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tise of dynamite and other explcwives-and the persons in
the employ of the defendants under whose orders and direc-
tion the plaintîf! wus working, had no reason to think
otherwise.

The plaintif! was ordered to do this work of blasting,
and in doing it he was injured. by a preniature explosion
o! dynamite, te, sucli an extent as to lose the sight of hoth
pyes. R1e was rendered totally and permanently blind. Ques-
tions in reference to negligence of defendants were submitted
to thie jury, and the answers, if warranted by the evidence,
entitle the plaintiff to the damages assessed, unless the plain-
tiff's remedy is barred by reason of bis not having given the
notice in reispect of bis injury as required by ses. 9 and 13
of " The Worikxnen's Compensation for Injuries Act." No
notice witlîin the tinaie was served upon these defendants.
The accidlent oecurred on the l6tlî of January, 1912. The
plaintiff \vas at once tlicronf'tr brought to the Toronto
(Teîîeral 1iospîlal, where lie reîineiid fQr a considerable tiime

unde trntinnt.1t~is a foreigner, and did inake it bis
hone a te vllaeof luir.(utter is tlie chief place of
busnes o Lvelceai]îd Sione. 'I.'hcir large mili ijs there.

Tii,,y ha;ve imanv mic inIi hir ernploy, and they amre rputed
owner of xteni imber limnita. The plaintif! not knowing
l)r iallte, proprictors, of either thie Lovelace and Stone

oî he efedans'busines, iought he was ini the employ of
Lovelace nd Stone, and mnade flic miistake oýf so instructing

lissoictos.That wsa iniistake of fact-not of law. The
î'liîtiT' soictosunred< thte notice upon Lovelace and

mine on te 10til March, 1912. On the 6Wl May, 1912, a
ili was i-sued in dIii couirse against Lovelace and Stone,

and it wa iot outil affer thiat date that the mistake was
discov nd m Ît was l1in more than 12 weeks from timie

of Ocidnt it li 2nd July, the plaintiff eonîreneed this
action ainsti. the defendants, who were the eînployers o!

The d1efend("ants ini their statement of defence do not
aleewant of notice, but on the 28th Septenîber, pursuant

to sec. f14, causedý( to be served upon -thea plaintiff's solicitors
the notice of their inteuntion to rely upon want of notice of
iijury as a defenice to this action. The defendants' road

fuennwas weoll aware of the accident and injury, and al
part ieularis. Ho w'as present at the tinie. Ail who kÎiew any-
thîing eonnced wvith the plaintiff's employment--or who
knew of thle instructions given by, and of the supervision


