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Agence of

here an mmnnu is effected
uxut of lh' owner of lmunbou,lhelou,
yablatos mortgage cudlwx, belng
"6y between the owner. snd mort-
» security (or the dﬂmottbohuat,
fagt” lho umlerw:iw winfonmd

) Oompany for - 85,000, which -would ex-|-. ‘A

. z—In the abunce offraud omnrnx nhconduct,
ﬁalou is to be sttrib ‘todu i

. .cduse, and if ceeasioned by & perﬂ“innmd

\- ingainst:is within the policy, dthou;b the re-

mota caute may be the nogllgna of the az.

ed, his nernnb ut l.gmh n- simple

by means of wh{eh tho bon s e
was euried without the llmunqnu
“"Act of Congrets, thologal presumpt]
tlm requirements of tha Jaw in th
wero compliod wiﬁ: i

7 This was 'an acnon of oovenant ona
ipohcy of insurance..
“The history, ¢ of the ease is fnlly given

{on the 31t of- Qotober, 1857, with the

consent of the  indorsees, assigned the
to Jared M. ’Bmh of the:

;ﬁmor Wi, Barahill & Co., for the | be

i of enabling hun, as-their

= attorney . in fact,. to collect “the. amonnt’
"} of their respec

. |fy the aaid mostgage.

-”bm fiv tiléé -above St Louis;|i
Mmonn, the sid- -ateamboat, (¢ Oeean

cation’ by James

: ces,
tave elnims, and :to satis- ; the proper officers ‘and agenta of the,
Mr: Brush pro- | said Insurance Conipany to insure him'

ceeded to “8t.> Louis, Whiere* the boat ! against loss by aecident or danger to

-then was, and there received from Ca

tain Marsh the sam:of 81,000, which
is all that has been paid- on acoount of
id claims. The notes and mort-
g‘lhgewere afterwards sent_to: Messrs.
omas & Sharp, “attorneys at law, of
8t. Louis, for collection and foreclosure,
who instituted the - necessary proceed-
_|ings for this purpose; and upon Capt.
Marsh’s voluntary appearance and con-
fosaion, Judgment was obtained for the
amount due with a decres for the sale
of the boat. ~
. Capt. Marsh then proposed to the
said ‘attorneys, in order to.obtain time
for the payment of the judgmient, and
to prevent, if possible, a sale of the
boat, to assign to Mr. Rees,: for the
benefit_of the parhes in interest, two
policies of insurance on the: boat—one
1ssued by the - Quaker - City Insurance

.pire on the 1st of April, 1858, and the
other issued by the Delaware Matual Tn-
surance Company for $3,000, which
would" expire on- the - 16th - of April,

1868—and in. furtherance of the pro-{j

position, avd because he could not as-
sign the policies without the coneent of
the #aid Insurance Compames, be de-
livered: them to-the aaid‘ attorneys, au-
thorizing them to send the same to Mr.
Rees for renewal at his expense, pro-
mising to pay the premium- therefor,
with the “ suggestion that if Mr. Rees
did not consider’ these offices entirely
safe, he was at liberty toinsure the same
amount in any good offices as security
for the said judgment.

‘Accordingly Messrs. Thomas & Sharp,
on the 183 of March, 1858, wrote to
Mr. Rees informing him that judgment
| bad been obtained. for the amouat due
‘with'a decree fof the sale of the boat—
of  Marsh's. proposition and request for

indulgence—inclosing the policies and,

suggesting the propriety of having them
renewed, of new ones issucd, making
the loss, it any, payable to hlmself—nnd

. | advising the- extension of the indal-

“of Covemnt, bmngbt by Waldo Marsh,
for. thenseofJameo Reées and: others,

itizens’:. Insurance Com

“policy of ingurance, bearing

2 thof. Apnl, 1858, issued b
tbe said company, ca ng | the ssid Wal-

fany, puy;b o/ to James
d 710 the ful

puster :
‘Beéginhing ventare npon the said
. smmboat, lost 6¢'not loat,u nodn, April
. 2d,-1858, and ito contmue and | endure | ;

til the 2 y tified by

gence requested by Marsh if consistent
with'a due regard to” his own and the
others’ interests. . Mr. Rees exhibited
this letter-to the Secretary of the Citi-
zens’ Insurance Company when he made
lpphcahon for the policyin this case,

pa- | who-indorsed 'an acceptance thereon, in

terms and : conditions similar to those
contained in the policy subscquently is-
sued and delivered to Rees, and uposn:
which this dction is brought.

‘The steamboat,  Ocean Spray,” was
destroyed by fire, on the 22d of April,
1858, on.the Mississippi river, t\hreo or
four miles above.St. Louis, while on her
way to Peoria. " She left the ‘port of
8t. Louin between four and five o’elock
in the afterncon, in charge of Waldo
Marih, captain and o%ner, and, at the

e Jtime . oitheeasnau y, Was racing with

P | ¢ho & Hasinibal City,” which bad

avi- bonndfor Keokuk.
any left, she-had but a’small head” | of.

started
from 8t - Louis'about the same time,
" YWhenthe § Ocean

, a8 the Captain: was intending

i | to Tand about a mile and s half above,

31and take on board s quantity
2€T | but “when the boats commenced

of salt;
racing,

2°{ this intention, at the solicitation of the

gers, was abandoned ; and, in or-
der to get up steam, a small qnnnmy of
rosin was at first used for the'purpose
of igniting and increasing the combus
tion ofbthe wood and coal—and then,
upon the suggestion of a passenger who
hs abxﬂelgganrpenune on boierd the
| Captain; after consilting the engineer,

£%1and being advised that ‘the turpentine

‘would not be davgerousif properly used,
gave orders for ita wse. Tho barrel of
turpentine was ‘taken ot of the hold

%32 by the  mate and ‘some of the. hands,
‘fand placed in_ front of the fnmace,

abutﬁfhecn or.gighteen feet from the
furnace doors. The mate then knook:

ed ont'the head of the barrel, and dip-

thapanengm also dxppodanumberof

ped out two-thirds: of ‘a- buoket of the
id " eprinkled “or..poured it
“box near the fur-

{ sticks.of wood" mto -the . barrel of tar-
{ pentine, imimarain, and | saturating them

anbe side of, the box of coal pearthe

ting. i
to throw. tha bnrnmg ‘wood overboard,
but.it.‘'was fopnd impossible to do this,

'0- | as the wood had become almost instan-
| taniously énveloped in the flames. Or-

ders wore . then given. to. remove, or
throw overboard the barrel of | turpen-

the. saiil . steamboat, ¢ Ocean Spray,”
whereby his seourity for the ssi debt,
owed by the ‘said Walde Marsh) ‘owner,
&ec., and secared by a mortinge': on_the
aaid steamboat, & ahould be

leges the éxécution and dblivery by the

said company:to-him of the polxoy men- | i

tioned in the first coutit, on the'day and
year aforédaid, ‘whereby the™ said come
pany covenanted and.agreed to pay him

the said sum méntioned:therein; in case

the said, iboat:ehould be ldat—and

‘of April, 1858,
! oun, ‘the said
steame caught fire

and wzs consu ¢d,.and, i)eoame a total

T p edooven[mtsper-
formed absque-koc.y &o., and upon ths
trial of -the: issue the  foregoing fucts
were-developed: by the evidence,

‘A’ number 'of ‘points were submitted

coubsel ‘on’both sides, upon

hey prayod the iostrugtion of
the jury.

s Coutt declined to charge the
jury o the questions of law presented
by the! : counsel, reserving: the* same for
the, consxdemxon of the court in  bave,
and, a8 it was agreed by the s0id coune
sel that there was no dispute in' regard
to.the ;tota] loss of the eaid boat by fire,
an_the 22d of April, 1858, Tior #s to the
value thereof, or the mtereﬂ of' the in-
sured therem—proof of logs and proof

of interest; &c., to the umerﬁ, a8 To:

quired by the pohcy, all of ‘which were
admitted, the- court- submitted . three
questions of fact to the )nry for their
determination, viz:— .

Was the loss of the alth
«Qcean 8pray,” occasioned by the fault
or negligence of the legal plaiptiff, Wal-
do Ma:sh, captain and owner ‘of mid
boat 7}

IL: If so, did such fault amount to}
gross | ghgence, recklessness, or will-
ful misconduct?

_ITI}- Was the. gaid steambbat lost
without any fraudulent intention the
part of the said Waldo Maesh to destroy
the said boat?,

Anil directed the jury to assess the
damages arising from the ‘said lpss, sub-
ject to the opinion of the court jn- banc,
upon ithe question reserved,; viz :—
whether the plaintiff, under thé plead-
ings and the admitted facts in the caso,
the application and the acceptanee there-
of, angd the policy and mortgage giv-
en in evidence, (Prout same) ia entitled
to recover the said damages on “the find-
ing of the jury upon t the questions of
fact spbmitted to their dewrmmanon
Prout same :—

And in answer to the aaid: questlons
submmed for their daurmmmon, the
,)nry found — -

1. | That the loss of the steamboat
« Ocean Spny," nientioned inthe poli-
oy suéd on; was oceasionad by the fault
or négligence of the legal plaintiff,
Wa!do Mmb,capum and owner tbere-

II That the fault of the said cap-
tain,’ in this behalf; did amount to gross
neghgence, but not to recklessness, or
willful misconduct.

[.  That the 2aid ateamboat wu
logt. withgut .any fiaudnlent intent on

‘of the said Waldo Mnrsh to
destroy the said boat.

Xd tho jury assessed -the’ dnm:ga
at $3659,50, which they found : for the
plaintiff, snbject to-the: opitiion: of the
court opon the quesuon of law reserv-
ed.

Is
servad question, entitled to a )d

?gment
for the amount found by the jury

tlm he is-—on two

is, an_insurance of _the- .o
interest of James Rees; in hisoy
and ;stmsteo, in the steamboat Ocean

Spray,’ cmghtﬁfoangl was burned, and.

the plmmﬁ", then, upon: tbe T~

m this pol'wy was clearly ‘with the own-

Itmhumwresnhltm insur~ | of fire, negli

ed-‘: It mitters not that. the- insurance
feotad, i lq his' absenc lt ﬂm“m-

of: l.hepny:der in’ making
-and his appointee to recsive:the money
in/ case’ :F:n loss, | And, ‘thérefore, if
the owner ¢ammot repover for the'loss i in
question, theré can_be no recovery ia.
his pame for ﬂi? use of

t, and al-]ve.

ntraot,

pt the dlegahons of the defendnnta in

- | was Jost, wnscauseé

wder, and t!ut ithe offi-
T 50ME 91' lhem, careless- |

.| their pleas, or either of them, to the

effect that the fire, by which thg boat
by:the careleasness,
or the neglect, or unskillfal conduct of {;
| the master and crew.of the boat, is not a
defenceto this action” ”’

“Tho dootrine af. this case has been.
followed by the -Buprems Court of this |

o-| State, in the American Xpsurance Com-|

his yammpauon\ stru

press termsy thé lowdia made._ payab
him; might maintainan action ‘therefor.| was
in bis own nawe: Ealing vs. Zsotzing- §.
er, 1 Harris 50 ;. Myers vs. The -Key: }
'stone Mutual Life Tnsurance! Comipany, |
3 Casey 268 ; -but the undertdking.to
pay the appqmtee Wwas. an un
collateral to;'snd dependent upob;

hcauaa, by .its-ex-|!
loto | I

6 [ the Court, said :

va. Insley, and by the courts of
ﬁn&xe other : wheyre the questxon
lias arisen;

. In-Hyuods-vs. Soheneotady County

Insurance ;Company, Harris |

oli the ‘opinion of |

«T think ‘the Judge
who tried this cause bas correctly stated
|tbe law on.the" quéstion: of negligence.

't | Thé eounsel for the defendant is on-

paﬂy,lnmhel

principal nndertahngto insure the own:: i

er, and'the right of the former, being
wholly - derivative, cannot: exwed the
nlght of Pd%aHlum :1;_1 b
claims: Pef-Hannis, Jus

venor va. Tho' Atlantio Mutual I“rzrs-
ance Company, 3 Suiith 391, And thi

brings us to theconsideration of ¢homain

question in this-case: " Is-the compiny.|-
liable for the Toss of the boat by fire o=
casioned by the gross negligence of the

iniured? ~If the negligence were of 50 |

border. closely.on

gmss a oharacter a5 to ére
raud, or to amount: o willfal ‘misoon-] -
duot, 'the underwriter would ‘not beJias Jeo

ble for theloss: - Chandler va.'Woides-'

ter Mutual Fire Insurance Company, 8 |

Cush. 328, But the ‘jury in ¢his case

have found hat the  negligence of. the] . -3
insured did tot.amount o recklessgess, |

or willfal. misconduot:
wis not a fraudulent intention his’ part
to destroy the boat. BX recklessness;’
the jury must ‘have understood fome-
thing more than gross “negligence—-as
importing & rash and calpable disregard
of the obvions contequences of ‘one’s,
acts, and as synon with
misconduct. * Fo that by the'finding :of

the ;ng
or fnud 'of the insured, but by bis gross | i

negligence.. Tho only question, there.
fore, is, whether tho un te’r §s lia.

that ‘there

blo for a loss -occasioned by the gross 0 th

negligence of the insured.

Whatever may be the conflict be-|

tween the earlicr and later cases, it s¢
t0 be now settled - that the mere .

ligence of the assared, however ‘greatlin a 1
in degree; will 'not operate 3s ‘s dis~] eome

willfal | vix:

we have the case of & loss oc-| ¢
not by the willful miscondubt |

uenmuho )
(fg? @ Circuit Co i
'f(en!.uoky, fonr‘ ues onnnd

5, Hidh'the judges

and the same, |

oﬁop'&he ofendarits, were,

Foques
amed r:gd certified "to "the Supreme | do
Court for i ua opl?iw;:l ounly twobeof whichy ,p‘ y

- Does--the ! palicy’
opof ﬂ'lo bJat” by fird,

hgence,»carelesmeq, or un-
nster: ‘and i orew of

n of .xhedefend-

ﬂ% or‘éither of fhem, to
the-effect:that the- fire: by which the,
bontmldat Wis ‘dby the . care-

o but one point,
‘loss'by fire; remotely
egligence, welesxnm,
of the master and crew

‘, Erotect the party insured agmuat neg-| Ban.i?

tion upon mere
to nnthon
 the

charge of the lisbility of - the-underwri- ],

In the absence of fraud or willful.

mmcondnct, the loss is to beattributed
to the proximata causo, and, if occasion-
¢d by-a poril “ifured lg:nnnt, is within
the policy, althdagh the-remots tause
may be the negligence- of the iusured;
his servantsor agents: ' Patapaco
sarance Com; va. Conlm:,a Pet
22 ;" Columbia’ nsnnnco‘Compan ¥8;
Lawrence, 10 id 517 ; Waters va..Mer.
chsnts’ Louisville Insurance “Com]
11 id. 213 ; Mathews va. Howar
surance Lo, :13 Barb. 234; ‘Hyn
Schenectady County . ‘Mataal’ Im
Company, 16 id. 119; Gates va. M
sori County Mutual Inmnnee Compaii
1 Selden 469; Mathows va. Howard'
surafics Compay, 1 Kernan 9; Delan

vé. Bedford Insurance Comp:n!, 10
Masgs. 855; Copeland vi. New Enghnd it Ti
Marine Imnmnce Company, 2 Met. 482; |

Calm vs.

SaTuk Lo
Suffol Drance. COmpany, 3§
Perrin ya. Protection Insurance

gnngﬁeld ‘Fire “18surance

umner,434 ‘Willjams 763- ‘and 1

!"

ek to make any excepnou
Watds, to show that it is. not.

ot others, is witbin this

tirely. mistaken ‘in sapposing that the
general: rmcl le which will:not allow a

ilty of naghgence,

recover for, the Joss ar- injury to' which:

‘he has thus contributed, is appplicable |
'|'toan aétion tﬁn a policy of insurance.
‘Th¢ general

trive on that aub;ect isy!
that -mere negligence, whether of the
ingured or his sgents or sefvants, conati=

‘tutes no defence for the.insuters... Ellis

 va. The

The charge ify this case contains
nothing more. - The jury were told that
mere negll co was not sufficiept to de-
feat s Tecovery; that before this ground
of : defence could bo made avulable,
there must be evidence of "such a
degree of .. negligence as wonld
evince s corrupt design. This I un-
derstand to be the well eettled rule of
law on this au'bJect "If it were not so,
policies of insurance against loss by fire.
tively little value;
for the cases are few in which, losses by
fire cannot be -traced ‘to soma gort of,
carolessess or negligence on the part of }
the assared, or’his family, or .servants::
It is one of the objectpof insurance to.

And ‘in Gates va. Madison Gonnty In:!
‘| surance Compary, Jewett Justice, gaid :
¢ But another. question arises upon the
evidence offered, namely, whether a loss
| arising from the gross carclessness: and
- { negligenioa of. the insared, bis servants, |-
policy.. .There
oan ‘be'nig doubs that one of the nbjects
of insurancs against fire is to. protect

the insured.from loss; as well against bis |- L

owu negligence as that of 'his servants, |-
and others, and, t| herefore, ‘the mmple

fa.ot of . megligence in’ either, however

ig” pol
In-1 the insuted topmsnre himself sgainst ‘all |-

losses feom-any. perils not occas{oned by
 his owf:&pemnal f #;lell ob-
sarved by Mr. Jus

2 Barn.g.ﬂAld 9 nfmrrefemgg tothe
i jolioy; ;thas ¥the'ob- |

| of all fraud, the.
. | only, is to- be looked to;

degree; has never baen held td

joe in such poliey.; |
- The rule is well established, not y.
in the English, butin the general Ame,
rican iosurapce law; that in ‘the abs
cause of
; and'the samq
rule nmow prevula in . marine: insns
“Lat these’ citations™ suﬁice o show
npon what grounds and how. firmly el?

i | tablistied in the law.of insuranée is the
| doctrine that where the immediate causé

vy. 11 Ohio 147;-St. Johns vs; Ameri- |

1 Dner 871;
&A. 171

can Josarance Conipany;:
‘Walker va. - Maitland,

‘Shiw vs. Bobberds, 6A. & K. 75; S1d- P
‘W Wels. 895; | |

ler, v3.- Dizon, 8 Mees,’
Amarmn Insmnee Com

The pohcy was mwnded toba,

tenant,. is { the proprie

] tor,unlesabfmeh,: haracter as to
tation of.

taip the i i d or dem.g;‘.

therc!‘orc, on -both groutds; the e

dant is liable for the loas althongh | is 4

w
tine, but, in the attempt, tho barrel waa |of

nredout. The

pset and m oontants
: wn:the deok to,

casioned by, the, 23 negli noeof'
with the fluid, and threw them upon, or :ﬁ o 7. 8"°‘ egge

_ X Insuratice-Company
of Alexandris, against anmé, it was
raled that o loes by ‘fire, ooquxdned by L
_  fanlt and hrgligenpo of “the

t)ta, and |

1d; thorefore; con-
neg.in. anngtion'n’ .
to show, that the capfain
miscondaoted himself in the nmgn',iou
‘of the ship, orthaf ‘ho'had not: reaiated
lnueniy to the utmost of power’
There i4 great force in this"

und d;e‘f

an'vpm;

‘1‘“‘1 : olau
mbmxmgl !.o ' the j jury for.their determi- |

y. xmred

3 peril |
11 | againat, it is no defence that.the ‘merd ,
| negligence of of the lssnred or his iervan:la. “very

howev

t in' degred; ‘oacasion:
such pe

, or, bronght the insured

i- | perty wn.hm its dominion. )
egoamons hken by

One of two other
the defendant’s conosel Pemain to be no-
ticed, vig; that tho loas was ocoasioned
in ptrt by the misconduct of the insu-
fed in carrying oil of turpentine
boatd of the boat without spesial liée
therefor, or. ‘without the gnards and
cautions- prescribed by. th:ﬁ b
‘greas; and in pavigal o ‘boat i
manner different fmun;ugihltm “h“:}:d tg;

i nver is ns
bom ofp 3 It n{ngcgl:nt ag-
swer that tbe;

have not found ' that : the plaintiff
was carrying oil of tnrpenhne ou: ]mrd
f] of his boat contrary to e pmvmonl

\esd questions’ Were npt

d why ‘not? - Because the

then of .the opinion, a8 now, |

the | thos there was ko eaficient evidegee®

; & Thx isnot all: We must mterpre{

p(,h ding to the known.
¢ of tho common law. : It isa
ished principle of that’
cases of loss we are

general gu became a maxim, not only'to govern

‘fire,: ~
'mp:g:f the - general tafiia

pohoiu

declaration in. dut

re | of which sufficiently m&mm m‘

of tho-defence setup':
aﬁm and:

i !
The Mer-‘ -

other &au,but (a8 will be presently

lhown) to govern cases arising

pfiosurance. If this nnxfm in

duposee of the'hole
Pprescnt caw "and

pnl t. .be., so {applicd
bl §° pp
o learned Jnd

ri- | oz " othierwise, ﬂm

teuon." j
nfm rofer-|

justify the juryin finding eithet of sa;d
allegations o' be_true, or the Cotrt-i
submitting thew a8 questions of: fickto
the jury for_their. determination: « No
notise was given to the plaintiff, by.plea
i -any . such defenge

given to' show, e
that the boat” was™ not -provi i
id- safed 28 required by the Ac
-presumption that
this “vespeot, viola

fhe Aot of.Congrean, aud _before: th '

Tact oould.bo leguimately found by'th
-the defendant was bound ;b

umber of aut ormu, and ak |

tp the cmnmstlauneea under whish

2201 Bok)edie
ginis. The

), a3 hrought up out of
mf thaho.hbyﬂm ordera of {he
captain,:-! ! There 157, in ithe evie
‘denve thiding to-show “that if :;hs not

ueuured‘thm“u required .b

“which- t&bue such ‘& defenee i

er that the - turpen- |
| tine was “carried :without: & licéhae,'s

that. the boat was not mmganug tbe
Mississippiriver asit uusnallynmguzd
by boats of her class. . The.only" evi-:
.dence tending to m; port this allngm
iiathat which directly tends to show that
the. fire, by which the boat was destroy-
ed, waa occasioned by the uegligones of-
‘the ca Jtnu and crew. It is_not pre-
that there is any othef evidence
tosn pport this.allegation;: and it is in~:
‘sisted that:this is sufficient. . If this'be .
80, then the underwriters"would not be -
lisble, . in_ any  case, for a’ loas’ oo
icasioned By. the. negligencé - of the
'master’ and crew.. Because:ithe véry
‘sario ' evidenco  which .- tended- to
.show that the loss of the boat Was' 00~
mxoned by the negligence of the master
and crew, would also tend to.show that
‘the boat was not’ lmngntmg Ahe river,:
‘when the loss occirred, as 1t is usually
‘navigated by boats of her ,Class; and if
sufficiéent to establish the one allegahon,
it would necesaml est.abﬁeh ‘the other.
'And s0, upon ' defendant’s” hypotheas,
the underwriters would ot be bl for
the loss of & boat'in‘any casd when' oo-
‘casioried by the neghgence of the masbe:
nnd crew. - --
- The! whole | purpoae and tendeney of
tba evidence, "given by the defendants;

. | was to show that the loss of the boat was

ocoasioned by the - negligence and ‘mis-

» | conduot of the captain and-owner, and

the Conrt subimitted to:the j Jury for their
determination all the' queauons legm-
mhly@xng thereon, - -
Letjudgment be entered in favor of
the plaintiff, on the question of law re-
served, for the amount found by the
jury with interest to-be:computed there-
on from the date of the verdict, on pay- .
ment of the verdict fee, ..: .. |

LETTER FROM WASBINGTON.

i WasHiNGTON, Aug 31, 1861.

The ‘pecosalonist referred to by: Blr Bwall
in bis [asc leitor as jo the employment of the . -
Pat!muur General, is s Mr. Phillips, whose
wifo.was. arrosted a few deys since; \1
soil saw him in the post ofiow, wh
mitted to take latters for o fmndl, di-

ty’ pbnunum, M

‘in'order to
Usve Mir. Blair, bul o -7eaton Is piven why &
leeul!onln sbould be permisted inside the post.
office, . nd that; wo, ol ot -Ball

Adv!eu tecsived &t PDopas
ﬁm ths report that the'Kiowas isd Camanches,
from whom Gouvernment bave: this year with.
beld their usaal prezentson aocount of provions
uutl:‘ﬁu, h-n unlud their for.unes with the

i
vous of llu mbu hnur Eo(t p:
The National. Detectivo Pollce
:The pationti acteclive ‘police wift lpudnly
be orgiviz:d and.in active operation. At its
hnd will bc pla.,ed 8 well kno-n western
(100, sad the sue
<rvision ot the lnrce -nll onund over.
; cnuntry.
§ Acontn.\nnd !urnnﬂnn. : :
- A'cquirsoand nasied fsaac Bannett, ba!ol:- .
icg ta's Virginian residing near, Falis Chure|
cuno) erday -to- our-pifiets nese: Moul
‘Q.ayeton T - splendid ‘horse. . Hea_ stated tha
evarywhere in tho yicinity the slaves wore bes
1ng idspressed inlo the service of the rebels,
ud put under drms. ' ‘His 8, also & slave,
was sarving as a soldiac at Mansseas ;-and be.
preleried it ho mast fizht, f0_ba g this sides

o | Ho reports at Palla Church “thres - hund
‘rebei {ntantry and four buodred-cxvalry,

e Mars and the Blave’Trade.
I, il be romemborod that tae.United States -
Marshats of Maine, New ‘Himpshire, Missss
.chusettr, Bbode i Ietand; Comwcut, Now
York,: Rew Jersey, Pennsylvanis;, Dcllwm :
aad Maryland—being [all ‘those’ ‘whose dis-
tricts ‘embrace ‘porte ‘of "entry in‘ tha 1
Siatee —tet at-New . York for tha purpms
consaitiog tn.ether to derise the, more c!
toal ) for'the’ joa'of the “Afris
can slsve trade. “The sthéme: ¢dopted by
them . mll newunly nol; ba peds ‘pubile,

1o be h es. will, _hl.

xheltar, Tllbol. and Q 0%, M
are -meking-their way into. Delaws 3
o the Maryjand and ‘Dalawsrs nuuud N
by to enable.them lo'get to thsir home
Theso men dia aided by the
Cbatles, Calvert sd: Atine Arunidel emlnuu.
Md., ‘who give them. money, clathes, &¢.; b

es putticg them over tha.bay, :dunng . the
»ight 1a small‘bo They irs \mully utea
ovet is emall )ugn 1

iog con Y.
Po:mme riveriinto- Virgind, . thereby giving
7{ A%

ports that fifty menlanded thire ifi one
montind ths War Dopavtment
Gn.i‘u uo‘n’i, sppreciating - hiesflicial iae
dilim gne ‘diys sinté requested

Msjor L P’ Gnna
t5, Abgrerombis, o
gade under Ges. Bi
‘goti Tharlen 5. Bladle;
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