I"

I

Record

,

f

No.

2038

In the
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia
at Richmond

NORA JONES GOLDEROS
v.

RUDESINDO GOLDEROS, JR.

FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND

''The briefs shall be printed in type not less in size than
small pica, and shall be nine inches in length and six inches
in width, so a s to conform in dimensions to the printed
r ecords along with which they a re to be bound, in accordance with Act of Assembly, approved March 1, 1903; and
the clerks of this court a re directed not to receive or file a
brief not conforming in all respects to the aforementioned
r equirements."
The fo regoing is p rinted in small pica type fo r the info rmation of counsel.

y
!i;
M
;;pJ;rk
16

IN THE

Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia
AT RICHivlOND.

Record No. 2038
PETITION :B,OR APPEAL.

NORA JONES GOLD EROS, Petitioner (Complainant below),

RUDESINDO GOLDEROS, JR., Defendant (Defendant
below).

PETITION OF NORA JONES GOLDEROS.
To the Honorable Judges of the Supreme Cou,rt of A1Jpeals of
Virginia:

Your petitioner, Nora Jones Golderos, respectfully represents that she is aggrieved by a certain final decree of the
Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered on March
21st, 1938, in a chancery suit depending in said court, wherein
your petitioner, Nora Jones Golderos, was the cmnplai.nant
(hereinafter called appellant), and Rudesindo Golderos, J"r.,
was the defendant (hereinafter called appellee), said decree
having been entered as a result of the decision of your Honorable Court on January 13, 1938, in that certain. cause under
Va.
.
the style of Golderos v. Golderos, 194 S. E. 706,
Under the aforesaid decision of this Honorable Court in
the said cause, the appellant was entitled to alimony in the
sum of $75.00 per month, unless a certain writing dated December 11, 1933, the wording of which is hereinafter set forth,
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could be offered as a release of the appellee for his failure
to pay the allotted amount ($75.00 per month) in enforcement
proceedings therefor.
As to the effect of the said writing of December 11, 1933, the
learned Trial Court held a hearing thereon on ~farch 8, 1938,
at 'vhich hearing after taking evidence of the parties the ·
court below determined that the said writing was not available as and could not be used as a defense in enforcement
proceedings because it was obtained by duress, and was itself
a forgery, and thereupon on 1\farch 21st, 1938, entered its decree setting future alimony at $75.00 per month, hut without any apparent justification therefor, ordered that all past
·due alimony be paid at the rate of only $50.00 per n1onth instead of $75.00 per month from May 9th, 1934, to March 8th,
1938, to which last part of the said decree the appellant objected, and as a result of the entry of this part of the said
decree the appellant has been denied of certain sun1s of
money justly due and owing to her, namely, the difference
between $75.00 per month fron1 May 9th, 1934, to 1\!Iarch 8th,
1938, and $50.00 per tnonth for that same period, or fortysix ( 46) months at $25.00 per month or a total amount of
$1,150.00, and, in addition thereto, interest at 6% per annum
on each monthly instalment from the due date thereof until
paid, and will continue to suffer such loss until relieved by
this Honorable Court.
A transcript of so much of the record leading up to the
entry of the aforesaid :final decree of 1\tiarch 21st, 1938. and
herein in part complained of, as 1uay be pertinent, is herewith filed.
Pursuant to Rule #2 of this Honorable Court as amended
on No-ve1nber 6th, 1929, the appellant adopts this petition as
her brief, and avers that a copy of this petition was deli-vered
to 1\!Ir. Louis E. Cutchins, of the firm of Cutchins and Cutchins,
opposing counsel in the 'I'rial Court on the 18th day of July,
1938, and begs that a reasonable opportunity he allowed-for
stating orally tbe reasons for re-viewing the action of the
Trial Court.
FACTS.
On Septem~er 9th, 1930, appellant, Nora Jones Gold eros,
filed her bill of complaint in the Circuit Court of the City of
Richmond asking for a di-vorce from the bond of matrimony
on the ground of adultery and for other relief. On Octobe1·
9th, 1930, the said court entered a decree granting to appellant, Nora Jones Golderos, a cliYorce a vinculo from appellee,
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Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., and ordering appellee to pay to
appellant alimony in the a1nount of $75.00 per month, nntil
her death or remarriage, neither of which has occurred, and
furthel' sets forth, ''And nothing further remaining to be
done in this suit, it is further ordered that it shall be stricken
from the docket and placed among the ended causes of this
court".
By subsequent decrees entered .in the cause on May 9th,
1934, June 18th, 1936, and December 8th, 1936, the Trial Court
reduced the amount of alimony from $75.00 per month to
$25.00 per month, whereupon the appellant, Nora Jones
Golderos, appealed to this Honorable Court for relief, which
was granted, and these subsequent decrees were annulled,
said appeal before this Court being under the style of Golderos
v. Golderos, 194 S. E. 706.
On ,January 13, 1938, this Honorable Court in the aforesaid appeal, under the said style of Golderos v. Golderos, 194
8. E. 706,
Va.
, handed down its decision in this
cause, by Mr. Justice Spratley, adjudicating that the award
of alimony to appellant in the amount of $75.00 per month
as provided for in the deeree of October 9th, 1930, was final
and irrevocable, and further held in reference to a ce1·ta.in
writing dated December 11th, 1933, which reads, "I, Nora
Jones Golderos, give leg·al consent to Rudesindo Golderos, Jr.,
to have my alimony reduced from $75.00 a month to $50.00 a ·
month, commensing January 1, 1934. Nora Jones Golderos' ',
that "The agreement of December 11, 1933, * * * . At most,
it could be offered only on the question of release of the defendant for his failure to pay the allotted amount, in enforcement proceeding·s therefor''.
Whereupon, on 1\farch 8th, 1938, pursuant to this said adjudication of this Honorable Court, the effect of the said writing· of December lith, 1933, in enforcement proceedings, came
on to be heard before the Trial Court, the appellant being
present in person, and by counsel, and the appellee being ·
present in perso"n, · and by counsel; whereupon the appellant
introduced evidence to show that the signature, ''Nora Jones
Golderos '', to the aforesaid writing, which said writing had
been previously introduced in evidence by the appellee as the
instrument and signature of the appellant, was a forgery,
which evidence was further verified by the learned Trial Court
b~r submission of the said writing to disinterested handwriting experts who declared the same to be undoubtedlv a
for~·ery; upon the further evidence of the appellant, that althoug·h a writing of similar purport had been signed by
her, tha.t her signature to the same had been obtained by

,
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coercion and dures, and that the said writing had been later
destroyed; the appellee throughout failing- to introduce any
testimony whatsoever, and both in person and otherwise Inaintaining silence in denial of the evidence in behalf of the appellant, and in support of his own position.
Thereupon the Trial Court handed down its decision and
the procedure upon which it was based, which is en1bodied in
the decree of March 21st, -1938, which decree holds that the
said writing of December 11, 1933, is null, void and of no
effect ab initio, and cannot be used as a release by the appellee
in enforcement proceedings and that the appellee shall pay to
the appellant alin1ony in the amount of $75.00 per 1nonth ·in
f'uturo, nevertheless and notwithstanding this, the said decree further provides that as to past due alimony, the follo,ving, "it is, however, ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED that the defendant pay to the complainant alimony in
the sum of only $50.00 per month from ~Iay 9th, 1934, to l\iarch
8th, 1938", to "rhich last quoted portion of said decree appellant excepted and objected, and frmn this part of the
aforesaid decree this appeal is prayed.
The entry of this decree of ~larch· 21st, 1938, is final, and
by the terms thereof the appellant, Nora Jones Gold eros, is
deprived of the sum of $25.00 per month from 1\tfay 9th, 1934,
to ~larch 8th, 1938, a period of forty-six ( 46) months, or a
total principal amount of $1,150.00, and, in addition thereto
interest at 6% per annum from the due date of each balance
of $25.00 per month, which is clue on the 8th day of each
and every 1nonth within the above dates, until paid.
ARGUMENT OF CAUSE.
Upon reading the statement of facts involved in this appeal there is little to be said in argument, nor needed in support of the position of the appellant, it is apparent on the
face of the facts that the Trial Court erred in not decreeing
the payment of past due alimony in the amount of $75.00 per
month. The sole question involved lies in the error of the
Trial Court in that portion of its- decree of March 21., 1988,
which reads as follows: "It is, however, ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED that the defendant pay to the coinplainant alimony in the sum of only $50.00 per 1nonth from
lVIay 9, 1934, to 1\tlarch 8, 1938." (Record, page 9). ·No reason
is given for this arbitrary ruling, nor can one he found for
. it.
This Honorable Court in this same cause on appeal heretofore under the style of Golcleros v. Golderos, 194 S. E. 706,
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Va.
, confirmed the right of the appellant to $75.00
per month as directed in the final decree of October 9th~ 1930
(Record, page
), and limited such right only. as the same
might be affected by the writing of December 11th, 1933
(Record, page
) , adjudging as follows : ''The agreement
of December 11, 1933, * * * . .At most, it could be offered
only on the question of release of the defendant for his failure
to pay the allotted amount, in enforcement proceedings therefor" (Record, page
). And it must be noted that the
allotted amount above spoken of is $75.00 per month, not some
other amount which the Trial Court might, and did, decide
to allow.
From the foregoing it would seem that the aforesaid cause
of Golderos v. Golderos decided all questions involved in this
cause, and are thus res adjttdicata, except as to the effect of
the said writing of December 11, 1933, upon the release of the
appellee in enforcement proceedings.
It may be seen from the decree of March 21, 1938 (Record,
pages 8 and 9), that such enforcement proceedings were
brought, that the Trial Court fully considered the said writing therein and the effect of same as a release of and defense
by the appellee in the said enforcemen·t proceedings, and adjudicatAd the said writing to be not only null, void and of no effect ab initio because obtained under duress, but further, that
the writing itself was a forgery, and orders the appellee to pay
alimony henceforth in the arnount of $75.00 per month.
In spite of this adjudication the Judge of the Trial Court
then, in effect, nullifies part of its own decree, and the adjudication of this Honorable Court, without any ground or
reason whatsoever, nor can such ground be found either legally
or equitably.
In view of the fact that the Trial Court held that the
appellant was entitled to alimony of $75.00 per month in
futuro, because the said writing of December 11th, 1933, was
null, void and of no effect ab initio, and the adjudication of
this Honorable Court as aforesaid, it is impossible to tind
any basis upon which the- Trial Court should decree pavment
of past due alimony in the amount of $50.00 per month; the
appellant can be entitled only to $75.00 per month, no more,
no less ; and for the same reason and likewise the appellant is
further entitled to interest at legal rate on the unpaid monthly
amounts of $25.00 from the due date of each. such payment,
i. e., the 8th day of each month, from May, 1934, to Marcl1
8, 1930, until paid.
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PRAYER.

For the foregoing reasons the petitioner prays that she 1nay
be granted an appeal from that portion of the decree of March
21st, 1938, complained of; that so much of the record may be
reviewed as may be pertinent; further, she asserts that the
Circuit Court of the City of Richmond has erred in entering
that portion of its decree of ~larch 21st, 1938, herein complained of, and prays that that portion of the said decree
of ~{arch 21st, 1938, which orders payment of past clue alimony at the rate of only $50.00 per month from May, 1934,
to ~larch, 1938, be set aside, and that this Ifonorable Court
enter its order directing that the appellee, Ruclesindo
Golderos, Jr., do pay to the appellant, Nora Jones Golder<Js,
alimony at the rate of $75.00 per month instead of $50.00 per
month from May, 1934, to :March, 1938, or a total amount of
$1,150.00, and in addition thereto interest on each difference
of $25.00 per month at 6% per annum from the due date thereof on the 8th day of eaeh and every month until paid.
Respectfully submitted,
NORA JONES GOLDEROS,
By CLAY CRENSHAW,
~IARVIN E. NUCI{OLS, JR.,
Counsel.
I, Geo. E. Haw, an Attorney at Law practicing in the
Supreme Court of Appeals, do certify that the portion of the
decree herein complained of is, in my opinion, erroneous and
should be reviewed and -reversed.
GEO.E.HAW.
The undersigned, Louis E. Cutchins, of the :firm of Cutchins
and Cutchins, attorneys of record, who represented the defendant, Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., in the trial court, do hereby acknowledge receipt of copy of the foregoing petition
this 18 day of .ruly, 1938.
CU~CHINS AND CUTCHINS,
By LOUIS E. CUTCHINS.
Received July 19, 1938.
M. B. WATTS, Clerk.
Sept. 6, 1938. Appeal awarded by the court. Bond, $300.
M.B. W.
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RECORD
VIRGINIA:
· In the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond.
Record of certain proceedings had before the Circuit Court
of said City in the Court room at the City. Hall in a cause
in chancery under the style of :
Nora Jones Golderos, Plaintiff,
'IJ.

Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., Defendant.
BE IT RE]JIEMBERED that on Friday, the 1st day of July,
1938, and on Tuesday, the 19th day of July, 1938, in the aforesaid cause, it was stipulated:
STIPULATION OF JULY 1.
It is stipulated by counsel for tbe parties hereto that the
-record for purposes of appeal in part from the decree e:.ntered in this cause on March 21, 1938, shall consist of all matters from the time of the decision of the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia, handed down in this cause on January 13,
1938, through and including the decree of March 21, 1938.
page 2

~

STIPULATION OF JULY 19.

It is further stipulated by counsel for the parties that the
objections noted on the decree entered in this cause on March
21, 1938, by counsel for the parties shall be made a part of
the record for the purpose of appeal to the Supreme Court
of Appeals of Virginia.
OBJECTIONS.
We object to so much of this decree as orders paYJnent of
alimony at the rate of $50.00 per month instead of $75.00
per ~onth from May 9, 1934, to March 8, 1938.
NUCKOLS AND CR.ENSfiA'\V,
Counsel for the Con1plainant.
We object to the reasons moving the Court as set out here.
in.
·
CUTCHINS & CUTCHINS, p. d.
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And at another day, to-wit: At a. Circuit Court of the City
of Richn1ond held in the Court room of the City Hall thereof
on Saturday, the 15th day of January, .1938, pursuant to
notice duly served on the defendant by the Sheriff of the City
of Richmond, the following order was entered:
page 4

~

Nora Jones Golderos, Plaintiff,

v.
Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., Defendant.
This day came the plaintiff, by counsel, and moved the Court
to reinstate this cause upon the docket for the purpose of
making orders necessary for the enforcement of the decree
entered herein on the 9th day of October, 1930, which motion
is granted and the cause ordered reinstated for that purpose and for such orders as may be necessarily incidental
thereto.
Thereupon the plaintiff by leave of Court .died her petition
and upon the reading of said petition an injunction is awarded
to the con1plainant, Nora Jones Golderos, against the defendant, Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., his attorneys, agents and employees, enjoining and restraining him from disposing of,
encumbering, converting into cash, and/or concealing any
and all assets which he now has, and in particular any savings
or monies due him, or investments with Investors Syndicate
and/or banks or banking institutions, until the further order
of this Court.
It is ordered that this injunction shall remain in force
-fron1 the date of this order, unless sooner modified, enlarged
or dissolved, and that no bond be required of the plaintiff.
It is further ordered that an attested copy of this order be
served upon Rudesindo Golderos, Jr.
pag·e 4

~

Nora Jones

v.

Goldero~,

Plaintiff,

Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., Defendant.
PETITION.
To the Honorable Julien Gunn, Judge of .said Court:
Hun1bly complaining, shows unto your Honor, your complaint, Nora Jones Golderos, the following· case, to-wit:
That by a final decree, entered by the Circuit Court of the

·.
L
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City of Richmond on October 9,1930, in the case.of Nora Jones
Golderos v. Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., the said Rudesindo, Jr.,
was ordered to pay to your complainant alimony in the amount
of Seventy-five Dollars ($75.00) per month. That subsequently on May 9, 1934, the Circuit Court of City of Richmond entered an order in the same cause, reducing the amount
of alimony from Seventy-five Dollars ($75.00) to Fifty Dollars ($50.00) per month, and that by a further and subsequent decree, entered on ,June 18, 1936, the Circuit Court of
the City of Richmond further reduced the alimony from Fifty
Dollars ($50.00) a month to Twenty-five Dolla:Ps ($25.00) a
month over the protest of your complainant. That your complainant noted an appeal from the aforesaid decrees reducing the alimony to the Supreme ·Court of Appeals of .Vir·
ginia.
That on January 14, 1938, the Supreme Court of Appeals
of Virginia handed down a decision on the appeal in favor of
your complainant, a copy of which is hereby atpage 5 ~ tached and prayed to be taken and read as a part
of this Petition, which decision holds the decrees
reducing the alimony to be null and void.
That in view of the above there is now due and owing to
your complainant for past due alimony a large sum of money.
That on numerous occasions the defendant, Rudesindo
Golderos, Jr., has threatened that if the decision of the Supreme Court of Appeals went ag·ainst him and he was required
to pay alimony in the amount of Seventy-five Dollars ($75.00)
a month, he would leave the State and pay your complainant
nothing. That both prior and subsequent to the decrees of
~fay 9, 1934, and prior to the hearing of this matter before
our appellate court, the said Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., has
on ~any occasions informed your complainant that he would
remove himself and his assets beyond the jurisdiction of the
courts of this commonwealth; that if the said defendant did
so carry out his threat to remove himself and his assets from
this State, your complainant would be left absolutely destitute, and the Court would be denied any means of enforcing
its order for alimony.
That in addition to the aforesaid past due alimony the defendant, Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., is also in default on his
current alimony, which he was ordered to pay on the. basis
of Twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) per month.
Your complainant further alleges that prior to the filing
of this Petition an attempt bas been made to ascertain the
assets and financial condition of the defendant, and that upon
investigation of his books and records, it was found impos~

'
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sible to determine his financial status, and that the
records were kept in such condition for the purpose of concealing· any assets that the defendant
might have.
In tender consideration whereof and forasmuch as your
complainant is remediless in the premises, save by the aid of a
court of equity, wherein alone such matters are properly
cognizable, your complainant prays that the said defendant,
Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., be enjoined and restrained from disposing of, encumbering-, converting· into cash, and/ or concealing any and all assets which he now has, and in particular any saving-s or monies due him, or investments 'vith Investors Syndicate andjor banks or banking· institutions, until
the further order of this Court; that a temporary injunction
forthwith issue to that effect; and that no bond be required.
page 6
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NORA JONES GOLDEROS,
By: 1\L E. NUCKOLS, JR., p. q.
State of Virginia,
City of Richmond, to-wif:
This day before me, Wm. C. 1\ifiller, Jr., a Commissioner
in Chancery for the Circuit ·Court of the City and State afore~
said, appeared l\iarvin E. Nuckols, Jr., and made oath that
he is familiar 'vith the facts alleged in the foregoing· Petition
and that they are true to the best of his knowledge and belief,
and so far as the smne are based on information, he believes
them to be true.
Subscribed and sworn to before me in my City and State
aforesaid this 15th day of January, 1938.

WM. C. MILLER, JR.. ,
Commissioner in Chancery.
~

And at another day, to-wit: At a Circuit Court
of the City of Richmond held in the Court room of
the ·City Hall thereof on Monday, the 21st day of ~larch, 1938.
page 7

Nora Jones Golderos, Plaintiff,
v.
.
Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., Defendant.
This day came the complainant, by counsel, in the chancery
cause Nora Jones Golderos v. Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., and
submitted a motion to dissolve the injunction heretofore
awarded herein; and it appearing to the Court that the pur-
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pose of said injunction has been fulfilled by ag-reement of
counsel for the parties to this suit, the motion is hereby sustained.
It is, therefore, ADJUDGED, ORDERED and DECREED
that the said injunction be and the same is hereby dissolved.
·page 8 ~ And on the same day, to-wit: At a Circuit Court
.
of the Citv of Richmond held in the Court room of
the. City Hall thereof on Monday, the 21st day of March, 1938.
Nora Jones Golderos, Plaintiff,

v.
Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., Defendant.
This qay came the complainant and defendant in perso11
and by counsel to be again heard on the papers fqrmerly read_,
upon the mandate in this cause from the Supreme Court of
Appeals, particularly on the writing dated December 11, 1933,
upon the testimony of the complainant, of documentary evidence and witnesses in behalf of the complainant, the defendant failing to testify or produce testimony in his behalf and
was argued by counsel.
On consideration whereof, it appearing to the Court from
the tt:~stimony of Nora Jones Golderos and testimony in her
behalf, which was not contradicted by the defendant, that the
signature "Nora Jones Golderos" to the said writing of Decemb~r 11, 1933, which reads, ''I, Nora .Jones Golderos, give
legal consent to R.udesindo Golderos, Jr., to .have my alimony
reduced from $75.00 a n1onth to $50.00 a month, commencing
January 1, 1934. Nora Jones Golderos. '' is a forgpage 9 ~ ery and that even if the writing were genuine, or a
similar writing obtained, -as admitted, that the same
was obtained under duress and is thus null, void and of no
effect ab iwitio, the Court doth, therefore, ADJUDGE, ORDER and DE·CREE that alimony in the amount of $75.00 per
month be paid to the complainant by the defendant from
March 8, 1938.
It is, however, ADJUDGED, OR.DEREJ? and DECREED
that the defendant pay to the complainant alimony in tht3
sum of only $50.00 per month from ~fay 9, 1934, to March 81
1938.
.
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~IR. J. R·. WITLOCK,
a witness called on behalf of the complainant, having been :first duly sworn, testified as follows:

pag·e 10

~

DIRECT EXAlVIINATION.
By lVIr. Crenshaw:
Q. Please state your na1ne, address, age and occupation.
A. J. R. Witlock, 3106 Icllewood Avenue.
·
Q. Are you above legal age 1
A. 52.
Q. What is your occupation?
A. Photographer.
Q. I hand you photogTaphs of signatures, number 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5; 1, 2 and 3 being signatures of Nora Jones Golderos,
No. 4 being a signature of Nora. Jones Golderos herein in
question, and No. 5 being the signature of Rudesinclo GoldP.ros. Did you make those 1
A. Yes.
Q. Actually photographed them~
A. Yes. No filters WP.re used .
.Q. Are these enlargements of those signatures 1
A. No. I just got the best I could. You can measure them.
I didn't attempt to n1ake the1n the same size as the original.
rvrr. Cutchins: I should like to see what is being offered in
evidence.
page 11 ~

Q. These photographs are att~ched · to
·paper for each signature photographed'
A. That is a dry mounting· tissue.
Q. Each is attached to -the signature photographed?
A. Yes.

the

1\tir. Crenshaw:
Q. Will you identify these as being attached to the signatures photographed?
A. Yes, they are.
Q. They are numbered the same as on the c_Q.rresponding
photographs 7
A. Yes.
Mr. Crenshaw: I would like to dismiss :1\{r. Witlock.
And further this deponent saith not.
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A. HAMILTON BRYAN,
a witness called on behalf of the complainant, having been first duly sworn, testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION.
By

~{r.

Crenshaw:

Q. State your name and profession.
A. A. Hamilton Bryan, AttornP-y at Law.
Q. Did you represent 1\Irs. Nora Jones Golderos on May

9th, 1934; at which time that decree was entered in this •
cause'
.A. Yes, sir.
Q. Will you please state whether or not at that time certain tP.stimony was taken in order to determine the ability of
the defendant to pay alimony?
A. ~Ir. Cutchins telephoned me sometime before· that date
and stated he was going to make a motion before Judge Gunn
·to have Dr. Golderos' alimony reduced. He made arrangements for a hearing on a certain date before ~{ay 9th. At.
the appointed time we all came up here. Dr. Golderos had
with him his bank book. He said he just 'vasn 't making
enough to pay office expenses and rent and also to pay alimony; after paying the alimony he had just enough to live
on. He had his bank book to show his deposits. I asked
about his deposits but I wasn't able to disprove what Dr. Golderos testified to.
page 13 r Q. I hand you herewith a writing dated December 11th, 1933, on a letterhead of Dr. Golderos, the
signature of which has already been introduced in evidence
as No.4, and ask if that was introduced in evidence on ~{ay
9tll, 1934?
. .~. To the host of my knowledge and belief this is the :first
time I have ever seen this.
Q. From what you testified to, in.your recollection of what
trnn~pired on May 9th, 1934, what was the basis of reducing
the alhnony fron1 $75 to $50 T
A. Dr. Gold eros' inability to pay. He .convinced ,Judge
Gunn that he didn't have the money to pay the alimony.
Q. To the best of your recollection was anything· said in
regard to this purported writing?
A. I don't remrm1ber.
l\lr. Cutchins :
Q. Do you recall where you were when you endorsed that
decree?

14
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Elnwr S. Redwood.
A .. On the steps of City Hall.
Q. That decree wasn't offered the morning you are speaking· of?
A. No.
.
Q. Do you recall a conversation with me in regards to any
writing agreeing to reduce the alhnony 1
A. No; I can't say I did.
0

~

ELl\1ER S. RE-DWOOD,
a witness called on behalf of the complainant, having been first duly sworn~ testified as follo\vs:

page 14

DIRECT EXA:NIINATION.
By l\ir. Crenshaw:
Q. 'Vhat is your nan1e, age and occupation 1
A. 60, Eln1er S. Redwood, Post-office etnployee.
Q. Please state your experience in the identification of
signatures?
A. I had thirty years in the United States and City Courts
and some County courts. I passed on signatures in the money
department of the post-office for 18 years. ·
Q. llave you n1ade a study of signatures 1
A. Yes.
Q. Have there beei1 sub1nitted to you certain signatures of
Nora Jones Golderos fot· con1parison with the signature to
a \vriting nu1rked Exhibit No. 4, dated December 11th, 1933,
to which a na1nc is sig-ned, Nora Jones Golderos, and if so,
have you compared this with the other specimens submitted,
to detern1ine whether that signature is genuine?
A. Yes.
Q. I hand you herewith exhibits marked 1, 2, 3 and 4. I
. will identify later 1, 2 and 3 as being g·enuine signatures of
1virs. Golderos, and ask you if signature No.4 Nora
page 15 ~ ,Jones Golderos is genuine and written by Mrs.
Golderos?
A. I do not believe it is the san1e handwriting. The characters of the hand\vriting are not the same in the document of
December 11th, 1933 and 1930. The for1nation of the letters
are not the same as the agreen1ent of December 11th, 1933.
The name Nora Jones Golderos is signed in the perpendicular
hand. slo\v and cramped, as if fron1 copy. There are not
enough copies subn1itted or the 1930 writing by Nora Jones
Golderos, but they are written in a free, flowing· hand. Note
the formation of the letters in Nora, Jones, and Golderos.
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Elmer S. Redwood.
This is the questioned document. The ''a'' .in Nora in December 11th, 1933, and the appearance and formation of the
"s". The ''J" in Jones is different from the document of
1930. The formation of all the letters on the document of December 11th, 1933, supposed to be her signature, are entirely
different from the handwriting on the document of 1930,
which is submitted as being a standard of her handwriting.
The measurements of the letters and length of the. signature
on the document of December 11th, 1933, is entirely different
from the ·signature in the document of 1930. To the best of
my knowledge and bP.lief, ~fter a careful study of the signatures submitted, it is my opinion that the signature
page 16 ~ on the docun1ent of December 11th, 1933, is not the
same handwriting or signatures of Nora Jones
Golderos, from the documents submitted of 1930. Those are
my reasons.for saying that these are forgeries.
Q. Please state approximately how long you have spent in
comparing· the genuine signatures of l\irs. Golderos 'vith that
of December 11th, 1933'
A. About ten hours, using a magnifying g·lass, tracing,
etc.
Q. This writing dated Decmnber 11th, 1933, marked Exhibit
No. 4, was filed in the papers in this case Decen1ber 8th, 1936,
with the written memorandun1 or note of argument of counsel
for the defendant, in 'vhich note of argument counsel says:
The complainant furthern1ore contradicted the defendant's
testimony as to ag-reeing to accept $50 a month in lieu of
$75 a month ordered by the Court. This letter is attached to
the note of argument for the information and guidance of the
Court. In your opinion tbP. signature to that writing is not
the signature of Nora Golderos?
A. No. That has the appearance of having been written
very slowly from copy.
1\Ir. Cutchins: No questions.
The Court: I will state at this time that I had
page 17 ~ those four signatures submitted to a paying teller
of the First National Bank and another expert,
and they informed me they are convinced the signatures are
llOt the same. They are subject to call if you want them.
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NORA JONES GOLDEROS,
the complainant, having been first duly sworn, testified as
follows:
DIRECT EX...'-\.:t\IINATION.

·.;,

By 1\llr. Crenshaw:
Q. You are the complainant in this cause~
A. Yes.
Q.- I hand you herewith a writing to which is attached an
enlarged photograph of the signature thereof, written in
1930, which has been introduced in evidence as Exhibit No.
1, and ask if that is your signature signed there 1
A. Yes.
Q. I hand you herewith a check which has been introduced
as Exhibit No. 2, which is signed with the name Nora Jones
Goldei·os, and ask you if that is your genuine sigpage 18 ~ nature?
/A. Yes.
Q. I hand you check dated 1\Iarch, 1933, already introduced
as Exhibit No. 3, with the sig-1iature Nora Jones Golderos,
and ask if that is your signature~
A. Yes.
Q. I hand you herewith a writing on the letterhe~d of Dr.
Golderos dated Decmnber 11th, 1933, filed with the papers
in this cause Decen1ber 8th, 1936, with the argument of counsel for the defendant, heretofore introduced as Exhibit No.
4, and ask you if that is your signature~
A. No
Q. Previously, in certain depositions taken in order to ~de
tennine the ability of Dr. Golderos to pay the amount of $75
a month altinony, reference was made to a writing which wa8
testified was of similar purport to the Exhibit No. 4. I ask
you to state to the Court in your own 'vords what took place
leading· to the signing of any agreement and what were the
facts in connection therewith.
A. In 1933 Dr. Golderos had slipped several months in
paying alimony. I went to a la,vyer about collecting it. I
was taken sick in October with an acute attack of the kidneys.
The months of October and November he didn't
page 19 ~ pay. 1\lfy room and board was going on I was go-.
ing to 'the doctor three times a 'veek. J\iy physical
condition was not improving; it got worse. An oper.ation
was recommended, following· a spontaneous abortion in 1929.
At that time I was treated for several months. I didn't recover from the abortion. Dr. 1\1:ichaux advised an operation
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Nora Jones Golderos.

at that time. I didn't agree to have it done. I couldn't get
well without an operation. l{nowing that I had both Dr.
Geisinger and Dr. 1\tlichaux and I had my board to pay,-I
had no place to go. I had to stay in Richmond for treatment. Dr. Golderos said he wanted to talk to me about the
alimony, which he did. He said he couldn't discuss it where
I lived in privacy; to go to his office. I did. He said if I
signed the paper taking $50 a month instead qf the $75, he
would pay n1e promptly, and if I didn't, he 'vould leave the
state the next day. I was desperate with the bills I had to
pay,-just desperation,-! had to sign the paper. I thought
$50 a month was better than nothing. The alimony was the
only n1eans of support I had. He said that Governor Pollard
wouldn't let hin1 be broug·ht back for alin1ony.
Q. You stated that he stated to you that Governor Pollard
had made the staten1ent to the press that he wouldn't return
any man to Virginia for alimony. Is that correct!
page 20 ~ A. Yes.
Q. I hand you ~erewith exhibits 6, 7, 8 and 9;
6 being a letter from Dr. Ware (f) and one from Dr. Michaux,
dated !viarch 2, 1934, and ask if that is a true statement of
your condition at that thne¥
1\tir. Cutchins: Object to that, because the statmnent is .a
staten1ent of the physicians.
Mr. Crenshaw: I will withdraw it.
~{r. Cutchins: Just file that.
~1:r. Crenshaw: I here,vith submit exhibits numbered 6, 7,
8 and 9, statements of the doctors of the condition of Mrs.
Golderos, and doctors' and other bills showing she was ill
and under medical care at the time this purported agreement
was signed.

Q. Were you employed at that time 1
A. No.
Q. vYhat were you living· on at that time¥
A. Alimony.
Q. Was that your sole means of support?
A. Yes.
Q. You stated you had several times been questioned as
to when you were going to pay your board bill.
page 21 ~ Please state what transpired in regards to your
board bill.
A. Being· without money and the board bill running up, and
the people 'vould ask me at intervals when I intended paying.
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Nora J o1ies Golderos.
I would have to say I was expecting a check from Dr. Golderos,
my alimony. That went on for several months, because he
was several months in arrears and in November and December, 1933, he didn't pay n1e anything.
Q. Did they threaten to put you out of the house"l
A. Yes. They said I would have to n1ove if I didn't pay
them.
Q. Do you remember being before this court sometime in
1Iay, 1934?
A. Yes.
Q. At which time I recall Dr. Golcleros, by counsel, moved
the court to reduce the alimony¥
A. Yes.
Q. According to the decree the Court reduced it from $75 to
$50. Please state whether or not, to the best of your· recollection, anything was said in the testimony as to any agreement being a basis for the reduction.
A. No, there was not.
Q. The testimony went only to the ability to payY
page 22

r

The ·Court: vV as that taken down1
Mr. Crenshaw: No. That was the time :1\tir.
Bryan was testifying to.

Q. That order reducing the alimony from $75 to $50 a
month, dated ~lay 9th, 1934,-did Dr. Golderos continue to
pay the $75 up· to the entry of that order?
A. Yes.
·
Q. Was any consideration offered for signing that purported agreement?
A. No. He only threatened to leave the next day if I didn't
sign the paper taking· $50 instead of $75.
Q. I understood that he said he would leave the State 7
A. Yes, leave the State the next day.
Q. As a matter of fact the only thing you received was his
agTeement to do something he was already required to do.!
A. Yes. He said he would give me a check for $100 for alimony in arrears at that time.

. CROSS

EXA~1INATION.

Mr. Cutchins:
.
Q. 1\{rs. Golderos, who was with you the time you went to
Dr. Golderos' office Y
A. No one but Dr. Golderos and me.
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Nora J O'IWS Golde·ros.
Q. Just you two y
A. Yes.
Q. And you then, one account of what he told
page 23 r you, signed an agreement to accept $50 a month in
lieu of $75¥
A. Yes, because I was desperate.
Q. Just answer the question.
'~Ir.

Crenshaw: Let her answer.
1\fr. Cutchins : There is no use encumbering the record.

Q. You then signed the ag-reement reducing the alimony
from $75 to $50 a month Y
A. Yes.
Q. What time was it you signed itY
A. It was Sunday night, about the middle of December. I
don't know the exact date, exactly
Q. In your deposition you said November or December,
1933, but you didn't recall which. Now you do recall which
it was.
A. Yes, because in the deposition I couldn't recall, but I
have recalled it since that time. It was in December.
Q. When did you first raise the question about the agreement which is filed in this matter as Exhibit No. 4 not being
your sig·na ture.
A. The first time I saw it was in Judge Gunn's office in
Henrico. I knew· immediately it was not my signature.
Q. When was that¥
page 24 r A. It was following Judge Gunn 'shearing of the
. depositions taken in Chancery Court.
Q. Who was your counsel at that time¥
A. ~Ir. Nuckols.
Q. You mean those depositions Y
A. Yes.
Q. But you knew, of course, that you had signed an agreement in 1933, didn't you?
A. Yes, and I only signed it because he threatened to leave
the State the next day.
Q. Why did you not bring this matter up sooner than De- ,
cember, 1935.
A. Because I was sick; 'vent to the hospital in January for
a major operation. My health wouldn't permit me to .go back
and forth.
Q. weren't you well enough to come to this ~ourt on numerous occasions after 1\fay, 1934?
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A. Yes, I was.
Q. Why didn't you in all those times state that you never
signed such a paper or it 'vas a forgery and you never signed
or agreed to it?
'
A. Because Judge Gunn reduced the alimony from $75 to
$50 on the inability of Dr. Golderos to pay me.
·
Q. You admit you signed a paper reducing the alimony?
A. Yes.
page 25 ~ Q. And you admit it this morning~
A. Yes.
Q. And no'v you say you didn't sign it?
A. I didn't sign that one.
Q. But you did sign a purported agreement accepting $50
in lieu of $75?
.A. Yes.
Q. And signed it in December, 1933~
A. I did.
RE-DIRECT EX.Al\1INATION.

By Mr. Crenshaw:
Q. You testified the first you knew of the existence of this
paper was when the depositions were being taken in 1935. Is
that correct~
A. Yes.
The Court: I think we might just as well disregard this paper. She admits signing a paper in 1933.
A. Yes.
Q. For the reasons you assigned?
A. Yes.
Q·. How long- did you receive that $50 a month without making a protest to your counsel or the Court?
A. Before I had an opportunity Dr. Golderos had petitioned the Court to reduce the alimony, in May, at
page 26 ~ which time it was reduced.
Q. Did you protest about the agreement or call
it to the attention of the Court?
·A. No. I wasn't able to g·et downtown.
Q. Haven't you been to court from tin1e to time?
A. No, not since I signed it.
Q. From the time you signed, in 1933, did you receive-
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1\{r. Nuckols: She testified she received $75 until the time
you changed the order.
The Court: I want to get it straight.
Mr. Crenshaw: She testified that the $75 a month payments
were made until the order the Court made reducing it to
$50.
.
The Court: I have smne recollection that something was
said about lVIrs. Golderos agreeing to this reduction.
Mr. Cutchins: I can testify to that. I will further testify
that paper was offered to your Honor at that time.
The Court: No record was taken. I have that
page 27 ~ fixed in my n1ind that something was said at that
time. Whether that paper was produced, I don't
know.
J\tir. Cutchins: It was produced but not made a part of the
record.
1\!r. Crenshaw: Nor does the decree refer to any.
The Court: No. A paper was produced here. Something
was said about her agremnent. When that was I don't know.
Not till these depositions was any question raised as to dures~
or coercion or forgery or anything like that.
J\tir. Nuckols: 1\{ay I sug·gest, the alimony was reduced, as
the order recites, because of his inability to pay. She testi~
fied that was_ true. 1\'Ir. Bryan testified tl1at no writing was
introduced, nothing but evidence of his inability to pay, and
it was reduced for that reason. She couldn't have raised
the question of duress in connection with this written instrument when that had not been brought out in the case. The
first I heard of it was when lVIr. Cutchins asked her if she
admitted signing a writing. She testified the first time she
saw the writing "ras in your office in Henrico. I think that
was the first time I saw it.
page 28 ~ The Court: Any further questions? You are
not going to put on any evidence f
l\IIr. Cutchins: No.
The Court : The evidence is certainly uncontradicted.
l\'Ir. Nuckols: I may say that Dr. Golderos hasn't denied
any statmnent 1\{rs. Golderos made, and the evidence of M1·.
RedwoodThe Court: I am not interested in that.
l\~Ir. Nuckols: This evidence of 1\irs. Golderos is certainly
uncontradicted. This writing is not now in evidencel\'Ir. Cutchins: I merely want to call the attention of the
Court to something·; that is, 1\{rs. Golderos testimony is selfserving and absolutely unsupported. She admits she signed
a writing. Whether or not this is it is immaterial. She
signed in 1933, ag·reeing to accept $50 a month in lieu of $75.
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The Court was advised of such writing· in May, 1934, by me.
Mr. Bryan stated l1e wasn't positive one way or
pag·e 29 ~ the other. ].irs. Golderos failed to claim that this
paper was in1properly ·procured, and now she is
asking the Court to restore the $75. I claim she is estopped
from claiming that.
The Court: vVhat was the date of that agreement?
].1:r. Crenshaw: December 11, 1933.
The Coui·t: When was that order entered reducing the
alimony?
.
1\tir. Crenshaw: ~lay 9th, 1934; six months later.
The Court: I have got to pass on the evidence submitted,
and cannot' attempt to recall all the oral testimony taken.
I will have to g·o on the record. The agreement was made in
1933 and nothing was said about the agi·eement six months
later when the decree was entered. She said the agreement
has been obtained under duress and she has filed documentary
evidence here and. testified to her physical condition, and
there ha·s been no contradiction of that.· She was evidently
laboring under physical disability.
She said the Doctor came to her home and told her he·
couldn't pay her, and that if she wouldn't accept
page 30 ~ a reduction he was going to leave the State; .that
Governor Pollard was not going to have anybody
extradited for non-payment of alimony. She said the Doctor
wanted to· talk to her, but that they couldn't talked there
privately, and asked her to come to his office.
She testified that he reiterated what he had said; that he
would leave the State the next day.
It was under those conditions that she signed. The record
does not disclose whether the paper was introduced in evidence. I can't say whether it was or not. She testified as to
her condition and as to the threats, and that she was practically destitute; that the alimony was in arrears and she had
to accept that $50 or do without any support.
I think ·the evidence introduced supports the ·contention
of the petitioner, that the agreement was obtained under duress.
A decree will be entered accordingly.
Mr. Cutchins: I would just like to refer to the evidenc~
taken in this matter in which this whole thing was brought
out. This is a re-hash of the deposition taken in 1935, and in
this deposition Dr. Golderos testified that there
page 31 ~ was no duress; that he told her he was unable to
pay the alimony, and unless he had something left
to live on himself, he couldn't work and make enoug·h to pay
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anything at all. That all came out in this evidence here,every bit of -it.
The Court: The $75 a month alimony agreement was before the papers were submitted to the Court. The decree provided for $75 and was endorsed by Dr. Golderos himself.
Mr. Cutchins: Yes. Unfortunately the Doctor was not
represented by counsel at the time,-he hadn't been told of
the effect of such a decree.
'This record further shows that Mrs. Golderos, at the time
she speaks of, of this expense she was put to, and the danger
of being ejected from her boarding house, bad 25 shares of
General J.\IIotors Stock she later sold to her sister, so she had
that between her and starvation at the time to offset this duress proposition.
~fr. Nuckols: I don't think there is anything in the record where Dr. Golderos denied any of these statements.
lVIr. Cutchins: I think if the court read these
page 32 ~ depositions in connection with M~rs. Golderos'
statement this morning, it will get a different idea
of the facts.
J.\IIr. Nuckols : I understand your Honor passed on this
case.
Mr. Cutchins: The matter is still in the bosom of the Court.
These depositions will show that 1\Irs. Golderos had 25 shares
of Generall\iotors Stock at that time. She later said she sold
them to Mrs. Connolly.
The Court: I don't think that enters into it. That was
an agreement to pay $75. She claims he threatened to leave
the State.
1\ir. Cutchins: That is unsupported.
The Court: That is uncontradicted.
J.\llr. Cutchins: Dr. Golderos is here.
The Court : You closed your case.
page 33 ~ 1\IIr. Cutchins: This speaks for itself. This is
an unnecessary proceeding. The matter has been
determined by the Court heretofore, that she is only entitled
to $50 a month, and this Court determined that she was not
entitled to that and when the Supreme Court reversed a certain
decree and remanded it, the Supreme Court took cognizance
that this could he pleaded in abatement. They have no stand:..
ing in Court. This evidence should not be admitted at all.
The Court: Yes, the Court of .Appeals said that. I didn't
agree with the ·Court. I am bound by the law now.
Mr. Cutchins : Yes, I understand, but 'vhen the Supreme
Court sent the matter back it stated it could be used as a
defense.
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The Court: To settle that reduction, $50,-that was the
law, I know, but I have no patience with some things. They
said they agreed to her getting· $50, $25 less, but the agreement could be plead if there was an effort made to put it back
to the original $75. That is the way I construe it.
page 34 ~ The sole question before me: I have thrown that
contract out. She had· admitted previously that
she had agreed. Up to that time I hadn't heard about coercion. There was evidence had before 1ne,-I don't recall
what it was, but my recollection was something was said about
this contract.
1\{r. Cutchins: The Court stated that in its order.
The Court: In the absence of a record. I will hav·e to fall
back on the decree. The decree is silent. It was silent as
to the agreement between the parties but was entered on account of Dr. Golderos being unable to pay. I heard evidence
as to his inability to pay. That is all there is to that. Nothing was said about an agreement. If they said there was an
agreement for the reduction and wanted tlie Court to affirm
it. It would have been so stated,-not his inability to pay
on an agTeement. I think my hands are tied.
Mr. Cutchins: If the Court is of the opinion that if the
alimony is placed at $75 a month,-what time will it run.
The Court: You will have to go through there
page 35 } and find out.
.
Mr. Cutchins : The Court has been of the opinion to this time that the agreement of 1\{rs. Golderos certainly entitled the Court to enter a decree of $50. The Supreme
Court hasn't reversed that; that it could be used as a de~~nse.
That has been done.
The Court: I 'vill tell you what I am g·oing to do. I am
going to let that $50 stand. Until this matter went to the
Court of Appeals she accepted that right along. I am not
going to let you go back to the date when the $75 was reduced.
I don't think that 'vould be fair .. ·From the time she accepted
the $50 I am not going to make him pay $75. Let the $75
run from the date of this decree.
Mr. Cutchins: From now on, $75'
The Court : The $50 is restored from the time he began
paying $25, and from this date $75 runs, so he will be in arrears $25 from the time he began paying $25 until the present
time.
·
·
page 36 }

I, Julien Gunn, Judge of the Circuit Court of
the City of Richmond, do hereby certify that the
foregoing is a transcript of the testimony taken before me
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in Chambers on the 8th day of March, 1938, and I further
certify that the exhibits HEB #1-#9 inclusive are the exhibits that were filed when the. aforesaid testimony was taken.
Given under my hand this 15th day of July, 1938.
JULIEN GUNN,
Judg-e ·Circuit Court of the City of Richmond.
page 37

r Virginia :

In the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond.

Nora Jones' Golderos,

v.
Rudesindo Golderos, Jr.
To : Rudesindo Golderos, Jr. :
Notice is hereby given that I shall appear, by counsel, before the Honorable Julien H. Gunn, Judge ,of the Circuit
Court of the City of Richmond, in the Courtroom of the said
Court, at nine-thirty o'clock, A. M., on September 20, 1930,
or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard, and apply to
the Court for temporary alimony and for award of sufficient
money to prosecute this suit and to employ counsel therefor.
Given under my hand this 16th day of September, 1930.
NORA JONES GOLDEROS.
TUCI{ER, BRONSON AND MAYS,
'Counsel.
HEB #1.
page 38
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Picture of Bank Building
RTCH~IOND,

VA. Nov. 17 1932

No...... .

Broad Street Branch
FIRST AND l\iER.CHANTS NATIONAL BANK
of Richmond
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Pay to the
order of Mr. J. B. Davenport .................... $5.00
Five ~ 00/100........... : ........ ~ ........ DOLLARS
MRS. NORA J. GOLDEROS
(Face of check)

J. B. DAVENPORT
Endorsements of
BANI{ OF WINDSOR
NORF. NAT. BANK OF COJ\1:MERCE & TRUSTS
•FIRST &

~1ERCANTS

NATIONAL BANI{

(Obverse of check)
REB #2

pag·e 39

t

RICHMOND, VA., March 1, 1933

NOT NEGOTIABLE
Received from my Account at
FIRST AND MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK
Thirty-two & 00/100................. DOLLARS $32.00
To be Personally Presented
by the Depositor at the
Counter of the Above Bank
MRS. NOitA J. GOLDEROS
HEB #3
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DR. R. GOLDEROS, JR.
301 East Franklin Street
Richmond, Va.
December 11, 1933

· I, Nora Jones Golderos give legal consent to Rudesjndo
Gilderos, ,Jr. to have my alimony reduced from $75.00 a month
January 1st, 1934.
to $50.00 a month, GO'Jnensing
.
.
\

Sign.
NORA JONES GOLDEROS
HEB

#4

page 41 }- H. HUDNALL WARE, JR., M.D.
828 West Franklin St.
RICHMOND, VA.
May 2, 1934.
TO WHOM IT

~I.A.Y

CONCERN:

This certifies that I attended ~irs. Rudolph Golderos during; ,July and Aug·ust, 1929, and again during May, June,
July and August, 1930.
}Irs. Golderos was :first attended by me because of pregnancy of approximately three months' duration. This pregnancy tern1inated as a spontaneous abortion about the fourth
month. Following the abortion the patient developed Considerable tenderness in the pelvis, and there 'vas definite enlargement of the tubes and right ovary. Operation was ad_vised, but no further treatments 'vere given, as the patient
was attended by another physician.
H. H. WARE, JR..
H. H. Ware, Jr.
HHWJr

p

5/2/34
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This is to certify that I operated upon Mrs. Golderos for
pelvic inflammation as described above by Dr. Ware. She
has had a slow convalescence and has only recently been discharged by me.
STUART :MICHAUX,

~I.

D.

HEB#6
page 42}

DR. STUART ~IICHAUX
Stuart Circle Hospital
Richmond, Va.

Phone 5-4331

OFFICE HOURS:

.Every Morning 10 to 12 :30 Except Fri.
& Sat.
Saturday 11 to 2

i

No Friday or Sunday Hours
Jan. 29 1933

~rs.

R. Golderos

2031 Montiment Ave.

City
Professional Service
·operation
Treatments
Laboratory Fees

H;EB #7
page 43

~

Office of
DR. JOSEPH E. GEISINGER
Stuart Circle Hospital
Richmond, Virginia

Phone : Dial 5-4331
Hours: 3 to 5 P.M. and by Appointment

$75.00

Nora ,T. Golderos v. Rudesindo Golderos, Jr.

29

3/1/34
1\:IRS. NORA GOLDEROS
2031 :M~onument A venue
City

Professional Services to Self
Account rendered
7/24/34 By cash

$60.00

5.00

Balance

$55.00

HEB #8

page 44}

Bills Payable Weekly.
RICH~!I:OND,

VA. Jan. 15,1934

STUART CIRCLE I-IOSPITAL
Lon1bardy Street and Monument Avenue
~{rs. Nora Golderos

Dr.
504
Jan. 8 Bill Rend.
Room and Board and Gen. Nursing
35.00
from l/8 to 1/15 at $5.00 per day
1\fedicines
.95
Dressings
1.10

62.35

37.05
$99.40
REB #9

page 45

~

page 46

~

Photostat-See

~1:8.

I, Walker. C. Cottrell, Clerk of the Circuit Court
of the City of Richmond, do hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true record of all the proceedings together
with the testimonv and exhibits in the case of Nora Jones
Golderos v. Rudesindo Golderos, Jr., as provided in stipulations of July 1, 1938, and July 19, 1938, and I further certify
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that the defendant herein through his counsel has had notice
that the plaintiff has applied for the aforesaid record..
Given under my hand this 19th day of July, 1938.
WALKER C. COTTRELL, Clerk.
Walter C. CottrelL
Fee for Transcript, $16.00.
A Copy-Teste :
M. B. WATTS, C. 0,.
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