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The oflevy which,an for anexecution amount reasonby of accident or mis-
istake, isexcessive, not in all cases void.necessarily wholly

Entry.Writ oe in N.55 H.(Reported The claimed488.) plaintiff
under a deed from one TheDowning. defendants claimed under the

of anlevy execution issued aupon recovered themjudgment by
against in a suit in inDowning which the land wasequity, attached
after the deed from wasDowning delivered, and before it was re-
corded. the writ in that theBy suit, officer was commanded to attach

to theproperty amount of $2,000. The attachment was general, —of
all the real ofestate in the town. landDowning The levied upon
was atappraised $2,110,=2,053.82, amountthe of the judgment,
-(-$56.68, the costs of the Atlevy. the trial of this case term,(Jan.

the1876) that theplaintiff contended lien the attachmentacquired by
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Hatch and Wood, for the plaintiff.

C. R. Morrison and for theSmall, defendants.

* J., satClark, in none of the cases decided at Augustthe Adjourned Term,
1877, Smith, -and in inJ., exceptnono those which he delivered the opinions. —Rio
PORTER.


