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DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA, To wiT:

E 1T REMEMBERED, That on the twenty-second day of Januvary, in the
thirty-fourth year of the Independence of the United States of Ameriea,
WirLLiam W. HENING and WinrLiaM MUNFORD, of the said district,
have deposited in this office the title of a book, the right whereof they claim as
authors, in the words following, to wit:

¢ Reports of Cases argued and determined in the Supreme Court of Appeals of
% Virginia : with Select Cases, relating chiefly to Points of Practice, decided by
¢ the Superior Court of Chancery for the Richmond District. Volume LIL. by
¢ William W. Hening and William Munferd.”” :

IN coxForMITY to the act of the Congress of the United States, entitled,
¢ An act for the encouragement of learning, by securing the copies of maps, charts
¢ and books, to the authors and proprietors of such copies, during the times
¢ therein mentioned ;” and also to an act, entitled, *“ An act, supplementary to an
¢ act, entitled, an act for the encouragement of learning, by securing the copies
¢ of maps, charts and books, to the authors and proprietors of such copies,
¢ during the times therein mentioned, and extending the benefits thereof (o the arts
¢ of designing, engraving and etching historical and other prints.”

WILLIAM MARSHALL,
(L.S.) Clerk of the District of Virginia.



In the 33d Year of the Commonwealth.

sedeas could not lie in his name, to the order of Hanover
Court, giving Wing field leave to build a mill according to
the prayer of his petition. If the appellee is aggrieved by
the order he may seek redress by another remedy.

I am therefore of opinion that the supersedeas ought to

be quashed, and the judgment of the District Court re-
versed.

Wright against Dawney.

IN this case the Chancellor for the Richmond bistrict, at
a subsequent term, after the vacation in which he refused
an appeal from his interlocutory decree between the same
parties,(a) granted an appeal under the act of Assem-
bly.(6)

Williams moved to dismiss this appeal as improvidently
granted, saying the Chancellor had no right to allow it af-
ter the term at which the decree was entered.

Judge Tucker said that, as to ﬁtzal decrees, the power
of the Court ceased at the end of the term ; but over 7nter-
locutory decrees it always continues; for the Chancellor
may, at any subsequent term, set such decrees aside, and
therefore may grant appeals from them.

Judge Roane observed the great inconvenience which
would result from the construction of the law contended for
by the counsel of the appellee.  This Court having decided
that appeals from interlocutory decrees cannot be granted
by the Chancellor in wvgcation, it might happen that the
party aggrieved by a decree would be deprived of his aps
peal altogether, if it could not be allowed him at a subses
quent term, since he might be absent when the decree was
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rendered, and know nothing of it until after the term.
Such a construction should prevail as advances the object
the Legislature had in view, which was the convenience of
the people : and, morcover, no words exist in the act re-
stricting the power of the Chancellor to the term when the

intcrlocutory decree was entered.

Judge Fremive was of the same opinion; and the
motion was unanimously overruled.

Moore egainst Chapman.

THIS was a supersedeas to a judgment of the District
Court held at Haymarlet, reversing a judgment of the
County Court of Fairfax.

Moore brought an action against Chapman in the County
Court of Fairfux ; the declaration charges an assault, bate
tery, and false imprisonment of the plaintiff by the de-
fendant, on such a day, at the Parish of Fairfax, in the
County of Iairfax. The defendant filed certain pleas, not
in the record, (neither is the nature of them mentioned,)
which, by consent, were afterwards withdrawn ; and, there-
upen, he pleaded not guilty ; and, by consent; leave was
granted him to give all matters in evidence at the trial that
he could have specially pleaded.  After which, the parties
went totrial 5 when a bill of cxceptions was filed by the de-
fendant’s counscl; stating that, on the trial, the plaintif
offered evidence to prove that, on the application of one
Willsughby Tebbs, an execution was issued by the Clerk of
Dumfries D. C. on behalf of the defendant Chapman,
against the body of the plainiff, for 374 2s. 7d. with in-
terest thercon and costs, which execution was not directed
to any Sherifl; but was put into the hands of the said de-





