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him,either forthwith or after his deat
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dpughtor,llnry Ann,should have the property,as a present from
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These pencil words did noi make & deed,s will or & ocontract of sale.

dated in 1864. That is all.
questiin as to who wrote them. But we

Just when they were written 18 not known. These 1is even somo

cannot bring our minds to the convlusion that they changed the legal desocent of title,to all the
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There was no livery of seizin,no binding contraoct
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We areof opinlon,

in question was cest by descent upon all his heirs at law,
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The prayer of the bill of ocomplaint for & deoree
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(Filed June 20,1917)




