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lature, 1 cannot help thinking that apt words
would have been used to indicate it.

Aithough this court will flot direct iu wbat
manner the Court of Revision should promuigate
its determaination, it manifestly app ears by the
63rd section that legislature inteud ed it should
be done in some way analogous to the course
adopted by other courts, so that the appellant (in
the words of the statut.) if dissatisfied with the
decision mnay appeal therefrom, and give the
three days' notice thereafter te entitie him te
the appeal to the county judge. If the defen-
dants' contention be right as to a decision by
implication, the 63rd section should bat. further
previded for the notice in that case being given
withiu tbree days after the roll being finaIly
passed. It may b. said, that it is a liard case if
a rate-pqyer can escape taxation by the neglect
of the Court of Revision ; but it would be a stili
greater hardship if a person wrongfnlly assess-
ed i. made liable to pay taxes through the
neglect, wiIful or otherwise, of the court.

[f the iaw i8i defective, it is for the legishature
te provide the remedy. Were w. te held that
what the defendants contend for le riglit, iL weuld,
in my judgment, open the door to a system of
procedure in these courts liable to abuse and
productive of injustice to appellants, and which
in effect wouhd shift the labor and rcsponsibility
te the ceunty judge, compelling parties aggriev-
ed to give two sets of notices of appeal and te
incur cose-matters neyer conteniplated by the
hegishature, except ln appeals against actual
decisiens of the Court of Revîsion.

As th. statute in some respects admits of
différent constructions, and the matter le one
which annually affects ail persons of preperty,
it is to b. hopeti that measures willhob taken to
render the intention of the hegisls.ture plain to
the niembers of the Court of Revision, a body
who are centinually changing, and who canuet
b. expected te be conversant witb te expound-
ing of statutes where the intention is 'lot clearly
expressed.

Rule discharged-Hagarty, J., dissenting.

Tus QuSENi v. TRu COURT OF .REvIsIoN 0? TRI
TowN OF CealçwALL.

Asusmen-cl9rtof Revisidcm days notice of appeai to
-Wi--e. &~ U. C. ce. 5,5, e. 6-endeamug.

An elector served the clerk ef the munlclpallty wlth notice
that several persons had been wrongfully Inserted on Lhe
aseasment roll, and others omitted, or auessed teo hlghor tee Iow, and requestlng the. clerk te nottfy thein anithe assessor when the mnatters would b. tried by:the Court
of Revision. On the 22nd of Ma y the. Court met, when Itwas ehjected for the parties named that ix daya' notice hadnet bengiven, but enly five. The Court thon adjou, neduntil tbe 30nh, directlng proper notice te ho given, wnlch
the clerk omitted to de, and in consequence they refused
on the tOth to hear the appeai, and finally paaaed, the rol
On application for a mandamus to compel them te heaand determne the mattere,

Hcld, that they were right, the six dayu notice being 1rn-
peratively requirod by the act; and that the appearanc.
of the parties by their couneel te ebject te the. want ofeuch notice was not a waiver of It.

SeMble, thit, Il this were etherwiee, the. proper course would
have heen a niandamus te the. Mayor te summen the court
of Revison, under sec. 55 of the. Assessant Act.

[Q. B., H. T., 1806.]
In Trinity Terni iast M. . £'ameron., Q. C.,

S obtained a ruhe for a mandamus nisi, directed te
the Court of Revision for the münicipality of the
tewn ef Cornwall,4ommanding that court to bear
and determine te compiaint of Win. Cex Allan,

an elector and ceuncillor of th. town of Cornwvall,
agaîn8t, the assesameut and non-assessment of lte
persous mentioned lu certain notices served by
the relater on Lb. cherk ef te m'inicipality on
13th of May last, and filed on titis application.

The affidavit of the relater set eut that lie was
an electer, &o. : that on te l3th of May lait hoe
served the clerk of the municipality of the town
ef Cornwall with four notices in writing, signed
by iiseif, copies ef whioh were attached te the
affidavit filed.

The firat notice complained that 77 persons
named therein were wrongfuliy inserted in the
assesement roll for te year 1865, andi iL re-
quested the cierk te notify te parties and the
assesser of the tume when te matters would be
Lried by the. Court ef Revisien. The secon-l
notice complained that 87 persons therein nanied
had been ocnitted froni the roll. The third no-
tice conîplained that 21 persens therein named
had been assessed too low; and the fonrth notice
coxnplained that 18 persons nameti therein were
assessed too bigit. The Lhree last aise requested
the clerk te notity te parties, as stated above
lu the firet notice.

On te 22ud of May t.e Court ef Reviéion,
cousisting et John S. McDougall, Donald Mc-
Millau, John Hunter, Andrew Holige, and Johtn
McDonald, met at the Town Hali, the relator
being present and prepared te prove the trutit of
the matters of appeal notified by him to the
clerk: that Messrs. John B. M.%cLennan and
Jacobt F. Pringie, Barristers, appeared on behaif
of te persons mentioued in the notices of ap-
peal, and objected that as the parties had flot
six days' notice before the 22nd of May, the
court had net thon jurisdiction te hear the ap-
peai. And the relater'. affidavit stated as a fact
that the notices were ouhy given five days before
the 22nd et May: that the assessor was present
and made ne objection: that the Court of Revi-
sien refused te hear the appeal on the ground
taken by the counsel for the parties: that wbeu
the court adjourned on that day, the chairnian
announced that new notices should be given to
the parties and the assessor. and that there was
tume enougli te gir. sucob new notices for Lb.
SOtit et Lb. sanie mentit, when te appeals should
be heard on that day: that on the 80th te court
met: that the relater was present, and was
ready te proceed, but that the clerk announceh
te the court as a fact that h. had net given the
new notices, and te court refused te hear the
appeals, and directed the cherk te endors. upon
te assesement roll a certificat. that the rail bad

been finaihy revised, which the cierk did.
Mr. Bethune, the relater'. solicitor, mnade an

affidavit correborating te relater'. affidavit, anîd
setting eut that te five persons named above
constituted the court of Revisien.

Duriug hast Michachmns terni Lh. Court of
Revisien made a return te Lth. writ as follows:

In te Quen'.s Bencb.
The returu of the Court et Revision ef the cor-

poration et the Lowu of Cornwall te thte annexed
writ et niandamus niai.

"lW., the said Court et Revision, do inoke the
foiiowing returu te the said writ:

"lW. cannot, as we are by the said writ cern-
manded, try and determine whether James P.
Whitney,"1 &c., &c,ý Ilor auy of thora has or
have been wreugfulh piaced upon or instrted in
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