
v. CLARK. ,166 NARRAMORE [Cheshire.

to tbewas intended takenota unnecessarilyliabilitycontingent
this,claim, a of the insolventof tbe in such case as outadjustment

is Thein which the estate settled.course of liabilityprocedure
tobe its amount and the creditorsceased to contingent,having

the commissionerdebt is now due be determinedwhom the bymay
another commissionerto it was orwhom presented, by appointed
of carriedThe intention the befor the legislature maypurpose.

court,the either the claiman order ofout probate recommittingby
commissioner, it toor another.to the sending

is, that thereason of the administrator’sAnother appealalleged
filed the court when the order fornot been inclaim had probate

themade. decree from which adminis-funds was Theretaining
in thestates that the claim was filedtrator dulyappeals probate

claim,the and statedthe commissioner’s mentionedcourt: report
it,to noof the administrator in and facts ap-the admission regard

can it not If it can bewe hold was filed. necessaryon whichpear
of cannow, new order for the retention be made.filed and a funds

cases,it be in it is not in this caseotherHowever may necessary
the ofshould be examined and determinedthat the claim judgeby

of ainstead commissioner.probate
Both dismissed.appeals

Carpenter, J., the others concurred.did not sit:

& Tr.v. ClarkNarramore

col-forprocess moneyat is trusteeuponAn lawattorney chargeable
his professional employment.him the course ofbylected in

Foreign law,,is attrustee anThe attorneyAttachment.
in his.writ him hadthe of the uponthe time of serviceand at

a debt the defendanton forhe had collected$116.65hands which
Thehis questionin course of professional employment.the

that reserved.for sum washe can bewhether charged

Dole, theforLane plaintiff.

the defendant.H. forBrigham,W.

claim,,Blodgett, to the defendant’sA sufficient answerJ.
theoflaw is within thethat at an meaningan employéattorney

beL., 249, no shall chargede. s. thatstatute 42) enacting person(G.
“ theinfunds are held him capacitytrustee for which byas any

defendant, andcashier,clerk, or other of theof principalemployé
of suchthe course employ-been received inwhich have ordinary

termtheitself;the for ofment,” is statute whatever signification



June, TELEPHONE CO. v. THE STATE. 1671884.]

”“ Co.,be v. 2employé may susceptible (see Gurney Railway
453, 99,Y.N. Ct. & v. 127 Mass.WilsonSuprm. (T. C.) Gray,

Morris,v. 58 N. Y. United States 14v.Gurney 371;Railway,
in thePet. the sense which it in this statuteused475), legislature

is the ofascertained familiar rule ofthereadily by application
construction, that where followwordsstatutory general particular

ones, are to construed asbe to or ofthey applicable thingspersons
the same character or class with Forthosegeneral specified.

see,illustration, authorities,other v.St. 49Louisamong Laughlin,
559, Whitnash, 596, Reed,Mo. Rex v. B. &7 C. 28v.Reg. Eng.

133,L. Bath,& State v. Mc­ 21 496,Wis. v. 35Eq. Garry, Corey
538, Emerson,N. H. and Somers v. 58 N. The additionH. 49.

of the term after “clerk” and “cashier”general “employé”
rule; besides,this case thewithin it mustand bebrings exactly

borne in mind if thethat had tointended include alllegislature
there no towas occasion make enumeration whatever.employés, any

considerations,These and the further one confer-that statutes
construed,are to bering exemptions make itstrictly entirely plain,

in our thethat in must be confinedtoopinion, exemption question
statute,the named in the and to others of a likespecific employés

follows,class or and it of course both from the naturedescription;
of his officeand the character of his anthatemployment, attorney

law, such,at as is not andejusdem generis, does not answer the
limitation.

And if this construction additionalrequired we think itsupport,
be found in the causeof themight Bank v.probable (seeexemption

Railroad, 58 N. H. and its manifest104) as well as in theobject,
fact that a construction would effect so radical acontrary change
in established ofthe attachmentlong process foreign that it would

be for ;available the attachment ofpractically whereas-wages only
the decided of our modern hastendency been tolegislation in-
crease and facilitate the of from theexemption wages ofoperation
that in other itwhile hasprocess, beenrespects andenlarged
extended.

Trustee chargeable.
Stanley, J., thedid not sit: others concurred.

County TelephoneCheshire Co. v. The State.

A tax cannot lawfully be assessed against the ofproperty a corporation
when the stock of the corporation is at the same time taxed to its
owners.

Petition, for the abatement of a tax assessed theby state
board of under 15,the act ofequalization, 1883.September


