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CHARLES SERIO, et al, : IN THE
Appellants
. C
. OURT OF APPEALS

FORTHVEST REAL ESTATE OOMPRNY, \ oc?;guﬁ:hg.unnu

et al., Appellees Genersl Dockaet #50
.

70 THE BONORABLE, ¢ CHIEF JULGE AND THE

A8S00CIATE JUDGES E COULT OF APPEAILS

OF MARYLAND:

L] 4 | :
¢ erio snd Irene Sarigl) hie wife, ComplainanBs

%

' %elow, and thas appédlants in Case Ho, 50O, r etfully move the

Couxt to dismiss strikes out the Horthﬂe%aal fLetate Company,
a8 an eppellea’’ aid appeal., for that: %

The cppesl taken by them in % age (No. 5O) 18
from s decres passed by the Court on June 26,” 1928, whereas the
Eorthweet Real Estats Compuny had entsred an sppeal on Juns 16, 1928,
from &n order possed in seaié cass on June 128, 1988, and hsd not
filed s bond; thet sailé csuee being £t iseus between them, -the
Complainente below, =né the Einbrode, two of the pefendents below,~-~
wae by the said Einbrods, on June 18, 1928, get for hearing; that
eaid cause camé on for heering snéwss heard, the Court entering a
decree on June 26, 1928, from which decree, these Complainantse
appealed (Cmse No. 50), end that therefore the said Northwest Real
Estaete Company is not, end camot be an sppellee in eeid case,
ané should therefore be dismissed and stricken out ae an appelleg

in said canse,
Respectiully esubmitted,

iiTorneys snd Solicitors for

Charles Serio ané Irene Serio.

Service of copy admitted this day of Qctober, 1928
torneys and S0 e for Lttorneye and Sollcitors for

Northwest Real Estate Company Carl ¥, Einbrod amd Julis E.Einbrod



CHARLE: SERIO, et &l s IE THE
sppelisnte
i s COURT OF AFPEALS
BORTHVESYD EEAL XSTATE OOMPRNY, ’ oo‘::u'::& 'nunnu
et al., Appelless Geners) Doeket §B0
:
et " e

20 YHE HONORAELY, YHE OHIEP JUDGE 4AND THE
ggsounrx JUDGES OF THE COUKY? OF #PFEALS
OF MARYLAND:

; Cherles Serio and Irene Serie, his wife, ComplainenSs
below, and the appellsnts in Case Ko, 5O, respecifully move the
Court to diemise and strike out the Korthwset Leal fetste Compeny,
a8 an appellee in saild sppesl, for thet:

Yhe sppecl taken by them in thie csee (No. 50) ie
from & Geores puseed by the Jourt on Juns £G, 1928, wheress the
Bortawest pesl Eetate Company bhad entered zn uppesl on June 16, 1928,
from e order pussed in sald cave on June 12, 19E8, wné bed not
filed & bomd; thut sald ocsuoe being ot lweus detwesn then,-the
Complainsnte below, éné the Elabrode, two of the Defeniente below, ==
wee by the said Dinbroés, on Juns 18, 1928, et for heering; that
said cause cume OR for hesring snéwss hesrd, the Court entering a
decree on June £6, 1928, from which deoree, thase Complsinsute
appesied (Cmee Ho. BO), and thet therefore the said Sorthwest Aesl
Setate Company iv not, amd oot Le an sppellee in seld cuse,
ané should therefore be éiemiceed and stricken out e an sppellee .

in evaid cunse.
Eespeetully wubnitied,

Ve
Charles Serio ané lreme Serio.
Servies of copy admitted thise day of Dotober, 1988

an ¢ foYr Lt ye o
Horthweat Heal Hetate Company Oerl W, Einbred emdé Julis L.Einbrod
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NORTHWEST REaL ESTATE COMEANY,
Appellant

a0

IN TEHE

LAd

Vs. CUUKT OF A¥PLALS

OF MARYLAKD
Qctober Term 1928

Genersl Docket $49

e

CHARLES SERIO, et al.,
Appellese

P0 $HE HONORABLE, THE CHILF JUVGE =nd THE
ASSOCIATE JUDGES OF THE COURYT OF APPEALS
OF MARYLAND:

Cherles Serio snd lIrene Serio, his wife, Compleainante
below and two of the sppellses in Case No., 49, respectfully move
the Court to dismiss the appesal of the Horthweet Real Eetate Company
from an order of said Court passed in said ecase, on the l2th day bf
June, 1928, whioch order overruleéd a demurrer embodied in the answer
of the Northwest Cempany to the i1l of Complaint of the sald Serioe
and which order sustained the demurrer of the Serios, Complsinants,
to the answer of the Northwest Reeal Estate Company; and they etate

a8 the ground thereof:

(1) Thet the order in €0 far s¢ it overruled the
deimrrer of the Northweet Real Letete Compeny was mot & final order
and in 0 fer s it svetcined the demurrer of the Serios to the
answer of the Northwest Company, was not & finel order, in that said
order gave the Northwest Real Leteie Company leave to amend.

(2) That the order of June 12, 1928 was not passed

in pursuance Of and under the provisione of Section 220 of Artiecle
16, prescribing the manner in which mey be ralsed, a guestion of

law, for the opinion of the Court, and saild guestion, be decided
by the Court in =dvance of the hearing ou the merite.

(3) That the NHorthweet Real Estete Compeny hss
abandoned its sppeal of Juns 16, 1928, byrentering an appeal R.P.36
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-l
from the decree of the Court passed on June 26, 19E8.

Respeetfully submitted,

Lttorneys &nd solloitors for

Charles and Irene Serio.

Service of copy admitted this day of Qctober, 1928

“ittorneys ana Solicitors for
Northwest Real Estate Company

“Attorneys and colleitors for
Carl Y. Einbrod and Julis E. Einbrod



BHOATHWEST HEaL S5T408 COMEANY, : 15 THE

sprellant
V. . COURT OP AFVELLS
el : OF MAKYLAND
CHARLES SERIO, et A;;;hm Gotober Term 19£8
Genersl Dockst §49

s

-Qw}=0m

TO THE HONORABLE, THE CHILF JUDGK snd THE
459001408 JULGES OF THE CUULT OF APPEALS
DF iR b

‘{,;r

SRAFIS A S SVRSSE

Charloe Serio snd Irene Serio, his wife, Complainante
below and two of the sppellees in Csee Ho, 49, respectfully move
the Court %o éiemies the appeal of the Hortiwest Real Zetate Company
from =2n order of eanid Court yduod in eaid oase, on the 1E£th dsy of
June, 1928, whioch order overruled a demurrer embodisd in the answer
of tha Northweat Compeny to the Bill of Complsaint of the saié Serloe
ang which ovier sustuined the édemurrer of the Serics, Complainants,
%o the answer of the Horthwest Real Eetate Compeny; and they state

28 ths ground thereod;
{1) ‘het the orvder in eo far as it overruled the
demurrer of the NHorthweet Real Letete Compsny was mot & final order

and in 80 fur ae it sustained the demurrer of the Serios to the
snewer of the lorthwest Company, wee not a finel orvéer, in that said
order geve the lorthwest lew) Letate Compony leave to amend.

(2) That the order of June 1Z, 1928 wus not passed

in pursuance of and under the provisions of seetion 220 of irtiele
16, prescribing the manner in which mey be raioced, = queetion of

law, for the opinion of the Court, snd seld question, be decidsd
by the Court in sdvancve of the hesring onm the merits.

() That the Northwest Resl Letute Compeny hse
abundoned ite sppeal of June 16, 1928, by sntering sn sppeal K.P.26
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-
from the deeree of the Court paesed on June 26, 19ES.

Kespeetfully submitted,

A y&
Charles end Irene Serio.

Service of copy admitted this dsy of Cotober, 1988

Zttorneys amd Solloltore foFr T
Horthweet Real Letste Company

A ]
Carl v. Einbrodéd andéd Julia E. Einbrod



BORMHE AT Rbak AuTa2E COMEARY, H
i . IE TEE
v, : COURT OF AFFELLS
H OF BARYLABD
CHARLES SERIO, “A;:;i Gotober Term 1988
Aess Genersl Docket §49
:
g =l

PO THE HOMBORABLE, THX CHILP JUDGE snd THE
&WME JULGHE OF THE COURYT OF oPPEALS

OF MiEXldil;

Cherles Serio end Irvens Serie, his wife, Compleinente
below snd two of the sppellees in Caee Ho. 49, respectfully move
the Court to éismies the appeal of the Nortiwest Leal Zetate Compsny
from an owder of eaid Court pussed in sall csee, on the 1£th day of
June, 1988, which order overruled & demurrer sabodied in the snewer
of the Northwest Compeny to the 3111l of Compleint of the sall Serice
ané which order sustoined the demurrer o2 the Lerios, Complsinants,
to the saewer of the NHorthwest Recl Letete Compeny; and they etate

ae the ground thereol:
{1) That the oxder in eo far as 1Lt ovegrruled the

demmrrer of the lorthweet Real Letete Compoiny wee DOt & final order

“and in @0 lar e 1t smetained the demrrer of the Serios to the
snewer of the Northweet Compeny, ves not & finel oréer, in that said
order guve the lor thwest Xesl Zetete Gompany leave t0 amend.

{8) That the order of June 12, 1988 wes not pussed
in pureusnce of and under the provisione of Seetion 220 of artisle
16, prescribing the manner in which mey be relsed, & question of
law, for the opinion of the Court, end seld question, be decided
by the Court in sdvanse of the hesring on the merits.

(8) Thst the Northwest Reel ELetste Compsny hse
absndonad ite sppeal of June 16, 1988, by entering an sppesl Hel'e86



-i-

from the deores of the Uourt paesed on June &6, 19ES8.

heepeetfully submitted,

attorneyT Bme Losleitore zor
Charles ond Irvene “ervio.

Begvige of copy adnd vled thie day of Qeteber, 19L8

TYTOTReys en6 Soilaitor e Tor
Forthwest Heal fetave Compony

aLhorneys snd Tolionior e Lo¥ )
Uari ve ninwod sne Julis L. Ziobrod




HORRHWANY REAL H8%alr COMPARY ] IE TEE
‘ * “

" H COURT OF AFVEALS
. .
H CP MARYILAEY
ORARLES @10, ot ald. » Gotober Term 1028
Appelless Gensrel osket 5o.51
H
R e it

0 TS NONOLARLL, TRL CHLILE JLI.. gL LiEDT SEX
AJS{‘(?I»& JUDGES OF THE COUR2 OF AFVELIS

A BENs o

Sharles “erie and lrems Seris, hie wife, Couplainsants
bslow and two of the appelless in ocsce Keo. B2, respectiully move the
Court to dienies the sppesd in Cage No. 51 sne for grownie therefor
stutes

{1) That the sppeal wie Salen from a fevres of the
Cireuit Gouvt of Beltinore City, roveed op Juna £6, 1I0R0, ssid sppesl
being telen Wy the Forthmest Issl Netete Compeay on July ¥, 1988;
thet the llorthuwest Resl Petnte Oompany, one of the defendmte to the
#111 delow, hod teken en June 1i, 2988, zm sppeal te this Court,
fron an ordeyr passsd in acid oase om Jume 12. 1988; that the Northe
weot Compazy Miled to £ile a bond, whareupon the occee being at lsmue
betweon the Complainsnte and other defendents, the othey defendonts
ui: sald cnee for heoring, e=dé ocus was hesyd, a decree entered and
on June 28, 1988 sn appeal wos tsken by the eald Serdoe; that the
wM ontered by the oaid Northweet Resl restete Company (Cose Ho, 51}
ghould be therefore Glsmisesd; that the seid terice therefore nopoﬂ?
fully petition and move this Honormble Couwzt to dlumiece the esld
appeal in Cuaee lo. B1.

necpestfolly eubuitted,

A T
Charlee Devic and Ireme Serics
Service of copy admitted thie day of Cotober, 1928

lnﬁunt Rul xn-u m m a. ialnu and Julin Ee.Einbrod
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BORTHWESY REal HSTATE COMPARY IE TEE
1lsnt g .

apye
- : COURT OF APPEALS
: OF MARYLAND
CHARJES SERIO, et al. Getober Temm 1928
sppellees - Genersl Dooket 5o .5l
:
-y

0 THE HONORABLE, THE CHIWP JUDGE AND TEE
ASSOOTATE JUDGKS OF THX COURT OF APPEALS

OF MuRYLARD:

Charles “eric ané Irens Serie, hies wife, Complainsnts
below and two of the sppellses in oses Ko. 51, respectfully move the
gourt to &ismiss the sppesl in Case Ho. 51 snd for grounde therefor
gtute:

{1) %hat the sppeal wes taken from s decree of the
Cirouit Court of Beltimore City, poesed on June 26, 1928, esid sppesl
being teken by the Northweet Resl Eetate Compuny en July ¥, 18k8;
that the Northwest Real Fetate Company, one of the utn!utu to the
bil) below, had taken on June 1, 1PE8, am sppesd to thie Court,
from an order passed in osid csee om June 12, 1FE8; that the North~
weet Company fniled to file n bond, vhereupon the oaee being at ismus
betwesn the Compleinsnte and other éofendante, the other defencants
m saild caoe for hearing, gail osse wee hesrd, a decres entersd and
on June £8, 1928 un appesl wes tsken by the sald gerioe; that the
appesl entered by the snidé Horthwest isal Letate Company (Cese HO. 51_;
ghould be thersfore dismisesd; that the said Serioe therefor e respecte
fully petition and move thie Honorsble Court to Glemine the eal d

appeal in Onee lNo. Bl. g
5 Respectfully submitted,

A & for
Charlee seric sonc Irene Serios
Service of copy admitted this day of Qotober, 1928
) “Titorneye ana Sollieitors for

Horthweat Rul Letate (ompany Cerl v, Rinbrod amd Julie E.Einbrod
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BORDPHWENY REal H8%a7s COMPANY,
Appellant

ve. : COURT OF AFPELLS

: OF BARYLAKD
CHARLES SLRIO, ot al. Gotober Term 1928
Appelliees General Dogket §o.5l

—uim-

90 PHE HONOKABLE, TME CHLMP JULGE AED TEN
ASSOOLATE JUDGES OF TEX COURT OF AFPEALS
oF MiEXLAND:

Charles “erio and Irens Serie, hie wife, Cosplainunte
below and two of the sppellses in osee Ko. 61, respectfully move the
Court to diasmise the sppeal in Csse Ko. 51 anéd for grounds therefor
stuts; :

{1) Thst the sppeal wee taken from a Gecres of the
Cirouit Court of Beltimore City, poseed on June 26, 1988, ssid sppeal
being teken by the Northweet Resl Hetate Cospany on July ¥, 1928;
that the Northwest Hesl Eotate Company, one ¢f the defenisnts te the
pill below, haf taken om June li, 19288, am eppesl to thie Court,
from an order pasned in eaié oase om June 12, 1PEE; that the Northe
west Compuny fuiled to file = bonéd, whereupon the csee being at lemue
between the Complainents and other defendente, the other defemdents
eot sald cuse for hearing, esaié osse wee hesrd, o decree entered and
on June 88, 1928 sn appesl wue teken by the sald Serloe; that the
-pnd; on tered w the enié Vorthwest Resl Estate Company (Case Ho. 51;
ghould be therefore dlsmiceed; that the said Serice therefore n»ui—
fully petition and move thie Honorsble Court to élsmiee the esi d

- appeal in Onee o, Bl. .
Hespectfully submitied,

A ) e for
Charlee Zeric eand Irene Serios

Service of copy admitted thie day of Cctober, 1926

Tttorneys and Uolioitore for .btorneys and tolleitors for

liorthwest heal Letute Company Curl ¥, Kinbred smd Julis B.Ehlvol
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CHARLE: SERXO, of sl IE THE
" mnimto : :

s, : OB ET OF LIFLLLS
BORSMYVESY EEAL HKBTAZE OCHNPRNY, ’ mw nmnul.
et al,, asppelless Gensre) Dooket ¢80

3
PP,

mmmam THE OHIEP JULGE AND THE
304 ‘..« WW OF THE CUURY OF wm

Gherles Serio snd Irene Serie, his wife, Complsinenss
below, and the appellents in Case Ko. 50, reepectfully move the
Court to diemise and strike out the Eorthwest Feal petste Compeny,
a8 an sppellee’ in saild sppesl, for that:

Phe sppesl taken by them in thie esee (No. 50) e
hucMnm‘\v the Court on June B6, 19E8, vwhereas the
Hor thweat peal Eetate Compeny beé entersd en wppesl om June 16, 1928,
from en order passed in said case on June 1&, 1VES, wnd bed not
filed & bomd; that sald osuse being st lm betwesn them, -the
mum« below, &nd the Einbroée, two of the Defendante below,--
was by the sald Zinbrods, on June 16, 1928, set for hearing; that
g-;.a gause osme on Tor heering sndwse heard, the Court entering s
decree on June 26, 1928, from which decrese, theee Complainunts
appesled’ (Cnee Ho. 60), smd thet therefore the said Horthwest Zesl
Setate Jompeny 4o not, and cemot be &n sppellee in seld osse,
ané 'should thevefore be dismicved and stricken out we an sppellee.

in sald cunue.
Hesupeotfully subuitted,

e
Charles Serio wnd Irene Serio.
Servies of copy admitted thie sy of Qutober, 19E8

m' “ittorneye omd Lolieitore for
Horthweat Heal Hetate Company Csrl W, Einbred smd Julie i,iinbrod
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Tar Norrawest Rean Es-
tate Company, a Body

Corporate, Ix Tas

Court of Appeals

Or MARYLAND.

Appellant,
V8.

CaArLES SERIO et al.,
Appellees. il

OcroBer Term, 1928.
Tee NorrEwEsT REAL Es-
raTe Company, a Body s

Corporate,
GENERAL DOCKET

Appellant,
Nos. 49-51.

V8.

CuarLEs Serio et al.,
Appellees.

MOTION FOR RE-ARGUMENT.

The Appellant, The Northwest Real Estate Company,
respectfully prays and moves this Court, for Re-argu-
ment, in the above entitled appeals, and for reasons there-
for, assigns:

That the historical perspective of ‘‘Chancery’’ as
responsive to changing times, is not sufficiently reflected
in the majority opinion of the Court. Thus, Phelps, on
Juridicial Equity, defines Equity as

“Natural Justice—the disposition to give every-

one his due. It is distinguished from Law, which is
described, as a ‘Rule Prescribed.” ”’

See pp. 192, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 245, 246.
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In the case of Pierce vs. Proprietors, 10 R. 1. 227, the
Court says:

““The very origin of Equity in Rome and England,
was that there was a wrong, for which there was no
remedy, or no adequate remedy, at Law. I Story’s
Eq. Jur., Secs. 49, 50. And we cannot but approve
the language of Lord Coltenham, in Walworth vs.
Holt, 4 Myl. & C. 619: ‘I think it the duty of this
Court to adapt its practice and course of proceeding
to the EXISTING STATE OF SOCIETY ; and not
by too rigid an adherence to forms and rules estab-
lished under different circumstances, to decline to
administer Justice and enforce rights for which
there is no other remedy * * * if it were necessary
to go much further, than it is, in OPPOSITION TO
SOME HIGHLY SANCTIONED OPINIONS, in
order to open the door of justice in this Court to
those who cannot obtain it elsewhere, I SHOULD
NOT SHRINK FROM THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF DOING S0.’”?

See also:
Story’s Eq. Jur., Vol. 1, Sec. 671.

We might better illustrate the thought in our minds,
by reference to the happenings of a particular case. We
will use the case of Roberson vs. Rochester Box Co. et
al., 171 N. Y. 538, to illustrate. In this case a beau-
tiful girl had her photograph taken by a reputable
photographer. That photographer displayed her photo-
graph in his show window. An advertising specialist
happens along—calls on the photographer—and buys the
negative. WITHOUT THE KNOWLEDGE OR CON-
SENT of the girl, he uses it to advertise a certain brand
of flour much used in the country distriet in which that
girl resided, marking the flour, under her photo, the
““The Flower of the Family.”” The girl sued out an in-




junction, restraining such user. This was granted by
the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of New
York, but was reversed by the highest Court in New
York. C. J. Parker delivered the majority opinion of
the Court, which agreed with the lower Court, in think-
ing that Courts of Equity must not become crystallized,
yet, nevertheless, found against the complainant, pri-
marily, because said Court could find no precedent for
protecting a Right of Privacy, for, in its opinion, the
whole theory of the law centered around protection of
Life, Liberty and Property—but NOT PRIVACY. That
decision was later corrected by Statute in New York, so
that today the Right of Privacy is recognized in New
York. The strong dissenting opinion of Judge Gray in
that case held:

“The right of Privacy, or the right of the Indi-
vidual to be left alone, is a personal right, which is
not without judicial recognition. It is the comple-
ment of the right to the immunity of one’s person.
The principle is fundamental and essential in organ-
ized society; that everyone, in exercising a personal
right and in the use of his property, shall respect
the rights and properties of others.”

* * * & * * * *

“In the social evolution, with the march of the
Arts and Sciences, it is quite intelligible, that new
conditions must arise in personal relations, which
the rules of Common Law, cast in the rigid mold of
an earlier social status, were not designed to meet.
It would be a reproach to Equitable Jurisprudence,
if Equity were powerless to extend the application
of the principles of Common Law or of Natural Jus-
tice, in remedying a wrong, which, in the progress
of Civilization, has been made possible, as the result
of new social or commercial conditions.”’

* * * * * * * *




““Kquity has neither fixed boundaries nor logical
subdivisions, and its origin, both in Rome and in
England, was that there was a wrong, for which there
was no remedy at law. It supplements the defi-
ciencies of the Common law, by applying, where
otherwise there would result a wrong, those prin-
ciples of NATURAL JUSTICE, which are analogous
to settled principles of the Common Law.”’

It seems queer that shortly after that decision a very
similar case, in its facts, arose in Georgia. That Court
(Georgia) held, in the case of Pavesich vs. New England
Life Insur. Co., 122 Ga. 190, as follows:

““The novelty of the complaint is no objection when
an injury cognizable by law, is shown to have been
inflicted on the plaintiff. In such a case, although
there be no precedent, the Common Law will judge
according to the law of Nature and the Public Good.
Liberty of Speech and Writing is secured by the Con-
stiution, and incidental thereto, is the correlative
liberty of Silence. Not less important nor less
sacred.”’

* * * * * *

““So thoroughly satisfied are we that the Law
recognizes within proper limits, as a legal right, the
right of Privacy, and that the Publication of one’s
picture without his consent by another, as an adver-
tisement, for the mere purpose of increasing the
profits and gains of the advertiser, is an invasion of
the RIGHT, THAT WE VENTURE TO PREDICT,
THAT THE DAY WILL COME WHEN THE
AMERICAN BAR WILL MARVEL THAT A CON-
TRARY VIEW WAS EVER ENTERTAINED BY
JUDGES OF EMINENCE AND ABILITY, JUST
AS IN THE PRESENT DAY, WE STAND
AMAZED THAT LORD HALL, WITH PERFECT
COMPOSURE OF MANNER AND SATISFAC-
TION OF SOUL, IMPOSED THE DEATH PEN-
ALTY FOR WITCHCRAFT UPON IGNORANT
AND HARMLESS WOMEN.”’



We do not approve or wish to sanetion the strong lan-
guage used by the Georgia Court. But we do agree with
the view so often expressed by that great Master of
Equity Jurisprudence, James Barr Ames, when Dean of
Harvard Law School, that when Equity once became
crystallized, and lost its ability to meet changing condi-
tions of Society, then, the very reason for its existence
would have passed—and Equity Jurisprudence, as a sep-
arate branch of the Law would become amalgamated into
Law as distinguished from Equity. This view was not
merely once, but often expressed by that Master of the
subject matter, during the 3 years spent at that school,
by one of the undersigned counsel, from September, 1900,
to June, 1903. And that is the view so wonderfully and
concisely and ably put forward, though in different
phraseology in the minority opinion of this Court.

For the purpose of developing these thoughts, showing,
by apt illustrations, the functions of Equity Jurispru-
dence, as distinguished from Law—or the Rule Pre-
seribed and fixed,—beyond the possibilities of this brief
memo.—a Re-argument is asked in the foregoing cases—
it, being the thought of counsel, that the ELASTICITY
OF EQUITY, so that EQUITY ALWAYS HARMON-
IZES WITH THE PUBLIC POLICY OF THE PRES-
ENT, in contradistinction to the inelasticity of the Law,
is not sufficiently recognized in the majority opinion of
this Court. For purpose of limited illustration herein,
an extreme case was taken, involving the necessity of the
Georgia Court to found and establish an entirely new
right, viz., the Right of Privacy. In the instant case, no
such extremes are necessary—NO NEW RIGHTS are
necessary to be established—the changing Equity, as
revolving around admittedly existing rights, is all that
is necessary to be recognized.




Wherefore, said named Appellant prays that this Mo-
tion for Re-argument may be granted by this Court.

All of which is now respectfully submitted,
WALTER C. MYLANDER,

NATHAN PATZ,
Solicitors for Appellant.
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STATES ATTORNEY
FOR TALBOT COUNTY

HENRY HERBERT BALCH
ATTORNEY AT LAW
EASTON,MARYLAND

Sept. 26, 1928

—

Re: H. Hi Balch, Trustee v.
Harriet E. Mills Johns, et al.
Appesl from the Orphan's
Court for Talbot County.

James A. Young, Esq.

Clexrk of the Court of Appeals

Ammapolis, Md.

Dear Sir:
Please enter the appeal in the above entitled case dismissed.
Very trihly yours,
H. H. Balch

E, T, Miller
A N St l—

Attﬁs. for Appellants
HH .B > Lf.]



