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Horine ,executrix f1led an answer admitting the allegatione contained in the several paracraphs of
tre bill of comolaint and ~onsenting tc the passage of a decree as prayed. Floyd l.eatherman and
Foster Legtherman tec-=2ther with thelir wives anid Floyrd T.eatherman and Foster T.eatherman ag exenuto-
re f1led thelr ansrer contending that the conutract or agreement of sale hereinbefcre mentioned was
valld und rinding on all the parties thereto and that this Ccourt is without Jjurisdiction in the
preri~ses and ulleging thad Flova leatherman nad made vealiigkle improvements on the farm snd that

1t would he pgrecssly inegquitable Lc allow the ~complainant to vithdraw her ccnsent te the csale.

Fvidence was tazen Iin tha cnce yund Floyd T.eatherman testified that tnhe contract was not ccmple-
ted: that wren tre parties ull got "together ubcut the Sth or £th of April there was a dispute
arc3e. T wus t¢ have my shere in the fourm with 17 interest and they wculd not let me have 1t.

Then T fell down ¢ the 1ch £111 T could see myself safe tog meet the Aemgnde f the price’.

e 5413 at tne time the testimony was taken cn the 12th ¢f Tuly,177?2,he wus reacdy anc willing
to carry cul tne contruct and gereement uabove menticnec. The testimony ¢f the wife was that she
ragd hreen receliving very small returns from tre farm,scarcely encugn Lo pav the texes; that ner
con KFloys who rus tenynt on tne farm renderec Me account to her of income or profits or proceegde
from tne furm und thut In effect his tLenuncy was whelly unsatisfactory the income from trne farm
beling 4 mere trifle 1f nct wctusily Pringing her in Zdebt to pay taxeg,repuairs,incurunce uand the
1ika, A~ 1 nave before stated,in my opinicn tue ugreement to cell entered inte in Netober, 1921,
never nuving been made vqlid By tne ratificaution ¢f tre Crphans’ Court aurnd never having been con-

t. it vm3 of non effect. Vo valld c4le having been mude in auccordance withkh the fcour-

3

gumrmyuLed Iin o

{

tn section ¢f the vill und the situation of the partiecs becoming irreconcilable,the 1ife tenunt

receiving practieally n¢ benefit from the farm or mountain 1ot and the bulldings and fences becom-
ing necessarily mcre or less,dilapidated by the lgpse of time,in my opinion this Court has under
the sllegutions of the bill, jurisdiction t¢ decree u sule of the property under Section 228 of
Article 1€ of the Code of Public General Lawxs,notwithstanding the written ugreement of date Octo-
ber 10,1421 and the evidence sat ifies tne Court that it would be advantageous to the parties that
the property be sold as prayed in the bill of complaint. A decree will acoordingly be signed to
that effect. There was no evidence in the case that Floyd Leatherman had made any valusable impro-

vements on the farm or that it woulcd be inequitable to decree a shle therecf.

(Filed October 24,1922) Glenn H.VWorthington.
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Flora L.Leatherman, " No-10527 E QU I T Y.
Widow and Life Tenant. ) In the Cirouit 6curt for
Ve. : Frederick County Sitting

" 48 a Court of bkquity.

John H.Horine et al. : September Term,1922.
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The above cause standing ready for a hearing,and being submitted,the Eill,Answer, Ekxhidbits ,
Testimony,and all other proceedings were by the Court read and considered and the Court being of
opinion heretcfore filed having declared that the Court has jnrisdioction to decree a sale of the
property and the evidence satisfying the Court that it would be advantugecus to the parties inter-
ested that the property be sold.

IL is thereupon,this 25th cday of October in the year nineteen hundred and twenty-two by the
Circuit, Court for Frederick County,sitting us a Court of bkquity,and by the authority of said Court
adjudged,ordered, anc decreed,that the land and premises mentioned in these prcceedings be sclé,
and that Albert S.Brown and H.Xleffer Deliauter of Frederick County,be, and they are hereby sappoin-
ted Trustees to¢ make the said sales,und that the cocurse and manner of their procceedings shall bs
us follows; they shuall first file in the Clerk's Office of this Court,a BOND tc the State of
Maryland,executed by them with a surety,or sureties,to be approved by the Court,or the Clerk there

of ,in the penulty of Eight Thousand Dollars,condivioned for the falthful performance of the trusg



