‘ OF MARYLAND. 9

Heones’s Lessee ve. Howars, 1810,
Jung.
Atprar from Baltimore County Court. Ejectment for ‘=t
a tract of land called Gist’s Inspection, lying in Baltimore :"5:‘ :L
wa
county, containing 400 acres. Defence was taken on war- R
The jury are

rant, and plots were made, by which it appeared that the conciuded, by the
o) v A " o Fa admissions of the
plaintiff located Gist’s Inspection, as beginning at I on the partes ar located
. ' upon the ‘;_hu:!n

plots, which was not counterlocated nor denied by the de~::le::'ug:‘ohﬁilh-

fendant, but admitted by him to be the place of beginning disreiard the ad-

of Gist’s Inspection. g e B |

1. At the trial in October 1806, the jury by their verdict i (i, “ne"e:
say, ‘‘that they find the bounded red oak tree, mentioned {joitnt: ot & a it
in the grant of Zun’s Lot, to have stood at figure 9 in the reor e fnding
plots, and the said tract of land to run thence, what is Gicuted wpon thae
called, in the defendant’s table of courses on the plots, the et have o
thirty-eight perches N 252° W, and 100 perches N 701° W fﬁ’{:{{:ﬁi}::?'?:
lines, according to their several courses and distances in :ae‘i.:'."iri' cj".":}"f;
the grant of Lun’s Lot, with four degrees of variation; She So
and the jury find the beginning of Gist’s Inspection to be ool T M

at figure 9 in the plots, and to run thence course and dis- & new trisl, or or-

de e n venire.

13 " 128 . N T T ry are to
tance according to the grant of Gist’s Inspection, with an , Lhe jury we ta

. ariafi 3 riation of the com«
allowance of two degrees for variation. And the jury find [ n o7 the com

for the plaintifi’ all the land lying within Gis’s Jnspection, j *Fahownee
according to the location thereof made by the jury, which _w"-i'},:';‘,,,‘;.';‘?,'f‘ﬁ,.
is not covered by their location of Lun's Lot. Motion off . compasey
by the plaintiff to set aside the verdict—1. Because it is ® oy c‘::n':iﬁ
against evidence. 2. Because it is against the admissions veracd by th e
of the plaintiff and defendant on 1ecord. The pluintiﬁ'%{ﬁﬁ%&ﬁ
afterwards, at the next term, withdrew his motion, and R
prayed the court to enter judgment on the verdict; but the jovance for varia

sourt r ca 1 ‘dic ion they have aliowed
court refused to enter a judgment on the verdict. Motion the have aliowed

was then made by the plaintiff for a venire de novo; and Jsiee for cvery
the verdict was set aside, and a venire de novo awarded. — pii® they heve
2. The defendant, at the second trial in March 1807, Mo ac: teosto
y 55 alons
having located on the plots the land called Zun’s Lot, as"“Wuire s verdiet
” v, % is given, sud the
located and returned by certain commissioners on the 2d plumiey’ s
o or judguent
of August 1782, and on the present plots made the W N hereon, which 18
- . . . . reiuse y t
‘W 100 perches line of the said locatien terminate in lotcouwt —on the
gn;‘m}d of the in~
suilicieacy of e
verdiet, and the plaintiff then moves for and abtains a venire faciar de nove, sud a new trialis hud, »nd
the second vepdict is for the detendant, the plamntff, un writ of error, eannot take advantage of uny error
of the vourt brlow, in not entering judgment on the fiest verdicts He has relinguished al) advant. gc he
mwight have becn enttled o by acquieseing m the epinion of the conrt below — Ver Chave, Ch, J.
Where there is g location on the plots in the cause, by either of the partics, of & tract of jend, deedy
plot, &e. and there is no counterlocation by the adverse party, such fveation i admitted. .
No evidenee can be given of the location of a deed, plot, &e which does not corvespond with ite
Where the defendant produced and read certain procesdings, whieh wore variant frow the lovation
made on the plots by him, without objection being made to the legaiity of the evidence, it cannot reas
der the sune legally admissible whien offeved by the plainuil,
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