g grounds ;—
1st, The warrant given by the
reeve, authorizing the treasurer
le, was dated

3. Defective Assessment — By-
law fo levy rate ambiguous— Coyys
o Revision—Sqy, o two parcels

" |4y be good for one although bad

date of the
warrant, and such 'warrant con-
ferred no authority upon the
treasurer to sel] the land in ques-
tiof1 ;

described simply as ¢ Iot 59"
on the assessment roll, and gag
this is no ly certain,
bei

comply with

the requirement of The Assess.

ment Act, that €very piece or

parcel of land pe entered ‘‘ hy 4

true and accufate description *’ iy
11

the roll,

» @s amend-
, 88, 6 and 7,

7M.

Archibald \; Yozzp.z'lle,‘. .
473, and Alloway v, Campbell, 7|1,

M. R. 506, caniot be held to ex.

7 parcel,

T quarter were solq
together ih 1890 Or arrears of
taxes for 1888 anq 1889,

Held, that the sale
west quarter was void,
the land was pot subject to . be
taxed in the year 1888, but that,
following Schuszy V. Alloway, ante
p- 221, the tax sale in question
might have been good as to the
southwest quarter, but for the
other objections,

Held, however,
was void on
grounds :—

1. That
in the

that the sale
the following

there was. ng record
Proceedings of the M unici-

y the Court of Revision
as required by section 586 of the
Municipal Act then in force, The
minutes showed that the Council

rought before it, and that 5
motion had been carried ‘‘ that

4




