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been prepared. In a number of eaMs the differ«n«M
•re material. For example:—

(1) Under Bj^aw No. 2692, which refen to an
<Mue of $270,000, the City's reoorda show thewnkmg fund to be $61,361.68; whereas it
should be $51,224.85-a difference of $10,.
Id6.73.

(2) .Under By-lawNo 1858, which refen to an
issue of $425,000, the City's records diow the
sinking fund to be $206,045.12; whereaa it

miz
195,934.30-8 difference of $10,.

(3) Under* fiy-law No 1773, which refers to an
issue of $75 000, the City's record shows the
sinking fund to be $47,733.82; whereas it
should be $37,594.0fr-« difference of $10,.
loSf.To.
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the defect amount to $1,000
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in addition to having the correct annu^ levypassto
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that each sinking fund account in the City's recoil
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11. Inyestments held hy BbOding rnnd.
All of the investments of the fund, as wiU be irath-

carrT^d ^^t. tPt^r^ fi'tfue^nTh^v':been entered in the balance sheet, nowTbm*?tod onthe same basis. If they had been acquirS S contemplation of re-sale, then they should be caSS S the^market value; but, as they were purchased for d^J^manent investment-that is, to hold^ultimey Se £ddoff at matunty-^d for the interest which 5ieyWIt appears to be proper to take creditTrlhm in thestatement at their par value

fnJ^f'^^u:^*^*^*' '"»^J««t of purchasing securitiesfor the sinking fund, I find that it has been theTrie
of Jr ^IT"^ ^^"^ ^'^ *°"^ *t the arM?raJ^ SricJof par, quite irrespective of their market vain? ™S


