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Motion by defendants to change venue froni Stratford to
Cornall.The faets are stated in a report of a previoiis

mnotinn, 6 0. W. R. 365.

G;ravýon Smitih, for defendants.

IL c. H. Cassels, for plaintiff.

TlHE MfASTER :-In addition to what appeared on the
previous motion, defendants now set up a defence similar to
thait which was Aucctêssfu1 in Jones v. Reid, 6 0. W. R. 608,
aiffirined by a Divîhional Court o11 24th instant, ante 131.
'nus may accounit for their swearing to there being 15i wît-

nesne, eaaaýry to their case, while plaintiff ini reply swear-F
5, Tiis mould leave a balanve of 10 in favour of dlefend-

n,nolvînrg a net difference in expense of witness fees of

If it were an ordinaryý case. this might perhaps be thotight
a sufficint defence to juttvthe change. But it is to be

remembredthat defendants7 had alloWed judgrnent to go,
;igaînst thiexn by default, and are oui-nlefning as a inatterý
of ïiidulgenue. The axnoînt of $200, ftough in onme sense
large in itself, is small in comparison withi the amount ini-
%oived, whih muat 110w be approaelîing $12,500, besides

cot.Then nothing is found by experienee to be truer


