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EXTRA.

CHARLOTTESVILLE, THURSDAY, APRIL 9, 1829.

Albemarle County Court. On Tuesday, 7th inst. Messrs. C. Brigham, and S. K. Head, were brought
before the Court to answer to the charge of E. Watts, who is a book- binder by trade, and instituted
this suit to bind over the defendants to keep the peace. The facts in the case, as proved by several
witnesses, were, that on Saturday last, 4th current, the plaintiff, who lives in the house adjoining
that in which the defendants pursue their vocation as printers, was passing up from the cellar
of his kitchen into his yard, preceded by the gentleman who owns the premises; that just as the
gentleman had arrived at the top of the steps, a basin of water was thrown from the back door
of the printing office, by one of the defendants, into the yard of the plaintiff, which spattered the
clothes of the gentleman who was with the plaintiff, but that not a drop reached the plaintiff himself.
In consequence of a previous misunderstanding between the parties, arising from a desire on the
part of the defendants, to sacrifice at the shrine of the goddess Cloacena, in the same temple with
the plaintiff, (being the only one on the premises,) which plaintiff claimed as being devoted to the
use of himself and family, exclusively; he inferred that the water was thrown out for the purpose
of insulting him. He waited, he said, after the water was thrown, a few moments, expecting an
explanation or apology, but without requesting either. None being made, he proceeded to manifest
his displeasure by hurling a shower of brick-bats, &c. into the door, to the great consternation of
the printers within, who not being disposed to treat with such extraordinary envoys, threw a few of
them back. The plaintiff then made a diversion to another part of the building, where he could look
in at a window, to see whether or not he had broken any of the luckless printers' heads. His presence
being observed by one of the defendants, who had narrowly escaped one of his gentle emissaries,
he threw a mallet at him, but did not hit him. The plaintiff was then forced from the scene of action
by his ‘better half’—but speedily returned, with the mallet in his hand, which he threw spitefully,
at a person who was at work directly opposite to the window. Fortunately, it did not hit him; and
there the battle ended. The next morning, the two defendants, together with the person who came
near having his brains knocked out with the mallet, were brought up before a magistrate on a peace
warrant, sued out by the plaintiff. The defendants entered into recognizances for their appearance
at court; but the other person alluded to was discharged—the only allegation which the complainant
could bring against him, being, that he had looked at him. It was of his eyes that he complained, he
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said. In the case before the court the plaintiff stated his case, substantially, as it is related above. One
of the defendants' counsel wished him to explain to the court the local situation of the buildings.
‘You occupy a building adjoining the printing office, as a bindery?’ ‘Yes, sir.’ ‘You have a small house
in the rear for your family?’ ‘I have kitchen and a privy in the rear.’ ‘You are, then, a sort of back-side
tenant?’ To this the plaintiff did not dissent. It appearing, to the satisfaction of the magistrates, that
water had been thrown out before, and that the printers had never been requested not to do it, and
that it was thrown out on Saturday without any intention of insulting the complainant, or of doing
him an injury; and that he had resented it in a very unjustifiable manner, by throwing what he mildly
called ‘rubbish’ into the office, with great force and violence, which rubbish was exhibited to the
court, and proved to be large stones, brick-bats, &c., which had injured the door, and endangered
the lives of the people within the office. And it being, moreover, proved by the testimony of several
respectable witnesses, that the conduct of the printers, who are strangers in Charlottesville, had
been, during their sojourn here, very exemplary, and their deportment remarkably correct, the court
were unanimously of opinion, that the circumstances detailed in the case before them did not prove
that this transaction constituted an exception to their previous correct conduct; but that, on the
contrary, it had been clearly established, that their lines were well justified—handsomely displayed —
and their pages correctly made up; and that a clean proof had been exhibited, that, in every instance,
their heaps would bear examination, and would be found to be free from mackle or slur. The action
was dismissed, and the complainant admonished to put a better binding on his temper. Counsel for
the prosecution, Boucher Carr, Esq. Counsel for the defendants, T. W. Gilmer, Esq. and Gen. Wm. F.
Gordon, who, happening to be in court when the trial came on, kindly volunteered his services.


