
CX4RSON v. MARTIN.

JIDDLETON, J., in a witten judgment, said that an exec'ution
issued against a mortgagor upon a judgmnt obtained on the
riant. The sherif did not proceed to enforce this wvith the
ee of harshness required by the execution creditor, anid did
leave a bailiff ih actual possession. Ln the meantime the
rtupate debtor was attetnpting to arrange with the creditor,
finally gave hinm a chattel mortgage; and the sheriff was

-uicted not to proceed. The sheriff, assuming that satisf action
been obtained, withdrew from possession. lie sent in bis
unt, including a charge for poundage. The poundlage wvas
fly. coinputed; but, under Rule 683 (2), the sheriff hadl no
t, itithout taxation, to colleet any fees, costs, poundage, or
ýnaes, as the execution creditor liad aslked for taxation.
ý;hat the execution creditor desired was not a taxation-for
taxing officer coiild only ascertain whether the charges were in
ýrdance with the tariff-but a reduction of the amiount charged
poundage under Rule 686. The application to fix the lesser
under that Rule slioild be made, flot te, a taxcing oficer, but

When the. demand for taxation was made, the deputy-slieriff
,nged an aippointment with the taxing officer and wrote Wo
execution creditor'8 solicitor, advising him of the day and hour.
the jtime appoi<ited, the deputy-sheriff attended, and the
gitift's solicitor came into the office; lie was asked by the.
ýer wbether lie was attencling; but, without answering, lie lef t
room and d not return for somne toue. The oificer in thie
mtixne weut on and taxed the bill and issued bis certificate.
Staxation, in the absenec of formai service of a formal appoint-
it, was improper; but it did not follow that it should b. set
[e. Cranstoxi v. Blair (1893), 15 P.R. 167, shewed that the.
rriglit is Wo a re-taxation, of which, if the bUl is redueed,
.will b. iven-if not reduced. there w«Il be no costa. Lt


