which you fay “ you conceive the undoubted Birth Right of every Brissh

“ Hyce born Subject,” you have certainly advanced many things, which
you yourfelves muit allow to be altogether new, however jult and realonae
ble you muay take them to be.

To what you now fay ot fubmitting the Affuir of the Twvelve Pence
per Hogthead to our moft Gracious Sovereign, from whom we may expect
an impartial Determination in this or any other Point, on an equal Ap-
plication and a fair and clear ftate of the Cafe, I readily agrec; but the
great difference betwixt wus is, that you think the Report of your Com-
mittee is a true {tate of the Cafe, and I think T have fhewn to a Demon-
fration in my Anfwer to it, that itis fo far from being fo, that the very
.contrary to what is there fet forth is the real Truth,
~ Whoever will be at the Pains to read the fame Report, will ind that a
Point greatly laboured, and for which manv A&s of Aflembly are Recited,
15, that Laws given to the Crown for the Support of Government for the
Time being, have not been looked aupon by tne Legiflators that Ena&ed
them as Perpetual, but only to have a Duration with fuch Governor or
Government, |
~ To this Parpofe the Report fets forth, “ that when their late Majefties
“ King #illiam and Queen Mary of glorious, immortal and'pious Memo-
“ ry, aflamed the Government of this Province, and took the fame under
“ their Protection, an A& pafled in the Year 1692 entituled, _4» At for
““ the Settlement of an amnual Revenue upon their Majefiies Governcr
“ within this Province for the Time being,” which A&it is argued, was
not deemed by the Legiflators to be Perpetual, for that it was continued
by another A& pafled in the Year 1699, which A& of 1699, continued
urtil the ¥ear 1704, when another A& pafled, entituled, 4y AF for Setw
tement of an annual Revewus upon ber Majefly’s Governor withis this
Province for the Time being, &Kc.

7 Tn anfwer to this, I fet torth ¢ that the faid A& of 1692 appeared to a
/* Demonftration to have been looked upon asa perpetual Law, that it
¢ continued in Force without any Re-enaéting ’till the Year 1704, when a
‘“ repealing Law that then paffed; might make the Government think it

« neceflury to have the faid A& of 1692 re-ecnacted, or another perpetual

“ Law made to the fame Purpofe, which was done accordingly, and
“ the Law made by which the Government is at prefent Supported.”

I further fet forth, ¢ that I could not find the Law of 1699 that con-

“ tinued the Law of 1692, nor could your Committee that made the

““ Report, point out to me fuch a One, but found on the contray Two

““ Repealing Laws, out of both which the Law of 1692 was excepted,

- “ which

ek



