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that the residence of the plaintiff at the time of the delivery of
the statemnent cf dlait, and flot at the time of the issue cf the
writ of sumnmons, is the time referred to in Rule 529 i.b. Rose, J.,
after a cx'nference witli the Chief justice of the Common Pleas,
dismissed with costs an appeal frorn the Master's order.

Among the most important of recent decisions on practice
r are those settling the former uncertain procedure in respect of

kv. applications for change cf venue. So " extremely unsatisfactory"
had the practice beccme,-onc view at oneC timne scemning to,
prevail, and another at another time,-that 13oy-d, C., deemied it
best (b) not to change the venue at ail, and te leave it to the trial
judge to apportion the costs se as te de justice, if it appeared te

î . him that the expense had been increased by the plaintifi's choice
cf a place of trial, MacMahion, .,subsequently adopted the same
course (c),

The confiict of authority, seemns te have resulted inainly frei
the different views cf our High Court juciges as te, the weight te
be given under the judicature Act system, to the place wvhere the
cause cf action arose in deterrnining %vhich is the most convenient
place for the trial cf an action. On its being urged in Greey v.
Siedai4 , 12 P.R. 157, that the judicature Act gave the plaintiff the
right to lay the venue where he sawv fit, and that the plaintiff's
cheice would not be lightly interfered with Armour, C.).,
expressed the opinion that the judicature Act %vas nieyer
intended to give the plaintiff a paramount right te have the

% cause cf action tried where he pleased, but that an action
should be tried in the ceunty where the cause cf action arose.
Falcenbridge, J., did not concur. The place %Yhere the cause cf
action arose wvas prerninently considered in connectien with the
questien cf changing the venue in Mu//4ig'an v. Sills, 13 P.R. 350,
and other cases.

In the course cf his judgment dismissing an appeal frein the
order cf the Master in Chambers changing the place cf trial iii
Croi v. RUsse??, 14 P.R. 185, Street, J., said "The cause cf

W.--action arose in the Cotinty cf Renfrewv, the breaches alleged by
both parties teck place there, if at aIl. It may be deubted
Nvhether it will be necessa yte -all upon either side ail the

(b cArthur v. Viéhigan C. R.WI. Co., 15 P. R., ~.
(c) AMcAliser v. Cote, 16 P.R., 105.


