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el wot Jess strongly assured thatithe Legislature of Vie- -
‘nia, in emploving this phraseology, never contemplated
o0 restricted & interpretation as should compe) the com-
pénv io cothmence its operativns at the head of the ide.
1n point of fact, the water rises with the flood tide, some
B hort distance higher up the potomac than the -present
l bridge at the Little ‘Falls, The impracticability of mak-
ipg that the commencement of the canal, appears to be
conceded, an.i the advocates of the interpretation, upon
which we are-now commenting, recommend and urge the
juncti-'ﬂ'Of tho canal with the river, at 2 point at least
wwo miles lower down.  This appears to the committce
whe a virtual surreader of the whole arga nent. Upon
what grounds it is wished to have th= termination of the
cnal two miles below the bridge?  No other has becn
 ssigned or can be conjectured, than such as convenience
. ad cxpedien. y suggest. Lf, then, conveciency and €X-
pdicacy mav authorise the company to go two miles be-
yond the point which the law designates, it seems difh ult
o cootend that a much greater d. gree of both may not
| quraat an extension of this distance. Nor have the
committee been able to prrceive the force of the argu-
| ment which would narrow the expressions which have
| ben cited from the Virginia law, such » maoner as
mike them equivalent to the ohras , * the point in the
river Potomac at which the flood tide ceises to operate &
fin the water,” or even * that particular poist of the
feer where its waters can be made available for the use
of canal boats,” which secems to be the extent to which
the abjection is carried. Such, it is insisted, is the only
merpretation which. the law can fairly and rcasonably
reeive, but, had such been the meaning of the Legislam
tire, how easy would 1t have been to employ langu.ge
which would clearly express su.h a design.  I'he com—
| mittee have arrived at a different conclusion.  Itappears
| to them, that the expression tide water, may be applied
toany part of the river bDetween its mouth and the head
% ofthe tide; and that, if not restricted by the additional
B quhficarion, “in the District of Columbia,”’ the compaay
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i (8 could have been restrained by no other considerations
o, g thi those of policy, from extending the canal to any

part of the river between those pints.  There ts no tude
' above the line of the Dhstrict, and that phrase is wholly
supererogatory, unless it was introduced to distinguish
| between 3t and tide water below. The law, thercfore, ia
the opinion of the cummtttce, authorises the company to



