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TroySocietyCongregational ver­inThe
Perry.C.sus

parishfor a release.the withoutcompetent witnessparisha 13aofA member
permitted denynot to thatto becorporation isnoté aa togiveswhoHe

corporation.ais suchthere
object, totheywhich wisha commontoto contributepromiseWhen several

ofpromisesa thepromise of is foraccomplish, each considerationgoodthe
the-'Others,

“ 27,Assompsit words, Januarynote, ina theseon
one thou-ofthat a fund1825, in considerationFor and

ofsupportfor thebe raiseddollars, upwards,orsand
ITroy,insocietyin theministry, congregationalthe

fund, fifty dol-in of thepay society, partto saidpromise
interest, annually.paidto bedemand, withlars, on

C. PERRY.”
1832,andon the 16th MarchcommencedwasTheaetion

term, 1833.issue, Aprilathere, upon the generaltriedwas
inrely,that he shouldnoticehad givenThe defendant

cor-were notathat the plaintiffsfactsdefence,on thehis
action, andmaintain thistoauthorisedlawbyporation,

the statute of limitations.bybarredwasactionthat the
and a due or-years,within sixa promise,proveTo

called'Lymanthesociety, plaintiffstheofganization
object-The defendantsociety.of thea memberWright

by reasona witnesscompetentnotwasWrightthated
suit, he ad-hutofthe event the wasinan interestof

mitted.
the 12th Janu-that onprovetooffereddefendantThe

said society,of thea memberbeto1826, he ceasedary,
the evidence.rejectedcourtthebut

note,of thethe datethat, on the ofdayIt appeared,
importof anotes similarraised bywasofa fund $1000,

persons.differentbymadethis, andwith
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SocietyCon.A to thesubjectverdict was taken for the plaintiffs,
opinion uponthe court theof case.foregoing Terry.

Handerson,Edwards for the plaintiffs.■-
Chamberlain,Wilson, for the defendant.Jr. ■-

*Green,was J.byThe of the court deliveredopinion
anIt is that was incompetent wit­objected, Wright

ness, he a of the Butcorporation.because was member
decided, ofit is that inhabitants towns are competent

reside,theythe in awitnesses for towns which without
N. Eustis v. Parker.273,1 H. And weRep.release.

parishesare of that the andmembers schoolopinion .of
on same and thedistricts stand the that witnessground,

this was properlyin case admitted.
And are of that it was notwe inopinion necessary,

the wascase, dulyto thatprove corporationthis organ-
admission,anof the is byThe note theized. giving

of the and hecorporation,the existencedefendant of
to that is adeny there or-permitted dulynow becannot

on SSLCorporations,Angelícorporation.ganized
that the defendantcontendedIt is tooughtfurther

hethat hadto show ceased to be ahave been permitted
But we are ofcorporation. opinionthe thatofmember

immaterial. ceas-wholly Bywasrejectedthe evidence
the he tosocietya of ceased bebe memberto liableing

the butsociety,raised byafterwards he wasanyfor tax
from his contract. The notethereby dischargednot

not a tax.was
the is withoutthat note considerationIt is objected

that aare of consider-opinion goodBut wevoid.and
Whenin this several toshown case. agreewasation
which theya common wish toobject,to ac-contribute

aof each ispromise goodthe considerationcomplish,
4 N. 533,ofthe the others. H.Rep. Georgefor promises

Harris.v.
on the verdict.Judgment

* Parker, counsel,of nothavingJ. been did sit.


