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Justice McCoy, and the case was appealed to the Court of Appeals;
and on January 18, 1924, the defendants, Mrs. Corrigan and Mrs.
Curtis, filed their brief, through Mr. Cobb.

(2) On April 11, 1023, a suit based on the same covenant was
commenced against Emmett J. Scott, et al.; and on December 11,
12, and 13 (1923) this case was tried before Mr. Justice Stafford.
This case differed from the Curtis case in that the deed had passed
and Mr. Scott had moved into his property. An amended bill
was filed praying for a mandatory injunction and to have the deed
cancelled and of no effect.

On June 2, 1924, the Court of Appeals of the District of Colum- case now pending . weshh
bia, through Associate Justice Josiah Van Orsdale, handed down its mdemrJ:&:.mrmme“
decision in the case of Corrigan, ¢ al vs. Buckley, better known as
the Curtis case. The Court of Appeals affirmed the decree of the
lower court, to the effect that a covenant entered into by a group of
white people forbidding the alienation in any way of their property
by themselves, their heirs or assigns, to any person of the Negro
race or blood for a period of twenty-one (21) years, was not uncon-
stitutional or contrary to public policy.

An appeal was immediately taken to the United States Supreme
Court, and on June 7 that appeal was allowed. It is probable that
argument will be heard in April, 1925. Mr. Cobb will be jomned
in argument before the Supreme Court by Mr. Moorfield Storey,
President of the N. A. A. C. P.; Mr. Louis Marshall, member of
the N. A. A. C. P. Board of Directors; Mr. Henry E. Davis, former
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia; Messrs. Arthur
B. Spingarn and Herbert K. Stockton, also members of the N. A.
A. C. P. Board of Directors; and Mr. William H. Lewis, former
Assistant United States Attorney General.

As illustrating the intense interest displayed throughout the
United States in this litigation, attention is called to a recent case
before the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Rose E.
Johnson, ¢t al vs. Ellen Marie Robicheaw, et al.., in which the prop-
erty owners were penalized $2,000 for each of two lots sold to
colored people, the penalty being stipulated in a property owners’
agreement. The opinion delivered by Mr. Justice Hoehling sus-
tained the imposition of the penalty and cited as his precedent the
decision in the Curtis case by the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals. However, in view of the impending argument of the
Curtis case before the United States Supreme Court, Justice




