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shortly after it was posted by the defendant, and therefore was evidence of
the receipt of it by her. It may not have been necessary ta give the
evidence, but the plaintiff had the right to do so.

He, in 1 that it-wai flot-a ground -eor-interferig-with th~ -erict -
the jury in favor of the plaintiff that the trial judge refused ta tell the jury
that the defendant was flot responsible for the further publication of the
ietter made by the plaintiff or ber niother, the jury flot having been invited
to increase the damages by reason of publication ta others, and the damages
awarded flot being excessive.

Lazier, for defendant. Logie, for plaintiff.

ý-feredith, C.J., Rose, J.] [JulY 7.
ARNOL.âj V. VA 'rUYL.

,,lIpeal- Compity court- Order for security for coss-lnterocutoPîy order-
Re, S. 0., c. 55, s. .5. (i)-Se«urty for costs of appea/-Siay of appeal-
Ridu e 825.
lIn an action in a County Court, after judgrnent therein dismissing the

aiction with costs and notice of appeal therefroin ta the High Court given
by the plaintiifs, an order was made by the Judge of the County, Court,
upon the application ai the defendants, requiring the plaintiffs, within four
%vecks, ta give security for the costs of the action in addition ta security
aIready given, staying proceedings in the meantime, and directing that, iii
(itfault of security being given within the time limited, the action should be
disxnissed with costs.

Hlif, that this order was flot in its nature final, but merely interlocu-
tory-, within the mfealling of s. 52 (1) of the County Courts Act, R S. 0.,
c. 55, and no appeal lay therefram.

He/d, also, that the provision of Rule 825, that fia security for costs
shall be required on a motion or appeal ta a Divisional Court, applies ta
County Court appeals ;and it miust be assumued that the security ordered
was not intended to extend ta I.he costs of.the appeal ta the High Court
trom the judgment dismissing the action, nor the stay ta, the appeal itself.

R.M .y, for plaintiffs,. CJ. Bl/an, for defendants.

Meredith, C.J., Rose, J.] UulY 7.
JANs BENNzR V. EnDtONDS.

Sefflement of acion-Set ting as/de- Qounsel-SoUcitor- Cosis.
Where counsel, acting upon the instructions'of the plaintiif's solicitor,

efïected a compromise of the action not authorized by the plaintiff and
rontrary ta the express instructions given by ber to the solicitor, the com-
promise was set aside and the plaintiff allowed ta prooceed ta trial, but, as
the plaintiff and defendant were innocent parties, without costs ta either
against the other. .Sfokes v. Laiham, 4 Times L. R. 305,folwd

Logie, for plaintiff. Lasier for defendant,


