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tion of the court as an infant, when the decree was passed
against him. He was not in a situation to appeal from it,
and the present defendants will have it in their power to
have the whole proceedings revised by the appellate court.
Decreed, that Henry Prutzman, by a good deed, to be ac-
knowledged and recorded agreeably to law, shall give, &e.
unto the petitioner, Henry Pitesell, and his heirs, all that
parcel of land in Frederick county, part of Paraphrase and
The Resurvey on Johw’s Delight, containing 166 acres,
together with, &e. which was on the 29th day of March
1797, conveyed by Henry Kuhn, as guardian and in behall
of Henvry Pitesell, to the said Henry Prutzman, in trust,
as by relerence to the same will appear, &c. Decreed also,
that John Prutzman, and Elizabeth his wife, shall by a good
deed, &c. give, &c. unto the petitioner, Henry Pitesell, and
his heirs, all their interest and right in the said land. e~
ereed also, that the defendants account with the petitioner
for the rents and profits of the land, &ec.

From this decree the defendants appealed to this court.

Shaaff, for the Appellants, contended, 1. That the de-
cree referved to cannot be set aside by a bill, unless that
bill suggests fraud, and that frand be proved; and That
in this case there was mo fraud. On the first point, he
cited the acts of Nov. 17 h. 7, & 1795, ch. 88. Mosely,
506. 1 Harr. Ch. Pr. 251. Fountain vs. Caine & Jeffs,
1 P. Wms. 504; and Nupier vs. Effingham, 2 P. F¥ims. 401.
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Ridgely, for the Appellee.
DECREE AFFIRMED.
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Orve vs. Lopee.

Erron to Montgomery County Court. An action of
slander was brought by the plaintiff in error, to which the

defendant in ervor put in the plea of justification short,
under an agreement that it should be considered as if a
good and valid plea of justificacion had been put in at length
ina formal and legal manner, and so plead as the law re-
quired a legal justification in such a case to be pleaded,
and the issue regularly joined thereon. At the trial, the
court having refused to direct the jury on the plaintift’s

~Jleld, that the plea was not sufficiently pleaded, and npon that ground, reversed the

Juwr.
L~

¥n an action of
slander for words
spoken, thé plea
of juatifiention was
put in short, with
ar agrevient of
the counsel that j¢
shauld Be couside
eved as it g goud
and valid ples of
Justification  had
been put §in ae
lepeth ina format
!l!lll legnl manper,
The eourt of ap
peals, on the ree
cord caming be-«
fore thein Ly a
writ of’ exror sued
out by the planuf
Judgment




