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son Day Co, 17 WLR. 610 But it will be il he proceeds upon
a wrong prineiple, MeCormick v. C.PR. supra

Jury trial refused where

\though an aetion appears to be brought under an Aet of

another provinee where the cause of action arose similar to the

\et ol the Manitoba Legislature referred to in 49 (1,1t s
not within the class of actions whieh may be tried by a jury
without an order, Simonson v. C.N.R.. 23 M.R. 540, 23 W.LR
(05 the plaintiff has eleeted his fornm and set down the case
for trial by a Judge without a jury, even though an application
would otherwise have been sneeessful, MeConnell v Winnipeg
Fleetvie Co.. 23 MR, 23, 23 W.LR. 32

was straek off the trial list onee in the plaintiff’s absenee: bu

.even though the case

the defendant cannot so fix the forum and prevent the plaintift
applying. Moyer v, Jones, 22 MR 803, 22 W.LR 858

Where a plaintiff elaimed to be suing under the Workmen's
Compensation for Injuries \et. was held not 1o be a “work
pan T within the meaning of the Aet, Hewitt v Hudson's Ba
Cos 15 WLR. 872, see 17 WLR. 6]

JURY Trian OrpeERep: In an action for damages for serions
njury eaused by alleged negligence Cin running an automobile
o the wrong side of the road into the plaintiff on his  motor
evele: Clarke v, Laing, 23 M.R. 537, explaining Navarro v, Rad
Ford Wright Co., 22 MR, 703, When the Judee is satisfied on the

material filed that the injury was serious and the dan

s 1N
case of sneeess would be substantial. Joeelyn v, Satherland, 23
M.R. 539, 23 W.L.R. 392

In an action for conspiring 1o cause o wronglul yissal

and to slander plaintiff as one at least of the eanses of action

was akin to two of those referred to in this seetion, viz, sland

and malicious prosceution. Robinson v. GUT.P., 23 MR, 403, 24
W.ILLR. 38, 781, following Griffiths v. Winnip
16 MR, 512

In actions where serions injury was sustained, and as to

deetrie Ry, Clo

suthicieney o material on sueh an application, and review of
hidee s diseretion by the Conrt of Appeal. Navarro v, Radlord
Wright Co., 22 M.R. 730, 22 W.L.R. 665

In an action under Lovd Camphell’s Aet, if the person in
jnred would have been entitled to one il he had bronght ac
tion, Marvion v. Winnipeg Eleetrie Ry, Co. 21 MR, 757, 20
W.L.R, 55

In an action under the Workmen's Compensation

\et and




