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there must be a wide discretion in dealing with such cases upon
the facts. The leave to appeal was refused.

Subsequentiy the defendant i I-erin Piano Co. v. Truaisch, 15
P.R. 68, moved to change the venue from Berlin to Belleville,
shewving that the saving of expense to him, if the case were tried
at Blleville, would bc about $4o, and that there %vere twvo or three
more witnesses at Belleville than at Berlin, and that the cause o
action arose at Berlin, In the course of his judgment the Master
i Chambers said, " The cause of action arose in Bellevilie,

and the preponderance of convenience is iii favour of Belleville.
It i- truc that the preponderance ks not very great ; but it ks, 1 con-
sider, sufficient, taking it iii connection \vith the fact of the place
where the cause of action arosc."

Rose, J., on appeal, dissented stronigly from the above remarks
of the Master ; and held that in none of the above-narned cases did
the decision turn on the question of where the cause of action arose.
I-is Lordship considered that cvcry argument in support of the
order wvas answcred by the cases cited in Jtaonv. Widéinan, 10
P.R. 228 ; Ross v. GP ley. Co., 12 P.R. 22o ; and Peer v. North-
IWes/ TriansPortlationI CO., 14 P>.R. 281 ; and that in no case are
those decisions dkssented froni.

Iii Ghadwick, v. Browni (cdl) the defendant înoved to change the
venue from Toronto to London, upon the grounds that the cause of
action arose in London, and that there was a great preponderance
of convenience in favor of the trial at London. The question at
issue in the action wvas as to whethcr or îîot the plaintiff va ';
entitled to fifty shares of stock in The Garcia Gold Co., of London,
Ontario. The material shewed that the head o.flce of the company
%vas in London, and that the books were there. It was aileged
that the books of the company, particularly the stock book, wvould
be requireci on the triai, and that it would be necessary to cail as
%vitnesses on the defendant's behaif the President and Directors of
the company, residing in London, and very probably sorne of the
sharehoiders, aIl or nearly ail of ivhom also resided in or near
London. The plaintiff replied that he had laid the venue where
he resided, and that the place of trial should not be changed unless
serious injury to the defendant would be caused by a trial at
Toronto, or it could be shewn that there was an " overvhelmitng"
preponderance of convenience in favour of a trial at London. The

<dd) April t898, Master in Chambers, (unreported>.
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