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is as ofcertainlythus constituted capable intelligently deciding
as committee or tribunal thatanythe can be named.question
reason is asNo sufficient for itssuggested ground disturbing

action.
The lot can be for the named in thepurchased ofprice report

unreasonable,If this isthe committee. canthe obtainprice city
6,ait for reasonable the s.price by course providedtaking by

40, S.,e. P. stated.as before
Casedischarged.

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

Manchester, v. Warren & a.

work,B contract with C to do certainIf A and jointly and withagree
that one shall do aother definite of theparteach work and the other

remainder, neither control over the inhavingthe other the performance
A is not liable to a forhis anpart, strangerof caused B ininjury by

of the work.his partdoing

Case, andfor costs recovered anddamages expenses incur-
an the inin action plaintiffs,red favor ofagainst a in-person

in aa defect caused theby highway defendants.jured by
defendants, Beede,The Warren andFacts took a con-agreed.

cut, saw, and onto deliver the cars alltract the timber standing
lot, $5.25at a thousand.a certain Warrenon owned a sawmill

teams; andowned before contract,and Beede themaking they
other thatwith each Warren should do the andagreed sawing

it, anda thousand for that$2 Beede should timber,have cut the
mill, onthe to the them theplacehaul logs railways, take theaway

cars,and deliver it on the andlumber have the balance of the
in the contract withprice. They joinedcontract the owner of

he would not contractbecause withthe lot them forseverally
of the work. didrespective parts Theytheir the work in accord-

withtheir each other.ance with Beedeagreement used his own
and his ownpaidand inemployedteams help his part.doing

athe side ofsome byHe left which itlogs highway, rendered
defective, aand recoveredperson thejudgment against plaintiffs

the defect.an caused Thebyfor .question ofinjury Warren’s
reserved.wasliability

Jones, for theF. plaintiffs.Edwin

Stevens, for the defendants.Leach ¿-

Chase, J. The of Warren to theliability plaintiffs for Beede’s
the relationuponacts between himdepends existing Beede,and
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andthe the ownerand that between twoexistingnot upon jointly
other,with each Warren had noof theirBythe lot. agreement

ofaction in the his ofperformanceto control Beede’s partright
servant, annot or butBeetle was Warren’sthe contract. agent

o£ in thecontractor. The theindependent leaving logs highway
his,act of he alone is for it.responsiblean independentbeing

899;2 et&'Red. s. 76 Carter v.Shearm. Neg., seq.;Thomp. Neg.
Mills, 58 H. 52.Berlin N.

Gasedischarged.
All concurred.

Carriage v.Kimball Manchester.Co.

cannot, statute, fromA under the taxationtown or city exempt property
innot manufactures.employed

Petition, for the abatement of taxes. Facts found theby
court.

Branch, for theOliver B. plaintiffs.

Jones,B. theBdiuin for defendants.

Wallace, 1, 1890,J. the of ManchesterApril city passed
“ aldermen,theResolved andvote: by mayor,the following

Manchester, assembled,inof the of councilcommon council city
Whereas, theas Kimball afollows: Company, corpora-Carriage

law, a $30,000,established with of desire toby capitaltion duly
inand on theirtheir business the ofcarrylocate factory city

Manchester, sufficient areinducements themgiven byproviding
ifthat the Kimballthe city government Resolved, Carriage—

and their inwill establish businesslocate thisCompany city,
located,inestate which the same isand real andthe thefactory

inand other property necessarythereinmachinery conducting
business, from all for ashall be taxationexemptsaid ofperiod

1, 1890.” inandThereupon,fromten considerationAprilyears
of thethe resolution exemption,of Kimball Car-of the passage

whoso iscorporationa businessCompany, “manufacturing,riage
harnesses,in robes,and anddealing carriages, sleighs,repairing,

andestablished have since carried on theirstable furnishings,”
ain of Manchester. dothe city Theybusiness manufacturing

inbusiness, andand a commercial business car-buying selling
do notand which manufacture.theyother Thegoodsriages

1891,Manchester, in assessed a tax on theof stock ofcity
theand which purchasedother andcompanygoodscarriages

The ask for anmanufacture. ofplaintiffsdid not abatement
this tax.


