
STRAFFORD, FEBRUARY TERM, 1826.

it,lationto it be aleave itmay to is infer aproper to jury
thedemand maker from a ofof promise endorser pay.the to
state,in thisBut where ahasnegotiable paper limitedvery

circulation, isthere no on which such ailground, inference
;that fact can wefrom and are of opinion,rest the rulethat

in New-York is true one. Itadopted the af-must be shown
notice,that thefirmatively, defendant when he themadehad

no made,that demand had been and hadthatpromise, there
no toattemptbeen make As was not thisone. inthis done

case, there must be
verdict,on theJudgment

S.JOHN M’CRILLISvs. JOHN HOW.

againstaction can be maintained an his note.uponNo infant, promissory
againstbe an infant anaction onan foraccount, necessariesmay supportedBut

a.though givenhim,furnished his notehe have for the amount of suchmay
account.

Assumpsit note,a 21,dated 1823, forupon February
andmade the defendantby to thepayable§21,92, plaintiff

countThere was also a anor order. account forupon med-
visits, as aicines and toamounting $21,92.physician,

was to of court,The submitted the decision thecause
didfacts. The the andservices,the following plaintiffupon

inmedicines, count;mentioned the second butthefurnished
an infant under oftime, was thethe the defendant ageat

rendered, and medi-The so theservicesyears.twenty-one
and fordelivered, theproperwere defen-necessarysocines

1823, the defendantOn tire 21st gavedant. toFebruary,
count,in firstnote, mentioned the tothe balancethe plaintiff

account; didand balance thethe account uponsaid plaintiff
said Atbook, credit for the note. the time thebyhis giving

infant,note was defendant was an thethe undergiven,said
of twenty-one years.age

for theW. Sawyer, plaintiff.
Woodman,H.J. for the defendant.
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settled,the court. been that noIt has action canlongBy
Him-,infant, abe maintained an note. Theagainst upon promissory

valid,because,is, if held toreason the note was heassigned
would, notethe infant when the in hands of a bonawas the

endorsee, be from the debt.precluded disputing originalfide
1 40,on Bill. 24.—­ D. vs.Chitt. E. Freeman Hurst­.­ —3&

33,322,Caines' Van vs.Winkle Mitcham.­—­10 John.Rep.
vs. The adm'r. tarkie 36,Swazey Ingle­Vanderheyden.—2of ­ S­

552,dewvs. vs.Williamson Watts­.­ —Car­Douglas.­ Campbell—­
160,thew vs. Harrison etWilliams a.

The cannot his firstrecoverplaintiff then count.—-upon
favor,no a hisBut we see to in onjudgment theobjection

note, account,anA void to balance is nosecond count. given
455,2 Markle vs. N. P.satisfaction. Johns. Esp.Hatfield.­—­1

D. vs. H­ . R.52,E. Maxwell.—1N.­R. 5.­—­6 & Puckford
311,Brod. 295.­—­7 vs.Taunton281.­—­3 Bing. Hickling&

147.EastHardy.­—­4
theplaintiff.Judgmentfor

OFROCHESTER vs. CHESTER.OF TOWNTOWN
caay acquired byHe iu a town real estateithexein of tiie valueowningA settlement

years, yearssame ;four and a residence there the fourduring duringof $150
estate,support personfortown is liable the of the mus tiiesuch owningand

as in is support ;case ho to himself heunableresiding aforesaid,and although
- -may .-.not have been taxed for said estate.

questionsopinion competent exceptof iswitnesses not on of sci-evidence,The
others ofand and the same kind.trade,ence

ofThis was an action of for Elisa-the supportassumpsit
a inSmith, her settlementbeth havetopauper, alleged

Chester.
cause thehere, term, 1824,The onwas tried September
issue, and a found for the defendant.general verdict

was,The defence that the had a settle-acquiredpauper
in towm,ment in that andRochester, real estateby owning

the; instructedtherein four courtand theresiding years
evidence,if thethat thatbelieved, pau-fromjury, thethey

of theRochester,had inbeen the of realper estateowner


