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so,or doinquiry tootherwise, shall that it be uselessascertain would
mode,or should determine to in otherrely attached theupon property

The of the mustlanguage admits of no that thestatute doubt process
be served the or anddefendant a notupon principal by byreading copy,

aby summons. Bell v. 8 N. H. 64.Somerby,
No error in the of unless ittaxation the cost's has out,been pointed

is the extra of and, theythe officer for ascharges attaching property;
are insupported the is errorby rules,affidavit there norequired by the
this respect".

Judgment affirmed.

Wallingford.v.Bullock Aug. 12, 1875.

publicofJEoidenee—Certificate officer.
A certificate from the United States commissionerof patents diligentthat

search has made,been and that it does that anot certainappear patent
has been issued, is not evidence ofcompetent that fact.

Assumpsit, to recover the of note,contents a made bypromissory
the defendant, to John C.payable order,or dayon firstThompson, the
of December, 1873, and saidby to theThompson plaintiff.indorsed
Tried before STANLEY,J., and a was,The thatjury. defence set up
the note was without and obtainedconsideration, by Thompson by
fraud; that it was faith,not purchased theby goodin norplaintiff
indorsed until after it became due. The defendant evidenceoffered

totending show that the consideration of the note was sale bythe
Thompson to him of tothe in various inright sell towns this state an
improvement in mowing-machine togrinders, alleged have been patented

one L.by P. ; and that saidThompson John G. Thompson andfalsely
fraudulently to himrepresented that a had been obtainedpatent upon
this invention, and that he had seen the letters As evidencepatent.

totending show that the note was without and thatconsideration,
Thompson’s representations fraudulent,were and thefalse defendant
offered a certificate to be frompurporting issued the officeof thepatent
United States, of which the is afollowing copy:

THE U. S. PATENT OFFICE.
all to whom :To these shall comepresentspersons

is aThis to that has andcertify diligent made,search been it does not
a lias L. P.that issued to forappear patent been Thompson improve-

ment in from 1st tomowing-machine grinders, January date.present
testimony whereof, I, Thaelier,In J. M. acting commissioner of

have caused the seal of the officeto bepatents, patent hereunto
this third of in ofaffixed, December, the our Lordday year[l. s.]

thousand eight seventy-three,one hundred and and of the inde-
States theof Unitedpendence ninety-eighth.the

J. M. commissioner.TEACHER, acting
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ob-evidence; theof butThe to admission thistheplaintiff objected
to theevidence,in whichoverruled, thewas and admittedjection paper

defend-a for theThe returned verdictjury havingplaintiff excepted.
trial;a newant, moved that same be set aside and forthe theplaintiff

ordered, foregoingthat of on theand it was the law arisingquestions
to forcase be transferred this court determination.

forFaulkner, the plaintiff.Wheeler S?

Wallace,for defendant.theWadleigh $

Ladd, com-Thacher, actingJ. I think J. M.signed bythe paper
and does notIt isof was inadmissible. notclearlymissioner patents,

in theany pensionto be a of record or existingcopy paperpurport
of thethe ofoffice, simply knowledgeis statement a fact within thebut

that factwho it. The was entitled to havesignedgentleman plaintiff
in usual and of theway, privi-the could not legally deprivedbeproved

of the form in statement wasby put.cross-examination which thelege
I the verdict must be setthink aside.

Cushing, J. it isS., 166, 882,C. Rev. Stats. U. sec.By provided,p.
“ of theinbooks, records, documents, anyof oranythat Copies papers,

authenticated the seals of such depart-underdepartments,executive
the orig-shall be in withadmittedrespectively, equallyments evidence

inals thereof.”
questionthat the inIt is clear this section does not make certificate

other statuteevidence, it and of nosince relates to I knowonly copies,
statutory regulations,could to In the ofwhich the case. absenceapply

Itby rules evidence.ordinarythis certificate must be the ofgoverned
itmakeoath,under tois not has it of the otherany requisitesneither

as aadmissible deposition.

theIt wasSMITH,J. should have been rejected.The certificate
of thedrawn officer from examinationcertifyingconclusion the theby

Hansonin his and he mistaken.office, may have beenrecords possibly
certify336. him toScituate,v. 115 Mass. The statute authorizesSo.

shallof in effectcorrectness of records his office.to the Whatcopies
into such a for when evidence.questionbe is the courtgiven copies put

record,to is noa desires the fact thereprove negativeWhen thatparty
officer,do in usual the ofbe must so the theway, by deposition proper—

him so that he sworn and cross-ex­byor in court beproducing may
If the summoningthe of the search made.thoroughnessamined as to

at thetestifyto in the records call ofsuch officer relation to publicof
with hisby interferingshall found reason ofimpi’acticablea suitor be

the must be found in further Theduties, remedy legislation.public
rules of meet the diffi­court the evidence todisregard plaincannot

culty.
set aside and a new trial granted.Verdict


