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consideî the plaintiffs' appeal. Not only is it clear te lue

that 1 would not myseif think for a moment of trying thi8
case with a jury, but, unless 1 entirely inisapprehend the

views of my brethren on the Bench, the plaintiffs cannot hope
ta bring this action to trial before any Judge of the Hligh
Court who would adopt any other course than that of sum-

marily striking out the jury notice, il stili subs),isting, uipon
a mere perusal oï the record.

1 would disiniss the appeal with costs.

MIJLOCK, C..J., for remsous stated in writing, agreed in.

dismissing the appeal, inelining ta the opinion tbat the action~

,was one for equitable relief, and that the jury notice wa,
therefore, irregular; but, if it were not so, considering that

the involved nature of the varions matters set forth ini the

statenidnt of dlaima shcwed that no Judge would thxnk it a

proper case te bc tricd by a, jury.

CLUTE, ,J., also agrçoýd, for reasons stated in writing.
Hie was of opinion that the action was one wihel helonged

exclusively ta, the jurisdiction of the Court of Chianeery prier

ta the Admninistration of Justice Act, 1873, and se, uinder :ec.

103 of the Judicature Act, should he tried witbout a. jury

unless othcrwise ordered: 1>awson v. Merchants Býank, il

P. R. 72; Farran v. Hunter, 12 P. R. 324; Sawyer v. Robert-

son, 19 P. R. 174. Hec was also of opinion that this was ain

action which no Judge would try with a jury: Mfontgoinen3

v. Ryan, supra; Lauder v. Didmon, 16 P. IR. 78.
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PEACOCK v. BELL.

S9ale of Goods-Mi.sdescrpiof-Decet-Agii of Vendr-
Frmed-GCmtrat-Prov1so as to Representat on.-Kmow.-
edge of Defects--Estoppe-atflcaWfl-RGovej on

Notes Given for Price--Exection-ghýleiff-cos.IL

<Action for damages for deceit andl for other relief.

E. G. Porter, Belleville, for plaintiffs.

W. Proudfoot, K.C., for defendants.

]RIDDELL, J. :-The plaintiffs had baughit f rom the defen4.
intsq a steam engine, and had given their notes, thiereter.


