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In 1836, the year that the act last named was passed, the
ingerest of the State in this company was $3,500,000, and the
interest of individual stockholders was $3,000,000. The
ratio, therefore, establighed by the act of 1835 was ten direc-
tors for the State and twelve for the individual stockholders.

Surely the ratio of representation ought now, to be different,
when the State owns only $3,891,000, and the individual
stockholders own $7,677,000, which is more than double the
amount held by individual stockholders when, by the act of
1835, the apportionment was ten directors to the State and
twelve to the individual stockholders.

This increased stockholders’ interest was acquired in part
by purchase from the city of Baltimore, and in part by the
return to the stockholders in stock of earnings loaned to the
company, all of which loans and returns of said loans in
the form of stock have been declared by the courts of this
State to have been rightfully made.

The undersigned are of the opinion that this gross ine-
quality in representation, as it now exists, ought to be re-
formed by the Legislature.

The undersigned think that the interests of the State in
this company would be best promoted by relinquishing poli-
tical control over its Board, and are not of the opinion that the
road ought to be managed with a view to the interests of the
Western counties only, as intimated by the majority of the
committee in their report.

The Western counties have the Chesapeake and Ohio
Canal, upon which the State has expended a principal sum
of over seven millions ; and has also provided for arrears of
interest unpaid, which increase the liability incurred by the
State, on this account, since the beginning of this work, to
a sum more than double the seven millions already appropri-
ated to this canal.

The undersigned think that the other sections of the State
have thus acquitted themselves of obligation to the Western
counties of Maryland, and that the counties of this State,
which have derived no other benefit from the internal im-
provement system of the State, may well be permitted to see
one part at least of that system so managed as to make the in-
terest of the State in it profitable as an investment.

The experience of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Com-
pany has prevented the undersigned from perceiving the wis-
dom of State management in public works.

The undersigned think that the bill teferred to the com-




