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admit (para. 12) that ho will probably have some witnesse8
resident in Toronto, but does not say how many.

The affidavit in reply filed by plaintiffs solîcitor (para.
3) seexus to confirma the view that Toronto was the place
where the business between the parties was carried on.

On the argument 1 suggested that the matter might be
settled by the plaintiff undertaking to bear any extra expense
of the trial at London. But this was not acceded to. On the
other hand, 'the counsel for defendant was willing to do this.

Having regard to the order of the Chancellor in Mc-
Arthur v.michigan Central R?. W. Co., 15 P. IR. 77, wîth the
reasous for same, and referring to what 1 said in 'Meiers v.
Stern, 2 O. W. R. 392, as Vo the littie weight to be atta.cbedl
to, affidlavîfs on motions of this character, 1 tbink the order
nxay go; but ît is not to issue except on the uudertaking of
the defendant's solicitor on his client's behaif to bear the
extra expense of a trial at Toronto, and on payment into
Court of $100 to, ieet such extra coat.

The coas of the motion will bc in the cause.
[n ail these cases the question where the alleged cause of

action arose is stili of imiportance. ltî bas not now the ,aine
weight as in the days of the Goniumon ILîw Procedure Aýct:
see Hlarper v. Smith, 6) P. R. 1). Buit it is stili useful ini de-
ciding, where the generall convenience requires the action Vo,
be trired. And this miatter o! convenience la, in my view, one
o! the "ýsubstantial g-rouinds " spoken of by Mr. Justice Osler
in Campbell v. Poherty, 18 P. R. at p. 245, on w-hich there,
may* bc a change of venue. This would be more, influeontial
in c1ases like MclDonald v. Park, 2 0. W. R. 812, or where the
plaintif ià claimiug under the Wo)rkiien's Compensation Act
or otherwise for iujury. This principle secms to bo reco-
nized by sec. 104 of the Ontario Judicature Acýt ln the case
o! actions against municipal corporations. It woffld alsoi
sveem Vo be the foundation o! present IRule 5)29 (b)..
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SCOTTr v. TowNsHip o 0FELLiOE.

Publiec Schools - Collection of Rte-P'rotestant Separate
Schoo-School Building - By-law-Pet iio n-S talusa of
Plaintiff.

Action for a deelaration that it was and is the duty of the.
defendant corporation Vo correct alleged errors or omissions
made in the collection o! the rate imposed for public school
purposes for the year 1902, sud for a mnandatory order upon
defendant corporation to take all necessary steps to correct


