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I agree with the case of Bissett v. Knights of th&e Mac-

cabuees, 22 O. W. Bl. 89.
Th'le order will be to strike out the jury notice and that

'the action be tried without a jury. Costs in the cause unless
othierwise ordered by the trial Judge.

110N, MR. JUSTICE BRITrrro. MARCH 26TH, 1913.

CHIAMBERS.

CHIWAYXA v. CANADIAN BRIIDGE CO.
4 0. W. N. If001.

ene-Motioi to Change - Declay in 'Priai -Plaintiff Re8pon8ib4efor - Order Refused - Cino..

M ASTRsx BERS, 24 0. W. R. 250, refused to inake anolrder chanîçging the- vçnUie to oxp)edite the triai of an action wherei)ldtiitiff byv Ili: owll wuit of (Jiligence and forethiouglit had caused thedi11.iihavinlg the action broughit to trial.Prou-tl v. (J. T. R., -3 0. W. Tt. 74, aud Taylor v. Toronto Cou-Ctuton<fo., 211 (). W. Rt. 508, foIIQwed.1,
JITOJ., du lui a appeal from the above order wlth coots.

Appeal by the plaintiff frein an order of the Master iniChanibers, 21 0. W,. IR. 250; 4 0. W. N. 980, dismirsing.an
applivation of the plaintiff to change the place of trial,
fromn thiat namned by the plainiff, to.either Sarnia or Chat-
hiai

The facts are fully set eut by the Master in his 'reasoUs
for judgxnent.

E. C. Cattanadli, for the appellant.
Featherston Aylesworth, contra.

110N. MMf. JUSTICE J3Ri-iroN :-There. is' no doubt thatthie miatter of changing the place of trial froin that namied
by plaintiff is largely in the discretien of the Court or a
Judge, b)ut the exercise of that dligeretio)n is in alinost every:
case subject te this, IlWhere can the a-ction Most convenii-
eutly be tie, and the omis is upen the applicant te shew
the preponderance of convenience. Genlerally the applica-
tion is by defendant, and the change will not be made on
accourit o! a trifling difference of expense.

See Il. & L,» pp. 738, 739. But even when the applica-


