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Case No. 5.237. GARDNER V. SIMPSON.

{2 Cranch, C. C. 405.]l
Circuit Court, District of Columbia. Aupril Term, 1823.

SLAVERY—FREEDOM.

A Virginian slave is not entitled to freedom, under the Maryland act of 1796, c. 67, by being hired
to a resident of the county of Washington for a limited period.

{Cited in Maria v. White, Case No. 9,076.]
Petition for freedom. Upon the trial, the petitioner's counsel took a bill of exceptions,

which stated that he offered evidence to prove that the petitioner {Vincent Gardner, a
negro] was residing in the city of Washington previous to Christmas, 1821, and continued
so to reside till the end of the year 1822. That the defendant {Thompson Simpson] was
a citizen and resident of Virginia, and knew that the petitioner was so residing in Wash-
ington, and made no objection to his so residing. That the defendant offered evidence to
prove that the petitioner was his slave, born in Virginia, and that he hired the petitioner to
the petitioner's father, Tom Gardner, for the year 1821, who then lived in Virginia. And
that in 1822, he hired him to one Barnes, for the petitioner's father, not knowing that the
father was about to remove into the county of Washington in the District of Columbia,
which he did in December, 1821, taking the petitioner with him, where he remained until
the 22d of December, 1822, and was at the defendant's house in Virginia, on the 25th
of the same month. That the petitioner afterwards returned to Washington, and did not
return to the defendant at the expiration of the year, but remained in Washington, and
claimed his freedom in consequence of such removal to Washington.

Whereupon, THE COURT, at the prayer of the defendant's counsel, instructed the
jury, that if they should be satisfied by the evidence, that the importation of the petitioner
into the county of Washington was with the intent that he should be hired to remain for
a limited time only, and not permanently, it was not such an importation as is within the
first section of the act of Maryland of 1796, c. 67. Verdict for the defendant

A bill of exceptions was signed and a writ of error taken out, but not prosecuted.

I [Reported by Hon. William Cranch, Chief Judge.]
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