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In the Poll Bills which paffed in England before the 1ft of #. and M. the Commiffioners, in refpett of
the Eftates of Peers, were appointed by their Lordthips, particularly in the 2gth Car. 2d. the laft Bill of.
that Kind which had paffed before it 7. and M. ' ‘

"Tis true, that in the 1ft /. and M. no fuch Power was given to or referved by the Peers, which (as it
appears from the Parliamentary Proceedings of that Time) happened throegh their [nadvertency, occafioned
by the hafty Paflage they gave the Bill, which the King was extremely {olicitous about, and urged them to
Difpatch ; -but the Commiffioners named in this A& of Parliament were appointed by the Crown. After the
~ Royal Affent had been given to this Statute, and in the fame Seflion,. an additicnal Poll Bill was fent from

the Commons to the Lords, which they returned with an Amendment, to enable them to appoint Commif-
fioners to rate themfelves under the original Bill ; but this Amendment not being agreed to by the Commans,
became the Subje& of fome Conferences between the Two Houfes: The Peers afferted, that their Right was
founded upon conftant Ufage, which does not appear to have been denied by the Commens ; whole princi-
pal Reafons for not admitting the Amendment, were, that the additional Poll Bill Taxed none but Com-
moners, and that if no Commiffioners had been named, they would have agreed to their Lordfhips prefent
Demand; rather than their Lordfhips fhoald not be Taxed ; but that any Alteration then would go 2 great
way to Repeal the A&, when the Commiffionets might be probably entered upon their Ofice, and were
already Taxing their Lordfhips, or at leaft would foon do it if the Amendment was not admitted. As the
Commons would not admit the Lords to retrieve their Right in the Manner they propofed, the Lords, in
Refentment, Rejeéted .the additional Poll Bill. ‘The Commiffioners, we have faid, named in the Statute,
were appointed by the King, and the fame Commiflioners were by Referrence, appointed in fubfequent
A&s. But if the Commons have been allowed to name Commiffioners in the Manner you {eem to imagine,
Can it therefore be inferred with any Degree of Propriety, that you ought, in Point of Right, to demand
the fole and exclufive Authority to Nominate Commiflioners ? when thefe Commifiioners are to be vefted
with fo great Power over the Eftates of the Proprietary and the Members of the Upper Houfe, as well as
of every other Subje&, and not one Inftance from the firft Settlement of -this Province (that we know or
have heard of) can be adduced to countenance your Claim; or can it be faid, that when a free Grant of
Money is made to the King by his Subjets, from a Principle of Affection to his Perfon and Government,
it would be of that Confequence to the Crown (fuppofing the Commons have always Nominated Commif-
fioners, which is not true in Fa&) to permit them to Name Commiffioners, it would be to the Proprietary,
whofe Eftate you would Tax in the fame Manner with any other Subjets; or can it be imagined, that
the Peers of England would confent that Commiflioners fhould be appointed to rate their Eflates to the
utmoft Penny by an Houfe of Commons, who had before doubted (at leaft) their Exiftence as a Branch of
the Legiflature ? | ' o .

We don’t know how far we may be contemned by the Commiffioners named in your Bill, for our Obferva-
tion, that thofe who derive a Power from the A& of another, will naturally think themfelves peculiarly ac-
countable fof their Conduét to their Conftituents, nor were we induced to make it from any Perfonal Difike
of the Gentlemen named, many of whom are Strangers to us: But if thefe Gentlemen are really as mach
inclined to exprefs their Contempt, as you are for them, we fhould afford them a better Pretext for it, by
fuffering you to ufurp an Authority over our Properties. i : .

If the Land Tax As were to be admitted in the Extent you have afferted, yet we think that the Right in
the Proprietary to Nominate all Officers whatfoever, Civil or Military, and the refpeftable Opinion of Lord
Chief Juftice #illes, woald not be invalidated by.your Reafoning. _

You afk, ¢ What Argument can be drawn from his Lordfhip’s Charter? will it be contended that the
« King has Granted by that Charter a Power which the Crown does not exercife, or even Attempt to exer-
« cifet” and then you conclude, that ¢ furely it will not be contended ; for his Lordfhip’s Power by the
« Charter to appoint Officers, can’t be gréater than from whence it is derived, and never could be intended
« to extend to Officers of the kind Nominated in your Bill.” ) '

Now this Matter, which appears to be fo indubitable to you

ermit us, in our Turn, to atk you a few Queftions: ‘ _
Whence do youderive the Power of making Laws, but from the Charter ! Will you not contend, that

the King Granted a Power by the Charter which the Crown does not exercife, or attempt to exercife? Whence
would you derive the Power you now aflume, to appoint Commiffioners ? Do you Claim it from Ufage? You
can’t cite one Inftance. Do you Claim ‘it under any -and what A& of Aflembly ? You can't produce one.

Do you derive it from the Charter with the Power of Legiflation ? By your own Argument you can't. T
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, appears ina very different Light to us, and



