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assignment oflaw,of even withoutdower was at common liveryA validparol
it notwidow,an the or doesassignmentseisin. such must beBut byaccepted

bind her.
assignment assignment.ofOur on the of introduces no new formdower,statute

new is made of frauds ?Whether a one the statuteby qu.necessary

was a writ of todower,This which the tenant pleaded,
demanded,within after he had tothat days assignedthirty

her dower in the to her satisfaction.the widow premises
issue was taken on the fact of the and atAn assignment;

1818, evidence,it inhere, term,trial Novemberthe appeared
thethe tenant and herthat uponagent seasonably agreed

of the which should constitutepremises,portionparticular
monuments;or butand erected boundariesthe assignment,

The testified,executed.was that heno conveyance agent
thedid not intend to without aaccept assignment conveyance,

thatswore,other witnesses was at that timethough nothing
in to one.mentioned respect

The called on theafterwards tenant for aagent convey-
told,ance, was that none would beand executed, as the

ofconcluded, counsel,had on advice totenant waive all
done,which had been and refuse to theto demandant her

dower.
The tenant took the the and aseason, aftercrops ensuing

demand, the suit was instituted.new present
A verdict for theby demandant,was taken consent sub-

to further consideration on the aboveject testimony.
Smith,J. Smith fV. counsel for the demandant.■-

R. Fletcher, for the tenant.
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Joi™sonto arisequestion, supposedJ. TheWobDBURT, principal
Morse,ofof awas thecáse, parol assignmentsufficiencyin this

found, all theBut, examination, will bé thaton itdower.
ofto solutionare thesettled, whichnot necessaryfacts are

that question.
“ offor the andOur convenientstatute assignmentspeedy

“ (l)liiH.dower,”(l) prescribe any specificnot for thedoes formw . . . ... . Laws 187., ,
but makes a that therequisition,assignment; only general

“ “totenant and set over the widow” her dow-shall assign
“ “ to toer,” satisfaction,her the true intendmentaccording
“ of law.”

then,The of the atforms which existedassignment, com-
here,mon thelaw, be ones as alonemust areproper they

“ the true of law,”to intendment stat-unless ouraccording
has introducedute of frauds new forms.indirectly
law, one of the formsAt common consisted in a mere ver­

“ I doas endow of abal thirdyou ofpart allassignment,
“ cousin J. S. died seized of.”the lands 276.—­my Styles

Rowe vs. Power.1,P.5 B. &
the mode ofSuch, wastoo, adassignment ostium ;ecclessim­

“34,134.—Co.­ Li­ tt.Bl. a.­—­Com.Com. Di.(2 Dower” C.)
sthusband could notthe abecause make deed to his wife

morealso, reason,theand, for general allapplicable to cases
thethat titledower,of not likepassed, other freehold

seisin,ofestates but mereliveryby by ofoperation law.
seisin, and death ofThe themarriage, husband alone trans-

title, the birth of afer the as child and the de-subsequent
of transfer acease the title in theparent, parent’s estate to

“Ab.the child. Bac. Dower” C. 1.—Co. Lift. 32.
“ needeth,” Coke,There in hissays on thecommentary

“Littleton,39th section of neither oflivery seisin nor writ-
“ of dower,to assignment because iting any is due of com-
“ mon right.”

her is notBut consummated, tillright the isassignment
or Till thenmade she has nocompleted. toright possession

tenant;the 247,as John.(7against Rep. vs.Jackson O'Dona­
Mass. 13, vs.Rep.ghy.­ norO’Neil), interestanySheaffe—­9

“attachment lor hertosubject debts.(2) sheThough comes (2) 14 Mass. Rep."m*3'
7
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“ to her dower in the her con-husband; isper, in,inandby
“ aretinuance of estate,his which the heir or terretenant
“ but to her”—ministers ofor officers the Jaw to carve out

soAb. be(Bac, “Dower” D. 2.—Glib. it mustDow. 395); yet
carved out alsobefore the it mustis andassignment perfect,
be carved out “satisfaction,”to to accepther sheunless agree

(t) 5 B. P.& it(l) without farther the tenant.acton of theany part
andThe usual metesitwas, to outpractice carve by

bounds, then,and on hernotice, acceptanceshe expressed
words, or anby intoby entry possession.

Leo­ Thus, (2)the ofform is intrando agreavit,”pleading “quod(2) 3 Leon. 272m “ “orBaker. or, case,entereth and as in this that sheagreeth ac-
“ it; inor, the of ourcepted” statute, itthatlanguage was
“ “ “set over” to her satisfaction.” Lilt. Title Dower” de

belle.plus
If once aaccepted, refusalsubsequent the tenantby

would not invalidate the norassignment, would a subsequent
(3) 278.toyer verbal disclaimer herself defeat herby estate.(3)

therefore,The in the facts of this case isdeficiency, as to
ofher the Foracceptance she neverassignment. entered

estate, herthe andinto disavowedagent any intention to be
with thesatisfied unless aassignment, wasconveyance made

theto her from Thetenant. conduct of the tenant in dis-
done,what beenhad indicated anclaiming impression, that

of thethe business was notassignment intended eitherby
be tillto furtherbinding, andparty suchproceedings; we

views,would be their when weexpectshould advert to the
dower is not set out the(whereusage, sheriffby orgeneral

to havecommissioners) a executed fromconveyance the
tenant.

circumstances, bethese cause mustUnder submittedthe
fact, theto the whetherto a establish assignment wasjury

was,it;not to if it willor her satisfaction and then bewas
our statute ofdecide,to whether frauds hasenoughsoon
mode ofthe verbalabolished assigning dower¡indirectly

law.at commonvalidwaswhich
,.set new trial.aside,Verdict and


