how and by what instrument or instruments such right, title oriinter-
est in or liem or incumbrance upon the said lands is derived or cre-
ated.
PRAYER FOR PROCESS.
Now therefore, your oratrix prays this Hoﬁorable Court
. will take jurisdiction of this cause.and thatl the State's writ be.ds=
sued to Buchmann Abstract and Investment Company commending it to ap-
pear and plead, answer or demur to the allegations of this bill with-~
in the time and under the penalties prescribed by the laws of the
State of Alsbams and the practice of this Honorable Court.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF.

Your oratrix further prays thet upon the final hearing
of this ceause your Honor will order, adjudge and decree that the re-
spondent has no right, title or interest in or lien or incumbrance
upon the lends cbove mentioned and described.

Oratrix further preays for such other, further or dif-

ferent relief as in the premises mey seem meet &nd just to this Hon-

@/4_5//;//;:7, gi s -

Solicitors for Complainant.

orable Court.

FOOT NOTE:
Respondent is required to answer the acllegations of this

bill, paragraphs ONE to FOUR, inelusive; but not under oath, osth is

hereby expressly waived. ///f// .

Solicitors for Compalinant.
y s
ﬁf;;/ﬂfzadzc/. @fﬁ
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No 251
Maggie Roberts )

)

Complainant. In the Circuit Court of paldwin County
vs )

) In Equity .
Buchman Abstract &

Investment Company.
Respondent).

Comes now the respondent and moves the court to exclude the 1Yot tax Fecgpt
marked Exhibit A to Maggie Roberts deposition upon the same grounds as we
made hertotore and filed to said receipt in motion already on file and

the adaitional ground it is made a part ot the deposition of MaggieRober ts

and ag such was not filed in the time limit fixed by the court for the tae

ing of testimony by the complainantand on the further , grousd that no tice
waggéiven by the complainabt ot the oftering of said receipt as such exhbit

=% in evicence - e ----2‘ o
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‘i COMPLATYANT, ) N
2 ) X
78 g IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALDWIX COUNTY.
BUCHATT ABSTRACT & ) IN EQUITY.
INVESTMERT COMPANY, )
i : |
BS RESPONDENT. )
:
g & 21 HMOTIOY TO SUPRESS DEPOSITION OF MACETE ROBERTS FILED
3 _ L ?
JUBE 24, 1921,

.The respondent and cross complainent moves to supress the

deposition of Haggle Robarts; filed July 4, 1921, upon the foldow—
ing separate sud several grounds: [
: FIRST: ©Seadid deposition was not filed whithin the tim

preserived by the erder of eourt as to submission £iled May 85,1981,

|
;
?

SECOND: Because the complainaent and cross respondent has y
not complied ﬂitg the prerequisites for teking said deposition.
THIRD} BeeauSe.it does not appear that‘sa;d deposition
: QOmmzif‘ii:@%i.li'sgu&ﬁ, out of thas -eq%’g__ha-r:-"é}m& AR T
i: puf;orted gomrissioner, who t;ak said daﬁssition. - - | "
54 ’ " SOURTH: | Redknse thie s1ldzed vommideiant d antesnii ;
H the person who took sald deposition purported to aet, is not atleched
t9, or made e part of, said depesition. '
,;,
' RESPONDENT'S E}T_CEP'_‘_‘IOI‘TS_ TO TESTINONY,
'?IRST: The respondent objedts to the'deposition of Mrs.
Magrie Roberts flled July 4, 1981, as a whols, upon_th¥'pollowing
| sephratle snd several groundsﬁ
| to have tsken said-depbsition aeted under any commission.issﬁéﬁjﬁnt;'
of the Cireuit Géurt ol Baldwin Gountf, Alabames % ]
b sad; It does not appear thet the comiission was issued
:j*." - out of this ecourt subhorizing Squire S. Burke to teke said depesition,
',- 3rd; The commnission under which seid commissioner pur—

ported to asct is not attescied Ta, nor made a ps&pt of, said depositian.
SECOND: The respondent and eross complainant objected to

"any etaminetlion of the witness, Maggie Roberts, fer lack of com—

| T

- ._—'::_.....__.._i‘_.._._ﬁ . b ok s
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pliance with the prerequisites therefor snd now renews said objection
and moves to exclude the eforesaid deposition of Maggle Roberts
upon the seme ground,
THIRD: T he respondent end eross complainant objeeted to th
the following portion of the second interrogatory to esuplainent as

her own witness, viz:'"whq formerly owned the West half of the North

east querter &ndrihe Faest half o? the Vorthwest quarter of section
twenty one, township six South, range Pour Bast, in Paldwin County,
Alabeme," upon the followingigraunds:

lst; Because the guestion stetes and assumes & title in
Mrs. Mary Jemes, which has not %heen estahlished:

£nd; Because documentery evidence is better eveidence of
any title in Mrs. Mary James than oral evidence, which wounld be

Secondery ‘evidence; : i

3rd; Because oral evidence is not allowed for the purpose

or with the effect to contradiet writings, which are the better

[l

o evidence of title to lends; _
*W"W J

——— —

4%h; Pecfuse the Ju BStion deeds the witnedBr to say orally

L=

]

that Mrs, Mary James formerly owned some title or interest in the
landsj
5th; Becﬁuse it calls for perole evidence to show & title
in Mrs. Mery Jeres to land and theréewith connect the complainant.
6th; Bzcause title to land by wiritings can not be varied
by parcle evidence;
7th; Because it title eame down to complainant under
another, the title af that other ean not be shown by parcle which
ptates the contente or substance of or varies written evidence
TS EAY | _
TP i e, o
8th; Because the witnessicsn net show by parcle thatTany™:
predecessor of hers in title had title to thg lands;
Oth; Decause therquestion calls for inadmissible evidence.
( Bee Objections made by Respondent and Cross Complainant to I nter-
rogatory propoundéd’ to Meggie Roberts s her own witness. Page,l.)
The respondent and eross eomplainent now ;enews its

objeetions to smid interrogatory end moves to exelude the answ er

of said witness to said interrogatery, viz: "I am the daughter of

the late Mery James, nlbo formerly owmsd the West half of the



J - : ‘ o =
Northeast querter and the Bast half of the Northwest quarter of

‘section twenty one, towngehip six South, range four East in Baldwin

—— - g— -

County, Alabeme; ( See Deposition of Maggie Roberts. Pege 1.)
upon the same grounds,; separately gnd severally, reserved by wWay
of objections to srid interrogatory.

"l 'I‘ . FOURTH: The respondent and eross complainent objected
6}&*’ to Mthe Tollowing rortion of the seeond interrogetory, vize "State

wholis the present owner?" upon the following grounds:
let; Peceuse the guestion cells Tor parole evidence of
title to lands whieh 1s incompetent here end objeetionable,

_2nd; Beeause these lands are concerned in this suit and _
title to them ss ageinst this defendant een not he shown by
parglé‘evideice. ( See Objections to Interrogatories Propounded
to said Magrie Roberts. Page 1.)

The respondent and eross complainent now renews said

éFjeutions to said interrcgetories t“d woves to exelude the ens-

el the witness therete, viz: "I lived on this land, and am
s . : , - '

4

the present ownery"( Sce Fu*c&ition of Megrzie Roberts: Perge l.)

upon the sewe grounds, separsiely and severally, reserved by way
~ of objeetion to smid interrogetory.
FIFTH: The respondent and eross conplainant objecteéd
to the following portion of the fourth direct interrogatery to
said witness, viz: "what disposition did you meke of said land

after rou removed Trom the same?"

1st; Because this ealls Tor evidence that is inadmissifhle. |
Z2nd; Peeeuse it calls for evidenee that is objeetionsble,
;><f The respondent end eross complainant now anbub sald

Eoiss, to.exelude the ersver Ay

of the witness thereto, viz: "I left the land in Mr., Choney's

i i bt e

objectionSio sai

eharge to look aPter in & general way." I let one of my neighbors a
ZLarm apart of it n year after I lePt(Dﬁn051 :ion Magrie Roborts)upon the
reame grounfls8IXTH:The respondent and eross complainant objectad
S0 tha ®1°iE Inicrrogetory, upon the following grolinds:

lst; Because this calls for not the best, but secondary .

evidence,

2nd; Becouse it ealls for inadmissible evidence.

grd; Peecause it ealls for evidence that is objectionsble.
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( See Respon@ent‘s Objection t0 Interrogeatories, Page 2.)

Therespondent and eross complainant renews its objections

fty\\io seld interrrogatory, and moves to exclude the answer thereto,

izg "In 1906 this.land wes still assessed to my mothe; Mrs, yary

James, but the bill was sent tu me in Bhicego, and T paid it in
February of 1907." ( See Deposition of Meggie Roberts., Page 1.)
geparcstely ond scverelly upon tge_grounds essigred by way of
objeetion to seid interrogatory;‘and upon the ?oilowing additionsa
grounds:

4th; Said dnswer is heresay testimony.

The respondent and cross compdainant also moves to execlude
the following portion of said answer; "that the bill was sent to
me in Chicego, end I peid it in Fedbruary of 1907," upen the follow-
ing grounds: '

lst; Beild enswer is not responsive to the question.

SEVENTH: The respondent and eross cqmplainant objected
| *th direet interrogetory, via:
"Who padid the texes on these 1ands,énﬂi” you said you did,. state
Tor whet year you did;"” upan_tne "ollowing grounds:

lst; Bec;use ttih gquestidn calls for & conelusioﬁ of the
witness. |
; €nd; Because 1t ealls for not the hest, but secondary
evidence, ‘

3rd; Because it calls for evidence that is irrellevant.

4th; Because it calls for evidence that is imieterial,

The respondent and cross corplainant now renews its
Egigction to said interrogatory and moves to.e'cluda the answér
of the smiiosesiienmeniaiebe il notiaalbid st Dol 1he "
taxes on this lend for several years thru 1209, perhaps langer,"
( 8ee Deposition of liaggie Roberss. Page 1,) upon the same separate
eand several grounds reserved by way of objection to said interrogetory.
EIGHTH: The respondent and eross complainent objected to
the following portion of the seventh interrogetory, viz; "During the
years 1904 to 1910 did you or not pay theltéxes on the lands above
described for the vear conmunciﬁg October 1, 1906 ," upon the follew-

ing grounds:

i
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1s1, Because the guestion is leading.
PR e R e A B g, T S
3rd; Because it ealls for evidenee that is irrellevant.
4th Pecetse it calls Pof evidence that is ilmmeterial.
5th; Because it ealls f or evidence thet 1is ohjection&hle.
( Bee respondent's Objection to Interrogeatory to said wihness,
Page £2.) - ES
- ﬁeérbﬂﬁeﬁt~éﬁﬁ“h;€§;‘cgﬁgiﬁinént now renews its objections

s&ld interrogatory and moves to exclude the enswer of thftwitness

thereto, viz: "My mother, and I after her desth, peld taxes on this
Adand from 1904 end before, thrpugh 1909, possibly 1910; this in-
cluded the texes for 1908, whieh fell due on October lst of that
year," (See Depositiono? lMeggie Roberts, Page l.) separately end
severslly upon tﬁe grounds reserved by way o objeetion to said
interrqgetory, and upon the additional ground thet seaid answer is
not resrorsive te the guestion.

NINTH: The respondent and cross complairant objeqted to
‘1ﬁterrdgat6;;,'“5;3 ﬁéu p:;
texes on eny other lands in Paldwin County for thet yeart" (a) be-
cause it is u_leadin?1gteation. lst, It ealls for argumentative
evidence.,

2nd: Pecauseit cells for self serving evidence.

3rd:; Pecause it ealls for the witness's conelusion.

4th; RBecause it ealls for evidence that is irrelevent.

5th; Because it calls for evidence thatis imeterial.

6th; Becauseit calls for evidence tkat is.obgeetion&hle.
(See Respondenti's Ohjeetions to said Thterrogatory. Page 3.)

e

= Respondent &xzd eross eemplainent now renevsglts objeetions
R - e

thh.\l B e

to s81d interrogatcory and moves to exélude the answer of the wit—

ness tLer&tS?tviz; "In 1908 there were no other lands assessed to
\GP Mrs, Jemes, otker than these deseribed above and which wes: our
home; leter on this land was assessed to me &nd texes on it paid
with & swall piece that I ewned clready. This was includéd in my
tex bill for 1909, for whieh I heve the receipt hew in my “lewyer's
hands," ( See Deposition of Mrs. lMaggie Roberts, Page 1.) upon

the samne separ=ie end several grounds sssigned by way of objeetion

to sadd interrogetory. e



i
TENTH: The respondent and cross complefenant 6bjected

o tlet portion of the elghth direet interrogatory propounded ‘o

said MFEfi? Roberts, 8s follows wiz; "Did you or not pay the texes
on the lands shove descrived for'the year comﬁencing‘October By
1906, upon the following grounds: |

1st; Because the question is leeding.

N i s =nd 3 7gcﬁut it calls for t*e witness's coneclusion,
T T nﬁhn-huguli!l-
3rd; Becauss it ealls *or aviigncv ‘thetis irrelevent:

4th; Because it ealls for evidence that is Immaterial,
Sth; Becsuse it calls for evidence thaet 15 pbjectionable.
Sia d resrondent and cross complainent now renews its

!
objeetions to snid interrogatory and moves to exclude the snswer

thereto as follows, viz: "As 1 hkeve slready stated I peid all taxes
“on the innd inguired about fer 19056 &nd 1206 in the name of my

mother, who owned no otler lsnd in Baldwin County"(Deposition of

legezie Roberts, page 1.) upon the separate and several grounds {

2w of objestion to said interrog&tor it

i “_ _-_\.‘.
The rés-nnient &nd erose eonﬂ1rinant ob‘ecte& .

YT AR T
BLEVENTH:

to the following portion of said direct interrogatory eight, viz:

1
|
"Did youpay¥ texes on 8Ay o*her land in Baldwin County for that
yeer upon the Tollawing gro unds: (&) Beeause the guestion is leading. {
1st; Because it calls for argumentetive evidence.
2nd, Eec&pse it ealls for self serving evidence;
Srdf Recguse it ealls. Por the witness' conelusion.

4th; Because it calls for evidence that is irrelevent.

L

5tlr; Beenuse 1t.calls for evidence that is lmmaterial.

6th; Because 1t ealls Tor evidence that is obJectionable,
'C§~$@-Interrqgeggfwas prquanded to
sald witness, Fege 3.) R T i
Respondent and c¢ross conplainant now renews its objections

id interrogatory and moves to sxclude the answeruthereto, viz:

"I also paid on other lands that were assessed to me. I hed pre-— !
viously bought & ewall tract not far from’my mother, but thet steod
in my fege., I do not remember whether the 160 of my mother was |
assessed in ny neme in 1907 or mot; or in 1908, as I h&vg not. the

tex Hille before me, but 1t was assessed to ne and paid by me in

e 4

1909 with other lands" (Depositien of Meggie Roberts page 1. )
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geparctely snd severall y upon the grounds assigned by way of
objections to.seild initerrogatory.
Respondent and eross complainant moves to exelude that
portiion of sid witness' sanswer to the eighth interrogetory &s
fallows:.viz; ' I do nod femember whether the 160 of my mother's

_Wes sssessed in ny neme in 1907 or net, or in 1908; as I have net

P-Hhm,uu, ble ta: bills belorene, but it waa assessed to me &nd paid by me in

e e e o o T i PR ” ;
1202 with other lands, (Deposition of Maggie Roberts, page 1.)

‘upon the following separste and several grounds:
lst; Said enswer is not responsive to said interrogatory.
2nd; Said answer is illegal, irrelevent snd immeterial,

TWELFTH: The respondent and cross complainent objected

to the first guestion in the ninth interrogatory to .said witness
s follows: "If you say you paid the 1908 taxes on said land where

¥ \
i were you living when s%ch payment weas madel?" (Sée Respondent and
X ¢ i
@ross Coupleinant's Objeetion to Interrogeatories propounded .to

=2 3,) uponrthelfolidwings sep arate and several
e R s
grounds: :

lst; Beceuse it calls for the witness! conelusion.
L]

2nd; Because it ealls for evidence that is.bbjeetion&bleu

Seid respondént and eross complainant now renews its ob-

Jeetion to said interrogatory and moves 10 exclude the answer, viz:
"When I paid the 1908 taxes on this lgnd I was living in Chicago" :
( Deposition of Maggie Roberts; page 2.) upon the sﬁme seperate
and several grounds:assigned by way of oblection to the sadd
interrogatory; '

TEIRTEENTH: The respondent 8nd cros- complainent objeeted

t ealls for the witness' corelusion.

Eec&gse
2rnd; Beceuse it ealls Por evidence that is objectionsble,
3rd; Jeéause t calls for evidence that is incompetent;
4th; Because it calls for evidence thet is immaterial,
5th; Peecause it calls forevidence thet is not sufficient

on whieh to inTer thet she paid the taxes.(See Respondent's Objec—

tions to Direct Interrogatories propoinded tosaid witness, pare £.)

—

o
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The respondent and eress complainant now renews its ohjec-

fons to seid interrogatory and moves to'exclude the answer thereto,
ﬁiz; L i recéivedxthe tax bill thruough the meil in either Januery

or February 1907, end returned the bpill with the cash to pay it in

8 letter sddressed to Mr. Cooper, TexCollector, Bay Minette, Alabame,
This payment wes mede in the latter part oflJunuary or thg first

F | part of February &nﬁdsuoptlf_ sfter I received the bild,l( Depoéi—
pr— tion of Mapsid Hovarie, pere 8.) upon the serarste end seversl
grounds essigned by way of objcctibn to said interrogatory.

_ FOURTEENTH: The respondent and cross complainant ob~---
jeeted to that portion of the ninth direet interr ogatory propounded
to sgid witnese es follows: "If you.state thatit was done by mail

tell in whet form the remittence wes male and to whom the letter

was eddressed" upon the following separate end several grounds:
1st; Because this is & leading question.
Z2nd; Because it eallis Tor the witness' conclusion.

3rd; Because it ealls for evidence thet is mot sufficient

S5 Mere pATd et
4th; Because it calls for evidence that is ilnecompetent.
5th; Because it calls for evidence that is objeetionable.

( SBee seid Objections, puge 4.)

Respondent and cross complainant now rénews its objeec-

tions to seid interrogatory and moves to exclude the enswer thereto,

LS

viz; "I received the tax bill through the mall in either January
or February 1907, end returned the bill with the eash to pay it in
& letter addressed to Mr. Cooper, Tax Collector, Bay Minette, ‘
AlsVama. This peyment was mede in the latter part of Jenuery or
tHe #ivet pert of Rebruary, endishorsly s efter I received the bill'
( See Wg: e R-o‘:--,:zl"*i:zfg,";:.ge E)Hupon tLc seperate and el
severel grounds of objection essigned to said interrogatory.

FITTEENTE:  Respondent and cross complainent objected
to that portion of the direet interrogetory tenth propounded to
Megcie Roberts, viz: "When you paid this tax did you or not send
with your remittance the bPill you received?"upon the following
grounds:

1s%s Because it is & leading question; u

2nd; Becauge it calls for the witness' eonelusions by

Lo




e
3rd; Beeause it ealls fTor evidence that is incompetent.
4th; Beecause it calls for evidence that is objeetionable.

grdent's Objections to said Interrowatory, pege 4.) :
§:§“—" Respondent and eross complainant now renews its objections
és to saii interrogatory and moves to exelude the answer thereto,

rizt “As T heve stated Before I enclosed the tax bill Ireeeived iﬂ

apdtionsof jiaggie Roberts, pege £)

a

vpon the separete and several grounds reserved by way of

t.:

objections
~1o said interrogatory. ;
><‘ BIXZTEFNTH: The respondent snd cross complainent objectéd
to the following portion of the tenth'interrogatory "Did you ever
reeeive the receipt for %h&& remitteance®™ upon the folléwing grounds:
1st; Because it calls for the witness! conelusion.
2nd; Because it calls for evidence thet is incompetent.
3rd; Because it calls for evidence thatis objectionahle.

g IS

4th; Because it ealls for oral evidence of a peper's

Respondent and eross ﬂov*g°1va*u now renews its objections
t6 said interrogatory and moves to exelude the answer thereto, viz: -
"In a short ime T received the hill hack by mail signed 'H. H. Cooper’
whieh was the seme name that was signed to seversl previous receipts"
-{ See Deposition of Meggis Roherts, page 2) upon the seperete and
several grounds reserved by way of obicseiions to said interrogatory.

" SEVENTEENTH: The respondent and cross complainant obje¢ted
to thet portion of the tenth direet interrogatory propounded to

said witness: “What name wes signed to the receipt?" wupon the fol-

lowing erounds:

. lsty.Beesuse this ealls for immaterisl evidence.

1
Ny — A"

2nd; Because it calls for evidence that is objectioneble,

‘ 3rd; Because it ealls for evidence thet 1s incompetent,
W ..,’-:l

4th; Because it ealls Tor evidenee that is secondery.

(8]

th; Because it cells for oral evidence of the contents
contexrts

or part/o” a wkitten instrument. ( See Respondent's Objections to .

Interrogatories propounded to said witness, page 4.)

Respondent and cross complainant now renews its objeetions

to seid interrogatory and moves to exelude the answer there %o

Pl
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viz: " G '. e ' fhich.waé the seme naeme that had been
signed to rrevionu receipts,” ( Deposition of Maggie Roberts page B.)
upon the separate and several grounds assigned Fy way of objections

to said interrogatory.

S BEIGHTEENTH: The respondent and cross compl&in&nt ob-

jeeted te the following portion of the eleventh direct interrogator&

unded to the said Mapggle Reberts, viz: "How long did you keep
“mwmw‘—h,. g
this receipt, 2nd whatdid you ultirately do with ITtY" upon the

following ground: (&) Because this cealls for her conclusion.

Ist;

g

ecause this 'eells for the witness' cone¢lusion that
the paper was o genuine receipt. ( Ses Objections to said Interro—.
gatories, page 4.)

" .\ Resporndent and ceross complainant now renews its objections
to said guestion &nd moves to.exclude the answer thereto, viz:
"T kept this receipt with my other papers for several years, but
in 1912, when Mr. Cooney wrote mexihat my lend had been sold for

‘4o pey the 1908 texes Isend it to him to use in straighten—

" Magsie Robarts, pace 2.)

upon the separate and several grounds assigned by way of objection

to said gquestion.

NINETEEYTH: Respondent and cross complainant objected to
thet portion of the eleventh &;terroﬂatory Troroundud to said witness
vig: "If you said jau sent it to someone state to whom and Tor what
purpose" upon the following grounds

lst; Beeause this guestion eéalls Tor her gonelusion,

2nd; Because it ealls for a statement of her uncommuni-—
cated motive or purpose, not communiested To defendant;

3rd ; Fecaussi}t eallg Lo seeondarv e ridences

o e . —
4th; Because it-ealls for incompetent evidenee.

5th; Beeause it ealls for evidence that is objectioneble,
§th; because it calls Torevidence that is immaterial.
{ See Ohjsctions to Interrogatories propounded 10 spid witness
page 4 and 5.)
Respondent and ceross complainant now renelrs its chbjeetions
to said guestion and moves to exelude the enswer of the witness

thereto, viz: "Wien Mr. Cooney wrote me that fiy land had been sold

for Pfellure to pay 1906 tazes I sent it to him to use in straighten-

M

Lyt g



T
ing out the matier" (Deposition of Maggie Roberts, poge 2. ) upon
the seperete end sen bivned by way of obgaction gt}

said guestion.

Respondent and eross compleinant especially moves +6
exclude. the following rortion of said deposition

"To use in straighte
mng out the nevter,”

(Deposition of Maggie Roberts page 2) upon the

o

T

e
e e o N e G

Ist; Tt is a statement of the uncommunicated motive or
bPurpose of the witness,
Z2ud; It is & self serving statement,

TWENTIETH:

-The respondent and eross complainant mo
to exelude

ves
the following portion of the answ

er gf

said Maggie
Roberts to

the eleventh interrogatory, viz: "He turned it over to the

Or me and they sent it to me in 1919 to be
to the deposition I mede then" on
and several grounds:

‘had engaged

the following separate

i - 1st:
| e——— e .

Said te 2sTimony is not responsive uo 8

ny question
propoundcd temsn dd ?ltﬁa_g‘ By ——
O ; und S8id testimony is hearsay.

TWENTY FIBST: Resrondent and cross com*lﬂlnant objected

1o théﬁ-ollo ing portion of the eleventh direct interrogatory pro-

0 poﬁnﬁed to the said witnesss "Was this paper in your possession
- _— tim sent
[g? from, Tie‘orufrv 1907, when you recelved ixZéE;m the time you
AV

-
| h lowing g 53
it %0 Mr. P, J. Cooney iin lﬁl8°"on the following ground

-
e

. eding one.
1st; Because the question is & leading

(La

b d u \..‘ l b G U l _.! 01 ev Bllce Jhat is iﬁ et .

i bjectionable,
r 1 »e that is objectionsd

3rde: suse it calls Tor evidence Ui

2rdy Because 1%

| - ie age. 5.
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1
lawyers ever sinece I received ii," upon the following separate and
several grounds:
lst; Ssild testimony is hearsay.

Znd; Said testimony is illegel, irrelevant, end immaterial,

TWENTY SECOND: The respondent and cross eomplainant
6bjact3d to the followingportion of said eléventh directi interro-
o Mr.o P d .. CGooney stote
if you ever saw the paper again, Wes it in the saue condition as
to the writing on it as 1t was when you reeeived it “fon Bay
Minette the "irst timel" upon the following grounds:

lst; Pecsuse this ealls for incompetent evidence.

Znd; Because this cslls for evidencé thatis objeationable.

3rd; Because it ealls Tor ircompetent evidence.

4th; Eecause it calls for evidence that is insuffieient
to infer the payment of the taxes,

5th; Becauss it cell slor imisterial evidence,

said Tnterrogstories, page.5.)

- T

Respondent and cross complainant now renews its objections
. .

to sald guestion end moves to exelude the answer thereto, viz:

"Theysent 1t to me in 1212 to be attached to the deposition I uade
then,When it came back to me it was in the same condition as when
I got 1t heek from the tex office,"( Deposition of Maggie Robertis,
.page 2.) separately and severally ufon the grounds assigned by
way of objectidﬁyao-said question.
Responicnt end cross compleinant objeeted to that portion
of said &leventh interrogatory és follows: "7as “here any change
in the paper other than it showed signs of having been wet?"

upon tae following. groundsts =T | -

lst; Because it is a leading quesiion.
2nd; 2scause it calls for evidence insufficient to infer
payment of the. taxes.

3rd. Becesuse it callgufor self serving testimony.

=t

4th+ Because it ealls for incompetent emidence,

m

5th; Beeause it eslls Tor objeetionable testimony.
( See Dhjestions to said Interrogatoriks page 5.)

Respondent and cross compiainent now renews its objection

de—
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to said question and moves to exelude the answer of the witness
thereto &s Follows, viz: "When it came bhack to me 1t was 1in ihe

sare eondition theat 1t was when I got it back from the tax offiee,

and is in the same condition now except that it hes been folded so0
Buch taat it'is creaged. Thestain is due to it hdvdng been. .. :u
In a box in my ettic whieh leaked and got my p apers Wet,"

=1 mte &"Q‘ﬂp
.beVqul crounds assigned by wey of obleetion to said guestion, and

upon tite following edditional grounds:

1st; Said answer is not responsive to the question,
TENTY FOURTH: The respondent anc eross complainant
objeeted to the twedlfth interrogatory propounded to said witness

upon the Tollowing grounds:

lsts Becsuse this gquestion ealls Tor & conclusion of the

” witness.
Znd; Beeause it ealls ?or-avidance thet is inadumissible.
‘ ,-i-ii_;ﬁ Decause it ealls for evidence that is incompeteant.
Fhu v
{th; Because it call that is imm&terial;‘ J
5th: Because it calls for evidéence that ils insufficient
o infer the payment of the taxes. j .

6th: Beecsuse it calls for evidence that does not sufficiept-
Iy establish the validity o” the paper ealled a tax receipt to make
it cogpatént gtidenee of payment of the iaxas‘concérneﬁ.
) 74th; Ta= paper is not estahlikhed.
( 8=e D%jeoﬁions to said Inte%?agatory, page 6.) .
Respondent and eross complainant now renews its objeetions
o seid interrogatory and moves to exelude the answer of the witness
i
_'LEEQ;‘tharatQ;gﬁ ;ELLQEE¢’Vf¥¥‘“!”@fvsﬂhﬂh&sd the ree eipt I am speak—
§ ingof to Mr. Bﬁrke, the Commisaioner to he marked "Bxhihit B' to

be ettached to this deposition,” upon the separate and several

o

Sxid respondent and c¢éross complainant expressly moves
W
to exeluds fron the evidence a writing purporting to be & tex
reseipt for 1906, sddressed to Mps. Mary Jemes, and ettached to

grounds ressrved by way of ohjesction to said interrogatory.

g2id deposithon of said lMezgle Roberts, upon the following separate

and sereral grounds:

e, o i . 1
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1sts It does not appear that this writing is the writing handed
by the said witness to Mr., Burks; th2 commissioner.
2nd; This writing is not identified as "Exhibit B." ‘
TWENTY FIFTH: The rééﬁbndent and cross comnlainant

objected to direst interrogutory thres propounied hy the complainant

to John Purifoy, = sdtness Tor complainant upon the fellewing
st A .,,'~
y R e

N
\ 1st; Said nterrogatory cealls for immeterial, irrelevant,
. and illegal testimony. :

2nd; Said uestion may eall for a collateral issue not
involved or conrected with the issues in this suit.
Zrdi; That at whose £nstanca sald examiaation wa§ mede
4 is. illegel, irrelevant aud Immaterial.
~dth; TusoTar.sns sald question asks for the eireumsiances

under which ssid exenmination was made it cells for hearsay as well

as illegal testimony.

under w high it wes male it 1s Inde®™inite snd speculatives
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6th; Insofar as the question calls for the circumstances
under which the examination was made it does not appear whether: or
not said testimony is '.competent. ( See Objesctions to Interrogdtories
propounded by comp ainant to John Purifoy, page 1.)

Respondent and eross complainant now renews said objéo—

-tions to said interrogatory and moves to ezelude the answer of the

tructad by the governor to meke the

exemination, but his instructioncas I recollect was based on a
request from the Judge of Probate of Baldwin County,” upon the same
geparat e and several grounds mssigned by way of objeetions fo
sald interrogatory. :

TWENTY SIXTH: The respondent and cross com-lainant ob-—
Jeected to the Pourth direct Interrogatory propounasd to said John
Purifoy, upon the following separate and several grounds:

lst; Said interrogatvory calls for illegal, irrelevant,

and imvsaterisl testimony.

Cooper acepunted to tne sTELEe Ier

—_

all monies received oy uim A5 TBA ©OLL!ECTOP nas no prooavive value,
upon the issues in this cause,
sra; Woetner or noi Mr. Uooper accounted To tne siate Ior
2 [0 monieékiéc$1vea DYy 41l as Tax coltiectdr aoes not vena to prove
waetner or 1ot the compiBlnant oOr urs. ,ory James paid tne state
and eounty taxes on tae land involved in this suit for the year 1906.
4th; Said gquestion introduees a collateral issue not
invelved or conceeted with the issues in this suit,
5th; Baid question ealls for highly prejudieial testimony,
but.having/slight or no probat ive value,
jections to Imterrogatories Propounded to John Purifoy p. 1 & 2)
The respondant and eross complainant now renew s 1ts ob-

jeetions to sal d interrogatory and moves te exelude: the answer of

the witness ther=to, viz: "I did find thet he had failed to account

§§‘ for all moniss collected and his aecounts did not balance,"
\ Y (Deposition of John Purifoy, paze 2,) upon the separate and several

grounds ~reserved by way of objeetion to said interrogatory.
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)%\‘ TWENTY SEVENTH: The respondent and cross complainant

objected separately and severally to esch of the guestions propounded

in direet interrogatory five to-said witness, upon the following

separate and serveral grounds;

. 1st: Said questions call for irrelevant, illegal and im-

material testimony.

oy account to the state for
V,all monies received by him as tax eollector has no probative value
upon the lssues in this causs, - '
3rd; Whether or not Mr. Cﬁdper accounted to the state
for all monies received by him as tax collector does not tend to
prove whzther or not the complainant or Mrs. jyary James paid the
state and coﬁnty taxes on the land involved in tﬁis suit fTor the
year 1906, '
4th; Said guestion introduces a collateral isﬂue'not in
volved or connected with the issues in this suit.
AT . dtn:
- ———,, P

but having/slight or no rrobda

Said question ealls for highly prejudieial testimony,

" g - . P, s, oo aantiilie
ve wel ("objeetions 16 Tnierroga-
tories propounded to said witnes=z, page 2.)

The respondent and eéross complainant now renews its objec—
-tione to saild interrogatory amd moves to exclude the answer thereto,
viz: "After finding that his Pooks did not balance I learned, I do
_ not recollect from what source, théﬁ he had ¥ept his money on de-.
g posi’t; dn the Peoples Bmﬁk 6f Mohile. I had also found that he had
ég$<: kept what was rurported to he a eash hook showing amounts collected
from whom and Tor what purpose, and that he had settled with the
State in accordanee with the figures in the purported eash book,
x?%on e:aminiqg_his'hank‘aﬁgeaniﬁwith the Peoples Bank of Hobile I
diseovered that a large amount of money had bhe-n deposited in that
-bank and plaeed to Mr. Cooper's eredit as Tax Colleetor whieh had
not been entersd on his eash book, and consequently had not been
geccounted Tor By him or paid over to the Stiate and County Treasurers.
The first sum I Tound short, which was reported February 7, 1908,
was 87,472,128, On the demand of the State Auditdr for the balance
due by Mr. Cooper as Tax Coladctor, he disputed the correctness of

my Tinding," ( Deposition of John Purifoy page 2.)

b
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seperetely =and se#erally upon the grounds reserved by way o objections
to said interrogatory.
TWENTY EIGHTH: The respondent and cposs complainant

ocbjzeted separstely and seferally to emeh question in the sixth.

: purragat:ry propoundad to John Purifoy upon the Pollowing sepa—
rita_and several grounds:
ealls Tor1llegaeld,” Irrelevani,
and imuaterisl testimony.
tn the state
&nd 3 Whether or not.yr. Cooper accounted/for all monies
f\ received by him as Tax Colledtor has no probetive velue upon the
issues Iin this eause. |
ard; Whether or not Mr. Cooper accounted to the state‘for
all monies received by him as Tax Collector does not tend to prove
whetlier or not the complainant or Mrs, Mary James paid the state

and county taxes on the land involved in this suit for the year 1906.

4th; Seid question.introduces = collateral issue not in-

yolyed or connectéd with the issues in this suit.
_-."‘f'k‘_"' LR . e i
Said question calls for 1Ty prejudicial testinony, but
7er;

having/slight or no probative valuwe. ( Seec Objections to Direct

Interrogatories propounded to John Purifoy, pages 2 & 3.)

Respondent and cross complainant now rensys its objections
‘\§§\ES seid interrogatories.and moves to exclude the answer thereto,
as'follows, viz: "My investigation showed thet the Agent of the
L. & N, Raeilroad Company haed psid into the State Treasury the rail-
\ road frenchise tax smounting to $4,757.37 for state and county. Wihen
\i§§g? the casl book showed this sum had not been ecol 'eseted and had not

) been sccounted for by him in Lis eesh book, nor in any of his other
books showing this sum to-be peid, though he ackpewledged thet he
krew it had been paid and took eredit for that sum in His sevtle—
ment witi the Btete Treesury on other taxes he had collected down
therei in the county himself, Another item for a large sum was 8

M;Eaz peld by the Southern Land and ‘Timber Company for the year 1207,
The tax wes peid by check from the company to the Tax Colleetor of
the County and though the sum was colleeted early in October as
shown by lis bank aeecount with the Peoples Bank of Mebile, his own
cash Yook showed the eollection of i1t in Jeanuary, 1808. \He had

ol o E : 4
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" =1B=
failed to enter it on his eash ?ook‘until thre=: months after 1t had
been decposited by the collector and collected by the bank. In my

exemination of Cooper's bank mccount with the Bank of M obile I

. Found thgi)he Led nede & number of deposits of taxes collected which

% had never been entered on his cash book," ( Deposition of John .

Purifoy, page 243 upon the sepercie and several grounds-assigned by

N g

. TWENTY FINTH: The respondent and cross complainant objected
separuﬁely end severally to éach ques tion nropounded in the seventh
inteerrogatory to 8aid John Purifoy, upon the follﬁwing sepérate and
severel grounds:

let; Szid interrogatory ealls for illegal, irrelevant, and
immaterial testimony.

w0 the state
2nd; Whether or not Mr. Cooper accounted/for &ll monies

received by him as Tax Collecteor has no probetive value upon the
issues in this cause.

3rd: Whether or not Mr. (Qooper accounted to the state

Tor all ronies received »y Hin &8 o es not tend Lo

prove whether or not the complainent or Mrs. Mary James pald the

state and county taxes.on the lend involved in this suit for the

year 1906,
4th; Baid guestion introduces a2 collateral issue not in-

volved or connected with the issues in this suit.

.('S§e~0bjections to Interrogatories propounded to John Purifoy,

Resrondent and cross complainent now renews its objeetions

to seid dinterrogetories, ssparately and severally, and noves to

l;iblﬁdéiﬁna-gnswer'ef;$na‘ﬂi&@gﬁﬁ;ﬁhﬁgﬂ$@,-wiaa "I inspeceted the

-
veult door which wes alleged to have been Blown open and money stolen

frém it end while I am not an expert on hurglary; the impression was
left with me thet the blowlng open of the vaultl door was simply &
scheme to afored an excuse Tor the shortage whieh was found against
Mr., Cooper., T also noted that certain merks on the veult door were
mede which left the impression with me that the effort to bore Trom
the front was so difficult that the effort was then transferred to

the inside, The hold irn the doeor was larger on tke inside Then on
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the outside whichiindieated that the boring was accoumplished from.
fhe inside. I was further impressed with the ides that a prudent man
would not have left largze sums of money in so inseecure & place,
The vault whosc-docr,waé hlown open wags never intended to be made
secure for the protection of money,; it was intended only ito protect

the books of the Tex CollscLor Trom fire," ( Depostion of John

way of q‘j:ctisn to seid inte PToge Lory

THIRTIETE: The respondent and cross complainant objected,
seperately and seTerelly 1o each guestion propounded to John Purifoy
in Direect Interrogatory eight, uﬁon-fhe following separate and

unds:

geveral or

[ 1]

=t

15 Said inverrogatory calls for illegel, irrélevant,

and dmmeisrial testdmony.
; b to the state
£nd; Whether or net Mr. Ocoper accounted/for all monies

regcelved hy hinm as*Tax Cglleetor hies no probative wvalue idApon the

for all monies recsived »y him a& Tax Oollesctor doesimot tend e
prove whether or. not the compleinent or lrs. Mary JFames pai& the
staté pad vounty taxes on the lend invelvad in this Suit for the
year 1908, : | ' :
4¢th; Baid guestlon introduces & collsteral issue'not in—
volved or eonnected with the issues in this suit,
5tﬁ' Seid gquestionm ealls for highly prejudicisl testimomy
but h’Vlng/ {l”dt or no provative value. |
6th; Said question calls for hearsay &s well as;the per—
-~stmal Enemledge of the n....un\mu'.;‘ _
‘"EE Suid question calls for the conclusion o opinion

ofthe witness. ( Objections to Interrogatories propounded to John

Purifoy, page 3.)

m

The respondent sand cross complainant now renews itsobjee=
tions, separately end severally to said interrogatory, &nd moves 1o
exglude the answer of the witness thereto, viz: "A large part of .
\jsf& the money collected by +the Bank of Mobile and plaaed to the eredit
\\ "of dir. Cooper as Tax Ceollector wa s ﬁsed by Mr. Cooper to liqnidaﬁe

eombae T .. W L e L o gl e e L - 4 4 o -
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| ax individusl note he had exeeuted to the bank. T do not remembe
L - nds of dollars,"

the evsct sum of sueh note but it amounted to thouss

] witoy & +he separate and several
( Deposition of John Purifoy, page 4.) upon §a)
%o way of objection to said interrogatory.

| | THIRTY PIRST: The respondent and oross complainant objected

Tine propoundad to said John ?urifoy, upon

r ealls for illegal, irrelevant®,

, %r. Cooper accountsd to the state for

S@ei W0

; Max Oollector has no probf‘vti?e value

upon the issuesin this cause. :

WMisther or mot Mr, Cooper accounted to the state

for all monies received by him as Tax Collector does not tend to

prove whether or not the compleinant or Mrs. Mary Jemes paid the

- - - 0 he
state and county taXxas on the land involved in this suit Tor th

ssue rot in—

&) 'iE‘-

volyed or connseisd with the issnes in this suit.

5th: Said guestion ealls Tor highly prejudicial testimony
but h&rinc?a_ight of no provaiive value.

S¢a; It does nbt appear that saild question ealls for the
condition :o” the books showing psyment o® the taxes due for the

year 1908, ( See Objectlons to Dirsct Interrogatories propounded

.

to. John Purifoy, page 4.)

Respondelt and cross complainant now renews its objections

to sald interrogatories senarately and severally and moves to exclude
the answer of the witnesnghereto, viz: "My answers to previous in-

terrogatondes lETe shown that lerge sums of money colleeted by Mr.

e e ——— g e e e

gooper were not shown by his eash boovk,nor wers they shown by the
= stub book, which he is reguired 19 keep by law, nor was any memo—

~7;5%\ randum or note made on his abstraet book furnished by the Judge of

(47}
2

Probate as to payments of meny taxes ceollected by him," { Deposition
of John Purifoy, page 4.) upon the separate and several grounds
assigned by way of objections to said interrogatory.

THIRTY SECOND: The respondent and cross complainent

%
tﬁg%é objected separately and severally to esch of the questions contained
| T

A
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in the tenth direct iﬁterrogatory propounded to said witness upon the
followiﬁg separate and several grounds:
1st; Said interrdgatory caiis for illeg@l,‘irrelevant, and
imnaterial testimun§«

2nd; Whether or not ir,'Cooper sccounted 1o the state for

all monies received by him e Tﬁx Gollector hes no probative value

. : e e K-
5rd ; Yhetier or 2ot Hr.Aﬁ&a}a: gccounted to the state
for all mOﬂiés received by Linm es Tex Collector does not tend to
prove whether or not the complainant dr Mrs. Mary Jamea'paid the state
and ‘county taxes on the land involved in this suit for the year 1906,
4th; Seid guestion introduces a collatersl issue not in-
volved or connccted witk the issues in this suit.
B5th; Said gquestion calis for: highly prejudicial tesiimony
but hafiné?Z{ight or no . probative ealue.

6th; Seid question calls for hearsay as well as the per-

sonel knowledge of the witness.

conclusion of opinion of

Therespondent wes not a party to any.of sald coses’
and is not bound by the result in eny of them. ( Objeetions to
direet interr ogatories propounded to John Purifoy, peges 4 & 5.)

The re:spondent and crose complainent now renew & its objee=
tions to seid interrogatory and moves to exclude the answer of the
witnese theretéf viz: "I do not remember whether sult Was brought by
the—stete ageinst lir. Cooper and Lis hondsmen es & result of my :
exeninetion but By recollsction is ,;;f.;‘tur the suit in favor of

B ek o T L

MEhEReaEnty waos deternized and the Judgment secured, the bonding com—

any setfledewivh the siels cutlorities vithout precsbig-ihe natter,
Y to & suit. The suit #n favor of the County was breought to trisl

hefore the State suit wesascted on, I was & witnes s on the trial
suit where judgnent wee obtained for the full emount
f ny findings. I d¢ not thimk T ves ever required to appear &s

Y421 o

g witnese in & stete sult but biid 't

‘Le Btate's defielt was settled
without pressing suit, "( Deposition of John Purifoy, pege do)

separately end severally upon the grounds essligned by way of objee-—
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tions to said interrogatory.
THIRTY THIRD: The respondent and cross complsinent

oblected to the TPollowins juestions propovnded to Mr., Crosby, & wits=

-
-~

negs for the complainant, "ir. Crosby, will you look ait this book,

whieh, for purposes of identifivalion, is = book of recelpts Tfor

N the yeor 1908 "¢l Beldwin County, and wiieh beers on its outer

rrintdd et the top, inboddletters, the words "TAXES FOR 1S08,"

end arpesrs to be a tax collector's tax Hill addressed to urs.
Mary Jemes,-will you note the signature et the bottom of that, and
state whether, in your opinion, thet was made by one and the same
nen whose duplicate rsgeipts fLre shown in the tax books?' upon the
following grounds:

. baen
roper predicetc has not/ladd to enable

the witrnes:s to guelily to meke the comperison esked.

2nd: Because proper predicate hes not been laid with

vhich it.dis proposed

to compere the signeaturfe:on the receipt.

3rd; Because the signature or handwriting with whieh the
signeture on the receipt is proposed to be compered hes not been
suffielently identified in order +c esteblish seme. ( See Deposi~
tion of J. R. Crosby, pege £2.)

The respondent and cross complainant now renews its
obJection to seid question end moves to exclude the answer thereto,
viz: "Well in my opinian, the same party who wrote this signature _
here on the receipt (indieating) is the same handwriting that is

\® “Pound in this book, (indieeting) especielly this No. 4975, ( indi-

eating); thet is, the sane handwriting that signed this reeeipt
Ny .

(indieating) is the seme hand writing that signed the receipts in
this book, and more especially like this No. 4975, (indieating);"
Sl ® Lo
( See Deposition of lir. Crosby pages @ & 3) upon the same grounds
reserved by wey of objection to the guestion, and upon the followin g
additional grounds:
ist; Thet sufficient basis has not been established for

the witness to express the opinion, and further, upon the ground
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that 81l of the signaturesin the books have not been pointed out,
elther by the solicitor or by the witness; and not one of them has
been identified as the signature of any partieular person; and
further, Recause it it is not shown whose are the signatures
in the bocks and hes not bHeen slhown who signed any particular
plade in the book. ( See Deposition of J. R. Croshy, page 3.)
e e I e
THIRTY "OURTH: The respondent and eross complainant

objected to the Tollowing questions propounded to Mr, J. R. Crosby:
"Mr., Crosby, would the fect that & receipt obviously impossible to
have bheen printed in February'léCS, but whieh had beesn signed in
-the early part of 1907, with thg_yeﬁr as 1906, would,pr would not, ’
in your opinion, the fact that the wrong year wae put on be not
only & nauural mistdéke Tor people to mske in the beginning of the
yeer, but would glso strengthen your theory that this signature

LY, % Eos&ibly.vrittan by someone intoxieate or under the influence
of liquof," upon the following grounds:

The question calls for the opinicon of the witness

%8 0F henduriting
and that it calls for the wiitness to state his conclusions outside

the comperisons; also it is a leading question. (Deposi-
tion of J. R. Crosby, page 11,)

Respoudent end cross conpleinant now rehews its obJee—

tions to seid question end moves to execlude the answer of the
witness thereto, viz:"I+t would," upon the samegrounds separately

Q§§f- and severally as assigned to the gquestion, ( Deposition of J. R.
) ;

Crosby, page 11.)

THIRTY FPIPTH: The recpondent and eross complainent
_5' ,

& objected to the Tfollowing gquestion propounded to J. R, Crosby,

"What were their habits as to sobriety end steadiness," upon the
following ground: "1t is absolutely incompetent, The witness
answered: "They had the reputetion of being pretty dissipated."

The respondent and eross complainant thereupon objected
to the answer upon the same grounds usesigned to the question
and further upon the ground thet it is irresponsive; and upon the

;ﬁé} ground that the witness' conelusion is stated in it. ( Depositioen

L of J. R. Crosby, page 12.) /L///'
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‘ 1 to exelude
The respondent gnd Cross complainant now moves 10

i W r ?0 . L g .

1st; It 1s absoll tely inconpetent.

cpdy I° 18 jpresponsive.

/&g zrd; T

THIRTY SIXTH: The responden® and
- — UL Juﬂﬂw%&emmﬂﬁahn, as

e witness econclusion is sta;ed ?n i

cross compla'nant

s - nmex Rec 1908
f0llows, Viz: v T have Lere gbook marked, "Tax Receipts for

] & £ James
g on ohe cover the ri1ling merk O Ja

i - £ 18 sued
gnd contelns gerhons 0 leceipts_is

s tax hill from the

of Baldwin County,"-hearin

A, Crane, Register,

fprom the peldwin Tax office; I have g 180

1s hooks of Be ldwin County,
g to be & tax bill of MI'S.

Tex Collector with.printed on it the

words "Taxes Tfor 1906 ," and purportin

Mery Janes,— will you pleease note the latter and state whether,
or not, the signeture gt the bottom of tie TEX bill weas nede by

one of the two uen whose neles ere signed to the tax receipts 1in

the book?"-mporn the following grounds:

cgte has 1ot ,een laid for this

testimony by the establishement of e ;Ouﬁ in aLeStiOH-

2nd; Beceause & proper predicate has not héén laid by
the establishment of arny BignatuPes. upon the book.

3rd; EBecause Proper predicate has not been lgid by the
witness in estnllishing his conpetency 10 express an opinion by

comparison of the two signatures;

‘4th; Decsnuse the cuestion calls for the opinion of the

witness, without ?Pﬂpﬁr predicats heing laid; thereupon the wit-

ness answered saild gquestion &s ”milowé: "If this came in signed

like that, to e :
net, g cheeck, you understan 3 71
, you understand, end T v&s going to compeare

the signat U Bl .
signatures, T would say this gigneture looks close enough to

a' t..-, T ar ue r
pay it; in other workdé, I wojld believe that that was $his signa-
ture {indluetirg tex receipt book)., This is written with & pen

o ’

nd-tEis 8 W & peaeil f
gt g mIth 4 peae indicating.)
,K (indiuuting),/und often bherw is a lot ; d.‘“vxence between pencil

8:; metin 1
nd pen. So¢eulyes people tell us they-cew not vrite with & pen

at all, but have to use ¢ peneil, A peneil has & tendency fo

write smoother b}
. Now hese signatures
, thke these signatures, -~ this Cooper here

(indicatingd looks pretty mueh 1like this,

Lol

exeept the "Hs" where
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Y
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tliey are joined looks a 11ttle it different,—— this one, though,
lets. see one of the sane signatures here,(indicating) You see
the Hs ere not Joined here (indiesting) end the"Hs" here are not

Joined, and tie "C" here (indicating) is jore péinted, which is n

“appears

where?"

A, . "No, 4977 and 4979, Here are the two I an ldbking ats

in other_wnrds, if I was going to sign your name, and was not

femiliar with it, end you joined your signature, I would neot

J0in it together. In uy opiniog, this signature compares favorablp

encugh to pay it in the Yerzk., T sm referring to receipt #4977,
Therespondent and cross complainant objeeted to the wit—

ness' answer sepuratély_nnd severslly upon tlie seme grounds as were

ascigned as ohjeetions to the question, (Deposition of Mr. J.. D

Reroujohn, peges 16 eand 16.)

to exelude

the answer of seid witmess vpor the same separate and severel

> groungs essigned by way of objection to SHid.qﬁesting to said witness.

:

THIRTY §HTENTI: The respondent anlqross complainant
objected o the “ollowing nuestion propounded to the witness, J. D.
Beroujokn, viz: "Is it then your opimion th&t those iwo signaetures
are written by the same man to the bYest of yéur opinion?" upon
the ground thet proper predicatehas not been laid as yet Tor the

expression of opinion under the statute reluting to ceomperisions

In my opinion %
of hendwriting. /1 would say the signetures wepe the same."

The respondent and cross complainent, thereupon objected
‘tg-the.anawer upern the same grounds of objection as sssigned to
the guestion., ( Deposition of J. D. Beruujohn, page 16.)

the respondent and oross compleinant nowmoves to exclude
said enswer upon tle grounds sssigned by way ofobjection To seid

question.,

THIRTY BIGHTH: : The following question wes propounded
6n the direct exeminetion to Mr., George T. Rosson, a witness for

compleinent: "Mr. Rosson, will you teke & look at this book, which

: r) 11 -!-‘ k
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. receints issned
for the tax year.of ooy,

&nd state frop that b
kinds o sipgn

oW many different
grnetures, thet s to sevw,

signatures by how nagy
M"-\}'h—g‘

T R r— *

Tiereunoﬁ The

respondent 0% ected totthe introduction

with the deseription thereor,
writings therein, on the

OF 0ffer of thig book
and the
ground that it jg extraneous, ang contains
ext: T A Ve wl 4ol
treneous Vltings whigh heve not heretofore been inbroduced
in evidence in. th

non ;f‘gfse, end &re noet in e¥ldence; and Respondént
obJeet%/Llsowt'D%JOH*ng ground that it ig incompetent ang

. 0 the testimony thet ey be adduced from €xenination
a‘f‘ AT - ‘
0f these writings on the grounds that the evidence is incompetent

& ¥ T oy 3 >, aloh 3
nd irrelevent, (anpd solely for cauperison) to introduee extraneous

writings or nmetters, in order to institute ax;omparison of writ-

ings, either before a Jurg or bvefore & witness offsred as an
- . .

expert,

Reépén?
is not such & record as is 0r7icielly kept; further on the ground-
thet it hes not been shown by any certificate or by any officers
under whose custody said record, i® it be & re ord, was kept,

end whose duty it was to keep such a Look. Respondent objects
further upon the grounds that only the of"icer keeping sueh stub
or memorandwi book would be the proper person to identify it as
geﬁuine. Respondeﬁt objects Turther upon the ground that all

the writings &ppeer to be & carbon of some original entries made
in the bock, &nd thet the origiral entides made in the book, end
thet the originel entries therefrom are absent."

. The witness then amswered said question as follows:

"T have examined the signatures contained in this book, and,
in my opinion, they constitute the signetures of two men. The

name of "H. H, Cooper" being signed by both,.The generel character-—
istics of the two signetures are somewhet similar, but a close

o ce: between them by whieh they eani
serutiny reveals a difference belwee

wi for the purpose of couparison, 4
be readily separeted. I will neme, 7or the purp |

the following nurbered recsipts: Mugber 4903 end Number 4904
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appear to have been signed by one of the parties,——4906, 4907 and
4908 appear to Lave been signed by the other party. There is no
necessity for going into eny long list of them, The same cpakacte:r—
istic difTerences appear in the signetures throughout the vook."
rhe régpopd&nt end cross' compleinant mede the same objec—

tions to these specificetions as testified to by the witness as

and severally that he nede 1o % introduction ¢f the pook itself,

( Deposition of Gecrge T. Rosson, peges 2 and 3.)

Coursel agrecd that whareﬁer objeetion is made to the
question a‘motion to rule out the evidenee eliecited by said
questidn is considered es timely umede. ( Bee Agrecment of Counsel
noted by comnicsioner in the caption pege¢fDeposition.)

K Respondent and cross compleinant now moves to exelude
v/

grounds reserved Ly wey of exception to

L= -

: jJF\}éaid answer upon the
\

/ﬁ‘ }, seid question,
x. THTRTY ¥IXNTH:: The counpleinant propounded the following

e &

exanination: "You have testi-
o o e

~ fied as to #4906 and 495?, will you lock &t $4909and 49402 Is

o}
o
on

that by the ssme men who wréte #4906 %"

The respondent objected to said quest ion on the seme

J
grounds as interposed to the alove question upon the following
gfounds: It is irrelevant, incoupetent and imnaterial,

4 mhe witness thefeupon answared os “ollowé: "In my
opinion the signatures {4809 snd #4910 were the same as on
#4906 and #4907. ( Deposition of Beorge T. Rosson, pages 3 and 4.)

The respondent and cross cqmpl&inant noves to exelude

said answer upon the same én,arufJ end severel grounds assigned

X by way of objeetion to said guestlon. ( ‘See Agreement of Counsel)

$}j ' Respondent and cross coxpleinant now renews ite motion
W&
N, to exclude this enswer seperately end severally, upon the grounds
- N
N

aseigned by way of_objection to said question.

Bl TORTTETH:"" ': The conplainant prepounded to MMr. Rosson

\\f on the direct examination the following guestion: "Mr, Rosson

é§ will you lock at that paper that I heard you, whieh bears the signs
\

c-r ; -
%} of having bben wet, and is oz & printed blenk, whieh has printed

9 at the tor "Assessor's Dook for 1606, Texes Tor 1906, State of

e ee— B L — g —
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Alebsme, Baldwin County," end which eppears to be & tax bill ad-
dressed to lrs. Mery Jemes, — please note the signature "H. H.
Cooper" at the bottom of this, and state whether, or mot, in
your opinion, it was written by one or the other of the two men whose
signatures you have Just discussed, and if so, by whiech?"
REspondent and erns- conplainant objected to seid guestion

e folowing groun

made to the introduetion o

~ 3

the book of recedpts, the respondent

mekes to the introduétion bf this purported tax bill for the year
1906; and on the further'gréénds,
isb: thet 41 has Lut_ﬁrr;.iitrhﬂ“CLf in evidence.
: Z2nd; On the ground thet it is offered merely for the
purpose of con@&rison with extrbineous matters notin evidence here-
tofore in the sase; and on tué ‘urther round thatit has markings

of having heen forn and pasted together, and for sught it appears
from the bill, it may be perts of two bills, one Tor some year
ﬁrior to the tax vear 1906, with the name H. H. Cooper written on
n off and apogpded or
pasted on tax bill Tor the ye&r_iﬁbé; aﬁd on the Turther ground
that the sane up;eﬁrs to be putilated end tears on its face all
the ear marks of incompetent evidence,
ithess answered pﬁtﬁ estion as Tollows: "In my
opinion the signature ‘on the puper just described was written

by one of the two whose signeture spreurs on ithe duplicate tax
reeeipt record heretofore referred to; and it is further my
opinion that the signature on tle peper subnitted was written by
the same party who signed the duplicate receipt, #4979 contalnéd

] - " D o + ARREE. | RSP B TR B o » 3, M T . g
in. the bopgk referred to." {( Deposition Cecrge T, Rosson;

pages 4 end 5.)

Respond ent and crose conpleingnt iliereupon moves 10
exclude saild enswer upon the sene separcte and seversal grounds
assigned by wey of objection to said gquestion., ( Bee Agrécment
of Counsel.)

-’9\\ Respondent end cross couplainent now renews its motion

to exclude said ansver separately and severslly upon the grounds

- assigned by way of objection to said question.

/

i
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FORTY FPIRST: The following guestion Was propounded 1o

said witness on his direct examing tion, viz: "Now will you state

upon what features oF the two sigrnatures you particularly base
your conclusion?"
"mhe respondent and ceross complainant objeeted to the
guestion end adso to the prior one, speaking of comparison of the
petent, and

irrelevent, endis contrary to the law of evidence of subuitting

different writings having no cenrection with the natter at issue,

being submitted purely Tor lhe purpose of compearison; also, upon

the further ground thet none of the peapers testified to by the

witness, either the disputed receipt, ar the receipts in the

! memorandum or stub book are in evidence in the case; and on the

further ground that the witnesc has not shown to have any knowledge

\ ' of the handwritngs of the perties who signed the reeceipts testified tol}
Thereupozlthe witness answered &s follows: "Upon a cdose

eomparison of the signature shown on the bill, with that shown on the

cut the outlines of. the twa.
| . o - j(ww“ -
: signatures, and based upon nmy knowledge of penrenship audvhend=
i
|

writing, I find thet in the weln the sine charscteristics exist
| in the signature on the tax bili with thet shown on #49?9;. There
is thig difference, however, the signaiure on the duplieate tax
" receipt wes written vith peneil, the cerbon showing the impression,
'\_&nd thereforu, being heavy; while the signeture on tax bill wes
‘%§ﬁmitten with & pen. C?E ny opinion, the signeture on the duplicate
\ men when sobzsr and the signature dn the tax bill wes
\i} te® receipt book wes written by the/ssne rexn when in a conditioqﬁﬁ?itﬁen
N of inebriety or some other mentel caondition thet disturbed his it
Y} sight and the faculty of uoztré??i@g his fingers with a Eggl The
>L?eginning stroke on the first"H" in the teax bill differs somewhat
7 from the Tirst stroke on tihe duplicate tax féceipt. The "C;s“
have the same general chearacteristies. The double "olg" are
somevlat simiiar. mhe "p" is sinjlar, except that in the tax bill
it hes more of s slant, and the "e" and "r* look very much alike. .
It will be noted that on duplieste receipt Fo, 4925, the signature
on the tax bill, with the exception or tle two "H*sﬁ is very similar

to that on the duplicete of the tax receipt. My serutily reveals

/
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the further fact thet the tax bill

we.s writtern out by one of the
two parties, the one whose writing is shown on receipt 4905 and
receipt 4906, :ﬂ?le in my opinion, the signeture is that of fhe

T r
J.\Oo 4;(“ i'“‘:. .

The respondent wnd c¢ross corplainant thereupon made the

party who weot

?\ G : bl o & P o 33
same vbhjiectioms . pyeesssesRReEdds to the testimony as testified

the in-
troduction ofthe stub bock; snd on tre Purther ground that the
.8lgnetures offered as standard in s&id stub book out eof whieh he
‘hes testified ere not shown to be the ge:ﬁine signatures of any one
person or persons, nor prove & suffieient exactness as to bs of fered
as standard by whieh to compare tlie disputed tax bill for the

year 1906 referred to by him in his testimony; and respondent

[,

moves that ell the evidence that the witness has testified to about

\EG‘_the mental condition of H. H. Cooper, or other person who 'might
\Q} have signed his name, be exeluded,, orn the ground that it is im-
\!
b |

proper to intruduce evidence thet uey prejudice the eourt or jury
: obtaineble or aveilable, and

‘ . I T ———
| thet said statemert is a mere conclusion of the witnessyand lias

no relation or bhearing upon the question of expert testimony of

}the signature therein involved." ( Deposition of George T. Rosson
|_pages 6,7 &l 85.)

Respondent axd cross conplainent now renews its motion
to0 exclude seid testimony upon the grounds mssigned by way of
objections to seidtestinony on the exenination as follows:
end also to the testimony as testified to by tle witness as to

signafures, thet he uede on the introduction of the stub book;

and on the further ground thet the signetures offered as stendard
in said stub book out of which he hes testified are not shown

to be the genuine signetures of any one person or persons, nor
prove & sufficient exactness es t0 be offered as standard by

K\b which to compere the disyuted tax b1ill Zor the year 1906 Peferred

\.

\g; to by him in his testiyeny;[gfi respondent noves thet all the

“'\ . " - 3 -

evidence that the witness has tectified To thout the mental con—
L

N
'é& dition of H. H. Cooper or otlier pemson who might have signed his
(35“ nawe, be exeluded on the groundsilat it is impropeyr to introduee

D
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evidence that may prejudice the court or jury on eny matters,
when other reans sre obieinable or evellable, erd that said state-
rent is & mere conclusidn of the ﬁitness, and has no relation 6r
bearing upon the question df expért testimony of the signature
therein involved," (Deposition of George T. Rosson, Deges 6,7 2.8)
FORTY SECOND: The “ollowins question was propounded Lo
TTCCT Sxamination es o Witness ror tie
complainant: "Hare you nmede sgarch for, and have you found the
report mede by the ta?lébllector to the Probate Judge upon whieh
such court ordered sale of lands Qér 1906 taxes, perticularlylands

assessed to Mrs. Mery Jemes, b2ing the West half of the Northeast

Sauerter and the Bast half of the Northwest juarter, Beetion twenty

cne, township six South, range Tour Bast, Baldwin County, Alabama,
The respondent and cross complainant obJeeted to said
guestion upon the Tol owing grounids:
1st; The guestiion is not confined to sueh facts as may

be dsleloped by the tax reecapdes rsguirsd by law to be kept dn the

book whieh are the only reeords rzquired by law to be kept in the
probate offiee on the sthiecd o taxes

fnd; Thet under section £268 of the Oode the tax collestor
18 only required 0 report to the eomrt of probate that he is unable
to collect: the tazes sscessed against any lands with-ut & sale of
sueh lands; end does not stete that such reports shall be verbal or
in writing;oand on the “urther grounds taat it is not shown that the
Wiiness was ‘the custodism or prodats judge during the year 1908 or
the time sllegzed in suecl JU8sTvion,

6thi On the furtherrground that any papers, receipt or -
reports thet might heve “een filsd 7 Ui bax colleetor other than
what sppeared in the tax pecord Dooks filed in ssid office sre not
required to Yo kept by laew for & longer period thah five years,

The witness answered said question as follows, viz:
"Yes, I have in.the delinguent .decrez doecket #B page 70 to 103
inelusive, on the left hend page appears thg tax collsetor's report

for 1908 upon which suc: deerp

-

b=

22 07 sele was mede; the decree gof sale
/‘-_/

N e
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being on the righﬁ hend side of the objeétion. The colleetdr's
report of the jyury James taxes appenrs on page 123 of such hook.

The complainant ofifered said book in evidence and it is
agreed that a certiflicale kept of suech record and decree or the
book itself may be dslivered to the chancellor upon the hearing.

. The respondent and eross complainant now moves to exclude

separete snd severcl grounds as assigned by way of objection to

sald question. ( See Deposition 0f James M. Voltz, pages 1 and 2.)

g The respondent end oross complainant objected to the foli-
2 Jlowing geestion propounded to said witness, viz: "Have you examined
.such report of th;.tai eollector as to whetq%r be stated therein
| v B0 é&uch court thet Le was unable to collect the taxes assessed
sgeinst Mery James,.without a}Ealn of such lazds."

lsty That the law does not require any statement or
certificate in writing other than that the tax colleetor report

to the ecourt thet the lands are delinguent to he madé of the fact

E:ﬁﬁ!ﬂ!rsmy“ gellosutncr o 7 seid lend Pfor taxes and upon the further grounds

%0 the eourt taat: the taxes assessed against the persons mentioned
in the cause on the ressl estets mention in the cause was still due
and unpald amd thet due notice had Peen givea BB requifed by law of
the procecdings therein taker and tlat no valid defence was imposed
against the sale of said resl estate. The witness thereupon answered
as follows, viz " I have honenother than was shown by the record.
The witness was thereupon acsked tﬁe following guestion:

L "Does sueh report show any sueh statemen{.uf the Probate nourt?"

The respondent arnd cross complainant objected thereto

on ‘the Pfollowine grounds:

X T

I}' .1”'*:-'-. i ; o . S, MY - &

Sst; Theat it calls for &n opinion of the witness.
r : Snﬂ;:That the witness was not present when seid decree

’ i, ot seid court, upon to wit, May 27, 1907 and coudd not péBaibiy

—

know what evidence the court haod hefore it when it ascertained the

fact in a report made Ly the tax collector made at that time; that

5

thet&séd&péﬁ said real o8tate were still due and unpald and on the

L

further grodnds thet said writing oxn saild page 222 on sald book #5
ghow as 1its heading "List of Real Estate in Baldwin County, Alabams,

7 8 2
=5

1 4 :
e i B - . ERe v e = e _;;_L__ . e ';,M
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for-which faxes Zor 1905 ‘are delinguent, duse and unpaids; that thel
word "delnjuent" nemns in connection with taxes metters that the

land without the sale of such land; and that the purport of said

decree mede theﬁieon which said hook properly shows,

teﬁ‘-.;‘ev raport oﬁs'gtne‘baa: callectgr %0 the

that e was unshle ta colleet the g&xes assassed

geinst said lshd 'i..lwaf - sale of such land.

e

e :
spond wtén&f-’crogs eomplainant now renews objections

- 1{“0 said interw) ca very nwl *'qfa res ho.exelude the answeér upon the
= T
j some geperate snd sevevel gﬁ’o'@s
: -5
&

£, 1 - - e : uf 1
A tex colleedbr Lus bean unghle to 6ollect the .taxes assessed upon the

book gf gi.ul‘? ngyu ﬂncy itsel? is o redowd that Pact and show s¥proper
2 2. i M




M. F. DOZIER BELL TELEPHONE
« F. 3298
JOHN T. GRAY DEXTER

DOZIER & GRAY

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1204-1207 MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK BUILDING
MOBILE, ALA.

December 12, 1929

Mr. Te W. Richerson, Clerk,
Circult Court of Baldwin County,
Bay Minette, Alabama.

Re: 8513 - Glllesple, Shields & Coe.
vs. Lowell Brothers,
Fairhope, Alabama.

Dear Sir:

e are enclosing to you summons and
complaint in the above styled cause, and we will
thank you to file the same and turn over the papers
to the Sheriff for immediate service. This Defend-
ant lives at Fairhope, Alabams.

Ve %

L
ZIER & GRAY /F-

D/McL /



MAGGIE ROBERTS, COMPLAINANT,

NO. 326.
VS IN EQUITY.
BUCHMANN ABSTRACT & INVESTMENT IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
COMPANY, DEFENDANT. UOBILE COUNTY, ALABAMA.

Comes the Complainant and shows to the Court that in-
terrogatories and cross-interrogatories to sald Complainant
as a witness were duly sent, together with commission, to one
Squire S. Burke of 22333 Commefcial Avenue, Chicago, Illinois;
that said Burke took the testimony of the witness in proper
form, but, being unacquainted with the laws of Alabama and not
having noticed the instructions to commissioners on the back
of the commission, returned said testimony without the signa-
ture of the witness and without executing a certificate in
proper form.

Complainant therefore moves that the order of publi-
cation of the testimony of Complainant heretofore made be set
ag8ide and that the Register of this Court be instructed to re-
turn all papers to the Commissioner with instructions to secure
the signature of the witness to her deposition, execute gerti-
ficate reciting the facts and return same with interrogatories,ns-

wersand exhibits g1l properly attached to this Honorable Court.

.o Lty Counn Tl 17 Gt

Solicftlors for Complainant.
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Ma=zgie Roberts,

NS = Db VS.

Buchmann Anstract & Investment Co.

This cause coming on to be heard, upon motion of Complainant it is ordered that

the Register publish the testimony.without prejudice.

In Term Time. June 16t%., 1919.



lMaggie Roberts,

VS.

Buchmenn Abstract & Investment

Co.

Order Publishing Testimony

January Term, 191 9

June 16, 1919,

Ent. Min. _og_ﬂ Page:&é&?

C-38—ronerrs & 50N, PRINTERS, BHM.
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AV, :

HAGGIE ROBERTS, COMPLAINANT,
NO. 3286.
V8 IN EQUITY
BUOHMANN ABSTRACT & INVESTUENT } IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
MOBILE COUNTY, ALABAMA,

COMPANY, DEFENDANT.

This cause coming on to be heard upon Complainant's

motion to return the deposition of lMaggie Roberts to Squire S.
Burke, the commissioner taking same, with instructions to com-
plete the execution of said deposition in the form as required
by law and it appearing to the Court upon an inspection of the
papers relating to said deposition as returned by the Commission-
er that same are defective as indicated by Complainant's motion
the Register is hereby ordered to return the commission and all
_ pepers connected with the deposition to Squire S. Burke, the com=
missioner at Chicago, calling his attention to the instructions
a8 to taking testimony under the laws of Alabama as found on the

2ok of commission and instructing him to comply with sald in-
atructions in all respects and return the papers as gpeedily as
possible to this Court.

It is further ordered that the order of publication

made as to this deposition be set aside.

%’“&’7 e Mmfw/

Judge. /7




No. 326

Maggie Roberts.

vs.

Buchmann Abstract & Investment
Company,

' ORDER REQUESTING DEFOSITIONS
RATURNED TO COURT.

é.dna il a1

|
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Meggie Roberts

No e oaen s VS.

Buchman Abstract & Investment Company

This cause coming on to be heard, is submitted for decree on the pleadings

and on the proof

as noted by the Register.

In Term time February 8th,1918



Maggie Roberts.

VS.

Buchmann Abstract & Investment
Company.

Order of Submission

............... Janusry.............Term, 191 8.

February 8th., 19&8.

Ent. Min. No. 2m Page.h.a{\.‘fa_“@.



Mrs. Maggie Roberts, Complainant,

Vi No. 326 inm Cirecuit Court of Mobile County .
Buchmann Abstract & Investment Company, Defendant .

Now coses the defendant Buchmann Abgtract & Iuvestment Ggwx.and

at t%ime of £ gﬂ.ss& erpdg,ayones to t'hq complmnant upen

the dfﬁbt lnwt‘r'di'ﬁ%ru 3 H’tg hé hra't/‘oh;;n{tp to her be-
ing e@mmd at g,ﬂyz su(l‘ulj,fg mfmntwugni ux' 51] tlxe Qross

mterrﬁpt@ies u§ ‘}*'Jam' mfrog,ﬂ#orxﬁs. upon ;,rouﬂi Hn ving te=

ﬂ-’ Ist. Oﬁmplaumnt’ Jas m;t wmphed v@ thd ru/_yas p"ovs.d-
ed b{r ia as a )r‘u{gq igite tu U‘?é ;}nmnmt mn?ﬁﬁéw;tﬁms.
4/-—7 é; 2nd. f'or'!ylzzln‘m‘t has not wﬁaphud wn,} theyr hiirement of
éw tﬁat the m'rf -’befnri };mg' mtamo htorﬂ;s é&ll/ file, or *
fple L'glowr o.-xﬂyr’*h%m’, tht aiildﬁvﬂ for tthrpﬂwjdalx{mhon.
rd., Complainant lLas ok c.nmpl,ie wigt, the .rules for ex-
amining o pa.riy fr-/‘l.-e catizf, by the fnRu;:, of d(-apusﬂ“ﬁms'--— tlic
rules for procuring testimony by depositions R
4th. DBeeause complainent has not made any aflidavit
for the purpose of procuring the deposition of herself , as is re=-

guired by law ,

And without waiviug any of the foregoing objections, the defend=-
ent hereby demands notice of the time apd place of taking complain-
ant's deposition upon said direet interrogatories so filed to her.

Mﬁoéév tf’ 6 ’792&4«&&(47

Qolicitors for Defendant .

———— ——



i

The State of Alabama, 7 Circuit Court oEf Mtobile County
Mobile County 5 In Equity

................................... |
! Rickarby,.. Austill.&..Beebhe y...coooomeeenes
NG o Vs !
Greeting:
_Buchmann Abstract & Investment..Co.

a You will please take notice that in the above entitled cause
Cross-Interrogatories have been filed by the. Buchmann. Abstrach- & . xtexe- Investment oy - -
I o D00 3 o< PR £ 02 1 0] 1= o 11~ OO R PP TS DR PRI PPTRERTRSSE T
witnesses for the........ COMPIAINABY. - (o Pt b s AR b s ; which said Cross-Interrogatories

will remain on file as aforesaid for five days, during which time you may file rebutting interrogatories if you think

proper.
WITNESS, JAMES A. CRANE, Register of said Circuit Court, at office in Mobile, Ala., this...... R4th......
day of...... ROEVLEI P s s < creasarsivaislbioie A.D. 19 18,

ATTEST:




Sheriff’s Return

Received this the............. A st @NV ............................... A.D.19 £§

~
L\\ . &V : @QS\ wmo_émm a copy of the within notice of Cross-Interrogatories filed in

4

Nois- - 9R6.

Q"IL

CIRCGUIT COURT

of Mobile County

Mobile, Ala.

IN EQUITY.

|
|

Notice of Cross-Interrogatories Filed

Maggie Roberts,

Buchmenn Abstract & Investment
Filed_-_gé-. day Ot;f-ﬁag-.—--— L o) 38, |

_ £ Qm N . | .
[ | ‘
__ - 13 f-ﬁ,“._
S —



No... 326 ... VS.

Buchman Abstract Company et al

This cause coming on to be heard, upon motion of Complainant it is ordered

that the Register publish the testimony , without pre ndice

In Term time January 27th, 1919



NolL. . aoe L1

- .

Roberts

VS.

Buchman Abstrset Co ot gl

Order Publishing Testimony
without ore judice

.
v

January Term, 191_9.
January 27th,1919
Ent. Min, 3 Page... 2. 2.2

Form 88—H&Co.



The State of Alabama,

..... 908
BALDWIN COUNTY. CIRCUIT COURT,. 2. .. R 8 oo o TERM, #94=..1908,.

/ . THE GRAND JURY OF SAID COUNTY CHARGE THAT BEFORE THE FINDING OF THIS INDICTMENT S89%&

H.H.Cooper being at seid time the Tex Collector of Beldwin.County,ilsbsua
did_collectw:umzmofwmonaymformthemcnunty_taxeamdue¢tomsaid“gountyT&beut ,

............................................................................................................................................ A

- Gounty,Alsbeme, &nd having collected certain taxes due seid. Coumnty,... .

‘about Five hundred Dollars ($500.00) and failed to meke and file with

- the county p'reasurer of sa‘\id County ,Charles wilkins and itémized -

report in writing and under oath within the fixed 3 business dsys .

of November 1907, setting forth the seperate/tdke taxes collected, by.

him for the state of Alabame,and County of Baldwin,during. the.mouth..of

him to County and which hsd come in to his hsands snd by-him.collected  for

80T 90T U s WY A o Yo s 1 T =1 0 1 O S

AGAINST THE PEACE AND DIGNITY OF THE-STATE OF ALABAMA.

nmmJamm_mﬂmGranadg“Tﬁlrteenfh
Solicitor of thezSE2@n& Pudicial Circuit.





