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A noteworthy instance of promptitude -in
the redress of a wrong occurred last week in
the Lord Mavor's Court. A defendant had
his goods and&chattels seized late on Saturday
night by the Sheriff of Surrey, under aft. fa.
Of that Court. The defendant was entirely
ignorant of any proceedi'îg having been taken
%gainsýt hum until he found the sheriff in pos-
Session, and the original debt of about' £8
had been nearly doubled by the addition of
C0sts. On Monday the defendant searched
the file of the Court and found an affidavit by
a process-server of personal service of a writ
of summons in the City. The defendant then
Mnade an affidavit to the effect that he had no
knowledge whatever of any proceedings having
been taken against hum previous to Saturday
rlight, and the Registrar thereupon orded a
Special Court te be held on the following
Illorning to hear the defendant's application
te set aside the proceedings. Notices were
served that day on the plaintiffs and their
attorneys, and on Tuesday the Recorder, after
hearing ail parties treated the nlleged service
as a case of mistaken identity, and set the
Proceedings aside on trie defendant under-
taking flot to bring any action for trespass or
Otherwise, and the plaintiff undertaking to
giv0 the defendant until Saturday, the l4th
iii5t. (the ordinary court day), before taking
MfY further proceedings for the recovery of
their debt. At mid-day the saine day the
Uheriff had withdrawn. This rnistakc of the
-Process-server costs the plaintiffs or their
attorneys something like £20, and might cost
them. much more but for the terins stipulated
hy the Recorder to prevent other proceedings
lbeing taken.

It may be as well to note in recording this
'Case, that there is no provision te meet sirnilar
tases in the county courts, except in the largest
'Of themn wlîere the judges sit very frequently.
Ir, many of the sinaller courts a j udge weuld
110t be available for weeks te, rectify a similar
ttror, te the serious less of the victim. Could
110t some provisions be made in the new County
0Outs Bill te ineet cases of the kind ?-Eng-
'48A Ppr

MAGISTRÂTES, MUNICIPAL,.
l1qSOLVEMNCY & SCHIOOL LAW.

eOTES 0F NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
CASES.

TAx SALE 114 1855-OBJICCTIONS TO-13&
14 Vie. en. 67-88 Vic. on. 28 0.-An action
of jectulent te try the validity of a tai titie
;hliellng been begun before the 83 Vie. eh. 23, O.,

*&0 passed, the Court, under sec. 4, determinOd
the Objections taken te the sale, in ordiir te stlO
th1e right te conts, in the saine manner as if th@
aOt lad Dlot been passed.

The Sheriff, at a tai sale, on the 26th Of
D"eeember, 1865, notified the purchasers thst if
'tley did net pay in twe or three woeks ho would

seIl the lan d again. The defendant having pur-
chased po r tiens of certain lots did net pay, and
the lots wer e put up again as 'whole lots, net by
the acre. The defendailt thon asked these

pre-Sent net te bid, as he had a title te the lots

bld off by hlm at the firsi sale, which ho wished

te perfect. Accerdingly ne one bid against him,
snd ho obtainod the lots. What his titi. was

did net appoar. Semble, that the sale under

sach circuinstancos could net be supported ; but

ne0 Opinion was given on'thîs point, as the plain-

tiff iiight, under Raynes v. Crowder, 14 C. P.

111p be compelled te go inte Chancery for relief

on such. a ground.

field, that the 13 & 14 Vic. ch. 67, secs. 46

and 47, did net make the list of taxeà directed te

be Prepared by the Troasurer binding; and that

if the tai was net logally imposed, but merely

debited against the lot by the Troasuror, it was

Dot Mnade valid by being onterod in sncb list.

Semble, that the advertisemeflt was bad, for

Dot 8pecifying whethor the lands were patented

or held under a bease or license of occupation.

It was objectod aie that the land was sold for

taies Which had accruod for more than twOI3ty
years, and that the sale was adjourned illegally,
theugb a large number cf bidders were presentw

,Semble, that those objections could not be sup-

po)rted.-Hr.Adie et aî Corby, 21 U. C. C. P. 849.

BY-LAW TO DIVIDE- A SOKOOL SECOTIONI-SEA.L

-DELAY iN moviNG. -Application te qnash a

by-law passed on the i4th of August, te divide
a, Seool Section, on the ground that it was net

Dnder the seal of the Corporation, and that it

did net appear that aIl parties te be 4affected had

been, duly notified cf the intended step or sutera-
tien.

Upon the affidavits on both aides, set ent
bolow, the Court were satisfied that the seal had
bean duly affiîod.

As te the notice, the applicant swere ho had

rOceived ne notice cf the intention te divido the

section or pass the by-law, and bolieved the

Corporation gave noe, and this was cenirmued

by tho local superintondent. On the othor hand,

it was sworn that the Council in February re-

ceiTed petitions, nunieronsly signed, for the

division, which they dirocted te stand ovor until

their noît meeting, on the 14th cf Augusi, and

instructod the Clork te givo the necessary notices

that such petitions would then bo considered-

and that snob notice$ hsd beeu. seoa in a s tl

in the post.offico, and lu the sohool-heSSO- la
roply the Cbork denied receiving such inutrtiC-

tiens, and p, porion who had livod ai the hetel,

and the postmuater, swore thât tkoy had nOTS?

soon the notboos.


