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Florence Boston In The Circuit Court

vs. of

Arthur Boston Baltimore City.

To The Honorable, The Judge of Said Court:

Your Oratrix, complaining, respectfully says:

FIRST, That the parties hereto were married in Baltimore,

state of Maryland, June Ilth. "by Rev. Sides, a methodist minister,

in the year of 19II. and lived together as man and wife until on or

about May 23rd. 1913. .

SECOND, That Your Oratrix is a resident ox the city of

Baltimore, state of Maryland, and has "been for more than two years

prior to the filing of this bill of Complaint. That the defendant

is a non-resident of the city and state and when last heard of was

in Philadelphia, Pa.

THIRD, That though the conduct of your Oratrix towards

her husband has always been kind, affectionate, and above reproach,

he, without any just cause or reason abandoned and deserted her,

and has declared his intentions, to live with her no longer; that

such abandonment has continued uninterruptedyfor more than three

years prior to the filing of this bill of complaint; and was deli-

berate and final, and beyond any reasonable feope or expectation of

reconciliation.

FOURTH, That Your Oratrix has never condoned nor forgiv-

en the said desertion, that she has never co-habited with the said

respondent since the desertion.

FIFTH, That there are no children as result of said mar-

riage.
WHEREFORE YOUR ORATRIX PRAYS:
a-a: A divorce a vinculo matrimonnii from the defendant.

b-b Such other and further releif as the case may require

May it please Your Honor, to grant unto Your Oratrix, an or-

der of publication, setting forth the nature and substance of this

Bill and warning the said defendant to be in this court in person

or appear by solicitor on or before a certain day to be therein nam

ed and show cause, if any he may have why a decree should not be

passed as prayed.
AeL in duty bound etc.
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Complainant.".^* Solicitors for Complainant

State of Maryland
To Wit:

Baltimore City

I h e r e b y c e r t i f y t h a t ® n t h i i = w f li d a y o f ( J l

19 20, "before me the subscriber, a notary public in and for

Baltimore City, State of Maryland, personally appeared Flore-

nce Boston, the complainant in the foregoing Bill and made

in due form of law that the matter contained in the same was

true to the best of her knowledge and beleif.

Notary Public.



Davis & Bishop, S o l i c i t o r s ,

118 E.Lexington St .

In The Circui t Court of Baltimore Ci ty .

^Florence Boston vs . Arthur Boston,

ORDER OF PUBLICATION.

The object of t h i s su i t i s to procure a decree for a d i -

vorce A VINCULO MATRIMONKII, by the p l a i n t i f f from the defendant.

The Bi l l s t a t e s that the p a r t i e s thereto were married in

Baltimore, by a methodist min i s te r , June I I t h . I 9 I I and l ived to

gether as man and wife u n t i l May 23rd. 1913. That the p la in -

t i f f i s a res ident of the c i t y of Baltimore, s t a t e of Maryland

and has been for more than two years p r io r to the f i l i n g of

t h i s b i l l of complaint. That the defendant i s a non-resident

t h i s c i t y and s t a t e , and -v&en l a s t heard of was in Philadelphia

Pa. That though the conduct of the p l a i n t i f f towards her hus-

band was always kind and af fec t ionate and above reproach, he ,

without ju s t cause or reason, abandoned her and has declared

h i s in tent ions not to l i v e with her any longer; and that the a-

bandonment has continued uninterrupted for more than three yearS

pr io r to the f i l i n g of t h i s b i l l of complaint; and tha t the se-

parat ion of the p a r t i e s are beyond any reasonable hope or ex-

pecta t ion of r econc i l i a t i on . That there are no chi ldren as a-*

r e s u l t of said marriage*

I t i s thereupon by ghe Circui t Court of B a l t i -

more City, ordered this^day ofpuuiI$2Q. That the p l a i n t i f f by

causing a copy of th i s order to be inser ted in some da i ly news-

paper, published in the c i t y x*f Bal££more,/once a week for four

successive weeks, before the^day of 19^0, and give not ice to

the said defendant, Arthur Boston(now absent) of the object and

substance of t h i s b i l l and warning him to be and

court in pereen or by s o l i c i t o r , on or before the.day 1930. to

show cause if any he may have, Trahy a decree should not be pass-

ed as prayed.
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Fourth Insertion.

Davis & Bishop, Solicitors, '
.118 E. Lexington St.*. •

IN THE CIRCUIT COUKT OF;« BALTI-
MORE CITY—(386—1920)—Florence Bos-

ton vs. Arthur Boston. ' . ',
ORDER OF PUBLICATION.'

The object of this suit is .to .procure a
decree for a divorce a vinculo matrimonii
by the plaintiff from the defendant'.

The bill' states that the parties thereto
were married In Baltimore by a Methodist-
minister, June 11th, 1911, and lived to-
gether as man and' wife until May 23rd,
1913. That the plaintiff is a resident of
the City of Baltimore, State of Maryland,
and has been for mere than two years
prior to the filing of this bill of complaint
That the defendant is a non-resident of
this city and State, and when last heard
of was in Philadelphia, Pa. That, though
the conduct of the plaintiff towards her
husband was always kind and affectionate
and above reproach, he, without Just cause
or reason, abandoned her and has declared
his intentions not to live with her any
longer; and that the abandonment has
continued uninterruptedly for more than
three years prior to the filing of this bill
of complaint; and that the separation of
the parties is beyond any reasonable hope
or expectation of reconciliation. That
there are no children as a result of said
marriage.

It is thereupon, by the Circuit Court of
Baltimore City, ordered, this 8th day of
July, 1920, that the plaintiff, by causing
a copy of this order to be inserted in
some daily newspaper, published in • the
City of Baltimore, once a week for four
successive weeks, before the 9th day of
August, 1920, and give notice to the said
defendant, Arthur Boston (now absent) of
the object and substance of this bill, and
warning him to bo and appear in this
Court, in person or by solicitor, on or be-
fore the 25th day of August, 1920, to show
cause, if any he may have, why a decree
should not be passed as prayed.

MORRIS A. SOPER.
True copy—Test:

CHAS. R. WHITEFORD,
jy9,16,23,30 Clerk.

ment of Order

Baltimore, JUL 3 0 1920' , 192

We hereby certify that the annexed advertise-

Circuit Court

Baltimore Cit^Case o

vs.

was published in THE DAILY RECORD, a daily

newspaper published in the City of Baltimore, once in

each of & &COtS ..successive weeks before the

day of

First insertion ...___.___..JUJU£Z6... CS^tA/, , 1920...
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[Decree Pro Confesso.]

vs.

IN THE

Circuit Court
OF '

BALTIMORE CITY.

Term, 19£&

The Defendant having been duly nnmmoncd (notified by Order of Publication) to appear to

the Bill of Complaint, and having failed to appear thereto, according to the exigency of the writ,

(said Order).

It is thereupon this day of ' i ^ ^-<~i^-^<_^ in the year nineteen

hundred and ^ ^ t ^ < ^ W by the Circuit Court of Baltimore City, ADJUDGED, ORDERED and

DECREED, that the comphfmant is entitled to relief in the premises, and that the bill of Complaint be and

is hereby taken pro confesso against said defendant. But because it doth not certainly appear to what

relief the Plaintiff is entitled, it is further Adjudged, and Ordered, that one of the Examiners of this

Court, take testimony to support the allegations of the bill.

STATE OF MARYLAND,

BALTIMORE CITY, SCT :

I hereby certify that on this © '(At- day of /t<rZJ~t</yfr*><JV 19

before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public, of the State of Maryland* in and for the City aforesaid,

personally appeared "+^>wg<_ -_ e je, (k3-^r> **-»w and made oath

in due form of law thaf her (£») husband (wife) the defendant in the ~ab"6ve~entitleS case isfnot in the

Military or Naval service of the United States Government, to the best of her (hi&) knowledge, informa-

tion and belief.

As Witness my hand and Notarial Seal.

Not



lo the Circuit Court,
OF BALTIMORE CITY

DEPOSITIONS

PLAINTIFJTWSTS.,

DEFENDANT'S COSTS



vs.
3n t (tmtrt.

OF BALTIMORE CITY.

u
and notice having been given me by the Solicitor for the *

of a desire to take testimony in the same, I, A. de RUSSY SAPPINGTON, one

of the Standing Examiners of the Circuit Courts of Baltimore City, under and by

virtue of an order cA the above named Circuit Court, passed in said cause on the

day of--.^..y..fcfe^^AAds%&1*r;. Y^.*2^Cl) met on

the ^ C ^ ^ & ^ ^ ^ L day oi-.J-l^Tyr^^Ldr^r^i—in the year nineteen

hundred and^^k^^kC^V. at my/office, in the City of Baltimore, in the

of Maryland, and assigned.the.
in the same year at—^L4!AA.JfJl. ..p'clock in the—££#J£A<i.r. noon and the

office o f - / ^ 3 2 ^ - i i ^ ^ - . t f - in the City and State

aforesaid, as the time and place for such examination of witnesses in said cause;

at which last mentioned time and place I attended, due notice of such meeting

having been given, and proceeded in the presence of the Solicitor of the

^u&Lti^iA^Jki&z... to take the following depositions, that

is to say:—



if

Boston,

v.

Boston.

Testimony taken st the office of Messrs Davis

and Bishop, Lexington Street, Baltimore, Maryland,

Ncveribtr 12th., 1920, fet 4 O'clock P. M.

FLORENCE I. BOSTON, the Plaintiff in this case,

produced rn her rwn "behalf, having "been first duly

sworn, deposeth and eeith as follows, that is to say:

BY THE 1'IXAKINJtfi:

1 Q,. State yrur name residence and occupation*''

A. Florence I. Breton, 520 Forth Eden Street; general

hous-jevrc rk.

2 Q. Dfe yr-u knrw the parties to this suit?

A. I an the Plaintiff and my hushand is the Defendant.

BY Mil. B/YIS:

1 Q. When were you merried?

A, June 1911.

2 Q,. What year?

A. 1911.

3 Q. By the Reverend ir. Sides^

A. Yes.

4 Q. Methi-diet Minister.

A. Yes.

5 Q. You and yrur husband lived together until May

23rd., 1913?



Florence I. Boston.

A. Yes.

6. Q. Did he leave you or did you leave him.

A. He put me out. .

7 Q. Why did he put you out?

A. Because I was going on working, and when I

came home there . was a woman in the house, and I did not

like it, and I spoke tr him about it, and he said that

if I did not like it that I could get /£ut.

& Q. When yru lived with'him did you work?

A. No sir; he did not work; that' is, he worked

but he only.made two cr three days a week.

9Q. Did he support ycu. . :

A. No sir; I had tc work all the time and.worked

and suppoted myself the whole time the best I could.

10 Q. And he put ycu out, and after putting you

out he went there.

A. Yes; to Philadelphia.

11 Q. With some one?

A. Yes; with another woman so I heard.

12 Q. With another woman so you heard? . . . •

A. Yes. :

13 Q. You have been a resident of Baltimore City,

State of Maryland, for at least two years prior to

the filing of this suit?

A. Yes; all my days.



Florence I. Boston

14 Q. He is a non-resident?

A. Yes.

15 Q. And the last you heard of him he'was in Phil-

adelphia?

A. Yes.

16 Q. Has your conduct towards ycur husband "been that

of a kind and affectionate wife, and has your conduct

always "been above reprcach?

A. Yes.

17 Q. Did you give him any cause to put you out?'

A. No sir.

18 Q,. You even supported him.

Av Yes.

18 Q,. And he has declared his intention of living

with you no longer?

A. Yes.

19 Q,. He has?

A. Yes; he said that he did not want me.

20 Q,, Has the abandonment of you by your husband con-

tinued uninterruptedly for more than three years prior to

the filing rf this suit?

A. Yes; v?e have "been separated seven years.

21 Q. Was his abandonment deliberate and final and

his own final act; he deliberately left you, did he

not? - '

A. Yes.
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Florence I. Boston.

22 Q. Is there any hope of a reconciliation?

A. No sir.

23 Q,. There is no chance of you making up.

A. No sir; not with me.

24 Q. Have you ftrrgiven or condoned his offense?

A. No sir.

25 q. Has -- Have ycu ever lived withhim since

he left you?

A. No sir.

26 Q. There are nocchildren cf this marriage?

A. No sir.

27 Q. You want to resume the use rf your maiden name?

A. Yes.

28 Q. What is your maiden name.

A. Fris"by.



QWIXRXL Q,U£!'ll0*

r>o you know or o&n you state xny nther natter

or thing that a_ toe to the "benefit orachrntage of the

parties to this ouit, or either of th«iiu, or that may be

natetlftl to the subject of thin, your examination, or the

asattera in qu*"aion D"Stwefsn th«s partieu? If so, state

the same fully Â jid i t large in your



ELIZABETH SOMER VTILE, a witness cf lawful age, prcduc

ed on "behalf of the Plaintiff, having "been first duly sworn

deposeth and saith as follows, that is to say:

BYTTHBi EXAMINE:

1 Q. State your name residence and occupation?

A. Ekizabeth Somerville, 520 North Eden Street;

cook.

2 Q. Do you know the parties to this suit?

A. Yes.

BY ME. DAVIS:

1 Q. The Plaintiff is yrur sister?

A. Yes.

2 Q. They were married June 11th., 1911.

A. Yes. .

3 Q* You were not present at the marriage?

A. Ho.- . • •

4 Q. But yru visited them often.

A. Yes.

5 Q.. And they lived together as husband and wife?

A. Yes.

6 Q. In fact they lived with you for a while.

A. Yes.

7 Q. And was their reputation in the community

that of husband and wife?

A Yes.



Elizabeth Somerville.

8 Q,. There was a separation;' did she leave him or he

leave her, or did he make her leave*

A. She came home and he said that if she did not

like the way that he was doing that she should leave,

and r>he had to leave; he put her out.

9 q. Did he work? ; .

A. No sir; she did all of it.

10 Q,. She suppoted he and she?

A. Yes.

11 Q. Worked every day?

A. Yes.

12 Q. Did he ever give her anything.

A. Yes; "but whenever he gave her anything it was

25 cents to last all day.

13 Q. She says that he had women coming to the house

where they lived together.

A . Y e s . • • ; . . .

14 0,, Did . the women come to your house after hi m

while she lived-with yru?

A. Yes.

15 Q. And she put up a protest against this and he

put her out. • •

A. Yes;- that was while they were living "by

themselves and she came to live with us, and my mother

said that women should not come there, and he moved

his wife away, and that is when he put her out.
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Elizabeth Somerville

16 Q,. When he left his wife, did he leave with another

woman.

A. Yes.

17 q. Do you know her name?

A. I do not know the woman's name; that is what I

heard.

18 q. Has the Plaintiff "been a resident of .Baltimore

City, State of Maryland, for at least two years

prirr to the filing of this suit?

A. Yes; all her life.

1^ q. And he is a non"resident rf the State.

A. Yes.

20 q. Her conduct towards her husband was always

kind, and affectionate and ahive reproach.

A. Yes; she left him.

21 q. Did she give him any cause to leave her?

A. No sir.

22 q. • Did he declare his intention of not living

with her any more. . •.

A. Yes.

23 q. State whether or not said abandonment was de-

liberate and f inal .

A. Y4S.

24 q. State whether cr not there is any reasonable

expectation of a reconciliation?



Elizabeth Somerville.

' A. No sir.

25 Q. Is there any chance of their making up?

A. No sir. . •

26 Q,. Has this abandonment continued uninterruptedly

for at least three years prior to the filing of

this suit? .

A. Yes it has.

27 Q)# Are there any children of this marriage?

A. No sir. .



T5o you know or ean you state any other matter

or thing that may be to the "benefit oradvntage of the

parties to this suit, or either of them, or that may be

material to the subject of this, your examination, or the

matters in question between the parties? If so, state

the same fully and at large in your answer*

A.™
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KATIE PRISBY, a witness of lawful age, produced

on "behalf of the Plaintiff, having "been first duly sworn,

deposeth and saith as follows, that is to say:

BY TKfc EXAMINER:

1 Q,. State your name residence and occupation?

A. Katie Fris"by, 520 Nort*1 Eden Street.

2 Q,. Do you knew the parties to this suit?

A. Yes.

. BY ME. DAVIS:

1 Q. Is she your sister.

A. Yes.

2 Q. They were married June 11th., 1911 "by the

Reverend Mr. Sides a Methodist Minister in Baltimore

City was she not.

'A. yes. '

2 Q. You were not present at the marriage.

A. No sir.

3 Q. You.were not.

A. Yes; I was; I saw them martied.

4 Q. Now they are separated?

A. Yes. . • .

5 Q,. When did they separate?

A. May 23rd., 1913.

6 Q. What happened at that time.

A. He put her out and she came home to us.



12

Katie Frishy.

7 Q. What did he put her out for?

A. He put her out "beaause she spoke of women

coining there after him.

8 Q, Do you know anything ahout the women running

there after him.

A. Yes.

9 Q,. You lived at home with these folks for sometime,

did you not.

A. • Yes.

10 Q. Did the women come there after him?

A. Yes.

10 Q. Did he work?

A. No sir.

11 Q. She suppoted herself and also supported him.

A. Yes..

13 Q. And while she was out working he was running

with these women.

A. Yes.

13 Q. After he put her out what did he do.

A. He left town and went to Philadelphia with another

woman.
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Katie Pris"by.

14 Q. And he is still living in Philadelphia with

this woman.

A. Yes.

15 Q. Has the Plaintiff heen a resident cf Baltimore

City, State rf Maryland, for at least two years prior

to the filing rf this suit.

A. Yes.

16 Q,. The Defendant is a non-resident of the State

cf Maryland.

A. Yes.

17 Q,. "Has her conduct towards her husband always

"been kind and affectionate and ahove reproach?

A. Yes.

18 Q. Did she give him any cause rr reason tc leave

her?

A. Nr sir.

19 Q. Has he declared his intention of not living

with h.er any more.

A. Yes.

20 Q. Did you hear him say that.

A. Yes.

21 Q,. He ; said that ha did not want her any more?

A. Yes.

21 Q. Has this abandonment continued uninterruptedly

for at least three years prior to the filing of this
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Katie Pris'by.

A. Yes.

22 Q. State whether c.r not said abandonment was de-

liberate and final.

A. yes.

23 Q. Is there any hope of. them ever making up.

A. No sir.

26 Q. Has he ever lived with her since he left her.

A. No sir.

24 Q. There are no children cf this marriage?

A. No sir. ' ' .

26 Q. Has she forgiven him for his acts?

A. No sir.



GENERAL QUBf-TIOH

Do you know or oan you abate any o t h e r m a t t e r

o r t h i n g t h a t may *>• to the "benefit oijadTntage of t h e

parties to this suit, or either of them, or that may be

matetial to the subject of this, your examination, or the

matters in question between the parties? If so, state

the same fuliyyund! at large in your answer,

A.— \



No other witnesses being named Of produced^ before me, I then, at the request

of the Solicitor— of the

closed the .depositions taken in sa'id cause afad/
('now return them closed under rm

hand and seal, on this /.fiL. .* -day oi..^L±^2^Jjr<

in the year of Our Lord nineteen hundred a n d - ^ , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ at the

City of Baltimore, in the State of Maryland., ^ ^ ^ ^

Gi^^S^G^^^^., (SEAL).
' // Examiner.

There

Plaintiff's

A:. Exhibits with these depositions, to wit:

Exhibit U

Defendant's Exhibit- -V

I, A. de RUSSY SAPPINGTON, the Examiner before whom the fore-

•going depositions were taken, do hereby certify that I was employed in assigning

a day, and taking the said depositions upon~**&Utzl days, on-

of which I was employed by the Plaintiff '. , and oj;

by the Defendant



Order of Reference
and Report



vs.

IN THE

Circuit Court
OF

BALTIMORE CITY

- Term, 10

J ff
This case^being submitted, without argument, it is ordered by the Court, this .'./ .„.

day of^h^M^^d^^±^^ , 19<=g?-0 that the same be and it is hereby referred to

.., Esq., Auditor and Master, to report the

pleadings and the' facts, and his opinion thereon.

Report of Auditor and Master

_ _ BlJLl...JPlljad_.J3.y_...Mifja...ja«a.tnat!....liML8.1)jand fD..r.....d.ivQXQe...A.....Vi.n.oulo

M8..tx.i.ni.Q.n.i.i...for.....a.'b.ancLD.nmejit o f th ree years•' Qprje A r t i c l e 16., .Sec.tion....3.6.

Qri3l..er...,oi:.....p.uhlie.ati.Q.n against d.e.ffi.nda.n.t. as.....n.Q.n.-.r.e.a.l<ie.nt.#._.n.o.

* y y l s . . p . s . e

d.allb.exat.e.»-fliial-.n,n<i w l t i i n

Case ready., for decree

jlacLi.t.o.r.....and....Maa.t.ar..



CIRCUIT COURT

Florence Botfton

.Arthnr Boston

The within is a proper decree to be passed
in this case.



Decree of Divorce

Elar.enc.e~3jas.ton..

VS.

.Ar.th.ar...BoB.ton.

IN THE

Circuit Court
OF

BALTIMORE CITY

Term, 19~£0.,

This cause standing ready for hearings and being duly submitted, the proceedings were by the

Court read and considere^ -dr* C

It is thereupon, thisM^X^^/i/kcP^....Aay of .S£0.e.roh££ , A. D 1 9 2 0 .

by the Circuit Court of Baltimore City, Adjudged, Ordered and Decreed, that the said

the above named Complainant be and she is hereby DIVORCED A VINCULO MATRIMONII from the

Defendant, .~.Ar.thar~Bo.a.toi^.~and~.tliat...the..plai2Ltiff~lje-.pea;mi.ttecL-to~.r.esum.e

Jier

And it is further Ordered, That the said plaint-

pay the cost of this proceeding.

FORM 4—BM—1-1-19.


