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date of sale or the ratif iocation thereof by the Court,and the residue in six

' |months, the purshaser or purchasers giving his her or their note,with approved
seourity,and bearing interest from date of sale;or alloash at the option of

the purchaser.A deposit of $200.00 will de required of the purchaser on the

day of sale.All oconveyancing to be at the expenoce of the purchaser.
Frank L.Stoner
Charles MoC. Mathias

Trustees.

In the Cirouit Court for
Frederiok County,sitting
as & Court of Equity.

A petition-in the nature of objections to the ratifiocation of the sale

ro;;ftod in the above entitled oause having been filed by the purchaser, a
hearihg was held before the Court and testimony taken as to the facts alleged
in the pertition. It sppears that on the day of the sale ocertain announcement
ere made by the trustees as to the rights of the present oooupants of the
property sold, before full possession should be given the purchaser on April
1,1916. The pertition sets forth that it was announced at the sale by the trw

stees "that the present ocoupants of the property,Misses Rosa and Sevilla A.
Layman,should be permitted te finish planting corn in that part of the proper-
ty whioch was then in process of being planted,the purchaser to receive the
landlord's share of the corn so planted;the puchaser was also 1o receive,as
leged,” "thelmmdlord's share of the hay orop and to have right to put out tie
heat orop in the fall. |
No reference to suoh sunouncements was made in the report of sale,and the
purohaser prayed in his pertition that these smnouncements by the trustees at
he salv be made s part .of the ocontraot of purchase. At the taking of the tes-
imony in regard to the exact nature of these snnouncements by the trustees,

here was & oconfliot of recoilection between the wiinesses as to Just what

announcement wasin faot made.The .trustees differed themselves as 10 the exaof
purport of the statements suthoried bs ihn at the sale.From the preponderanc
of the evidence, however,I finds;

1. That the present ocoupants of .the farm,the Misses Layman,were to put out

the spring orop of corn for 1915,as alrsady begun by them,and that the purob-
aser was t0 have the landlord'sS share thereof,i.e.one-half.The orop 8o conten-

plated and begunwas to oonsist of two fields of about fifteen and seventeen
acres respectively,in both of whioh some plowing has been done before theday
of sale.Boath of these fields the present oooupantis were entitled to put out

in oorn,and there was no oococasion for an injunction to repttein them from
plowing boath fields for 00rD.

2. As to the hay,the evidence does not,in the opinion of the Court, justify
the purchaser's olaim to the half thereof.0nly & load or two,ro three, seems
4o have been made off the place,and in the absrnce of any more definite evid-

ence as 40 the marmer of the present ocoupants'possession,l oannos f£ind the
purchaser entitled to a share.The purchaser, according to all the evidenocs,1s
not to have full possessionhimself until April 18%,1916,with the privilage,
however,to put out the fall orop of wheat.

As to the grawing orops and the fruit on the trees at the time of the sale,

‘the present occupantswould seem to be entitled to these as they mature,unless

by some other previous arrangments or agreement they were to be divided or

shared with another.




