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TAp A& of tf04, and that of 1692 exally agree, except that, in the former the Words &er
Couvernment ftand in the Place of the Words their Governor ufed in the latter, and that there is an
Qmiffion, in the A& of 1704, of the Words taken Notice of in the laft Note.

How this Omiffion bappened, as well as the Variation in the Expreffion, I have, I apprehend,
difcovered. )

T2k are two Books of Laws in the Secretary’s Office, the one diftinguithed by Liber LL.
N° ¢ containing Eighty-four Laws in Number, and Two Hundred and Forty-nine Pages, and
n(t?l'ed by.Sirrgbmm ence Secretary of the Province to have been carefully copied trom the
Origindl A&» in the Plantation Office in /#biteball, and examined by himfelf. The A& of 1692
as it ftands in this Book is perfe&, fupplies the Words omitted in the fecond enading Claufe of
the A& of 1704, and has the Words ¢ their Governor.”

TBK other Book diftinguithed lg Liber LL. N° 2 c‘ontains the A& of 1692 ; but, as it ftands
in this Book, it is imperfect, the Omiflion in the A& of 1704 is not fupplied by it, and it has
the Words ¢ their Government.”

Upon Collation I find, that the A& of 1704 agrees with the A& of 1692 exadlly, as it ftands
in Liber LL. N° 2, and it iggevident therefore that by following this, as their Exemplar, they
intended to re-ena& the A& of 1692 in the fame Words, but fell into the Variation I have
g'nted out, in Confequence of the Miftake in the Tranfcript of the AQ of 1692 into Liber LL.

°q. . :

IN the Year 1739 the Committee of the Lower Houfe fell into the fame Miftake by copying
the A& of 16g2 from Liber LL. Ne 2. :

I PRESUME it can’t be queftioned, but that the Book diftinguifhed by LL. N° 1 is to be relied
upon . a3 containii1 a true Tranfeript of the Original Aét ot 16Gg2, not only becawe Liber LL,
N° 2 contains, without any Method, or Refpect to the Order of Time when they were pafled,
various AQs in a confufed, and indiftin& Manner, is without Atteftation, or Authentication,
and the A& of 1692, is imperfe&, as it ftands in that Book, but becaufe the Tranfcript was rot
from the original A& of 1692, which, as appears by the Journals of 1694, was with the other Aéts
that paffed the famg Scffion irmmediately tranfmitted, inftead of a Copy, to the Plantation Office in
W biteball, by Miftake, and the other Book contains a regular Series of the Acts of 1692 in Urdet
of Time, as they werc paffed, is attefted to have been carefully compared by Sir Thomas Lews-
renee with the Original A&, and is perfedt. :

I sAvE not accounted for the Variation in the A& of 1704 from that of 1692, merely to en-
tertain you with what is rather curious, than ufeful, nor would I be underftood to urge the Cir-
cumftance bsyoad what it will bear. .

Every one knew that the One Shilling per Hogfhead was received under the Act of 1692, as
a Revenue for their Support by the Governors Copley, Nicholfin, Blakiflon, (as well as during the
Prefidency of Mr. Tench) and Seymour, ’till the Act of 1704 was pafled—T hat the indefinite Act
of 1692 would have continued, unlefs {Krrfedcd by fome fubfequent Law, and it is haraly c:e-
dible’that any Governor, and efpecially Mr. Seymour, would have confented to give up the Re-
venue he was entitled to under the Act of 1692, and to accept in Lieu of it, the Provition made
by the Act of 1704, if the latzer had not been deemed to be equal to the former. My Interence
therefdre fram thefe Premifes is, that if the fame Title to both Acts, and the Words Support of the
Governor, and of the Government had not becn deemed to be =quipollent, a Difference ol Intent on
would have been difcovered, and Care taken to prevent its Effect. The Duty, as well as Intereit
of the Governor would have effectually . prevented "a Diminution of the Revenue; for there was
a Royal Inftruction not to affent to any Act derogatory from this Revenue, and if be had failed
in his Obfervance of this Inflruction, ftill the Matter fell under the Cognizance of the Board of
Trade, who would probably have made fuch a Report, as would have brought on the Royal
Diffent, had the two Acts varied in their Operation. ‘

Ir however there could be any Reafon for preferring Liber LL. N° 2 to Liber LL. N° 1, and
thence contending that the Words, in the original Act of 1692, were for the Support of the Gs-
vernment, and not of the Governor, then the Act that pafied in the fame Seflion of 1692 wouid
prove beyond any poffible Contradiction that the Terms-Government, and Governor were taken IZ
the very Legiflature who pafled both Acts to import the /ame Purpofe, for the Act entitled ¢
¢ Supplementary Act to the Act entitled an Act for Settlement of an annual Revenue upon their
<. Majefties Governor for the Time being, enalted that Three Pence over and above the Oae
¢ Shif[ing per Hogthead on every Hogfhead of Tobacco, &9%c. thall be paig, &c. to their Ma-
¢¢ jefties for the Support of their Governor in fuch Manner and Formn as by the aforefaid A3 fir One
‘¢ Shilling per Hogshead is limited and allowed. ¥
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