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If it were andstatute, directory,the statute wouldprescribed by be
other evidence the be received.of of the record wouldauthenticity

court,Secombev. 20Steele, 94, 102. clerk of superiorThe theHow.
thehaving of of is the properthe records the commoncustody pleas,
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Madigan, v. Burns.Ex’r,

“A of allone half of all the and ofbequest rents, my prop-incomeprofits,
the life of a clauseerty,” during bythe is not limited in amountlegatee,

willof the that hisit to be the willdeclaring requesttestator’s and
“be inproperty heretofore,should the withoutmanaged same manner as

division.”
No is notlegal uncertainty shown in such a isand its constructionbequest,

affected by an anddivision, made for testatorequal yearsseveral theby
the legatee, of the income an toand of estate whichproceeds belonged
them, the sharelegatee’s half,of that estate less andthan one thatbeing
share not outset tobeing assigned him..and

inBill Equity, to theestablish of of S.Maryconstruction the will
of whichMadigan, the isplaintiff and the testatrixexecutor, whichby

“mother, defendant,to her Burns,gave the half of all theNancy one
rents, profits, and income of all real,both andmy personal,property,
mixed, her naturalduring life,” and it will and re-declared to be her

“that herquest be inproperty should manner asthe samemanaged
heretofore, without division.”

toSubject theexception, introducedplaintiff evidence totending
show, among other thethings, that defendant is the ofwidow Patrick
H. Burns, deceased, intestate; that the testatrix was his administra-
trix, child;and only that, in anofpursuance between theagreement
testatrix and defendant,the the homestead,defendant’s dower, and
distributive of her,share Patrick’s estate were not toassigned and

court,that estate ivas not settled in probatethe but the income of the
estate,whole and the of such of itproceeds sold,asparts were were

dividedequally between them as as thelong testatrix lived. The
plaintiff dower,claims that the defendant is not entitled to home-

andstead, distributive share of estate,Patrick’s in addition to one
half of the income of all the testatrix’s for Theproperty life. circuit


