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Il Ves. 3. The ugeet between Sayles and hie partner tÀ
effect became an executed one, ini so far as the real estat.
partner8hip was concernod, by the. couvoyance frozn the f
te the latter.

When Sayles thu acquied lot 3, 4,and 5frora iifati
ddse free to couvoy the. equity hq thus acquired without r

te, any claixu te, or right of dower thorein ou the part of hi.
because what ho got under the. deed te hlm was not a coneiv
of the. logal estEite thon outstauding i tii. mortgigeoe. Wh4
partuors, dotaling with partnership property, made modi
i f.., the. irgg ohtained a conveyance of the. legat e

and becamno aeised of the. property. Seisin on the part c
;wshand is one of the essentials of dower. The seisin thus p*
to theii. age and remaiing i themn, it nover becani
i Sayle se that dower could attaoh. Se. Copestake v. E
[1908] 2 Chi. 10, 16, 18. In thes. circumstances, sec. 10 c
Dower Act, R.S.O. 1914 eh. 70, had ne application.

B3ut as te lots 7, 8, and 9> the result was difoeront. They
conv.yed te Sayles after the atesihdbenisov .
became seised of thes. lots upon the conveyanco to him in
the. partnership beirng thon dleslved. Althougii iinmediately
the. conveyance to, hlm ho executed a iotaeou tiiese Io
whioh the. plaintiff joined Le, bar dower, and aIse subuec

mortgags, th plaintiff wus stili eontitled te dowor, sac. 10 c

Rfeneto Pratt v. Bunneli (1891>, 21 O.R. 1, 6; Geuun
Nelia (1895), 26 O.R. 307; Standard Rlly Co. v. Nich,
(1911), 24 O.L.R. 46, 51, 52.

Tii. plaintiff was net entftled te dowor i lots 3, 4, and 5
wa. so entitled i respects of lots 7, 8, and 9.

Jlidpn.nt for tho plaintiff witii costs. Rference te Lthe M.
at ratfod o scetan he valueof thedowor as at the dea


