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plaintiff to arnend the stateinent of claimn by naming the place
stated in the indorsement on the %vrit. It appcared on the 'i
argument that there had recently sprung up a practice of niaking
an addition to the forms for %vrits of summons flot specially
indorsed contained in sec. i of Part 1. of the Appendix to the
Consolidated Rules of Practice, by adding at the foot of the for'ms
the words " Place of trial

As alreadyv stat-d, it %vas urged fer the defetndants that the
plaintiff by fillirig iii the blan< space with the wvord Il Brampton
had made a binding election and Segsuvorl/i v. ilfcKinnon %vas
cited in support of that argument. The application 'vas disînissed '

by thc Mraster in CL,m-bers, lie being of opinion tlîat S~wrhv.
licKinwn applied only to special endorsement cases. iM1oss;,J. A,,
took the same viewv, holding that a plaintiff wvas under no obliga-
tion to state a place of trial as part of the indorseer on a wvrit
of surnons not *-equired to be specially indorsed. The fact that the
plaintiff cornplied with the unauthorii.ed recen. practice of adding
to the appendix form, could uîot operate bs an elcction, binding
him to state no other place of trial in his staternent of dlaim,
Sqgs-worth v. McKeiiuwu;i, did jiot appear to Mass, J.A., to goverfi
the practice in any but special indorserneut cases under Coni R.
138, s. 2 Of Part Il. of the forin3 iii the Appendix for the reason
that in aIl other cases the plaintif's powver under Con. R. 529, Of
selecting and iiaming in the staternent of dlaim thc place of trial
is not in any manner controlled by Con. R. 138.

Aniothetr.n-%v point in the interpretation of the above quoted
clauses of Con. R. 529 was brouglît out in Edsa/l v. Wr,-ay, 19 P.R.
245- Being an action for siander, no venue was laid until the city
of London appeared in the statvment of dlaim as the place of
trial. An application %vas made on behiaîf of the defendant to
change the venue to Stratford, on the groundSr (r.) That the
cause or action (if any) arase there. (2)That both plaintifr and
defendant resided in Stratford on the day of the isbue of the w) it
of suminons. (3.) And since such was thîe date to be considered Àý.
for fixing the rights of the parties to the action, it was therefore
the timne referied to in the foregoing clause L.b, of Con. R. 529.

In aniswer, the plaintiff swore that he had been previous to
the delivery of the statement of claini a resident of London,
havîiîg been only temporarily employed in Stratford, hiï %vire and j
family's home being in London. The Master in Cham.-bers held


