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method of procedure, that method, muat be foilowed ai
ilu substance: Goodwiu v. Ottawa and Prescott R.W.<
U.C.R. 186.

There eau bie no doubt that the stock 'would flot havq
exigible at the conunon law: Morton v. Oowau, 25 OJB
The first gtatute in JJpper Canada is that of 1831, 2 Wi
ch. 6; and the original of all the subsequent legislation
1849, 12 Vict. eh. 23. The statute iiow iu force, aud aoreferred to in the course of the argument, Le., the stati1909, 9 Edw. VIL. ch. 47, sec. 11(l), is the same (with
verbal differeuces) as the original Aet of 1849, 12 Vict. esec. 2-it iudeed makes a defluite provision that the f
shall be deemed to be made frorn the time of the service 0:and notice, whicli had becu judlcially decided as belu
effeet of the former statute: Hatch v. Rowland, 5 P.R. 2'ý

Sub-section (2) of sec. Il appears for the first time istatut. of 1909; sud 1 do not think it at ail limita the effigenerality of suh-sec. 1, which contains the old law. 1
t1iink it la of the greatest importance as shewing what t1,law was. If it wcre the law that the Shierif cou2ld go oi
of lus county sud serve a company, or could serve by send
letter outside tie county, there would be no necessity oi
aucli provision-lt la necded ouly if the Shierif caxuiot fin
eoinpany withiu his couuty, and canuot serve ini auy otheithan within his county, sud by a real "service," not hy
ing a letter.

The. resiilt is, 1 think, that the statute means that the. 81may seize: (1) if the company, i.e., the head office of tiiepany, lie within his county; or (2>, if the. company haaum
his baihliw4ik a place at which service of proccas may b. i

And thia accords with the wcll-known limitation ofpowers of a Sherliff. Like the vice-cornes whose place httaken, bis aurthority is confiucd to the couuty of which
Slieriff; if h.e executed a writ out of luis couuty, lie was a
passer: Watson on Sherliffs, pp. 74, 121 ; Churc~hill on She:Murfrec ou Shcriffs, sec. 114, and cases citcd; Hothet v. B
Sir T. Jones 214; State v. Ilarrell (1842), Geo. l)ec.
Dederich v. Brandt (1896), 16 Ind. App, 264; MýorreU v.«(1879), 23 Kan. 32; Baker v. Casey (1869), 19 Mich. 220;boe v. Hlumboldt (1879), 14 Nev. 123, at p. 131; Jones v.(1888>, 26 Tex. App. 1, at p. 12; Re Tilton (1865), 19
Pr. 50.

1 do not, of course, suggest that a Sheriff may lot; do ani
out of his county which a private individual. ray do, as,
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