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that petitioner

of $40 2 month. Witness states

was to do all the work of fireman and deck hand.
This witness states that $18 to $20 was the
wages usually paid to firemen that season.

One Clark, called by the petitioner, said that
what the petitioner did was not worth $40.
Captain Alex. Cameron, also called for the peti-
tioner, admitted, in cross examination, that $20
to $25 would be fair wages for what the petitioner
On the other hand, Fred. Love, engineer

did.
on this boat at the same time, was called by the
respondent, and said : “Walter McNabb was

on board all the time, on and off, as he was
wanted. Can’t tell what he was worth. He was
He was worth all that, $40.” James
t he worked at the same work
$16 a month, and that
wages were then as good as now. One Camp-
bell, part owner of a steam barge, said that fire-
men were paid $20 a month in Qctober, deck
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to have been signed by one of the McNabbs at

Owen Sound, and by the other at Collingwood.
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