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tis it was passing the conductor seized her hand, and while attempting to

f help her on board signalled the car to go on agamn, which it did, and she
was injured. The jury found that the plaintiff was injured by the con-

ductor seizing her hand and trying to pull her on the car and that he acted
negligently.

lld1d, that it was the duty of the conductor to assist people in getting

on and off the car. a'-d that it might le within the fine of his duty to assist .
those apparL:.:ly about ta get on a car while it is slowing up; that the

scope of the conductor»s authority is one of evidence: that there was evi-
dence to go to the jury and that the effect of it was for them to consider,
and that it should have been left to themi to pass upon the c:rcumstances
of the case as to the scope of the conductor's authority.

judgment f STET.1,reve[sed.~ rd ota

Boyd, C., 'Meredith, J1.] [I)ec. 3, 1902.

STANDARD TRADING CO. V. SEYBOLL.

C.,jt-&curitv for-Pretie order-Increase ini arnaunt-Discreion.

Under Rule i208, the fact of the defendant having obtained a frzecipe

order for securitv fir cost; by which a definite amouint of secunity is pro-
vided for, will not pievent him for maintainingan application for additional

secur#t when it becomes apparent that the costs ta be incurred will be
greatly :.n excess of the .niount provided for. and there is no element of

vexation on the part of the applicant. Bel! v. Langdon, 9 P. R. i00, dis-
ti ngu ished.

Where the defendants had hefore the trial incurred large costs by

reason of examini..ans for discovery, interlocutory motions anid appeals,
and a commission ta take evidenre ahroad, the original security, $7oo paid
inta Court in compliance with a praccipe order, was ordered by a Judge (on
ap:,eal from a Miaster's order refu'sing an increase; ta l>e increased by a
bond for $6oo or payment juita Court of ai. additional su"' Of $300I . and
the order was affirmed hy a l)ivisional Court as a reasonable cxc: -:se of
discretion.

I )ecîsio i Of NI cNf .HO", J.. - 8 C. I..J 765, affirrned.
jIl .1fio". for plaintifs. D. L .1)fCGr.liiîl, lor defendants.

(,,arushapiez of renl- i atue uide,' /easç Io aii,,zpi's/ra/r. ftt- l'nefl
of o./heps.

I'Sc plaintiffs claîmiî;ng as heirs-at ;aw af their t'ather and ow.iers oa

lot af land luotight an ai tian for spec!ir performance which was d siniscd
withi costs, sulhsequiently taxcel at $209. 49. Afier the tria! one of the plain-


