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cubsciiptions 10 an~ amount, which, with the State’s subscription
would be adequate to the completion of a cosily work of interns)
Improvement, 1L must be assumed that the Legislature expected thy
the private suoscribers should be men of reasonable ability ix {Ortunes
or credit, to pay for the stock sabscribed by them, and 1t is right that
come officer of the State should be eciothed with the responsible of.
fice of ¢nquiring into, and determining such sufhiciency.

The undersigned dissents entirely from the suggestions made by
ihé majoriiy, 1n regard 0 the propriety of aithholding from the vies
of the house, the evidence which the commitice have collected inre.
{ference to the condition ol the affaurs of the Atarviand Canal Cen.
pany. lvery committee who have been charged by the house with
the duiy of coliecting cvidence o relation to matlers of general con
cern, are bound o report ihe evidence which way have becu sollect:
ed.  Aund it is the priviiege of tho house iteelfl, 1o determine vhether
it is expedient that the tesiimony so takeu, shou!d be publisaed or
suppressed. :

It the rule ot Parliamentary law was Ivss strici, the undeisigael
would still believe that the peculiar character of the enquiry which
was confided to the commitiee, and the peculiar circuustances uder

which their examinations were conducted, required of the sommilies

a full, particular and minute account of al! their proceedings, anda
oxoression of their opinlons upon every frpportant quesiion which i
agitnted before themy  The ovder ef the house, under which vour
committee acted, Las been denounced as unzens'itetional, aad gre
pains have been taken to mislead the pubiic into the belief, that e
committee have exvrcised thelr powers with unexampled harstuess

A plain narration of the proceedicgs of the committee, would haw
put at rest these most groundless imputations, and i the o« oluionol
she undersiened, it ought to have been given s an acl of duly 10 i
house, and in deference 1o the public opinion. -

The majorily p:opose to retain the evidence in their pOFSfﬁSii-!?,
upcn the ground of s incomyleteness. Phe accuracy of t.is post-
tion depends upon the view which may be taken of the characiel of
the enquity. snd the relevancy of the evidence taken, and pm;'»n?‘e‘i w
be taken to the questionz inveived the enquiry.  In the opiaien O
the undersigned, the evidence is compleie for ail practical purpose.
But if incomplete, why was it ot perfected? This is a quesioed Wi
very naturally arises. It is not answered by the repori ot the mer”
ty. For the resolutions of the house, which are supposel fave
suspended ihe action of the committee were not passeil ot e
thay two menths had elapsed frowm the date of the order
the enquiry.

How were the committee employed during these (w0 WP
This might have been explained by a more particuiar accotni Of
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rradingz of the sammittan and of the meagures adopted (100,

to lime to coliect ali useiul wiormation. ihe Bhucisigins &
trouble the house with a long detail of particulars which misht have
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