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and 6, which havé hera been particu!-aﬁrly spoken ef, caused the
Hancock division of the canal, 1ast year, upon the 1st of Octo-
bery to have bad orly about two weeks of navigation,-~when bat
for the course pursucd there would have been a navigation
From the 15t of April,—~which was equivalent to the canal’s
lusing nearly the whole year’s trade of the 274 miles between
dams Noo 5 and 6,—-and of the country above.

It is here due to myself to say, that upon learning from the
President himself in almost so aany words, in the conversa-
tion that has been alluded to,——that Mr, Stone’s dismissal was
upon **political grounds,”——Faddressed a respectful letter to the
hoard speaking of the condition of the work at the two points
gpon the Hancock division,~—of what kad been done,~—and
what had net been, as compared with what had been advised by
the chicf engineer, 1 deemed it my duty to speak candidly
to the board, but respectiully, that they might not be ignorant
of the corsequences, in my opinion, resulting from 1he course
that had deen purseed. 1 nade wo aliusion to the ihen recent
dismissal, | -

The comaittee should be heve informed that this is the case
of the vemoval of a superiptendent who was wot, and the ap-
pointuient of a person who'was a lick-keeper in opposition to
the order of the board of three months before which in conside-
ration of the President’s views of the incompatibility of the
duties of the two offieers Irad then been passed, and which has
been brought to bear upon other stocrintendents who were luck.'
keepers, and has been assigned in the President’s report as the
vttt obar deast eae pemoval and change,

Fiie second case of the removal of a superinténdent of Re-
pairs 15 that of G. W. Rodgers on the 9th of July last, and the
appointment of John B. Grove in bis stead. This is ths case
in which a letter from a recently appointed oflicer of the com-
pany, signing himself “*Chairman of the Democratic Excentive
Commitree,” &c.. sending an accusation against Mr. Rodgers |
was presented to the board on one day, when it was referred to
Mr. Rodgers {or an explanation,—but before Le reccived the
letter, two days afterwards, he was distmissed;—a director from.
Baltimore understood o be opposed to “political proscription®™
being present at the first, but not at the second meetings—and
as already stated to the committee, the procecdings in this
case are not o be found appended to the President’s report,.
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