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MCL\ hfA, A, îld fi)at tllb Jiiolint dt1>11iis 01411;
MIî lha bennIade al 1uI '[1 u Hl l1et~ ileý aui urder

v\14Idifl uic lo lu trial of lLu p î1 il i-11 \wasý ii foce Il
thouli ait appt al frn hitude .a pîdng X,, thiat tlie

peiunr.h;lig lý,c ]I-' teo nbut a 1 avin- aipparud
bufr ltheil Couni ortug and 1augrsetul

IJ. 1>c XiBRIt11. 1903.

CHJAMBEIRS.

Velue Ch o/ng f - (uw rr? iec- 'cus 11ë ÂCliO1-1 Vil-
nesses - E.ipense - Un (drlkiny-Srrl l'a in

Apelby plaiiitiff frjont order uf Master in Chambers
(ent ~9)ehaningthe venuie frorn London to Toronto,

uiponl defendan(;11t fnetkn o payý theo addIitionial expense of
e tiall at Toronto and pingll $100 îito Courit.

B1. S. Sneliie, for plaintiff.
J. MacGregor, for defend(anit.

MEREDTII.J., held that plaintift is sil dominus litis,
and thiat bis choice of a venue cannot be interifeýred wîth ex-
cept upon substantiel grounds. Dfendant say's ; i lin bs 8 wit-
nesses at Toronto, and plainiff sayq hef lias; 1:3 at London. ItJý impossible to say that plaintiff is wrong and dlefentii is
riglit, plaintiff not having been rosxaiedon bis affi-

dai.So the preponderance of convenience, instead of being
against, Lon don, is in favour of London. Tlhere wasz gre4at
delay. in making the application, andl that ils aniothepr reason
against granting it. It îi not proper practice to miake a con-
dlitional order sucli as this. The, venue should cither be
1luanged upon a clear preponderance of convenience, or it
sbou]ld not be changed.

Appeal allowed and motion refused. Costs in the cue
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