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State of Maryland,

City of Baltimore, to wit.

The Jurors of the State of Maryland, for the body of the City of Baltimore, do on their oath present

L R R R SR o ETT s N U S
late of said city, on the....seventeenth ....dayof.... . June ........... , in the year of our Lord
nineteen hundred and...€Le€ven. ..., at the City aforesaid, in violation of a certain ordinance of the Mayor

4 b e —————

and City Council of Baltimore theretofore duly enacted and ordained, to wit. 0rdinance Number. .....

Six red and nin ~-tw assed a 8
g g e 8 sees Bl L iR R MY o g i LA
aforesaid, being then and there a colored person, unlawfully did move
into and use as a residence and place of atode, a certain house,
building and structure, known as number 581 Laurens Street, otherwise
known as number 581 Sewell Street, said house, building and structure,
being then and there situated and located on a certain block on said
Laurens Street otherwise known as Sewell Street, in said city, between
two adjacent intersecting and crossing streets, to wit, Pennsylvania
Avenue and Fremont Avenue, eand the houses, buildings and structures on
salid block, so far as the same were then occupied and used as residences
and places of abode, in whole or in part, were then occupied and used as
residences and places of abode by white persons, the said JOHN H. GURRY,
nct being then and there a domestic servant employed by and residing with
his employer in said house, building and structure, against the form of
the ordinance in such case made and provided, and against the peace,
government and dignity of the State.

Second Count.
And the Jurcrs aforesaid, on their oath aforesaid, do further

present that the said JOFN.H. GURRY, late of said city, on the said day,
in the said year, at the city aforesaid, in violation of a certain

ordinance of the Mayor and €ity Council of Baltimore theretofore duly

enacted and ordained, to wit, ordinance numker six hundred and ninety-two,
passed and approved on the fifteenth day of May in the year of our Lord
nineteen hundred and eleven,at the city aforesaid, bteing then and there a
colored person, unlawfully did move into as a residence and place of abtode
a certain house, building and structure, known as number 581 Laurens
Street, otherwise known as numbter 581 Sewell Street, said house,
building and structure, being then and there situated and located on a
certain block, on sald Laursns Street otherwise known as Sewell Street,

in said city, between two adjacent intersecting and crossing streets,

to wit, Eennsylva.nia Avenue and Fremont Avenue, and the houses, buildings
and structures on said tlock, so far as the same were then occupied and
used as residences and places of abode, in whole or in part, were then
occupied and used as residences and places of abode by white persons,

the said John H. Gurry, not being then and there a demestic servant
employed by and residing with his employer in said house, building and
structure, against the form of the ordinance in such case made and provid-
ed and against the peace, government and dignity of the State.

Third Count.

And the Jurors aforesaid, on their oath aforesaid, do
further present that the said JOHN H. GURRY, late of sald city, on the

‘Baid-day, in the said year, at the city aforesaid, in violation of a

certain ordinance of the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore theretofore
duly enacted and ordained, to wit, ordinance number six hundred and ninety
-two, passed and approved on the fifteenth day of May in the year of our
Lord ninéteen hundred and eleven,at the city aforesaid, being then and
there a colored person, unlawfully did use as a residence and place of
abods, a certain house, building and structure, known as number 581
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Laurens Street, otherwise known as number 581 Sewell Street,

caid house, bullding and structure, teing then and there situated

and located on a certain block on said laurens Street otherwise
known as Sewell Street, in said city, between two adjacent inter-
secting and crossing streets, to wit, Pennsylvania Avenue and
Fremont Avenue, and the houses, buildings and structures on said
block, so far as the same were then occupied and used as residences
and places of abode, in whole or in part, were then occupied and
used as residences and places of abode by white persons, the said
JOHN H. GURRY, not being then and there a domestic servant employed by
and residing with his employer in said house, building and structure,
against the form of the ordinance in such case made and provided and
against the peace, government and dignity of the State.

Albert S. J. Owens,

The State's Attorney for the City of

Baltimore.
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(Recog. to Answer.) Form 17, 1-4-09-2M

Uity of Baltimore, to wit:
BE IT REMBERED, That on the /f/)(_' day of .%/I

in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred ML‘D _Léé/w"—— before the Subscriber; a Police
Ju‘stﬁ of the State of Maryland; in and for the City of Baltimore, personally appeared

,‘.gf..._.._._.______Residence, ...... é ;/

and acknowledge themselves each and severally, to owe and stand justly indebted to the state of Maryland, in the sum of
dollars, current money of the United States,
the said sum of money to be made and levied of their bodies, goods and chattels, lands and tenements, respectively to and for the
use of the State of Maryland.
The Conditign of the above RECOGNIZANCE is such, that if the above bound
¥/

do and shall well and truly make
Baltimore, held at the Court House in the City of Baltimore.

then and there to answer unto all such things as shall be alleged

on or about the / 7

and attend the said Court from day to day, and not depart thence without leave thereof; and in the meantime keep the peace, and

be of good behavior; then the above Recognizance to be void, or otherwise to remain in full force and virtue in law.




500«
State of Maryland, @%
Baltimore @ity, to wit:

hereby apply to become rfcognizer for .

I own and offer as securw following property:

No. ... g ..... \\\\ ..........................................

It is in fee—leasehol ,&ein} subject to the annual
\

ground rentefy | . HE 5 Dollars,

My interest therei bsolute, and undivided, or is

the value of which is and is subject to

the following mortgagey, inchmbrances and other

recognizances:

The taxes are@

to and including those for
the year 190

v T e W TR G s R T S R
Sworty M IniE, o TSR g e O day of
........................................................ 190 ; befo‘me.
_______________________________________________________________ X [sEATL ]
[
Palice Jastice for-#lie. o || i an S e District.
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STATE OF MARYLAND

Oriminal Court of Baltimore.

VS.

6 G |
uﬂr\‘i INDICTED for wMJ@?@(%?m\w @fd | -

MR. CLERK : Enter my appearance for Defendant and summon for defense the

'thﬂ s v oy

Witnesses whese names are epdorsed hereon.

e UG 2819




STATE OF MARYLAND

CEpPI 1t Q%’C el

% /g/a""”""SHERIFF

FILED. AUG 2 8 '9"

in_____ﬁ_v
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CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE.
MAY TERM, 911
THE STATE OF MARYLAND
To the Sheriff of Baltimore City, Greeting
We command gu\ that you take the body of
immediately have before the Court Rere to answer a presentment for

WITNESS the HON HENRY D. HARLAN, Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the 8th day of May, 1911.

Issued the % '““—‘i-( day of rC,\)\A-M 1911.

SAM W. PATTISON,

Clerk Criminal Court of Baltimore.

and
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E CITY.

'To THE SHERIFF OF BALTIMOR SAM W. PATTISON, Clerk
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Baltimore City.

j James H., Gurry.

The defendant by Hewkins &iiclieéhen his atforneys demurs |
to the indictment and to each count thereof, because the ordi-

nance therein set @orth is unconstitutional and void- in that it

deprives the defendant of the use of his property without due P
- N brocess of law- denies to him the ecual p;qtééﬁibn'otfthe law- ””%

is contrary to the Gonétitution Of‘ﬁl!?l.ﬂ‘_&idb;fvthe éonsti&gﬁién;ﬁ
of the United States, and that the ordinance does not in fact filh
th§ requirements of the Charter provisions,'and for other orrérs
ap earing in the record.

Wherefore he préys the same may be quashed,

|
|

i
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STATE OF MARYLAND IN THE CRIMINAL COURT

VS OF

JOHN E. GURRY. BALTIMORE,

OPINTIOTN.

This case comes before the Court upon a demurrer filed by the
traverser John H.Gurry to an indietment found against him charging "that on
the seventeenth day of 3une nineteen hundred and eleven,he,being a colored.
person,did,unlawfully,move into and use as a residence and place of abode
No.581 Laurens Street,otherwise called No.581 Sewell Street,said house being
located in a block where the houses,so far as they were then osceupied and
used as residences and places of abode,in whole or in part,were then ocecupied
and used as residences and places of abode by white persons,the said John E.
Gurry not being then and there a domestic servant employed by and residing
with his employer in said house.

The indictment found against the traverser contains three separate
and distinet Counts,one charging that he did"move into and use",one that he
did"m&ve into"and the other that he"diqhse“as a residence and place of abode
the house No0.581 Laurens Street.

It is not necessmary to consider the separate Counts of the indictment,
in as much ag the first Bount includes the other two,and the demurrer raisgs
the question as to whether or not eithervin moving into or using said house
ag a place of residence and abode,he did an act forbidded by law.

In an effort to make the issue as clear as possible,it may be stated
that the alleged unlawful character of the act complained of,consists in the |
two concurrent facts that the traverser,being a colored person,not a domestiec
living with his employer,6has moved into,and used as a place of residence,a ~ "
house located in a& block in whiech the houses,so far as they were used or occu-
pied,were used &8 residences by white presons.

It is wodth while in passing to note that in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Ordinance upon whieh the indictment is based,it would be pos-
gible to indiet a white person who moves into,and uses as a place of residence
a house located in éplock in which the houses,so far as they were used or oc-

cupied,were used or occupied as residences by colored persons.




The present is,therefore,a case where the guilt or innocence of the
traverser depends upon the decision as to whether or not he,being a colored
person,has moved into a"white"block,and whéther by so doing he has violated
a law which the Mayor and City Council had the right to pass,or having that
right has exercised it and made it effective by reasonable regulations.

It goes,without the necessity of saying,that if on the seventeenth
day of June nineteen hundred and eleven,No.581 Laurens Street had been located
within the limits of a "colored" block,no indictment could have been found
against the traverser for moving into and occupying said house,and.it is Just
as certain that,before he coﬁld be punished,it must be ascertained and proved,
even allowing that it is an offence for a"colored"person to live in a white
block,that the house moved into was within a;white"block;

Nothing is more certain than that when it is proposed to make an act,
not so at common law,criminal,it must be defined and limited in such a way that
there is no doubt as to what is meant by the provisions of the prohibition.

It is therefore essential that the definition of a"white"block and a
"colored"block must be prescribed in a manner at once definite and beyond
possible dispute. :

Let us therefore look at the Ordinance in that regard.

Section 1,0f the Ordinance undertakes to make it"unlawful for any
white person to move into,or use as a residence or place of abode,any house
situated or located on any block,the houses on which block are occupied or
used as residences or places of abode,in whole or in part,by colored persons?

Section 2 has the same provision with regard to colored persons in

blocks where the houses are occupied as residences,or places of abode,in whole

or in part,by white persons.

These are the inhibitions,the violation of which is mad7§ misdemeanor
punishable by fine.

In an effort to intérpret these sections we are forcei to the coneclu- !
sion that the thing prohibited is the residence of a white person in a block é

occupied in whole or in part,by colored persons,or the residence of a colored

person in a block oecupied, in whole or in part,by white persons.

There is no other definition in the Ordinance of what is intended to

be the prohibited bloekgrespectively.




Now it is needlesé to remark that the same blook could be,gs a great
many blocks now are,occupied at the same time"in part"by colored persons,and
"in part"by white persons, and by the sections above quoated it wouldnbe
unlawful for either white or colored persons to move into or remain in the
block. _

So that every block in the City containing at the present time both
white and colored persons would become at once depopulated,upon any
enforcement of the Ordinance. ;

When then,by the definition in the Ordinance a block can be at the same
time both a white block and a colored bloeck it would seem unnecessary to say
that the Ordinance is invalid and unenforceable to punish either white or
colored persons.

This Court does not concern itself with the considerations which may
have suggested the enactment of the Ordinance in guestion,but it is possible
that the evident difficulty of securing the objects which its framers may
have had in view,had the effect of confusing them,so that in the endeavor
to please certain interests they have overlooked the rights of the citizens
generally.

It is otherwise difficult to understand Sections 6,7,8,and 9 of the
Ordinance which appear intended to have no general,but only local application,
and not even a loecal application,except under provisos,so various and involved
as to prevent any reasonable or equal enforcement of them.

The Court,however,contents itself with sustaining the demurrer in this
case because there is no such reasonable interpretation of the Ordinance
now before it as to make amenable to its penalty,the traverser,who admitting

the facts set out in the indictment,denies any liability thereunder.

Demurrer sustained.

i
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State of Maryland * In the
VS * Criminal Court
John g. Gurry * of Baltimore.
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Mr, Clerk:
Enter an appeal from the judgment of the Court in the

above entitled cause to the Comrt of Appeals of Maryland.




IN THE CRIMINAL COURT OF
BALTIMORE.
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STATE OF MARYLAND ) In The
VS. ; GRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE.
JOHN H. GURRY ; S
S it
No. 2118. Docket of 1911.
g

Charge: Viclating Segregation Law.
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APPEARING FOR THE STATE,
William F. Brosning, Esd.,

State's ttorney for Baltimore City.

APPEARING FOR THE TRAVER%ER, Aaet- Shetsodlly da et

* -—‘_0,.‘-_

Ci)giw Ty{TClﬁfkbigz 4%u&5fikima

W. A. Hawkins, Esq.




1911.
21 Aug.

23 Aug.

25 Aug.

7 Sept.

1912.
22 May.
10 Oct.

1913.
24 Apr.

24 Apr.
1 May.

Recognizance filed.

Presentment filed -- e.d. -- Capias 1ssued --
Cepi on Bail.

Recognizanee taken, personal, as per Order of
Court, $300.

Indietment filed.

Demurrer to Indictment filed.
Issue joined on Demurrer before Elliott, J.

(Held Sub Curia).

Demrrer sustained. Elliott, J. Opinion
filed.

Judgment, Q.E.S8.D.

Order of Appeal to the Court of Appeals of
Maryland, by the State, filed.



STATE OF MARYLAND, g
Baltimore City, to wit: )

I Hereby Certify, that the aforegoing is a true
u copy of the Docket entries in the aforesaid cas2, taken
i and copied from the record of proceedings of the Crim-
| inal Court of Baltimore.

In Testimony Whereof, I hereto set my hand and
affix the seal of the CZiminal Court of Baltimore,
this day of May, A.D., 1913.

Clerk Criminal Court of Baltimore.




STATE OF MARYLAND ) In The
)
VS, ) CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE,
)
JOHN H. GURRY )
__._oa.--.
Noe 2118, Docket of 1911.

Charge: Violating Segregation Lawe.

e e

1911.
21 Aug. Presentment filed -- e.d.-- Capias lssued --
¢epl on Bail.
T S=2pt. Indietment filed, upon which was endorsed by
the ¢rand Jury,
"TRUE BILL
Sep 7 1911
} Harry K. Muller,
Foreman, "

in manner and form following, to wit:




STATE OF MARYLAND,
City of Eeltimore, to wit:

The Jurors of the State of Maryland, for the
body of the City of Baltimore, do on their oath
present that JOHN He GURRY, late of sald city, on
the seventeanth day of June, 1ln the year of our
Lord nineteen hundred and eleven, at the City afore-
said, in violation of a certain ordinance of the
Mayor and City Couneil of Baltimore theretofove
duly enacted and ordained, to wit, Ordinance Nunm-
ber Six hundred and ninety-two, passed and approved
on the fiftesnth day of May in the year of our
Lord ninsteen hundred and eleven, at the city
aforesaild, being then and there a cblored person,
unlawfully did move into and use as a rssidence
and place of abode, a certain house, building and
structure, known as number 5&1 Laurens Street,
otherwise known as number 581 Sewell Strect, saild
house, buillding and structure, being then and there

situated and located on a certain bloek on said



Laurens Street otherwise known as Sewell Street,
in said c¢ity, between two adjacent intersecting
and crossing streets, to wit, Pennsylvania Avenue
and Fremeont Avenue, and the houses, bulldings and
structures on said bloek, so far as the same were
then oecupied and use& as residences and places
of abode, in whole or in part, were then occupied

and used as residences and places of abode by

‘white persons, the sald JOHN H. GURRY, not being

then and there a domestie servant employed by and
residing with his smployer in =aid house, building
and structure, against the form of the ordinance
in such case made and provided, and against{ the

peace, government and dignity of the State.

Second Count.
And the Jurors aforesaid, on thelr oath
aforesaid, do further present that the said
JOHN H. GURRY, late of sald eity, on the sald day,
in the said year, at the eity aforesaid, in viola-

tion of a c¢ertain ordinance of the Mayor and City



Counell of Baltimore theretofore duly enaeted and
ordained, to wit, ordinance numﬁer six hundred and
ninety-two, passed and approved on the fifteenth
day of May in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred
and eleven, at the e¢ity aforesaid, being then and
there a colored person, unlawfully did move into

as a residence and place of abode a certain houss,
building and strueture, known as number 581 Laurens
Street, otherwise known as number 581 Sewell
Street, said house, tuilding and struecture, beiﬁg
then and there situated and located on a certain
block, on sald Laurens Strest otherwise known as
Sewell Strest, in sald city, between two adjacent
intersecting and cerossing streets, to wit, Penn-
sylvania Avenue and Prewmont Avenue, and the houses,
buildings and structures on sald bloek, so far as
the same were then occupied and used as residences
and rlaces of abode, in whole or in part, were

then occupied and used as residences and places of
abode by white persons, the said John H. Gurry,

not being then and there a domestice servant em-



ployed by and residing with his employer 1in saild
house, bullding and structure, against the form
of the ordinance in such case made and provided
and against the peace, government and dignity of

the State.

Third Count.
l And the Jurors aforesaid, on their oath
| aforesaid, do further present that the said
JOHN He. GURRY, late of said city, on the said
day, 1in the said year, at the city aforesaid, in
; violation of a eertain ordinance of the Mayor and
City Council of Baltimore theretcfors duly enacted

and ordained, to wit, ordinance number six hundred

and ninety-two, passed and approved on the rifteenth
: day of May in the ysar of our Lord nineteen hundred

and elsven, at the city aforesaid, being then and

there a colored person, unlawfully did use as a
residence and place of abode, a ecertain house,
building and structure, known as number 581 Laurens
i . Street, otherwise known as number 581 Sewell Street,




said house, building and structure, being then and
there situated and located on a eertain block on
said Laurens Street otherwise known as Sewell
Street, in said city, between two adjacent inter-
secting and crossing strests, to wit, Pennsylvania
Avenue and Fremont Avenue, and the houses, bulld-
ings and struectures on said block, so far as the
same were then occupled and used as residences and
places of abode, in whole or in part, were then
occupied and used as residences and places of
aboda by white persons, the said JOHN H. GURRY,
not being then and there a domestle servant
employed by and residing with his employer in

saild house, building and structure, against the
form of the ordinance in such case made and pro-
vided and against the peace; government and dignity
of the State.

Albert 8. J. Owens,
The State's Attorney for the City of

Baltimore.
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1912.
22 May. Demurrer to Indictment filed, in man-

ner and form following, to wit:

State of Maryland In The

VS Criminal Court of

it Nt St St st

John H. Gurry Baltimore City.

The defendant by Hawkins & McMechen his at-
torneys demurs io the indietment and to each
count therecf, because the ordinance.therein set‘
forth is unconstitutional and void, in that it
deprives the defendant of the use of his property
without due process of law, denies to him the
equal protection of the law, is contrary to the
Constituticn of 'Maryland and of the Constitution
of the linited States, and that the ordinance does
not in faet f111 the requirements of the Charter
provisions, and for other errors aprearing in the
record. . : v

Wherefore he prays the same may be quashed.

Hawkins & McMechsn,

Attorneys fo: defendant.

»



1912.
10 Oect. Issue joined on Demurrer bhefore Elliott,Jd.

(Held Sub Curia.)

1913.
24 Apr. Demurrer sustained. Elliott, J. Opinion

. filed, as follows:

“This case comes before the Court upon a
demurrer filed by the traverser, John H. Gurry,
to an indictment found against him charging 'that
on the seventeenth day of June, nineteen hundred
and eleven, ‘he, being a colored person, did, un-
lawfully, move into and use as a residence and
place of abode No. 58] Laurens Street, otherwise
called No. 581 Sewsll Street, sald house being
located in a block where the houses, so far as
they were then occupled and used as residences
1 and places of abode by white persons, the sald
John H. Gurry not being then and there a domestié
‘ servant employed by and residing with hia.smployer

in said house.'
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The indietment found against the traverser
contains three separate and distinet counts, one
charging that he did 'move into and use,' one
that he did 'move into' and the other than he ‘did
use' as a residence and place of abode the hduse
¥o. 581 Laurens Street.

It is not necessary to consider the separate
Counts of the indietment, inasmuch as the first
count includes the other two, and the demurrer
raises the questicn as to whether or not either in
moving into or using said house as a place of
rosidence and abode, he did an act forbidden by
law.

In an effort to make the issue as clear as
vossible, it may be stated that the allieged un-
lawful character of the aet complained of, con-
glsts in the two conecurrent facts that the travers-
er, being a colored person, not a domestic living
with his employer, has moved into, ané used as a
place of residence, a house located in a plock in
whieh the houses, so far as they wers used or occu-

ried, were used as residences by white persons.
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It is worth while in passing to note that in

' agcordance with the provisions of the Ordinance

urcn which the indictment is based, it would be
possible to indiet a white person who moves into,
and uses as a pléoe of residence a house located
in a bloek in whieh the houses, so far as they‘
were used or occupied, were used or occupiled as
residences by colored persons.

The present 1s, therefore, a case where the
guilt or innocence of the traverser depends upon
the decision as to whether or not ho} being a
colored person, has moved into a *'white' bloek,
and whether by so doing he has viclated a law
whiech the Mayor and City Couneil had the right to
pass, or having that right, has exereised 1t and
made 1t effective by reasonable regulations.

It goes, without the necessity of saylng,
that if on the seventeenth day of June, nineteen
hundred and eleven, No. 581 Laurens Street had
been located within the limits of a ‘ecolered' bloek,
no indi¢tment eould have been found against the

traverser for moving into and oceupying said house,



and 1t 1s just as certaln that, before he could

be punished, it must be ascertained and prdved;r
even allowing that it is an offence for a 'colored!’
person to live in a white bloek, that the house
moved into was within a 'white' block.

Nothing is more certain than that when it is
provosad to make an act, not so at common law,
eriminal, it must be defined und limited in such
a way that there is no doubt as to what 1s meant
by the provisions of the prohibition.

It is therefore essential that tpe definition

.of a 'white!' block and a 'colored' bleek muast ba

prescribed in 2 manner at once definite and beyond
posaible dispute.

Let us, thersfore, lock at the Ordinance in
that regard. |

Seetion 1 of the Ordinance undertakes to
make it ‘unlawful for any white person to move
into, or use as a residence or place of abode, any
house situated or locaped on any bloek, the houses
on which block are occupried or used as residences
or plages of abode, in whole or in part, by col-

ored persons.’



Seetion 2 has the same provision with regard
to colored persons in blocks where the‘houses are
occupled as residences, or places of abode, in
whole or in part, by white persons.

These are the inhibitions, the violation of
which 1s made a misdemeanor punishable by fine.

In an effert to interpret these sections we
are foreed to the conclusion that the thing pro-
hibited is the residence of a white person in a
bloeck occupied in whole or in part, by colored
persons, or the residence of a c¢olored person in a
bloek occupied; in whole or in part, by white per-
SONS .

Thers is no cther definition in the Ordinance
of what is intended to be the prohibited bloecks,
ragpectively.

Neow it 1s neesdless to remark that the same
bloek ecould be, as a great many blocks now are,
occuplsd at the same time 'in part' by colored
persons, and 'in part' by white persons, and by
the sections aboﬁe qucted it would be unlawful for
elther white or coleored persons to move into or

remain in the block.



80 that every block in the City oontgining at
the pressent time both white and colored persons
would become at onee depopulated, upon any en-
foreement of the Ordinance.

When then, by the definition in the Ordinance
a block can be at the same time both a white bloeck
and a ecolored bloek it would seem unnec¢essary iQ
say that the Ordinance is invalid and unenforeeaﬁle
to punish either white or colored persons.

Thls Court does not concern itself with thé
considerations which may have guggested the enact-
ment of the Ordinance in question, but it is possi-
ble that the evident diffieulty of securing the
objeects which its framers may have had in view,
had the effect of confusing them, so that in the
endeavor to please certaln interests they have
overlooked the rights of the citizens generally.

It is otherwise difficult to understand Sec-
tions 6, 7, & and 9 of the Ordinance which appear
intended to have no genersal, but only loeal apnli-
eation, and not even a loecal appliecation, except'
under provisos, so various and involved ag to pre-

vent any reasonable or squal enforcement of them.



The Court, however, contents itself with sus-

taining the demurrer in this case beeause there

is no such reasonable interpretatiion of the Ordi-
nanee now bsfore 1t as to make amenable tc its
; : : penalty; the traverser, whe admitting the facts
g ' . gset out in the indietment, denies any liability
| thereunder.

Demurrer sustalned.

Thos. Ireland Elliott."




1913.
24% Apr.
1 May.

Judgment, QeE+SeDe
Order of Appeal to the Court of Appeals
of Maryland, by the State, filled, as
follows, to wit:

"Mr. Clerk:

Enter an appeal from
the judgment of ths Court in the above
entitled cause to the Court of Appeals
of uary;and.

Wm. F. Broening,

The State's Attorney for the

City of Baltimore."



STATE OF MARYLAND,
Baltimore City, to wit:

I Hereby Certify, that the aforegolng 1is a
true copy of the record and proceedings in the
?, & aforesaid case, taken and ceopied from the record
of procecdings of the Criminal Court of Baltimore,
: In Testimony Whereof, I hefeto set my hand
and affix the seal of the Criminal Court of Bal-
timore, this day eof hMay, A.D., 1913,

¢lerk Criminal Court of Baltimore.




COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND
October Term, 1913

/{//1} CO(Z"

Ghiint 2.

* Appellant’s Cost in the Court of Appeals of Maryland,
: N .. . . &
oriet, .
Appearance Fee, . . /C oo
S e e AR Y $3d. Fo

Appellee’s Costs in the Court of Appeals of Maryland,

B $J¢4La_v-_.____~_
Appearance Fee, . . /0. 00
- . . Lol S Lt LS~

STATE OF MARYLAND, Sct:
I, C. C. Magruder, Clerk of the Court of Appeals of Maryland, do hereby certify that the foregoing is
3 truly taken from the record and proceedings of the said Court of Appeals.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand as Clerk, and affixed the seal
of the CO%A ppeals, this/ﬂlmﬁé Y e AN
day of. ,Jn‘ﬁ N —— A D. 1914

____C;@WCQM
'of the Calurt of Appeals of Maryland,
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