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the application for change of venue in Lud/o7t v. The 18oez#dof
Hospital Trrustees o/'te Ciiy of Londtin(ee), cou nsel for the appellant
urged as a reason for changing the place of' the trial to London
the fact that the cause of action arose there. Armour, C.J., howv-
ever, stated that the practice as definied by the decisions above

4'referred toi %vas too wcIl established for himi to interfère ; and
dismisseci the appeal with costs to the respondent in any event.

So i-ucli for the practice in H-igh Court actions. Notwvith-
standing present Con. R. 12 19 (sirnilar for our purposes to former

I ~ Con. R. 12-60) providing that the place of trial ini ail actions
brought in a County Court inay be changed aCi*o;dtinï Io t/te

practice ini for-ce in thte 1-imlh Court, a uniformn practice w~as long
folloved in dealing with the question of venue ini County Courtf cases of attaching special importance to the question of the place
where the cauqe of action arose on the ground that the policy of
the law in County Court matters wvas to make eachi county bear
its own part in the expense of admini.gtering justice. Mr. Cart-
%vright, sitting for the Master-in-Chanibers, noted in his judgment
in Noble v. Stoentbergr (f) that ini the County Court cases of
Jl11//1gaPI v. Si//s, 13 P.. 35o, and lcAllistetr v. Co/e, io P.R.
lo5, the venue was according to the place where the cause of action

t arose, and deduced therefrom the principle th.at the venue in
County Court actions should be laid in the county wvhere the cause
of action arose. The same principle wvas followed in the subse-
quent action of Gîtnuzg/zam v. Bie// Orgaki and P~iano C'o. ()
But in alloving an appeal from the order of the Master-in-Cham-

bers, changing the place of trial in the later County Court case
of Hricks v. Ml/s, Street, J., hld (h) that the saine practice should
be applied on motions for change of venue iýi both Ilighi Court

Sand Count), Court actions. Street, J.s order wvas subsequently
afflrmed by the Cliancery Divisional Court (k).

It is submitted that 'in determining the place wvhich is Inost
convenient for the trial of either a High Court or a Coutity Court

<eP> Jan. 7 th, 1899g, (unreported>.
(f) Judgrnent dated 17tli Sept., 1895 (Lînreported).

(g) Judgment dated Sept., î89ï (unreported).
(h) Judgmnent dated 4th March, 1898 (tititreorted).
i) Judgment dated i2th May, 1898 (tiiieported).
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