
Speciaj. Pereoejmnce— Continued. 
rescission; if title good al lime of filing Ull, plaintiffs 
ailded to purchase money. Nixon v. Logic

------------ -'See Vendor and piirchaser.
-------------0F COVENANT TO PAY MONEY. See yuia Timet.
SI Al U1 ES. CONSTRUCTION OK. Sre Mechanics’ lien.

" ntSAU.OWANCE. See Injunction.

1AXATION. Coiis of supplemeiitaey material o« motion —Coumet 
fees. Brief. 1, Where the material upon which a party is moving is 
defective, and lie is aliowed to amend or supply what is wlnling he 
canuot tax the costs bf doing so. 2. The discretion of the tnxing 
officer as to the amount of counsel fees not interfered with. 3. A 
second tarm brief aliowed at the amount for which a second copy of the 
evidcnce could have been got from the short-hand writer. 4. Where 
the defendant succeeds on part of the issues, hut the plaintiff obtains a 
verdict, the defendant is entitled only to such costs as are exclusively 
applicable to the issues on which he succeeds. Morris v. Armit . . 307 

TAXES. Distress for—Demmd.—P/eodmg—tbe defendanfs 
urer served a demand for payment of taxes, upon the plaintiff, in the 
form set out, ; A portion of the total amount demanded was not 
properly chargeable; hut »ne of the hems, vlz., the taxes for 1884, 
was legally due, and appeared separately and dearly specified.
1UU, I. That there was no sufficient demand, even for the 1884 taxes.
2. If the demand could have been sustained, a seixure and sale for the 
whoie amount would have given the plaintiff an netion for excessive 
seixure and sale only. 3. Justification for trespass, in such a case, must 
be pl^aded. Foole v. Municipality of Blanchard .
YX »M^-Aertisemei,l.--/njuMion.—hom\s were adveitiseif for

numbers

costs to be

JA\
sale for taxes > two numbers of the Ciazette, but those 
although dated ujion certain days did not in lact issue unlil later datés 
dates too late to cimply with the statute. Upon a motion for an in
junction to stay the sale, Heldt I. That the statute was not sufficiently 
complied with, ljut 3. 1 hat insufficient advertisinn wmiM .....i...That insufficient advertising would not, under 
the present statutes, rendir the sale void, and that Iherefore no injunction 
to stay it should be granted. Wood v. Birtle

• 415TRESPASS, JUSTIFICATION. ,S« Chatlel Mortgage.

’ SEIZURE BY SHERIFF.—IVrongful seiotere by sheriff. 
—No interference with goods—Damoge—Imtrmtiom hy Atlomey.— 
Pmoer of— Under an execution against B. the sheriff'seized goods 
claimed by the plaintiff. The sheriff did not touch the goods or leave 
any one in possession, but merely look a list of them, told the plaintiff 
not to remove them, and took an undettaking from the plaintiff that he 
would not remove them. The sheriff interpleaded and the execution 
ereditors abandoned. The sheriff then (three or four weeks after the 
seizure,) gave notice of abandonment to the plaintiff. Hetd, 1, That 
there was no trespass for which an action would lie. Wallbridce v 
Hall. Wallbridgc v. Yeoinans...................................................
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