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point of view what had taken place between him and
Wiknand asking to have the $30 which WVi.keonz proIn

iscd sent. This was not sent, and no reply wais szent to pIai-
tiff's Iast letter.

In due course, after sorne weeks of reniaining, in
plintiff returned to work for defendants. Mr. N-iet,.
al)peairedl to desire to act as plaintiffs friend downi te 1ý'th
May, whena the $30 was handed ox er, and plainitif! eontiue
to work for defendants until some tinie after thiat dat.
By the conduct of defendants plaintif! waýs thirowuN- off hi-
guard as to see(king- legal advice, and as to informiing iini
self about givinig and as to gîving the statutory oiv

1 think there was ini this case such reaisonabLe) e'xçcusd f1.ý
want of notice as îs wîthin the contemuplationi of the, statutê_
The late case of O'Connor v. City of Hanl ,1o O). j_ Rt_
529 6 0. W. R. 227, refers to and is conisistenit with A
strong v. Canada Atiantie R1. W. Co., 4 0. L. Pl.56
W. R. 612, and this case warrants my concluision UPe)n t
point.

1 confess to having had considerable diffidult in eq-tn
ing to a conclusion on the question of setilemient and r
lease. The case is very close to the Elne. Wheii the ileg.d,
settiement was made, plaintif! had gone Inack to work. all
there, waýs the confidential relationship of imaster ami -se-rant
betwçeen theni. There is a great deal to he saiid aginzt al
lowirng such a settienient to stand, reading ail flteie
in the way most favourable to defendants. ..

IlRemarks of Boyd, C., in Doyle v. Diamond Flint Ctlf.
Co., 8 O. L. R. 499, 502, 3 0. W. R. 921, referred toj.

No doubt plainitif! was competent to imake his1 uw et[le
ment if the parties haid corne together, plinrtif! nhaking a
dlaim and defendaniits disputing it, either- as to Iiabiilîiy
aniount, so that therec wonld have been disusionaul
termination once for ail. But that îs not wha,,t wil, dont'

Wiknwho was acting for the insurance com11payv, \,
promptly at plaintiff's bedside, and s0 sympatheti, th.
plaintif!, certaiiily at first, thought hirn ,ome0ol frin
willing to compensate him for 3 wceks,' loss of wages. it i
no)t pretended, now that, if plaintif! is entfitled to rtOe
ait aIll, this soin is anything like sufficient. It was in lien cq
waýge-s for :;ees the third wcek havîng- beeni entered 11on
Nothing for mnY Iurther tinte and nioting for pain u
suiffering or for niedical attendance. ndeuc of


