
TERM, 1813.GRAFTON, MAY554

SINCLAIR.GEORGE vs. JONATHANPHELPS
agent a his tendalthoughis hisAn witness for testimony maycompetent principal,
dischargeto himself.

to a thirdsell,B to B delivers themgoods per»are Jl toWhere delivered andby
charges relationgoods his insell,son to so lien forsuch third has theuponperson

the goods.to

athereThe was triedTrover for saddles. causeeight
itissue, whenterm, ap-the1822,November upon general

ofwere theevidence,in the saddlesthat propertypeared
them1817, heNovember, deliveredand that inplaintiff,the

Connecticut, to andsellMiddleton,Jones,to one Joel of in
in thethat samewith the for theaccount plaintiff proceeds;

Hall,November, Jones delivered the to Thomas jun.saddles
: “Mid•Bath, in and took a as followsthis receipt,county,of

“ of of He-dleton, 1817. Received10, GeorgePhelps,Nov.
“ Jones, saddles,of Joel newbron, the manhands eightby
“ sold, inI to account for to said Jones whenwhich promise
“ saddles,I receive for the saidhe,as thesuch mayproperty
“ reasonableJones, charges.paying

HALL, Jr.”“THOMAS
Itwere the of al-facts Jones.provedThese by testimony

defendant,that thein evidence abeing deputyso appeared
Hall,execution took the sad-anandsheriff, againsthaving
Itthem. alsoand soldHalPs appeared,dles as property

were the defendant,takenthe saddles bythe timeatthat
thefor saddles fromto Halldue transportingwasthere $5

Bath, tohe had Jones.whichto chargedMiddleton
ofthe as ato JonescompetencyobjectedThe defendant

interest; contended,of and he alsothewitness, on ground
forthe saddles what was due to him,a lienHall had uponthat

so; that the couldof notplaintiffa possessionand right
The court overruled theseaction. objections,thismaintain

for the thebeen returned de-plaintiff,verdict havingaand
a new trial.moved forfendant

tjo an be adoubt,is that mayThere agentCourt.theBy
release, his tes­awithouthis principal, althoughforwitness

is anhimself. Thisdischarge exceptiontogotimony may
Bank vs.192,rule. 1 N. H.to the Rep.general Strafford
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was then admit-Cornell. of Jones properlyThe testimony
inted case.this

the saddles,is that Hall had a lienit contended uponBut
that the nei­the of so plaintiff, havingand right possession,

canthe nor of maintainther thepossession, possession,right
if ansettled,as that oraction. But we consider itno agent

oftakesale, with a third tofactor, for person, chargeagree
theduties,and sellthe anda consignment, goods;pay freight

third has nosuch lien onpersonas the principal,yet against
299, Rathbone, andthe 2 Maule Selw. vs.goods. Solly&

are, therefore,We of301, vs. Irlam.ibid. opin­Cockran
bemustion, that there

the verdict»Judgment on

BATH vs. THE TOWN OF HAVERHILL.TOWN OFTHE

hogreeve, a minor,to the of istown a office who the townaif appoint person
hisobject tocannot afterwards competency.

this state.is to elective office inwhether a minor fill anyQuaere, competent

for furnished toThis was an action of reliefassumpsit
Hacket and were to beJohn who allegedfamily, paupers.

822,in 1here,At the trial A. D. the partiesMay agreed,
said was thethat John son of one Estherillegitimate Simp-

son, inand was born Haverhill, on the 10th of D.A.April.
1790.

old,When about months he towas takeneight Bath, and
in the ofcontinued one Johnfamily Charles an adopted

1).till A. 1810.child No indenture or written agreement
toexisted in therespect and on the 21stpauper; of Sep-

1809, married,A.tember, D. he and,was legally athough
minor, March, 1810,was in A. D. elected the town ofby

theBath to office of was swornhogreeve, toduly perform
duties of andit,the continued there theduring year.

The furtherparties that aagreed, default or nonsuit should
entered,be to ofaccording the the asopinion court to the

settlement of John Hacket.


