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with Rule 904 in this respect. This te-rr 'exigible De:execitio.u" i the Act referred to mearit a legal execuioonly, as tha.t statute related. exclusively to "certaindliabilities and feeg. of sheriffs»1 and 1 amn of opinlion hthe saine meainig to tiiese words attaches to thern ini903 as in sec. 9, eh. 5, 56 Viet. (O.), and that equitablex-cution or th~e appoitn of a receiver is not inicludedb

ther ue.As to the difference betweeu a, legal and eqable execution, I wotdd rdier to In~ re Shepherd, 38 W. R- 3
The motionmxust be retused.
Par~ker & Bickford, Toironto, solicitors for plitif.
Rlobertson & Maolennan, Toronto, solicitors ford

auis.
3 ÀCMAHON, J. FE-BRUARY 1On1T,

TRIAL.
KETTv. OTTAWA AND NEW YORIK R. :W.

froa Moving Ca-otrbtr Nelgn
Washingon~ v.Hrm 147 TT. S. R. 571, ad CentraW. CJo. v. MIiles, 88 Ala. at p.261, referre{ to.Action to reeoýver damnages for. injuries sustaine

plaantiff, whç> endeaviired to, get off a train as it was rnoQont of Fincli station.
George MeLarin Ottawa, for plaintiff.
W. Nesbitt,. X.. an W. ILCurie, Ottawa, for endants.
MAiC-MLAUoei, J.-At the conclusion of the~ trialIxnitted certain questions to thie jury which, with ie-answers, are as follows:
(1) How long did the train. stop at Fimch stati n?Caunot say.
(2) Was the tine thetrin~ remniied there sufficiett

enable the plaintiff toaliht A. No.
(3) Was Keith awa-re w1hen i ea ~ch the plat£f"thecar itth e trai ws~ inmto A. Xes.
(4) If Keit 'wasgit f n elgec h4tai-td to the ciet what wusc elgne


