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Original documents[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This transcript was prepared by Susan Moore, a researcher specialising in Chancery Court cases but modified by me to more accurately reflect how it appears in the original, which I have now seen and photographed myself in April 2017.] 


C 33/591 folio 193
Wednesday the 8th January 1812
Matthew Morry---------- Plaintiff   }
Joshua Rowe-------------- Defendant}
Upon the humble of the Deft this day preferred unto the Right
Honble the Master of the Rolls for the reasons therein contained It is ordered that the petitioner have a commission to 
take his plea answer or demurrer to the Plts bill not demurring alone and that the Plts clerk in court do in two
days after notice hereof give the petitioners Clerk in Court Commissioners names to see the same taken or in default
thereof that the petitioner have such Commission directed to his own Commissioners and have six weeks time
to return the Same and hereof notice is to be given forthwith				J. C. 

Editorial Comments:
Matthew Morry had taken Joshua Rowe, an Auctioneer and Merchant in Tor Point, Cornwall,  before the Court of Chancery on July 3, 1811 because he believed that Rowe was withholding the Prize money owed to Matthew’s late son, John Morry, the Captain and Commander of the Privateer ALEXANDER which had captured several vessels that had been turned over to Rowe for disposal. Disposal could mean selling them back to the owner for what was in effect a ransom, or auctioning the vessel and its contents. In either case, the proceeds would be divided amongst the Crown, the auctioneer, the captain and crew and the owner or owners of the Privateer according to well accepted formulae. Matthew was essentially on a “fishing expedition” because he did not know how many vessels had been turned over to Rowe and which of them had been properly dealt with prior to John Morry’s death in February 1807. Therefore the court case was intended to shed light on whatever amounts were still owing by Rowe to John Morry’s estate.

Apparently Rowe had not been very forthcoming with this information even after the Court of Chancery case was initiated and this specific reference was an example of his using a delaying tactic to put off coming clean about what was owed to John Morry’s estate. Chancery cases of this kind could be dragged on for years, even decades, in this fashion, with the Plaintiff often deciding it wasn’t worth the expense of pursuing the cause any further. We do know that in C 33/687 folio 1345, which was before the courts in 1821, the matter with Rowe still had not been resolved.




