
REPORTS AND NOTES 0F CAME, 703

accident ln a marious illness, hlm inability to give the notice la construed
liblerally in h-lm faveur on tho general princîple that such a condition indis.
poses a man te do any business : Lever v. Molrthur, 9 B.C.R. 417 st 420.

Where ini British Columnbia there lias been a genuine rnlstake, not af
1mw, that is, as ta the legal effect of the docer'a certificLtes in a mining
district, but of fact, that la, as to whether or net the company wouid
accept them as a notice of lnjury, the custom and usage will be cansidered
on the quistion as to whether the plaintiff was misled thereby tram
giving the statutory notice. M<chelli v. Crow' Negt Paos Coal J Coke Co.,
7 D.L.R. 904 at 909.

In Quebse the failure ta give notice te the municipality cf an injury
austained on a defective sidewalk (without reasonable excuse) will bar
the action niot only against the rnunieipality but aisa against the property

Cie dT nsAtR...19:Btfrv.LunUuPproowner who la answerable ta the nxunicipality under art. 5641 cf the

D.L.R. 30et.
Tlie notice of action required by sec. 667 of the Manitoba Municipal

Act, R.S.M. 1902, ch. 116, î:eed not lie signed b.-. the claimant peraonaliy
nor need it show that lie wva@ claiming in hlm capacit> of persanai repre.
sentative of the deceased: Curle v. Brandon, 15 'Nan. L.R. 122.

Sec. 722 of the Winnipeg chaRrter which la the rame ln effect is sec. 667
ai the Manitoba Municipal Act. R.S.M. 1902, ch. 116, requiriuàg notice et
the 'Icaim or action," la ta receive a liberai construction, and require.
niants not speciflcally statcd and not necessariiy implied shouid flot lie
read into it: Iveaon Y. Wiinr.ipeg, 16 Man. L.R. 352.

When plaintiff proves that lie lias given the notice of action requîred
by the Municipal Code <Que.), the failure ta ailege notice in lis declaratioxi
is net a cause of prejudice ta the defendant and nlot a ground for exception
ta the formi: P-apeot v. 6'!. Arnbrai8e, 10 Que. P.R. 79.

A notice by letter ta tlin chairnian of -the Boord of Works, instead o! ta
the city clerlc, under sec. 722 of the Winnipeg charter, 1 and 2 Edw. VIT.
(Mani.) ch. 77, which contained full particulars of the accident and i e I
injuries and of a~ claini for a specifte suni and whieh reaclhed the city clerk
withIn thle prescr.be time, wa-es hld suffic.ient: .fitchell v. IWinnipeg, 17
Man. L.R. 166.

-Notice ta lie excused mnuet lie based on mare than miere want o! pr.-
judlas: Ânaderson v. Toronto, 15 0..R. 643.

In Quebec thê right of action for daniages against a city being based
prliarily on tli suiciency of the notice as ta tha place where the acci-
dent occurrcd according ta art. 536(a) of the Montreal charter, a notice
statlng that thc accident mcurred an a sidewalk an the corner o! two
streets, while it appears by the evidence that the plaintiff feil on the croit-
ing between these two streets, la Insufficient: Seybold v, Cityj of Uontreaý,
10 Que. P.R 377.

In an action in Ontario again8t a towvnship corporation for daniages
for perenal Injuries froin a higlhwiy out of repair, where the plaintiff gaive
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