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In the Circuit Court 
No.2 of Baltimore City 

MARY E. DOWD, et al 

Plaintiffs, 

-vs-

•tlCK I. SCOTT, et al 

Defendants. 

BILL OF COMPLAINT 

!r.Cierk;-
Please file. 

M U S G R A V E , B O W L I N G 8t H E S S E Y 

SUITE 1 6 2 0 FIDELITY BUILDING 



MARY E. DOWD; AGNES R. DOW); 

KATHARINE DOWD,and LORETTA DOWD, 

and the LAFAYETTE SQUARE PROTECTIVE 

ASSOCIATION, a corporation, 

PLAINTIFFS 

vs. 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT and HEKRY JOHNSON 

and ELI EN J. SHSCKSLLS, 

DEFENDANTS. 

• TO TEE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

The bill of complaint of Mary E. Dowd, Agnes R. Dowd,Kath

arine Dowd, and Loretta Dowd, and the Lafayette Square Protective 

Association, a corporation, complaining, shows unto your Honor: 

FIRST: 

That Mary E. Dowd, Agnes R. Dowd, Katharine Dowd, and Loretta 

Dowd, white persons, are the owners of and reside in the dwelling 

house known as No.1109 W.Franklin Street, Baltimore City, State of 

Maryland, and have executed a certain agreement hereinafter referred 

to in respect to said property; and the Lafayette Square Protective 

Association is a non-stock corporation, incorporated under the laws 

of the State of Maryland, and is composed solely of signers of a cer 

tain agreement in respect of property situate in the eleven hundred 

block West Franklin Street,and in the vicinity of Lafayette Square, 

Baltimore,Maryland, 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT NO.2 

0 F 

BALTIMORE CITY. 
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SECOND: 

That the plaintiffs, together with a large number of 

owners of the property in the eleven hundred block West Franklin 

Street, including a certain Richard IT. Shecke}.ls and Ellen J. 

Sheckells, owners of properties Nos. 1107 and 1129 West Frank

lin Street, executed an agreement whereby it provided that none 

of their properties should at any time be occupied or used by 

any negro or negroes, or person or persons, either In whole or in 

part of negro or African descent, except only that negroes or per

sons of African descent in whole or in part might be employed as 

servants by any of the owners or occupants of said property,and as 

• and while so employed might reside on the premises occupied by their 

respective employers. 

THIRD: 

That the said agreement provided that it should not be bind

ing or of any effect unless or until it shall have been executed 

in respect to properties (exclusive of property No.501 N.Carrollton 

Avenue,which binds on the north side of Franklin Street) fronting 

or otherwise binding on seventy-five percentum of the front feet on 

both sides of the following street, to wit, the Eleven hundred block 

West Franklin Street, and the plaintiffs aver that said agreement 

was executed in respect to properties (exclusive of property No.501 

N«Carrollton Avenue, which binds on the north side of Franklin Street) 

fronting or otherwise binding on more than seventy-five percentum of 

the front feet on both sides of the following street, to wit, the 

Eleven hundred block of West Franklin Street as described in said 

agreement, and which said agreement includes the premises known as 



No. 1107 Ŷ est Franklin Street, which was then owned by Richard 

N. Sheckells and Ellen J. Sheckells, and the said Ellen J. Sheck-

ells ( Richard H. Sheckells having, since the execution of said 

agreement departed this life) did demise and lease the premises 

No.1107 West Franklin Street unto a certain Helene B. Baker, 

reserving unto herself the annual rent of | 65.00 out of said 

property; and the said Helene 3, Baker- - - - - - &i& transfer 

the leasehold interest in said property unto Frederick I. Scott by 

deed dated the 25rd day of December 1925 , and recorded among 

the Land Records of Baltimore City in Liber S.C.L. No. 4508 

Folio 446; and the said agreement provided that no sale,lease, 

disposition or transfer of any of the properties in said agreement 

should be made to operate otherwise than sxibject to the restric

tion as to use and occupancy hereinbefore mentioned,and therefore is 

a covenant running with the land and is therefore binding upon the 

said defendants in this case, and the plaintiffs herewith file a 

certified copy of said agreement marked Plaintiffs Exhibit MAW and 

prayed to be taken as a part hereof. 

FOURTH; 

That the defendant Henry Johnson,colored person, in whole 

or in part, of African descent, has occupied, and continues to occu

py, together with his family, also colored persons in whole or in 

part, of African descent, the above mentioned premises No.1107 West 

Franklin Street as aforesaid, included in and subject to the aforesaid 

agreement, and the said Frederick I. Scott has rented said premises 

No. 1107 West Franklin Street to the said Henry Johnson to be moved 

into and occupied by him as tenant and not as servant,and the said 

Frederick I. Scott being the ov/ner of the leasehold interest in said 



property No. 1107 West Franklin Street, and the said Ellen J. 

Sheckells being the owner of the reversionary interest in said 

property Ho.1107 West Franklin Street, the plaintiffs allege 

that unless prevented by the interposition of this Honorable 

Court the colored defendant will continue the occupation and use 

of said property Ho.1107 West Franklin Street. 

FIFTH: 

That if the said property Ho. 1107 »̂est Franklin Street 

should be so occupied by negroes or persons of African descent 

it would cause irreparable loss and Injury to the plaintiffs which 

will not be susceptible of adequate compensation in the ordinary 

course of law, and will be irreparable unless said occupancy is 

prevented and concluded by injunction. 

SIXTH: 

That the defendants Frederick I. Scott and Ellen J. 

Sheckells have directly and knowingly violated the aforesaid agree

ment to the detriment of the plaintiffs, being also parties to the 

said agreement. 

TO THE END,THEREFORE: 

1st: That the said Henry Johnson and his family may, by injunc

tion, be restrained from using or occupying the premises Ho.1107 West 

Franklin Street. 

2nd: That the said Frederick I. Scott and •Ellen J. Sheckells, 

their heirs, personal representatives and assigns, servants, agents 

and employees may by injunction be restrained ^rom authorizing or 

permitting the said Henry Johnson, or any of his family, or any negro 

or negroes, or person or persons of African descent, contrary to the 



portions of the agreement hereinbefore set forth, to use or occupy 

the said premises Ho,1107 West Franklin Street. 

3rd; That a preliminary injunction may issue. 

4th: That your orators may have such other and further relief as 

their case may require. 

May it please your Honor to grant unto your orators the 

writ of subpoena directed to the said Frederick I.Scott, residing at 

No.558 77. Presstman Street? Henry Johnson residing at No.1107 West 

Franklin Street, and Ellen J. Sheckells residing at No.2213 N.Charles 

Street, in the City of Baltimore,State of Maryland, commanding them 

to be and appear in this court on some day certain to be named therein 

and to abide by and perform such decree as may be passed in the premises. 

And as in duty bound,etc., 

STATE OF MARYLAND: CITY OF BALTIMORE: SS:-

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ^ ^ day of January, 1926, before 

me,the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, in and for 

the City of Baltimore aforesaid,personally appeared Mary E. Dowd, one 

of the plaintiffs, and made oath in due form of lav; that the matters 

and facts set forth in the foregoing Bill of Complaint are correct 

and true to the best of her knowledge,information and belief. 

AS WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal. 

S 
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EQUITY SUBPOENA 

The State of Maryland 

SI* 
^^ff LXJSjsaxzA&tsCtoc^ 

•• .....^.....^rs .-£? 

WE COMMAND AND ENJOIN YOU, That all excuses set aside, you do within the time limited by 

law, beginning on the second Monday of .^^^~^xf^^~f:z^^C^J. , next, cause an 

appearance to be entered for you, and your Answefto be filed to the Complaint of 

'3^^^SHA^^^^^L 

against you exhibited in the CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 OF BALTIMORE CITY. 

HEREOF fail not, as you will answer the contrary at your peril: 

>^TER, Chief Judge of. the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 

-y . in the vear \S\9, 

77 
City, the f.S. day of.. 
Issued the zZJ— day of. 

7-
MEMORANDUM: 

Clark. 

You are required to file your Answer or other defence in the Clerk's Office, Room No. 235, in the Court 

House, Baltimore City, within fifteen days after the return day. (General Equity Rule 11.) 
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ORDER FOR INJUNCTION 

Filed 



MARY E.DOWDfAGNES R.DOWD;;KAIHARINB DOVffi, . 
and'" LOHETTE X):!S)',arid'"the 'MAYETW'SqUAE ' 
PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, a c o r p o r a t i o n 

Pla int i f f s . 

IN THE 

Circuit Court No. 2 
vs. OF 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT and HENRY JOHNSON and 

r 
BALTIMOEE CITY. 

I W ^ T e r m 192 (D ELLEN.. J„...,.SHECK3LLS ; 

Defendants. ^kf/i 
On the foregoing Bill and Petition it is this .7 day of J a n u a r y , 1926 

ordered that a Writ of Injunction be issued as prayed in said Bill, upon the filing of a bond by the Plaintiff in 

the penalty of. . . One. .ThOU9a .nd . . ( tX#O0Q . 0 .0) . . r . . - . .-...-.. .-. . .-. . r . .?..-?..-»..-...-. .v..T. .T . .T . Dollars, 

with security, to be approved by the Clerk of this Court. But liberty is hereby reserved to the Defendant 

to move for the rescinding of this order, and for a dissolution of the Injunction to be issued as aforesaid, at any 

time after filing answers to said Bill, on giving the Plaintiff five days' previous notice of such motion, and the 

Clerk is. hereby directed to annex a copy of this order to the Writ of Injunction. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, That the above is a true copy of the order directing injunction to issue, passed 

by the Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore City, in the said cause, and that the Plaintiff ' ' therein named has filed 

an approved bond as by the terms of said order required. 

In T e s t i m o n y W h e r e o f , I hereunto set my hand and 

affix the seal of the said Circuit Court Iso. 2 of 

Baltimore City, this 

day of in the year 

of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and 

Clerk. 





MARYLAND, Set. 

THE STATE OF MARYLAND 

4*3, l'3.-lu. 

llObeteas, 

GREETING 

ha v exhibited to us in our CIRCUIT COURT No. 2 OP BALTIMORE C I T ^ -^fd^tsjC/ / Bill of com

plaint | o r relief in Equity, and for AN INJUNCTION tores t ra in you the s a i ( l . . ^ ^ . T ~ ^ > ^ ^ ' 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ S ^ L ^ M....J^ 
" - • • * 

'i^^uto cuzd &dd*4t4* detjLucA' &&€4&i 

u, 
/ 

tfsJ& ^V... //*/ <S%t<+f~~~-

until the matter can be heard and determined in equity. 

^jNow, Therefore, these are to COMMAND and / t r ic t ly?to ENJod 

^scAi/U <MA% ^Lert-d *Z*^l 

ROHIBIT you^^Hie said 

\jyi^h *£^ (yu^H^_^ce^cA/ 

until the further order of our said Court in the premises. 

IMltnCSS the Honorable, JAMES P. GORTER, Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench of Balti

more City, the /.. day of.. 

ISSUED the 0.. day of^^$r~^^~™^i£ 192 ( 

Clerk. 
€l^y 
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MARYLAND, Set. 

THE STATE OF MARYLAND 

GREETING: 

until the matter can be heard and determined in equity. 

Jf Now, Tlmrefort, these are" to COSOIA^D ancL sti 

until the further order of our said Court in the premises 

TOlitnCSS the Honorable, JAMES P. GORT 

- <**, L £ a.y o, 
ISSUED the <2 day of. 

Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench of Balti-

.192 ^D 

.192 & 

Clerk. 

^ i JMMMl 



^n the Circuit Court 
fo.2 of Baltimore City 

MARY E.1 DOWD, et al, 

P l a i n t i f f s 

- v s - . 
^ *» / O 4 

) 

M U S G R A V E . B O W L I N G & H E S S E Y 

S U I T E 1 6 2 0 F I D E L I T Y B U I L D I N G 



E . DOWD; AGNES R.D0WD, : 

KATHARINE DOWD, and LORETTA DOWD, ^ IH THE 

•> 4-v,o T iWAVRTTE SQUARE PROTECTIVE and t h e LAFAXBliJS £>«^nui CIRCUIT COURT NO.2 

,\sL&cuiT a mTn;I. a fiorooration 
Plaintiffs 0 p 

M/jjfafifjTKEDBRlCK I . SCOTT and HENRY JOHJTSON \ - ' H ' * ^ * -*" BALTIMORE CITY. 

^ / / ^ £ < > a r i d ELLEN J. SirSGKEIJS,J^/3(^^Ja,^A^jP^i 

Defendants. 

TO THE HONORABLE, TEE JUDGE OP SAID COURT: 

The petition of Mary E. Dowd, Agnes R. Dowd, Katharine 

Dowd, and Loretta Dowd, and the Lafayette Square Protective Associa

tion, a corporation, respectfully represents unto your Honor: 

FIRST: That your petitioners filed in this cause on January 

7, 1926 a bill of complaint praying that a writ of injunction be is

sued restraining the defendant Henry Johnson from occupying the prop

erty No. 1107 West Franklin Street, and also praying that the de

fendants Frederick I. Scott and Ellen J. Sheckclls be restrained from 

authorizing or permitting said Henry Johnson from occupying the said 

premises Ho.1107 17. Franklin Street; that upon said bill of complaint 

the Honorable Robert F. Stanton passed an order that the writ of in

junction be issued as prayed in said bill upon the filing of a bond by 

the plaintiff in the penalty of One thousand dollars, and that on 

January 8,1926 a duly aporoved bond was filed with the clerk of this 

Honorable Cotirt, whereupon the injunction was issued as prayed. 

SECOND: That the defendants are still violating said injunc

tion and have not complied with the terms thereof, in that the said 

Henry Johnson is still•occupying the premises Ho.1107 Nest Franklin 

Street, and the defendants Frederick I. Scott and Ellen J. Sheckells are 



still permitting the said Henry Johnson to remain in said premi

ses contrary to the writ of injunction granted by this court. 

WHEREFORE your petitioners pray this Honorable Court 

to adjudge the defendants in contempt of court. 

AND as in duty bound,etc., 

STATE OF ; ARYLAND: CITY OF BALTIMORE:as:-

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this /Jt£ day of January, 1926 

before me,the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, 

in and for the City of Baltimore aforesaid, personally appeared Robert 

I.Reamy, President of the Lafayette Square Protective Association, a 

corporation, and made oath in due form of law that the matters and 

facts set forth in the foregoing petition are correct and true to the 

best of his knowledge,information and belief. 

AS WITNESS ray hand and Notarial Seal. ^ 

/ f~N o t a ry Pub II c V 

ORDERED, this / U day of Jart*ary,1926, by the Circuit 

Court No.2 of Baltimore City, frhst"k upon the foregoing petition and af

fidavit the defendants be adjudged in contempt of court,, unless' cause 

to the contrary be shown, on or before day of January, 1926, 

provided a copy of this petition and order be served upon the defendants 

on or before the </Z> -day of January,1926. 

f^^rh^t 
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RA1TIH03E CITY 

^ ^ # ^ 

MABY. S. DO'®, 3t al 

vs. 

FHSDEBICS I. SCOTT, 
at al, 

AHSYTCB 

kr. Clark:-

ilaasa fila. 

Solicitors for Hasoondant. 

ARMSTRONG, MACHEN & ALLEN 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW 

1 2 0 7 - 1 2 2 1 CALVERT BUILDING 



MARY E . DOYsfD, AGNES R. DO1®, 
KATHARINE DOWD and LORETTA DOWD, 
and t h e LAFAYETTE SQUARE PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION, a c o r p o r a t i o n , 

P l a i n t i f f s , 

v s . 

FREDERICK 
and ELLEN 

I. 
J. 

SCOTT and HENRY JOHNSON 
SHECKELLS, 
Defendants. 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 

OF 

BALTIMORE CITY 

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF THE CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 OF 
BALTIMORE CITY:-

The Answer of Ellen J. Sheckells, one of the defendants 

herein, to the Petition of Mary E. Dowd, Agnes R. Dowd, Katharine 

Dowd and Loretta Dowd, and the Lafayette Square Protective Asso

ciation, a body corporate, heretofore filed against her and 

others, answering the said Petition and also showing cause why the 

Order of this Honorable Court passed thereon adjudging this de

fendant in contempt of Court, should not be made absolute. 

This Respondent, answering, says:-

lst. She admits the allegations contained in the first 

paragraph of the said Petition. 

2nd. She admits that the said Henry Johnson is still 

occupying the premises known as No. 1107 West Franklin Street, but 

she denies that she ever authorized or is now authorizing, or 

that she ever permitted or is now permitting, the said Henry 

Johnson to occupy or use the said premises, but says that on the 

23rd day of December, 1925, she made a lease of the said premises 

for the term of ninety-nine years renewable forever, as it was 

then and there her lawful right so to do, and that since then and 

since the issuance of said injunction she has had a mere reversion-

- 1 -



ary interest in the said property, which she is advised 

is in substance a mere security or mortgagee's interest to secure 

the balance of the purchase price of said property, and that by 

said act of leasing parted with all possession, occupancy, and 

control of the said premises. By virtue of her sale of the said 

leasehold interest she has not since that date, nor since the 

date of the issuance of the injunction herein, had any power or 

legal right whatsoever to manage, control or interfere with the 

use and occupanoy of the said premises by any person or persons 

whatsoever, nor has she done so. And that she has at all times 

since the issuance of said writ of injunction been fully and 

completely obedient thereto, and that if the said writ of in

junction has been violated by anyone by reason of the occupancy 

of the said Henry Johnson of the said premises, or in any other 

way, it has been wholly without the aid or connivance of this 

respondent. 

AND HAVING- fully answered the said Petition and having 

fully showed cause unto this Honorable Court pursuant to the 

said Order passed thereon, this Respondent prays that the said 

Petition may be dismissed and the said Order of this Honorable 

Oourt thereon discharged. 

AND AS IN DUTY BOUND. 

Respondent. 



STATE OF MARYLAND, OITY OF BALTIMORE, to wit: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this Z>a "day of January, 

1926, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of 

Maryland, in and for Baltimore County, personally appeared 

Ellen J. Sheckells, one of the Defendants herein, and made oath 

in due form of law that the matters and facts set forth in the 

foregoing Answer are true. 

AS WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal. 

- 3 -



IU THE CIRCUIT COURT HO,2 

OF 

BALTIMORE CITY, 
(Y> 

MARY E. DO WD, et al 

VS. 

FREDERICK I.SCOTT,et a: 

RESPONDENT'S ANSWER 

Mr .Clerk:-
Pleas* f i l e . 

V/JTP/J 
ATTORNEYS 20R RESPONDENT. 

2 

J. STEWARD DAVIS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

215 SAINT PAUL PLACE 

BALTIMORE, M D , ^ ~ 1 _ _ . 

// A 
v' • = = = = = 

SAUMOARTEN t, CO., INC . 



MARY E. DOTCD, 
AGUES R.D0I7D, 
KATHERIHE DOTD, 
LORETTA DO*7D and 
TH3 LAFAYETTE 
SQUARE PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION, a 
corporation 

VS. 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT, 
HEHRY JOHNSON and 
ELLM J.SHEKELS 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT HO.2 

OF 

BALTIMORE CITY. 

TO THE HONORABLE ,THS JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

Your respondent.Frederick I.Scott in answer to the 

order of this Honorahle Court to show cause why he should not "be 

adjudged in contempt in not complying with the order of this 

Honorable Court of the $ day of JIIWVM^ tyim respectfully says: 

1. That he was under the erroneous impression that the 

fact that this case was heing oo ntested by one oi the other de

fendants relieved him of any responsibility. 

2. He has been advised by counsel that the information as 

to his responsibility is incorrect and has already notified 

Henry Johnson, the co-defendant and occupant of 1107 W.Franklin 

St., to vacate the premises immediately. 

(nfliuis) ^ch\nxAj^\ 
ATTOlNEYS FOR RESPONDENT, 



STATS OF MARYLAND .BALTIMORE CITY, to w i t : -

I HEREBY CERTIFY, t h a t on t h i s 22nd day of January , i n 

the year one thousand n ine hundred and twenty f i r e , hefore me, 

t h e s u b s c r i b e r , a n o t a r y P u h l i c of t he S t a t e of Maryland, i n 

and for t h e C i ty of Bal t imore a f o r e s a i d , p e r s o n a l l y appeared 

F r e d e r i c k I . S c o t t and made oath i n due form of law t h a t t h e 

m a t t e r s and f a c t s i n t h e foregoing answer a re t r u e as t h e r e i n 

s t a t e d , 

AS WITNESS my hand and N o t a r i a l S e a l , 

»«^ss 



Oltr. <&t N o . , 2 
U 

192 (p Docket No. . .AfT^, . . . . 

^ ^ X & t T > - ^ 
. . . ^ ^ 

vs. 

^4M^±$)JLe^. _ 

MOTION FOR HEARING 

l^mA No. 

Filed. ̂ b\\iMAMJAAA 192 L 



IN THE 

J^^£_ 

vs. 
Circuit Court No* 2 

z**r£^. 
OF 

BALTIMORE CITY 

The. 6 i^vJ^^p 

Solicitor, applies to have the above entitled cause placed in the 

Trial Calendar 

&***.& 

for hearing on. . ^ ^ - - - t ^ * ^ ^ 

~> 

In conformity with the First Equity Rule. 

x 





IN THE 

^ ^ ^ ^u*~ CIRCUIT COURT, No. 2 
BALTIMORE CITY. 

Upon application made by the Solicitor for the„.Z 

the above entitled cause has been placed upon the r£nal Calendar in accordance with the provisions 

of th^ First Equity Rule, and the same will stand for hearing on 

Y~ 

when reached in due course on the said calendar. 

JOHN PLEASANTS, 

Clerk Circuit Court No. 2. 

% 



^} K.' /i ~, (/*} 

IN THE 
CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 

OF 
BALTIMORE CITY 

MARY E. DOWD; AGNES R. 
DOW); KATHARINA DOWD; and 
LORETTA DOWD; and the 
LAFAYETTE SQUARE PROTECT
IVE ASSOCIATION, a corp
oration, Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT and 
HENRY JOHNSON and ELLEN 
J. SHECKELLS, Defendants. 

ANSWER OF 

lu&EN J. SHECKELLS. 

Mr. Clerk:- ( 

Please file. 

.citorjg'for respondent 
Ellen J. Sheckells. 

ARMSTRONG, MACHEN & ALLEN 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW 

1207-1221 CALVERT BUILDING 

- - & - BALTIMORE, MD. 
: -. . i • '9*G 



MARY B. DOWD; AGUES R. DOW); : 
KATHARINE DOWD; and LORETTA DOWD; 
and the LAFAYETTE SQUARE PROTECTIVE : IN THE 
ASSOCIATION, a corporation, 

Plaintiffs, : CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 
vs. : OF 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT and HENRY JOHNSON : BALTIMORE CITY, 
and ELLEN J. SHECKELLS, 

Defendants. : 

• H • * — • * * 

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

The Answer of Ellen J. Sheckells, one of the defendants 

in the above entitled cause, to the Bill of Complaint, hereto

fore exhibited against her and others, respectfully shows: 

1. Your respondent, Ellen J. Sheckells, admits the alle

gations of the first paragraph of the Bill of Complaint. 

2. Your respondent admits the allegations of the second 

paragraph of the Bill of Complaint. 

5. Your respondent, in answering the third paragraph of 

the bill of complaint, admits the execution of the lease and the 

assignment therein referred to, and further admits that the said 

agreement therein referred to as Plaintiffs' Exhibit A wa s 

signed by this respondent, but your respondent seriously doubts 

the constitutionality of said agreement. That the said Frederick 

I. Scott in purchasing said property was fully aware of the con

tents of said agreement, which had been duly recorded among the 

Land Records of Baltimore City. That said agreement did not 

prohibit any of the signatory parties from selling their proper

ties to a negro, nor did said agreement prohibit a negro from 

owning property in said block. Said agreement simply prohibited 

occupation or use by a negro. 

4. Answering the fourth paragraph, your respondent 



neither admits nor denies the allegations thereof, and says that 

she is not interested in, and can not he held responsible for, 

the use to which Frederick I. Scott has put or may put said pre

mises. That in selling said property your respondent has no 

further control over the use and occupation of said premises. 

That since the date of said sale your respondent has had no power 

or legal right whatever to manage, control or interfere with the 

use and occupancy of said premises by any person or persons what

soever, nor has she done so. That your respondent has no power 
with 

or right to interfereAor to control Frederick I. Scott in his 

choice of either a colored tenant or a white tenant as the occu

pant of said building. 

5. Your respondent neither admits nor denies the allega

tions in the fifth paragraph, but demands strict proof thereof. 

6. Your respondent denies that she has violated said 

agreement to the detriment of the plaintiffs, and says that 

nothing in said agreement prohibited your respondent from selling 

said property to a negro. 

AND HAVING JiTJLLY ANSWERED the Bill of Complaint your 

respondent prays to be hence dismissed with her proper costs. 

AND AS IN DUTY BOUND. 



STATE OF MARYLAND, BALTIMORE CITY, t o wi t : 

I HEREBY CERTIFY t h a t on t h i s J&fc day of January , 1926, 

before me, the s u b s c r i b e r , a Notary Publ ic of the S t a t e of 

Maryland, i n and for Bal t imore County, p e r s o n a l l y appeared 

E l l e n J . S h e c k e l l s , the respondent i n the aforegoing Answer, and 

she made oath i n due form of law t h a t t h e m a t t e r s and f a o t s 

t h e r e i n s e t f o r th a re t r u e a s t h e r e i n s t a t e d to the bes t of her 

knowledge, i n fo rma t ion and b e l i e f . 

WITNESS my hand and N o t a r i a l S e a l . 



Ir" In the 
Circuit Court No. 2 

of 
Baltimore City. 

Mary E. Dowd; Agnes R. Dowd; 
Katherine Dowd;and Loretta 
Dowd, and the Lafayette Square 
Protective Association, a 
corporation, 

Plaintiffs. 

vs. 

Frederick I. Scott and Henry 
Johnson and Ellen J. Sheckells 

Defendants. 

Separate Answer. 

Mr. Clerk; 
Please f i l e . 

}0 /4fa/ 6L 

H A W K I N S Be M c M E C H E N 
A T T O R N E Y S AT LAW 

B A N N E K E R B U I L D I N G 

14 E. P L E A S A N T S T R E E T 

B A L T I M O R E , MO. 



Mary E. Dowd; Agnes R. Dowd; 

Katherine Dowd, and Loretta Dowd, 

and the Lafayette Square Protective 

. Association, a corporation, 
Plaintiffs 

vs. 

Frederick I. Scott and Henry Johnson 

and Ellen J. Sheekella, 
Defendants. 

To the Honorable, the Judge of said Court: 

The separate Answer of Henry Johnson to the Bill of Complaint 

against him and others in this Honorable Court exhibited, and answer

ing the Petition requiring him to show cause why the Order of this 

Honorable Court passed therein adjudging him in contempt of Court should 

not be made absolute. 

First: 
That he has no knowledge of the facts and circumstances alleged 

in the first, second and third paragraphs of said Bill of Complaint, 

and can, therefore, neither deny of affirm them, but puts the plain

tiffs to the strict proof thereof. 

Second: 

That he admits the facts and circumstances alleged in para

graph No. 4 of said Bill of Complaint as far as they may refer to your 

respondents occupancy of the premises described therein, and as to 

his racial connections, but as to whatever restrictions there may be 

on 3aid property he is not advised, and in his ignorance of any such 

restrictions or encumbrances as they may affect his occupancy as afore

said, he did no more nor less in securing said premises for a home 

for himself and family than he has heretofore done in renting or 

leasing property for such a purpose. 
Third: 

That your respondent having no knowledge whatever of any loss 

or damage to which said property is to be subjected by the occupancy 

of himself, his family or other persons of African descent,as alleged 

— jMi 1 . . 

In the 

Circuit Court No. 2 

of 

Baltimore City. 



m paragraph No. 4 of said Bill of Complaint,but he avers and alleges 

that he and his family are decent, self respecting people, and they 

have conducted themselves with decency and propriety wherever they 

have lived, and this will be their deportment if they are allowed to 

remain here where they have paid their rent, and expect,if permitted, 

to continue to do. 

Fourth: 
Your respondent having no knowledge whatever of the allegations 

in the sixth paragraph of said Bill of Complaint neither affirms nor 

denies them, but puts plaintiffs' to the strict proof thereof. 

Fifth: 
Further answering said Bill of Complaint and the Petition for 

contempt in disobeying the Order of this Honorable Court your respon

dent avers that nothing could have been further from his mind than 

violating the injunction aforesaid, believing as he did that whatever 

rights or obligations he had in the matter would be cared for by his 

superiors in the title to the property mentioned in these proceedings, 

and for this reason he asks the indulgence of this Honorable Court. 

Having fully answered said Bill of Complaint and the Petition 

as aforesaid, your respondent prays to be hence dismissed with his 

costs. 

And as in duty bound, etc. 

i^&yz^x 
So l i c v I to i r _ f6 r Respondent. 

Respondent-. * 



IH THE CIRCUIT COURT HO.2 

OF U ^ 

BALTIMORE HXTl*/Qjl\ 

MARY S.JD017D, e t a l 

vs. 

FREDERICK I.SCOTT, 
e t a l 

\^UXAAAA/ry^/ 

Mr.C le rk : -

P l e a s e f i l e . 

"AlfORMs FOR FRSDEiiiClT 
I.SCOTT, 

J. STEWARD DAVIS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

215 SAINT PAUL PLACE 

M JUUULL&A*' 

8AUMGARTEN *. CO., (NC. 



MARY E.D0T7D, 
AGUES a.BOWD, 
KATHARINE DOWD, 
LORETTA DOWD and 
THE LAFAYETTE 
SQUARE PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION, a 
Corporation 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT HO.2 

OF 

VS. 

FREDERICK I.SCOTT, 
HENRY JOHNSON and 
ELLEN SHEKELS B ALT MORE CITY. 

The defendant.Frederick I.Scott by his attorneys, Davis 

and Evans demurs to the plaintiffs1 bill and for cause of de

murrer shows'-

1. That the plaintiffs have not stated in their bill such 

a case as entitles them to any relief in equity against the de

fendant. 

2. That the plaintiffs' bill is bad in substance and in 

law. 

SOLICITORS FOR DEFENDANT. 

STATE OF MARYLAND,BALTIMORE CITY, to wit:-

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 25th day of January, in 

the year one thousand nine hunfired and twenty six, "before me, 

the subscriber, a Not&ry Public of the State of Maryland, in and 

for the City of Baltimore aforesaid, personally appeared Fred

erick I.Scott, defendant in the above case and made oath in 

due form of law that the demurrer filed by him therein is not 

entitled for delay. 

AS WITNESS m^ hand and Notarial Seal. 

(2. 
TARY PUBLIC. 



Cir. Ct. No. 2. 

D.No. %£?< 

^C^JfZi/ 

Attachment in Equity. 

Filed e) ̂ r ^ lav o (^C. 
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(ATTACHMENT IN EQUITY.) 

M A R Y L A N D , S o . 

Zbe State of flDar̂ lanb. 

KJO the Sheriff of Baltimore City, Sreeting: 

You ARE HEREBY COMMANDED, that you attach the bod i y of ff^cS^/l-T^^A^L^x^ 

//of I/?-

if he shall be found in your bailiwick, and h n~f safe keep, so that you have li**^ before the 

Judge of the Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore City, at the Court House in the same city, on the 

day in y -^li/v^&^y 19 Z If , to answer as well touching a certain contempt by 

h ~ committed in not ^Cy^yTCf ^f~~ic'£*~l f ^ * * &+<*-*-/ 

? v J > < A <̂=>̂  / /fW? A^' 

a,s well as to such other matters and things as shall be then and there alleged against li <-<~ty 

Hereof fail not, as vou will answer the contrary at yoi?r peril. 

<J:' 
WITNESS, The Honorable 

more City, the / / 

Issued the 

EBt-Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench of Balti-

dav of 

r 
JA 

OUA^L OA^ 19 £ (j , 

Clerk. 

72, ^ T Z ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ r ^ ^ ^ j ^ ̂ J 6*^ 



_._. . .«>__ .. , • U2 -•^T^w?®* ] 
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Circuit Court No. 2, 
19&C Docket No. 

COMMITMENT. 

' ^ 
/ 

• / 



IN THE 

©trout diwrt Nn. 2 

BALTIMORE CITY. 

The Defendant, ^*V, having been brought before the C ourt 

under the writ of attachment lieretofore issued against him, as for a contempt, for his non-com-*/ 

pliance with the^rde* of thisOourt ptwmed Conditiunulb uii Lluy-- , : .day uf v-'"" , y 

•>*&£ in contempt for his non-compliance therewith, the Court being satisfied from the proof in the 

^r *a 

' ORDERED, b y i h e authority of the Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore City, that the 

cause that he is able to comply with the said order; it is this rr?... day of.. 

is* 

pay the Costs of the attachment and stand committed 

to the custody of the Warden of the Jail of Baltimore City until he shall have purged the contempt 

by his compliance >i*ith the said„<trdin; and that the Sheriff of Baltimore City deliver the body of 

the said &fc\_ 

copy of this order to be furnished by the Clerk of this Court. 

.to the said Warden, together with a 



u 
&G 

Cir. Ct. No. 2. 

D. No.PAjd 

Attachment in Equity. 

Jl/oJ d 

Filed 7****"yday of 



(ATTACHMENT IN EQUITY.) 

M A R Y L A N D , S c . 

Zbe State of flDar^lanb. 

KJO the Sheriff of Baltimore City, greeting: 

You ARE HEREBY COMMANDED, that you attach the bod of Zt^t^e-. Jf<^{ C^Kj^f^^ 

/ 

if he shall be found in your bailiwick, and liu-v,^ safe keep, so that you have h J ^ before the 

Judge of the Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore City, at the Court House in the same city, on the 

<£ H dayin ^-cfa**PJ 

h M^i committed in not <^J-^-~p£-~f^i^t**A£* "C ^ 

day in "/ -Of^*-*-^-^ 19 <f fy f to answer as well touching a certain contempt by 

\ 
as well as to such other matters and things as shall be then and there alleged against It i/Wy 

Hereof fail not, as you wrill answer the contrary at your peril. 

JJJDESK GOETER 
WITNESS, The Honorable MORRIS A. -&OBEB, Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench of Balti

more City, the 

Issued the 

/ / " * day of ^^ZX^u^^^^c^ fo 

flay of -y2A/lUCc+-< ™%-/£) 

a^ Clerk. 

au/,/f*<£. 



\ 
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• * — " w ^ g j M I W M II | ' - -iy * ; 

In the 

Vs. J Circuit Court No.2 

? ^AM^I^C^^ */<2>^f ̂  I of B a l t i m o r e City 

Ordered by the Circuit Court No.2 of Baltimore this --K-/2L. day of 

-^-irfri^^3£^?. 192 C 
T 

That the Warden of the Baltimore City Ja i l ,de l iver to the Sheriff of 

Baltimore City,the body of - ^ ^ ^ - - / i ^ v ^ i ^ ^ ! ^ 

and the said Sheriff produce the said 

th i s Court on the - ^ i £ j ~ day of - - ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ -in 

>l92t at JJ-tg&tg&.-rt M. ^^ <€V 

%^J^Z^ a^ it-i^^(yQe^ij^ 

Judge. 

J 



^^uu^tS^/U/^ ^^ 



'Ot 
^J^UJ( 

<?>- Vs. 

In the 

Circuit Court No. 2 

of Baltimore City. 

Ordered by the Circuit Court No.2 of Baltimore City th i s -^ -^ -day of 

\^A^i 

That 

be and he is hereby ordered released from the custody of the Warden of 

the Baltimore City Jail, he having purged himself of the contempt against 

him charged. 

Judge 



1$Fifth 
IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 
OP 

BALTIMORE CITY 

MARY E. DOWD, et al 
Plaintiff 

vs. 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT, et al 
Defendant 

PETITION. 

Mr. Clerk: 

Please file. 

o 1 i ci'to^lio^-p^tiTi^er. 

X" 

<00> 
M U S G R A V - . BOWLING & HESSEY 

SUIT* - "\ELITY BUILDING 

—* /RE 

file:///ELITY


* 

MARv E. DOWD, et al, 

Plaintiff 

vs. 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT, et al 

Defendant 

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

The petition of MARY E. DOWD, respectfully represents: 

That she was one of the complainants in the bill filed 

in the above cause and upon which an injunction was issued and which 

has never been dissolved and that she is now about to file another 

bill of complaint against a certain John Mackey and Alice Mackey, his 

wife and Joseph Gerlach in this Court, asking for the same relief as 

was prayed for in the bill filed in this cause and that it is necessary 
with 

to file/the said bill of complaint, certified copy of an agreement 

entered into between the said Mary E. Dowd and others, which certified 

copy was filed in this cause. And as she is about to file another 

bill in the said Court she respectfully asks that she be permitted to 

withdraw the certified copy of said agreement and file same in the 

suit now about to be instituted. 

WHEREFORE, your Petitioner pra.ya your Honor to pass an 

order permitting her to withdraw said agreement and file same. 

AND, as in duty bound, 

IN THE 

CIRCUIT COURT NO. 2 

OF 

BALTIMORE CITY 



OR 

/U 
ORDERED, by the Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore City, 

this / fa/bi- day of February, 1927, the aforegoing petition 

that the Petitioner be permitted to withdraw certified copy of agree

ment between Mary E. Dowd and others, which agreement was filed in 

this cause and she is hereby authorized and directed to file the 

same as an exhibit in the case of Mary E. Dowd, et al, vs, John 

Mackey, et al, about to be filed in this Court. 



In t h e 
C i r c u i t Cour t !To. 2 of B a l t i m o r e 

C i t y . 

Ho . .35 A. f o l i o 4 

V6/ 
MARY E . DOWD, 

ET AL. 

V S . 

BEtEBERICK I . SCOTT, * 

ET AL. 

PETITION OE FREDERICK I . SCOTT 

MR, CLER'::-

P l e a s e f i l e , . 

S o l i c i t o r f o r P e t i t i o n e 

• 

/$/o r SI 

CHARLES B. BOSLEY 
attorney at Law 

16 E. Lexington St., 
B a l t i m o r e , Md« 

/#3d 



o 
In the 

Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore 

City. 

Ho, 35 A, folio 4 

MARY E. DOWD, 

ET AL. 

VS. 

FREDERICK I. SCOTT, 

ET AL. 

TO THE HONORABLE, TEE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

THE PETITION of Frederick I. Scott, one of the defendants 

in the above entitled cause, respectfully shows: 

1st. That the Bill of Complaint filed in this cause recites 

that the plaintiffs, together with a large number of owners of 

property in the 1100 block '"est Franklin Street, executed a cer

tain agreement dated February 3fth, 1925, providing that none of 

their properties "should at any time be occupied or used by any 

negro or negroes" x x x "except negroes might be employed as 

servants;" the Bill of Complaint further recited that the defendant), 

Frederick I. Scott, had rented premises No. 1107 T.7est Franklin 

Street, to one Henry Johnson, a colored person, .and prayed that a 

preliminary injunction may issue. 

2nd. That on January 6th, 1926, his Eonor Judge Duke Bond, sign

ed an order enjoining your Petitioner from occupying, or permitting 

any person of negro descent, to occupy ---said premises, which 

said order is still in effect. 

3rd. That the Bill of Complaint filed in the case All Saints 

Evangelical Lutheran Church of Baltimore City, et al. vs. George 
filed in this Court, Docket 38 A, folio 51, 
D. Ahrling, et aLj/recited said agreement, which was filed as an 

exhibit,.and prayed that the same be annulled and set aside; that 

on January 3rd, 1930, his Eonor, Judge Frank, signed a decree in 

said last mentioned cause by which said agreement was declared 

null, void, and of no binding legal force, or effect; that said 

decree ftirther provided that neither of the properties therein men

tioned, nor any present or future owners thereof are in any manner 

bound by the restrictions therein sought to be imposed, upon the 

properties therein mentioned; that your Petitioner is advised that 

he would be in contempt of Court, if he occupied, or permitted any 

-1-



n 
person of negro descent to occupy said premises until said in

junction is dissolved, even though the aforementioned agreement 

has been declared of no force and effect by this Honorable Court. 

'THEREFORE your Petitioner prays that the said injunction 

be dissolved. 

AND AS IN DUTY BOUND, ETC., 

Solicitor. I Petitioner. 

The papers in this case, and the case therein referred to, 

having been read and considered, it is thereupon this /^> / 

day of September, 1930, by the Circuit Court No. 2 of Baltimore 

City, ADJUDGED AND ORDERED that the injunction heretofore issued 

in this case be, and the same is Jiereby, disso 

-2-


