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Gilsum,in thanratherhad not a residencethat legalMaynard
do du-could be held tohad,that if he hein the supposition,

in Keene.ty
hrcourt, that theretherefore, of theis,It the opinion

theJudgment respondent,for

K.E. FROST.MOORE vs.HANNAH
It not thehas been decided in this of is within staí-state, whether a writ doweryet

me of limitations of actions; he,real but if it
begin againstThe statute of thedoes not of the deathto fun the claim untildower,

husband.

in bar.This was a Theof tenant pleadeddower.writ
hasnot,that the said Hannah nor any by,has person,

££ or has makeswhom said orthrough, theunder Hannah
“ ofthereof,to the been orseizedrecovery possessedclaim
£C writ,the Hannah’s orland described the said of any p.ar-in
“ thereof, next before theceJ within commence-twenty years
“ ofment this suit.”

demurred,To this andthe demandant the join-tenantplea
in demurrer.ed

Reed, for the demandant.
Parker, for the tenant.J.

J.,C. delivered the opinionof the court.Richardson,

19,1805,The statute of June N. H.(1 Laws 169,) enacts,
“ orno orpersons,person body corporatethat shallpolitick,

u lands, tenements,into or hereditaments,any entry anymake
title,make or claimany thereto,shall prescription,i!or or

i: rents, annuities, therefrom,or issuing orportionsto any
“ oraction for the obtain­sue or maintain any recoveryshall

suchthereof, unless orperson persons, bodypossessioning
■i£ oror the under whom re­persons, theycorporate politick,

claim, have been seized or possessed thereofspectively
next before the such ortwenty years making entry,within

tc aof such contains pro­suit.” The statutecommencement
“toshall be makewhen who entitled'viso, anythat person,

“ lands,, hereditaments, ortenements, andanyIntoentryany
a thereof,or foraction suit the recoveryto forany orbring
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“ annuities,rents, or portionsof any issuingthe recovery
“ or titleshall, at the time of said first ac-therefrom,” right

ofthem, years,within the twenty-onebe agetocrued feme
&lc., thecovert, such notwithstandingthen person may, expi-

term, into, or an actionsaid make forentry bringofration
thereof, at withintime five next af-recovery any yearsthe

discovert.orat full age, beingarrivingter
1791,16,offrom the statute Junewas copiedstatuteThis

//, ;ofthe time limitationLawsJV. 164) changing only(1
fromwas thelast mentioned statute copied Englishand the

2. Ab. Limitation32 Bacon's ac­of H. VIII. cap.statute of
“ Terns” Gr.tions” Digest,(B) Comyri’s.—

us, is founded theuponcase nowThe in the beforeplea,
of that no; substance it per-of 1805 and thesaid statute i%

claims,demandant haswhom theor underby, through,son
within nexttwenty years,of landseized or thebeen possessed

claimHer isof this action. notbefore the commencement
seisin Lordor Cokepossession.her own says,founded upon

“ of the heirin dower by assignmenta dothtenancythat
”“ is in herbecause husband Cokea she bywork degree,

case,in thisthen, amounts toThe239, nothinga. pleaLiU.
husband, whom the demandant claimsbythat thethanMore

of the landor withindower, possessednot seizedwasher
;teste ofthe her writ andnext before thetwenty years

is, underdecided whether thebe statute this istoquestion
?actionbar to thea good

terms broadis in itsstatute to embrace thisenoughThe
is to a reasonablestatute have; construction,but everycase

of theandtrue intent meaning legislature.to theaccording
isof limitationsthe statute found-whichuponThe principle,

action,cause of and toneglectswho has availed, is, that he
furnishes,the law withinof which thehimself the remedy,

limited, histo have abandonedtime shall be right,presumed
But a wife,shall of his dur-remedy.and be forever barred

husband, athe of has in his lands con-onlylife futureing the
cannot beinterest, which affect-a meretingent expectancy,

Ifhusband,ed act of nor thirdby any the of any person.
dower,of and be-athen the statute wife’s rightembraces

sei-to betime,to run husband ceasesfrom the when thegins
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zed, case,she will be of her indeprived dower every when?
twenty years aafterelapse of theconveyance land theby
husband, and ;before his death and this without any neglect
or lacheson he? It seemspart. us,to that this would be

;unreasonable and we think isit from lan-thevery apparent,
of the toguage theproviso statute now consideration,under

that the statute was intended to bar those, who,only being
entitled to lands,anmake into or to anentry action forbring

rents,the lands,of &c.,recovery to avai.neglect themselves
of those remedies within tlie time limited. For it can nev-
er be that thesupposed, could havelegislature intended to
save from the of the of aoperation statute the interests feme
covert, cases,in where she and her husband have amight

statute,and avoidremedy, effect of the andthe leaveyet
instances,the statute to her inrun whererightsagainst she

could no tohave dopower to save herany thing rights from
its operation.

cases,The books furnish many where are re­principles
which inconsistentare withcognized, thealtogether princi­

4 Coke8,which this founded.ple, Bevil's case.­upon pleads
"“—­21,—3 BennetLevintz vs. King.­ Comyn's Tems­Digest

“9,G. Limitation actions” B.­—­8 John.&c.—Bacon's­ Ab. of
104, vs. Stewart.Hogle

statuie,would,a widow under theWhether he barred of
claim withinto it twentyher dower af­by neglecting years

husband,of need not beter the death the settled in case.this
6ux. vs. 290.Hitchcock John.Harrington, But we are&

cannot beof that the statute construed toclearly opinion,
of husband,run her until the decease her andagainst right,

case, bethat in insufficient.adjudgedthis the mustplea
the demandant.Judgmentfor


