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plaintiff's chell)(( of place of trial will flot bc interfercd w ith
ext-e oni ýýubtant lai grounds.

1 (ai, only' say that there is flot here any sucli -proved pre-

ponderance-t of' coflvefliCfce in lavotir of the change" of place

of trial to either- Sinicoe or St. Thomias aLs wouid warrant it:

Ialdvv. Artnstrong. 3 0J. W. R1. 410. The diffcrence of

expense andl thie fact that the cause of action arose in the

coitntY of Elgin are not; sufficient to do aw.av witlî the plain-

tiif- prima facie riglit to have the trial ait (Aodericlî: Mc-

DjoRald v. Dawson, 8 0. L. 11. 4-2, 3 (). Wv. w1 3
Th11q appeal n1114 bc disiiiissýetI; eosts to lie costs in the

BRIrroN,ýRCI 5.M~ii TIF, 1906.
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C'LARK v. NISBET.

Dim&Iof Aclion-lVant of Prsülo-rvlu, <jr
Ve.ratîous Action.

Moltion) ]y defendant., for an order disinising the action

for want of prsdlinand as frivolous and vexations.

F. Arniolli, ., for defcîîdants.

.. LVurgiion, for plaintiffs.

IRTOJ..-I arn of opinion that the defendants h

hav4 heeni -(-r'. uý[ ind who hav\ akac are cntitled to have

this ; at1in. J> ;agains thent, dÎiissed for want of pro-ocii-

tion, with -osts, a, against the 'plaintiffs. NXo reasonable or1
auffden excse as, been olTered for the delay in filing and.

aeringa tattitntof tiaini. Upon the un(isputed1 facts te

ii4tionl was eu iider circuistances wliî(I ýýhould have
idethe( plaintîfl's particularlY careful to do, iii tîie. what-

evvr Ins nbcsr dol(otit. It îs certauinlv not a case in

mhich th lainif arc, entitie I to any îidilgence. 'lte

tacis sJiti-f% mie thiat thc action is reallv frivolous aîid wvas

iitende toli-4 ý e andi is in fact a vexatious ont ani an abuse~

"ft fix proteýs of tixe Court.
Thev note whieh tht plaintiff Clark sa 'vs lie hod.and

Iby virttwo o!* hie 1 tainis to 1w a creditor of tht etat of
J. B. Ili & Co., is one iipon whieli Dr. Lipsev wiis iii-

idor-er and Wýli(li D1, Lpsev settled, le îîevtr gavt to the


