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 Richmond Heights Church of God in Christ (“Church”) appeals from the trial court’s 
judgment in favor of Teasdale & Associates (“Teasdale”) in an action on account.   Church raises 
several arguments on appeal. First, Church contends the record lacks sufficient evidence that its 
employee had the requisite authority to bind Church on the contract for legal services upon 
which Teasdale’s claim is based.  Church also contends insufficient evidence exists that the legal 
fees charged were reasonable, or that Teasdale demanded payment for the unpaid debt.  Next, 
Church suggests Teasdale was precluded from pursuing an action against Church for the 
underlying debt because Teasdale could have recovered from the employee directly.  Finally, 
Church alleges the trial court erroneously admitted and improperly considered evidence of 
Church’s bylaws.   
 
AFFIRMED 
 
 Division IV Holds: The record contains sufficient evidence that Church’s employee had 
the authority to bind Church to the contract with Teasdale on the underlying debt, Teasdale 
rendered associated legal services, and the amount charged by Teasdale for such services was 
reasonable.  We further hold that any potential recovery Teasdale may have had against Church’s 
employee did not preclude Teasdale from obtaining judgment against Church.  Finally, the trial 
court did not err in granting limited admission of Church’s bylaws. 
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