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does flot selem to have been pressed, pro>bably the attorney paid
the ainount and cornu.£1 ~ Other offleers did flot ebcape, for exemple sherlifs.

An attachment having been granted against Rapaije, thej shieriff of the London district, the following proceedinge were
hiad--on April 26th, 1826, a rule was procured by James E. SmalI ~in Rex v. Abraham A. Rapaije (sheriff) to George W. White-I ~head, one of the coroners of the bondon district, to return the
writ of attaehment to him directed against Abraham A. Rap-
aije, sheriff of the said London disrc an ounbete rst
day of this term. On Nov. lOthi 1827, Abraham A. Rapalje,
sheriff of the bondon district "entered into a recognizance with
James Fitzgibb.on and Enoch Moore as suretiers te appear in the
court and answer, etc. Michaelmas Term, 8 George IV., Nov.
l6th, 1827 (Proes. Campbell, *.J., iSherwood, and Willis, JJ.),
"Interrogatories and answers read by Attorney-General. Sen-1. : tence of the court, "Mr. Papalje to remain in custody till monev

In Trinity Term, 8 George IV., June 3Oth, 1827 (Proes.
Campbell, C.J,, arid Sherwood, J.), "In the matter of John

M Spencer, Esquire, sheriff of the district of Newcastle. Motion
for a ride te shew cause why an. attachment should flot issue
against John Spencer, Esquire, sheriff of the district of New-
castle, for an1 abuse of his office in exacting excessive and illegalfees; John B. Robinson, Attorney-General."1

*Thle foul story is that Rapalie had ii -his hand a writ of fi. fa. I-wa.9 ordere'i Iby the eourt to return this writ into court withi an account
of wIat lie hsat done under the writ--he omitted to do so. Tien followed

thenex stp.3filialras erm 5George nr., Nov. 18th, 1825 (Pro.j' Campbell, C.J., and Sherwood. J.), 'John Secord and Elijah secord v.Thomas Horner. Motion for an attaeliinient against A. A. Rapalje, sherjiff;1 îof the London district for flot returning the -writ of fi. fa. to hlm directedin this cause rursuant to a mile of theeeourt on motion of jas. E. ismal,~ IE8q., of coungel fur the pflaitiff. Granted and issued." Ths writ waa. of4, course, directed tu one of the coroners of the district, but the noroner, Mr.Whitehead, did not expeute it. Ht therefore herame ieeessary to inoveagainst hlm. Accordingly on June 30th, 1826, an attachirent was issueddirected to James Mitehell and...............Esq., elis.ors, againstleorge W. WW:tehead, one of the coroners o! the London district foritegleeting to return the writ o! attarhinent issued to hii -and retirniablein Easter Tern last. Thiei, and only then, the sherliff gave hinulelf upand appearedl in eourt.


