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formin the common are thethoughtaken admissible,Depositions opposite party
agentsa All acts of of binding.be the a arecustomarycorporation. corporation

anThe in action is liable to the sheriff for the service ofplaintiff the writ.
storageThe latter recover for of taken on mesne and in-may properly process,

terest be on andtaxed for thatpaid hemay money expended butpurpose,
wrii,cannot forchargerecover an extra returnmaking the on the

ofwas an actionTHIS The declarationassumpsit-. con-
counts,tained two one for two hundred three dollarsfifty

nine outseventy cents, money laid andpaid, theexpended :
on another, account annexed, to theamounting same sum.

items the were theThe in account for service of two writs
the as a insheriff, favor of theby plaintiff, deputy defendant,

of a oflarge quantity attached,storage and forproperty mak-
a ofschedule said thein oning returnproperty said writs.
cause was tried here at theThe last theterm on general is-
when thesue, the service theplaintiff ofproved andwrits,

the of oneoffered takendeposition inSlimpson, common form,
of the time and ofnotice beenplace caption having given to

of thethe to shewpresident the ofcorporation, storage the
and it atfor thepayment byusual rate theproperty plaintiff.

objectedwasThis to thedeposition by butdefendants, ad-
H.bymitted the coitrt. J. Crane, who was called as aEsq.,

witness, testified, that the thecashier of BankCoos deliver-
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the notes onfor collection which said writs wereeel him
before that timehe had received forfrequentlymade : that

from notes which to said bank :cashier,said belongedsuit
asthat he had himself often acted their that he deliv-agent:

mentioned,for service the writsered to the aboveplaintiff
the same to thecharge defendants;directions to andwith

notified them of been made.after the attachment its having
tofurther, that he had since over them aHe stated paid

from anotes,of the collected on thesemoney personportion
was then taken thefor,who endorsed them. A verdict plain-

andthe whole amount of his demand in-consent, fortiff, by
orbe amended setmoney subjectterest on the toexpended,

to the court onof the the admissi-aside, according opinion
of the otherof said and on the competencybility deposition,

claim.all or of t#eanyevidence to portionsupport plaintiff’s
theMason,and forFales plaintiff.

defendants.Farrar, for the
of the court.delivered theWoodbury, J., opinion

in this case resolve them-to the verdictobjectionsThe
the :followingselves into four

a thedefendants, corporation, deposi-1st. That the being
ornot been taken un-having byof agreementtion Stimpson,

a dedimus, was inadmissible.der
tointroduced,evidence was showThat no2d. competent

to theauthorized employthat the defendants Crane plain-
tiff.

those suits was liable foralone inattorney3d. That the
fees.officer’sthe

some inadmissibleverdict embraces itemsthe4th. That
and interest allowed.annexed, improperlyof the account

ofin some countieshaswhich prevailedThe practice,
objection.to the first But nojustifythis would seemstate,

coun-it adduced thebyin to has beencase relationadjudged
on we cancourt;the andbyissel, principle,or remembered
“ affi-the takingOur statutesee in its fornothing support.
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“ East™anandhourthat notification of thethedavits(­1) provides
Cur>sBa|A-“ “•of the shall be to the ad-taking same" deliveredplace

“ (1)party, placeverse or left at his ofusual abode." From
"“words his usual of abode,”and it isparty,” place Statute

of Feb. 9, 1791, 1 N. H. Laws 113totended, that the law alone,is individualsapplicable
tonot no member; the latter de-corporations beingof)

to whom the notice shall be and nosignated, given, place
itwhere be left. But themay itselfappointed, corporation

is an adverse in all the ofsuits forparty, receivingpurpose
and cost thepaying the established in fee-bill and in some;

“statutes, also, is embraced under the allexpression, per­
sons." T'FooiZesow It is never withoutorganized(1 195.)

and aofficers; notice delivered to one of exam­them, as, for
cashier,to its or selectman, clerk,its orple, president, any

one who tomay act as the or ofhappen representative agent
the be a towould notice deliveréd the adversecorporation,

the have noIf ofcorporation particular doingparty. place
business, then, individuals,like some it be to havemay said

“ of atabode,”no usual which a be ;notice canplace left
ofand the notice as in the casemust, individuals, be deliv­

“toered the of some or left at his usualperson agent, place
of is in to theanalogy writs,abode.” This service of where

“a be atmay "left” the abode” ancopy of ofofficer the
(2) statuteThis is alsoconstruction byfortified acorporation.(2) of

19,'tocurrence the statute for affidavits, the i’\. nltaking first $section
“of which extends its tobenefits the trial of all civil causes,”

no as wouldmaking be theexception, practical effect of the
defendant’s in causes wherereasoning arecorporations con­

affidavits,cerned. The reasons for taking is,that the indis­
distance, ofSee.,position, witnesses, exist as often where

ascorporations, individuals,where are And inparties. ac­
liketions the ofpresent, an individual to aopposed corpora­

tion, where it is admitted the latter could taken ahave depo­
insition the usual manner, it seems reasonable that the same

beshouldprivilege enjoyed by the former.

von. i. 4
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been de-in this case, having seasonablyThe notification
bank, we thinkthe the spiritlivered to the of Coospresident

the and;admission ofjustifies testimonythe theof statute
delivered tooa noticebyto evade its spiritany attempt later

at anleftof ortheto an member corporation,or improper
detected, allinwill,andeasilybecanplace,inappropriate

of thethecases, rejection deposition.insure
anthatidea,on theisobjection predicatedThe second
is,bank,theofdirectorsvote of the orcorporation,express

for collec­notesto deliverauthorize theto cashiernecessary
*them.incurred uponthe bank for costsso as to bindtion,

validityto thesolemn vote was requireda seal'orFormerly,
sus­were seldomact : and suitseveryof almost corporate

statu­oronexcept specialities,againsttained corporations,
has lat­subjectson theseBut the doctrinetory provisions.

vs.231,12much less John.become rigid.terly Danforth
299, vs.ColumbiaBankranchS. T. Company.-7 of­ C­

9.st.Administrator.—16­ Ea­Patterson's
ofauthorityusualwithin theof their agents,actsThe

de-case, thethisto Inbe obligatory.oughtagents,such
awas cus-cashierfor thebycollectionof the noteslivery

toseemand would;toact for such officers performtomary
to them inentrustedthe commonlywithinstrictly powerbe

thisIndeed,Mass.(11 Rep. 96.)banking institutions.
at-other to the samedelivered noteshad beforecashiersame

thoseand in the of: progresssame purposesfor thetorney,
theservices,histhe plaintiff performedwhichinsuitsvery

and re-of theirwas notified pendency,itselfcorporation
demands. ison these same Itto Cranemoney paidceived

thethe thatwith suppositionall thisto reconciledifficult
all theIndeed, circum-authority.withoutleftwerenotes

com-,action,anthatnatural presumption,thefortifystances
byis authorizedattorney,responsibleaby regularmenced

34,John. 296.)the plaintiff. (6
novelty ;a of somequestionobjection presentsthirdThe

of generallyand sheriffsthe of partiesconveniencebecause
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induces to attormesthe latter their services to thecharge
Cl,osBanli-who them. But the an action is theinemploy p-rin-plaintiff

anand his butcipal, attorney The receivesagent. principal
the allbenefit the services in hisperformed transactingof

toand, circumstance,business in this; hisaddition agentcan
bind him on theany subject within of his authority.scope

the defendants aloneHere were thebyprofited plaintiff’s
;acts and the defendants alone were made liableexpressly

onCrane, when theby stipulating business entrusted to-him.
Cases exist where the ismay ; butagent only responsible

are in whichthey not those his is and theauthority general,
name of the him is disclosed at the timeperson employing
of certainthe transaction. In instances the oragent the

liable,either ofare them as the creditor elect.principal may
But that made,election once abide it.being he must by (5

252, 5.-9 do. the in anJohn. That action114.) plaintiff
be themay sheriff for hisoriginally charged by services

is totherein, be inferred from ofclearly the case Ousterhout
vs. andJohn. isDay, decided inexpressly(9 114,) Lyon

McManus,vs. 4 170.Binney
of found,A number decisions can be too, himrendering,

for the on executions.responsible poundage Mass.(4 Rep.
411.­-­ 2 R.T. 173, vs.WaldonPopham, Vesey.­157.­-­ —­10

inSo, terms,John. was ourexpress provincial statute of93.)
2,the 2-9 Geo. c. of theNone apprehended123.(1) (1) Prov.La'vs629'from thisneed result construction. A of suitsmultiplicity

be obviated when thebycan services arepayment, per­
aformed or between; by special agreement attornies and

theto consider former alone as liable.sheriffs, A compensa­
tion made or will be athe validby agent,principal, defence
in a suit either.subsequent against

The is well founded in toobjectionfourth relation the
for thecharge schedule of the attached.property

The schedule is amerely of the officer’s returnportion ;
return shouldwhich never a distinct ofconstitute item ex-

The toother havepense. charges been reasonableappear
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allowa­and labor. wereamount,in for Suchindispensable
328.-­our statute of 23. John.ble before June 91813.(1)

do. 168.12 298.­—­12 Mass. Rep.
theis, underon the andmoney paid expendedInterest

11 Mass. 504.circumstances, proper. Rep.perfectly
on the verdict as rendered.Judgment

AL.ETPARROTENOCH G.GALEDANIEL versus

on anwhen foundedof a minor son.action the servicesIn an a forby parent,
of those services,is the valuedamagesofthe measureimpiied assumpsit,

torightson. Theanyand with the pay-not contract made parent’sspecial
to theevincing an assentment be actsfor those services waived bymay

receivingminor’s himself.payment

hundredfor fifteenan action ofwas assumpsit,THIS
defendantsThe pleadedhad and received.dollars, money

atwas tried here Februaryand the causeissue,the general
wasthat'thein evidenceterm, It plaintiff1816. appeared
thearrived at: that said Carterfather to one GaleCarter

twothat about2oth, 1814:Octoberofage twenty-one,
after-;his father’s residencethis he lefttoyears previous

was;the United Statesthe ofarmyenlisted intowards
was in the em-recpiest; placedtheatdischarged plaintiff’s

thea of his wages,at received portionP.H., ;of oneploy
* and the 5th dayhis onallowed to fatherbeingremainder

three fourthsmariner,as a for1814, shippedof September,
the armed vesselshare, on board privatea seaman’sof

onevessel, quar-in after sellingsaidHe sailedPortsmouth.
N, ofD., day October,and on the 25thshare toof theter

thatAt time thethe James.in1814, prize shipreturned
washer cruize. in-Testimonyhad completedPortsmouth

werethat defendants prize agentsalso theto showtroduced
the libelledthat wascaptured: propertysaid privateerto

21, 1814, byDecembersold, placed.and the proceedsand
a seaman’s share washands. Halfin theirmarshal,the

evidencedollars. No was offeredhundredabout sixworth
or of theagentsin the ownersa priva-knowledgeto prove

a or tominor,the said whenwas, shipped,that Carterteer,,


