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that the commhtee had no power to coin pei

their aiis\Vi3r to these rpiestions, ami we have

as yet no legal evidence to shevv who j^ot

the dilleronce from the amount which really

reached the coiitractovs hands, to the £50,000

which was iss^ied on the 26th November,

and which is called £10,000.

The' report which was really adopted by •

the committee left us where wo were—tlia

report winch was improperly substituted,

kept back a raaierial part of the conclusions

arjived at, tiie one sided report of Al*

derman Gowan so outrageously toistedoathe.

public as the opinion oF the Council is cal-

culated, and we hesitate not to say w^ls hi*
*

tended to mislead the public!; ou the whole

transaction, whilst the letter of the iMayor in

answer to the three questions is as yet the

•siror est evidence against him.

li.e citizens, however, will not be bai (led

by quibbles, and they are resolved that the

Court of Chaiicery shall vindicate the cha-

racter of their City and their Chief Mao-is-

trate if it can be done, and that they siiall

know who ara the parties that netted the

£10,00:) upon this strange and mysterious

transaction.

^>

tf


