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*'■ and within theirbridges”the several highwayspairing &j“te
Campion,can toaloue"boundaries. appoint surveyors expendThey

liable foralone are receivedit; injuriesand throughthey
“ ofor ofwant or brid-repairsinsufficiency any highways
“ in this state.”in town or parishanyges

statute, we are aware ofthis noUnder construction or
of eitherthe or roadsrepairs bridgesdevolving uponusage,

it would be tocounties; define,and with-impossibleutterly
astatute, when on account of its ex-bridgeout an express

shouldits now beits or toorigin,pence, length, chargeable
or a town.the county
towns,some intersected andIn numerouslargeby streams,

isofthe maintenance burthensome; butbridges hav-very
usedbeen once erected and with and with-ing long utility

the townsto the cannot beout toll relievedpublic, from
the intervention of thetheir repair except by legislature.

Judgment on the verdict.

DERBYLYDIA vs. GEORGEW. PHELPS.
to at the end ofcontract ismarry five withinA that ofyears clause tothe statute

and perjuries, agreementsfrauds which relates to not beprevent to performed
the of one from the of maltingwithin timeyear them.space

was an action ofThis on a ofassumpsit promise marriage.
here,the trial underAt the issue,general and a of theplea

limitations,ofstatute the plaintiff toproposed that inprove,
18SI,A. D. the defendant, about to commencebeing the
of his profession, thestudy desired plaintiff to Msreceive

aaddresses as suitor, and at the end of about five years,
towhen he be settledexpected business, marryin to :him

that,and in ofpursuance this offer, his addresses were re-
ceived, and till thecontinued defendant’s with an-marriage

in A. D.other 1820.lady,
This evidence was to, as withinobjected the statute of

but;frauds admitted,been ahaving verdict was found for
the toplaintiff, futuresubject consideration on the validity
of the above objection.
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Derby Fletcher,S. Wilcoxand R. for plaintiff.
■op.

Beii, Bartlett,Phelps. the defendant.and forChamberlainPhelps,
“ fraudsWoodburt, J. Our statute to and per-prevent

“ no shallother that actionamongprovides, things,juries,”
“ to anpersonbe charge upon agree-brought whereby any
“ of orment made considerationupon anyuponmarriage,
“ is to within thethat not be performedagreement, space
“ of suchit,one from the time unless prom-of makingyear

“‘■ beT?, or in &c.(l)ise writing,”agreement”1 15-­(1)
178.Laws clausecannot avail himself of the firstThe defendant

vs.because, once decided in;above cited though Philpolt
85.(2)3Lev. incontract must in all cases bethat a to marryWallet,(2)

hasdecision since been overruled in Corkthatwriting; yet,
vs. Ld.in Harrison andand Cage Ray,(3) Baker,(3)1 vs.34.Stra. wife.­—­1

Salk, 411­.­—Bull. N. P. 280.­—­224.-5 Mod.386.­—­ Equ.
136.248­.­ —Skin.Ab.Ca.

tothe is now held reach not mutualof statuteThis clause
butto for other madepromisesonly thingsmarry,promises

C, 3.Bax. Ab.of “Agreement,”marriage.in consideration
of statute,the wethe other clause apprehendtinderBut

be Thisto the must fatal.evidence adjudgedthe objection
itthe of ivasnot to bewhich termsbywas an agreement,

five ;of about and hencethetill expiration yearsperformed
tenorthe statute. Had theofteethwithin the*verycomes

fulfilledthe contract should bebeen, thattheof agreement
haveor notwhichevent, might happen­mightcertainon a

tillfact did not afterinbut which happena year,withined
not have been within the stat­wouldagreementa theyear,

2­ ­ 78­ .—34.—Burr.­ 1­280.-Skin.326—Stra.Salk.1ute.
49.—Holt­ 32­317.­—­Com.Ld. Rep.353.­—­1 Ray.Bl. Rep.1

244.John. Rep.9.­—­10Salk.6.­ —­3
can thisit. Norof descriptionthe tenornotwassuchBut

the circumstance,statuteof the bybe outtakenof contracts
frauds under Charlesof passedthe statutewhen originalthat

law,not sued at but werewereII., these contractsthe
to acompel performanceof proceedingsthe subjectmerely

ofFor numerous kindscourts.ecclesiasticalin the■ofthem
theinthennotand prosecutedin usethencontracts, not
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4'pmmon have since had birthcourts,law under the new D®isby
Phelps,of and are alland improvements society, broughtexigencies

the of the statute.to test ofthe general provisions
contract,thisa of whichIn torespect part performance

writ-cure the absence ofdoubtless, if anyproved, might
(i) Bac. Ab.ing,fl) presents question kind,of thisnothe case as saved
c„recollection,to otir none such was raised atand, and Autii’s.according

cited.therethe trial
Should this be as torelied on hereafter an answer the

it to decide whatstatute, will then be enough ought,early
contract,to considered a of a on whosebe performancepart

ceremonies,rites and and their in pee­respective importance
a so of exists. Seeing muchmarriage, opiniondiversity

vs. Chester, ante.Londonderry
New trial.

FEBRUARYSTRAFFORD, TERM, 1823.

TOWN OF vs.THE MEREDITH ALEXANDER P. LADD.

of constable is a office,andofficeThe elective a sale it the i-public of townby
to sound policy.contrary

void,agreedgiven consideration,A note to secure the to he for said office, ispaid

This on note,was a 9th,assumpsit datedpromissory April
The1817, for $13,50. parties that the defendantagreed,

was chosen constable for the town of Meredith, in March
1815, in ofconsideration his to saidagreeing town forpay
the theoffice, sum of and that$.13,50, the note now in suit,,
was to secure that consideration.given The wereplaintiffs
to become ornonsuit, the defaulted,defendant toaccording
the of courtthe on theopinion above facts.

Orne, for thecounsel plaintiffs.
Everett, for the defendant.

J.Woodbury, The sale of elective office aofany pub-
lic nature is to sound Seecontrary statutes 5thpolicy.

4th;6th 6t.h& Edward & 20th 3d 4thEdward & Henry
Hawk,Bac. Ab. F. 102.—Noy, Moor, 781.— P. C.“Office”
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