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e v. Thomas, 6 Ex. 854; Jarman v. Hale, [1899]1i Q.B. 994;
nl(aae v. TIses, 2 Lev. 88; Ilogan v. Iland, 14 Mou. P.C. 310);
* Litt. 57(a); Pinhorn v, Sonster, 8 Ex. 763, 772, 7-13; Car-
2Ier v. Cobus, YeIv. 73.1
While leaseholds are exigible at the commun Iaw as chattels,
instance has been cited, and I ean find none, in whieh it was
d that a tenancy at will was such a leasehold. It does flot
in 10 have been the subjeet of any Engliali or Outario dcci-
il; and, consequcntly, there is no express authority....
[Reference to 17 Cyc. 954; Bigelow v. Fincli, il Barb. 498,

Barb. 894; Colvin v. Baker, 2 Barb. 206; Waggoner v. Speck,
)hio 292; Wildey v. Barnes, 26 Miss. 35; Freeman on Execu-
as, 3rd ed., secs. 119, 177 : lieînmuller v. Skidmorc, 7 Lan.

Williams v. MeGrade, 13 Minu. 174; Kile v. Giebner, 114
St. 381.]

It seems, in the only case in England wvhich 1 eau find at al
,ring on the matter, tu have been taken for grauted that such
estate eould not be taken iu execution....
[Reference to Doe v. Smith, 1 Man. & Ry. 137;- Playfair v.

agrove, 14 M. & W. 239; Taylor v. Cole, 3 T.R 2.92; Rex
E)eane, 2 Show. 85; Doe v. Murleas, 6 M. & S. 110; Ma.rtin v.
;ejoy, 1 Ry. & Moo. 355; Ilamerton v. Stewd, 3 B3. & C. 478.]
When we cousider that a Slieriff caunot seize what hie ean.
seli: C'omi. Dig., tit. "Execution" (C. 4) ; Legg v. Evans, 6

& W. 36; Universal Skirt Manufaetniring Co. v. Goriuiley, 17
,.R. 114, 136: 1 think it quite elear that at the eoimmon law a
ancy at wiIl is not; exigible.
And this particular intereat hias not been eovered by logis-.
on-noue of the ameudmients applying bo such a chattel in-
,st, The history of the legisiation is 10 be fouund in U'niversal
rt M*anufaturing Co. v. Gormley, 17 O.L.R. at p. 136. The
sent Act is 9 Edw. VIL. ch. 47.
Legisiation extendîug the classes of property 10 whichi ex-
Lion will attaeh is alway.9 construed strictly. See, for
mple, . .. . Morton Y. Cowan, 25 O.R. 529, a-34, 535,
Nor eould il be conaidered "]and," within the ineaning of
Execution Act....
[Refexrence to sec. 32(1)j
It la argued, however, that the position of a holder of a
if1cate of location is different fromn that of a inere tenant at
yand that his interest is exigible,. ..

[Refereniee to Reilly v. Doucette, 2 O.W.N. 1(15'1.1
[n my view, the appeal eau bc disposed o! on the short
2nd that no transfer by the Sheriff could be effective (sec.


