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too often put on before lefs penctrating Judges, but every Thing muftap
pear in it's true and proper Light, and ba judged of accordingly. :

I muft confefs indeed that the Opinion of the Lower Houle of Affem-
bly, for which I muft at all Times have the greateft Regard, would have
had more Weight with me upon this Occafion, had you not laid before

,me the Grounds and Realons of it, fet forth at large in thes Report an-
next to your Addrefs, in which, without taking upon me .to determine
what muft be left to the Judgment of our Superiors, as I mentioned be-

fore, I hope I fhall be able to point out a few Miftakes and Mifapprehen-
fions that will be a fufficient Excufe for me, even with your Houfe, ¢ for
“ not confidering the leveral Ads for raifing Money for the Support of
« this Government in the fame Light that you have dore.”

- Tt might tire your Patience was I to follow you in the Recital of the
feveral A&@s of 1671, 1674, 1676, 1692, 1699, 1704, 1715, 1716 and
1717, which take up many Pages, therefore fhall only take Notice of
{ome miftaken Fa&s, and your Conclufions from them of fo very material
a Nature, that they feem to deftroy the whole Foundation of your long

Argumentation.

In order to defiroy the Validity of the A& of 1704, your chief Argu-
ment is, that tho’ a Law of the very fame Nature, was given to the
Crown in the Year 1692, the faid Law of 1692 was not deemed by the
Legiflators to be perpetual, but was continued by another Law paffed
in the Year 1699, which A& of 1699 continued ’till the Year 1704,
at which Time an A& paffed, entituled, 4n A7 for Setilement of an
Annual Revenue upon ber Majefly’s Governor for the Time being, which
A& of 1704, you would have to be no more perpetual than that of
1692, Pray take Notice of the very Words of the Report :

« Your Committee humbly obférve, that by the frequent Continuance
¢« and Re-enading the faid A& of 1692, during the Time wherein the
«¢ Government and Proteion of this Province was in the Crown, that the
« Legiflators did not deem the fame, or any of them, perpetual, but to
¢« have a Duration only with fuch Governor or Government.”

In Anfwer to which T thick I may fay, that the faid A& of 1692 ap-
pears to a Demonftration to have been looked upon a: a perpetual Law,
that it not only continued in Force without any Re-enacting during Go-
vernor Copley’s Time, Governor Nicholfon's Time, and Governor Blaksffon’s
Time, but likewife during the Interval betwixt the Government of the
laft mentioned Gentleman and Governor Seymour’s Arrival in 1704, when
a Repealing Law that then paffed, might make the Government think it
neceffary to have the Law of 1692 Re-enaéted, or another perpetual one
made to the fame purpole, which was done accordingly, and which is the
Law by which the Government is at prefent Supported.

_ As to the Law you mention of 1699 to continue that of 1692, T muft

confefs I can find no fuch Law, nor. could your Committee that made
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