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44 MorisUto be sixof in toat the rate andpaid proportion likely
“ Mb.rjPJ,This, in ouroxen,feet at isdear­per opinion,yoke,”$50

ofto a in such oxeo$150,tantamount atgift payablely $50
fact, ofis,It a a sum ofa in togift theequalmoneyyoke,

feet oxen. Theof sixvalueof three amount of theyokes lega­
the valueto be of oxen at theis ascertained sev­bythency

becomes theeral timeswhen the When thirdpayable.legacy
of this is brought, due,the which action becameforlegacy,

to have beensix are worth afeet oxen agreedlikely $70
the amountcourse the isThat sum is of plaintiffyoke.

to in this action.entitled recover

Defendant defaulted.

CALEBPILLSBURYvs. NELSON.CAMMETTAND
againstIn an of hastwo, defendants,action one of the who been default-assumpsit

ised, not a witness for the other.competent

note,This was aan action of assumpsit upon promissory
to onemade Pills-defendants, Benjaminthe andby payable

wasNelson de-and him to theendorsed plaintiff.bury, by
which,issue, uponfaulted. Cammett thepleaded general

1819.term,causethe was tried at September
relied, thewas,The thatdefence, Cammettwhichupon
him andcontract had between Benjaminbeen rescinded

tonote endorsedthe wasbeforethe promissee,Pilhbury,
Nelson, othercalled thethis,the hetoandplaintiff; prove

to the admis-counsel objecteddefendant. The plaintiff’s
admitted, ahe was and ver-of but;sion as a witnessNelson

was, how-The verdictdict returned in of Cammett.favor
court,of thetheever, thetaken, to opinion uponsubject

a witness.waswhether Nelsonquestion, competent
French, for the plaintiff.
Hoar, for the defendant.

twothe is of againstcourt. This an actionBy assumpsit
rule, todefendants, aa and it iscontract,upon generaljoint

asuchwhich this that incase seems to form no exception,
case, with-cannot be defendantonejudgment given against
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Fi:i*arr other, 48,out Chitt. Pl. 31.—­1 al. vs.the 1 East etSheriff
Cauquen et aL Wilks.

thehasof Cammett placed plaintiffin favorverdictThe
srnaiion, ofwhich cannot avail himself Jidsmbin lie■in

Js'chon,■ was, wit-therefore, an incompetentdefault. clearly
for CammeU.(l)ness(1)Phillips’

£f'6¾* aside,set and a mw trialmust be beThe verdict granted,
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DAVID STEELE.GREELY vs.SAMUEL
right belongingof aa land toin town one theperson hyexisted onlythereWhet©

under the ofright was for taxes; descriptionand that sold bothofname Ray
right, but wax described in theand the eosYer-Christopher RayChristianthe

when in factwhich had been owned theright Christopher Ray,the hyasanee
held tothe title was still pass.Christianowner was Ray,former

acovenant, on deedof founded froman actionwasThis

lUh, 1804;Januarythe madeto plaintiff,defendantthe
andcovenants,the usualdeed contained purport-whichand

toof land Chris-the belongingto right originallyconveyed
Harwich,of state ofin the town in the Vermont.Ray,topher

of seisin,were of the covenantsbreaches andassignedThe
tolawful right convey.of

seized, which,that ondefendant he teasThe &c.:pleaded,
here,he trial Octoberat theproduced,being joined,issue

of the1819, First,the aevidence.term, copyfollowing
1761,28th, inHarwich, A. D. whichof datedcharter August

heand wasone of ofwas the namethere only Ray,grantee
the ofname Christiandescribed by Ray.

the ofnamethat no of RayIt further appeared, person
was it under-to this norbeen claimever known right,bad

heor wherethe was. lived.whostood grantee
1797,November, the of Ver-10th ofthe legislatureOn

“ a tax of one cent on eachact,an assessingpassedmont
state,the for the ofof land in support government,”acre

Har-time, others inwiththeAt that right, manyRay&c.
in theunlocated. The constableswick, andwas undrawn

; and oneto the taxcollecttowns were empoweredseveral


