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ERRATA.—% 201, for * rerespented,” read * represented.”
or ’

202, fi Mills & Weare,” read

P. 312, for Lazeau, read Lareau.

“Mills & Meier.”

lr;. 414, the heading ** Sunerior Court,” should %giear over the case of “ Maill¢ v. Richler.”

. 349, Comp. de Prét. et

Crédit Foncier &

er, the grounds of the judgment of the Court

below are imperfectly stated. The principal conssdérant was as follows :—*‘Considering that the

petitioners en nullsté de décret

the first notice of sale given in this case
that is to say, lot 620, and that t

sold,

house mentioned in the notice was on lot 620;” &o. Th.
, and as having a two story wood
on the lot s0ld, and partly on the next lot.

a3 No. 620,

have proved the allegations of their Eetition, and that under
e

the 2aid sheriff cannot give t
ore was essential misdescription in saying that the
e property was described in the notice
en house on it, while, in fact, the house stood partly

m more than the thing



