside over the 
“ District. But it seems highly ques- 
“ tionable, whether such a substitution 
“ of legislative authority is compatible 
“ with the constitution; unless it be 
“ supposed that a power to exercise ex- 

“ elusive legislation, in all cases whatso- 

ever, comprehends an authority to 

“ delegate that power to another subor- 
“ dinate body. If the maxim be sound, 
«that a delegated authority cannot be 
“ transferred to another to exercise, the 
“ project here spoken of will probably 
«never take effect. At present, that 
“ part of the Union is neither represent- 
“ ed in the Congress nor in any state 

«legislature—a circumstance of which 
“ there seems to be some disposition to 

“complain. An amendment of the 

“constitution seems to be the only 
“ means of remedying this oversight.” 

A. 

We copy the subjoined queries from 

the Delaware Gazette. They may, per- 

haps, amuse some of our mathemati- 

cians, and employ an idle hour that 

might be worse spent. We should be 

pleased to receive the solutions. 

[communicated.] 
Multiply 102057030460, 
By 933333333338. 

Quotient is 95253228429809599475480 
Which has been done in three lines.— 
Please to give the rule by which it is 
done. 

Divide 83204250618196759749381 
By 666666666666 
Gave a quotient of 324806375927 
And leave a balance of 

_ 

279963999999 
Which is done in two lines. Require 
the rule to work by. B. C. 

January 3.—Mr. Patterson offered 
the following preamble and resolution, 
which-, on his motion, was laid on the 
table, and on Mr. Dromgoole’s motion 
was ordered to be printed: 

The Finance Committee reports the 
total amount of available funds of the 
Commonwealth for the present fiscal 
year, to be $553,213 63, and the ex- 

penditures for the same period, they 
suppose to be $436,906 91, which leaves 
an excess of receipts beyond the ex- 

penditures of $116,306 72; this sum is 
subject to appropriation by the present 
General Assembly,and the greatest part 
of it is now actually in the treasury. 

Of the public debt, the committee 
says, it consists ol an unascertained a- 

inount of old 6 per cent, certificates, 
which they suppose to be about $70,- 
000, and $319,000 of seven per cent, 
debt held by the President and Direc- 
tors of the Literary Fund; the former 
they advise to be called in, and their 
advice has been executed in part, by 
the passage of a bill by this House for 
that purpose; of the latter they say, 
‘its redemption at this time is not con- 
sidered important to the interest of the 
State, as it could not probably be as ad- 
vantageously invested again;' what 
was the language of the committee, is 

now, the language of this House, for it 
has adopted the report of the commit- 
tee. It surely is not the intention of 
the committee or of this House, to keep 
up the taxes to their present rate, to 

raise money which the House by thea- 
doption of the report, declares it is not 

‘important’ to pay. 
All money drawn from the people by 

taxation beyond a fair estimate of the 
certain and contingent demands upon 
the treasury, is, to say the best of it, up- 
on speculation; the more we speculate, 
the longer we shall stay here. The 
length of our sessions is a subject of 
universal complaint, and it is believed 
that no scheme to shorten them is so 

j efficient, and none can be so fully relied 
on, as one which is based on a mode- 
rate income; besides, the bold, intrepid 
attempt that was made at the last ses- 

sion of the assembly, to seize upon our 

excess of revenue and pledge it as a 

perpetual fund for the payment of in- 
terest upon loans, cannot soon be for- 
gotten. 

The foregoing estimate is submitted 
to shew the rate of reduction of which 
the present tax is susceptible; it embra- 
ces every item, either of income, or ex- 

pense of an ordinary or permanent cha- 

racter, which is contained in that of the 
committee. It cannot be wrong if that 
of the committee is right, for the per- 
manent items, such as are likely to oc- 

cur every year, are the same in both; 
the only difference that exists between 
them, is, the rate of taxation supposed 
there, and that which is recommended 
here. 

This estimate shows after a reduction 
of 18| per cent, from the property tax, 
that there will be an annual saving to 

the people of *58,802 82, and besides 
that saving there will be an excess of 

receipts beyond the disbursements, of 

g 14,583 45. 
To this excess may lie added the 

portion of the surplus of the present 
fiscal year that probably may not be ap- 
propriated by the present Assembly, 
and also the saving that will result from 
an adjournment by the 10th day of Fe- 

bruary; the two sums may fairly be 

supposed to be 820,000, which added 
to the 814,483 45, will make the sum 

of 834,483 45, subject to the contin- 

gent calls of the next Assembly. 
Resolved, therefore, That it is expedient to 

reduce the taxes upon lands, loti improved or 

unimproved, horses and mules, anu upon 
slaves,about 18$ percent 

[We regret that we have not room tor air. 

P’s tables of estimates. Their principal vari- 

ations from those of the Committee of Finance 

consists in the application of the principle 
laid down in the Report, viz. the deducting m 

the first instance 18 j per cent, on the receipts, 
estimated bv the Finance Committee, from 

lands, lots, slaves, and horses and mules. I lie 

effect of this deduction runs through one or 

two of the subsequent items, wh athe *- 

mount of probable Insolvencies, sheriff * com- 

missions, &c. and it is seen in the wmjtotal, ot 

Receipts, which instead of being J>j5o,2L» tv 

as by the committee’s Report, is estimated oy 
Mr. P. at only 421,813 45—In the tabic ot 

disbursements, Mr. P. estimates the expenses 
of the General Assembly at 90,000 instead ©i 

100,000 dollars—and of the Lunatic Hospital 
2^500 less tlian the Report—it beside* throws 

out some few items, as balance of appropria- 
tion to the penitentiary building, additional 

appropriation to the Governor’s house, elec- 

tion of President and Vice President of the 

U. S.—pay of agent to Kentucl y—and proba- 
ble expenditure for Lexington arsenal and 

guard-house on the Capitol Square :-dhu* es- 

timating the expenditures about $30,000 less 

tlian the Report:—Mr. P'a Estimate concludes 
thus: 
Total amount of nett Revenue 

ofan ordinary and permanent 
character $42i,>»-> J 

From which deduct the total a- 

mount of disbursements of 
an ordinary and permanent 
character *_ 

And there will be an excess of 

receipts beyond the do 
4, 

bursements, of » 

To which add the portion of the 

present excess that may pro- 
bably not be appropriated by 
the present Assembly, and 

the saving tliat may result 
from an adjournment by 10th 

day of Feb. which two sums 

may fairly be put down at bo 

And then there will be an ex- 

cess during the next fiscal 

year, and subject to appropri- ,k 

ation by the next General 
Assembly, of ^H4*? * 
On Mr. Bozabth’s motion the joint 

order of the day was executed, and 

Thomas Nelson, esq. was re-elected 
General Agent or Storekeeper of the 

Penitentiary, without opposition. 
$ 


