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eparate engagements of the defendants stated material fants
h were relevant to the conspiracy charged and ini respect
iiieh the plaintiff company claimed damages. If the plaiin-
ompany were content to limit the claim to the alleged con-
ey, there could be no possible objection to the statement of
i as it stood-as was conceded'on the argument. Unless the
)iraey îa proved, the action must fail. But the plaintiff
iany were entitled to have the case laid before the Court
e shape whiçh their advlsers thought inost beneficial, unless

was something in the Rules which preventedl this being
*Ilere there did flot seem to be any bar of that kind. Para-

h 12 concluded with these words: "By reason of the pre-
i the plaintiff has sustained great loas and damages and lias
put to heavy charges and expenses. " The judgment in

ers v. Green, [1897] 2 Ch. 696, at p. 791, seemed to shew
the whole matter must be left to the trial Judge when the
!nee is given on both aides. This was allowed in Dcvaney
1orld Newspaper Co., 1 O.W.N. 547, in reliance on Walters
reen, supra-which went very much further thau the pre-
statement of dlaim. Here the plaintiff company alleged a
,iracy toecommit a breach of the several agreements, and
Sbreaches were alleged as acts donc as part of the con-

*cy and in pursuance thereof-and, very likely, were relied
j the plaintiff company as being the most cogent evidence of
enspiracy. In view of the authorities, the motion nmust he
issed with coste to the plaintiff company in the cause. J. G.
>noughue, for the defendants. George Wilkie, for the
tiffs.
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'enue--Appiictîon by Plain.tff to Change-Discretion-
ý-Speeciy TiiaL]-Appeal by the plaintiff from the order of
[aster in Chiambers, ante 980, dismissing the application of
Ulintiff to change the place of trial from that nained by the
tiff to either Sarnia or Chatham. The learned Judge said
the matter of changing the place cf trial from that nained
le plaintiff la largely in the diecretion of the Court or a
e; but the exercise of that discretion is, lu almost every case,

t t this, £ Where can the action inost conveniently be
?" And the onus Îs upon the applicant to shew the-pre-
erance of convenience. Geiierally the application îs by the
idant, and the change wîllnot be made on account cf a


