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Suit by Ed. S. Seay and other against the Board of Education of the City of Roswell and
others. Demurrer to complaint overruled, and judgment for plaintiffs, and defendants
bring error. Reversed and remanded, with instructions to sustain the demurrer.

SYLLABUS
SYLLABUS BY THE COURT.

A taxpayer cannot, in the same complaint, set up a cause of action against the
individual members of a school board for the recovery, on behalf of the school district, of
money alleged to have been unlawfully paid out by such members, and in the same
complaint join such parties in their official capacities as members of such board, and
seek to enjoin them as such officials from making further unlawful payments of the
school funds, as the two causes of action stated do not affect all the parties and do not
charge them in the same character.
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As the several causes of action united in the complaint did not affect all the parties to
the action, they were improperly united and the court should have sustained the
demurrer.
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OPINION

{*75} {1} OPINION OF THE COURT. ROBERTS, J. Defendants in error filed in the
district court of Chaves county a complaint against the board of education of the city of
Roswell, J. W. Rhea, {*76} Elza White, and Mrs. O. R. Haymaker. The three individuals
were sued personally and also as members of the board of education, and as president,
vice president, and clerk of said board. E. J. Minton, treasurer of the board, was joined
as a defendant in his official capacity. The purpose of the action was three-fold: (1)
Defendants in error sought to recover from the individuals sued, money which it was
claimed had been unlawfully paid to Mrs. Haymaker as clerk of such board of education.
This, of course, stated a cause of action against the parties named as individuals. (2)
The complaint alleged that the three parties named as directors of the school board
proposed to continue making such unlawful payments and drawing warrants therefor,
and as officers of the board executing and delivering the same, and that Minton, as
treasurer, proposed to pay such warrants when presented; and the relief sought against
them officially was an injunction restraining them from drawing further warrants or



making further payments to Mrs. Haymaker in excess of a stated amount. (3) It was
alleged that the officers named would, unless restrained, pay the attorney's fee
necessary to defend the suit filed out of the funds of the school district, and an
injunction against so doing was sought. A demurrer was interposed to the complaint on
the ground, among others, that several causes of action were improperly united; one
being against Rhea, White, and Mrs. Haymaker individually, and another against them
as officers and members of said board of education, and that said causes could not be
joined under section 4105 of the Code, in that they did not affect all the parties to the
action. Other grounds were stated in the demurrer which need not be considered. The
demurrer was overruled and, plaintiffs in error refusing to plead further, judgment was
entered as prayed for in the complaint. To review this judgment this appeal is
prosecuted.

{2} Section 4105, Code 1915, which provides the causes of action that may be joined in
the same complaint, requires that the causes of action so united "must all belong {*77}
to one of these classes and must affect all the parties to the action," etc. It will be
observed that the individuals against whom a money judgment is sought for the benefit
of the board of education have no interest in whether the injunction against further
payments is granted or the injunction sought to prevent the payment by the officials of
the attorney's fees, and likewise the parties in their official capacity have no interest in
the question as to whether the individuals are personally liable, or the amount of the
judgment that may be rendered against them individually.

"It is not permissible to join a cause of action against a person in an individual capacity
with one against him in a fiduciary or representative capacity.” 1 C. J. 1104.

{3} In Bliss on Code Pleading (3d Ed.) § 123, the author says:

"The several defendants must be charged in the same character. Officers of municipal
corporations cannot, in the same action, be charged officially and personally."

{4} In Pomeroy's Code Remedies (4th Ed.) § 396, it is said:

"Another particular rule, which is but an application of the same doctrine, requires that
the several causes of action against or for a given person should all affect him in the
same capacity. In other words, a demand for or against a party in his personal character
cannot be united with another demand for or against him in a representative character
as trustee, executor, administrator, receiver, and the like."

{5} The author, while stating the rule and the fact that it is universally followed by the
courts, does not give it his approval. It is possible to conceive of a cause which might
affect a person in both a personal and official capacity, but such a case is not presented
by the pleadings here. The judgments sought in this case upon the several causes of
action would have no relation one to the other.



{6} The court permitted the plaintiffs below to amend {*78} their complaint by striking out
the word "personally” in alleging the liability of the individuals, but the striking out of this
word does not affect the status of the pleadings, for clearly it stated a cause of action
against the parties as individuals in seeking to recover judgment against them for the
money alleged to have been unlawfully paid Mrs. Haymaker.

{7} The court should have sustained the demurrer on this ground, and for this reason
the cause must be reversed and remanded to the district court, with instructions to
sustain the demurrer; and it is so ordered.

HANNA, C. J., and PARKER, J., concur.



