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claiming any Share of the executive Powers of
Government, unlefs it be the Nomination of
Commifiioners. And what does the much boaft-
ed Opinion of the late Attorney General declare
upon this Point 7 *.Vhy—* That the fole Nomi-
<« nation of the.c Commiflioners, who are new
<« Officers appointed by this Bill, belongs neither
“ to the Proprictor nor the Lower Houfe, ffricfo
“ Fure ; but, like all other new Regulations, mufit
< be aflented to by both, but can be claimed by
<« neither. The Proprietor’s Charter intitles him
<« to nominate all conffitutional Officers, and all
« others, which by the Laws arc not otherwife
<« provided for. But I do not conceive my Lord
< has any original Right to nominate new Ofh-
<« cers, appointed for the Execution of a new
«« Law, without the Confent of the two Houfes ;
¢« nor, on the other hand, have the Lower Houfe
« any fuch independent Authority, and therefore
¢ I think the Upper Houfe are right, notwith-
« ftanding this GJaim, in which they ought to be
« fupported by thie Proprietor, becaufe it 1s un-
«¢ reafonable for ohe Branch of the Legiflature to
« affume a Powet of taxing the other, by Offi-
« cers of their fingle Appointment.” Here it is
explicitly declared, that the Appointment of Com-
miffioners is not comprehended among the Pre-
rogatives of the Proprietor, but fhould be made
by the Concurrence of the feveral Branches of the
Legiflature. If this be the Cafe, how was there,
in this Inftance, any Attempt to invade His Ma-
jefly's Prerogatives 2 The utmoft it can amount
to is, that the Lower Houfe, by their Bill, in-
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