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was unenfimous, laye down sufilsient to justlfy -the judicial suggestion
for further law making. OsIer, J., at page 588 (after citing Aroutrots v.
Cam"d ÂUv.snHo R. Do. <1902), 4 O.L.R. 500, for the. principle thuat what
9onstitutes r.asonable excuse la rot dedned and depmnds on circumtasees>
adds in effect that it not easy to lay down a géneral govtrning principle
and thst where thone are actual knowledge and verbal not4ce, se elenrents of
excuse, thora &tilt remain questions of great nioety.

Some of thre cases in different provinces, illustrating the difficulties and
perpiexities experienced by the various Courts in the différent law districts
of Canada because «"rer4sonable excuse" iras neyer bien deffned, are sub.
joined.

The failure of an employee to give notice cf un Injury ivith1n the time
prescribed .by sec. 4 of the Alberta Workin'sl Compensation Act of 1908,
eh. 12, la not fatal, unless tire omission la prejudicial to the employer:
Bruno v. Internaztional Coal c Coke Co., 12 D.L.R. 745.

Tire employee's Ignorance of the fact that he was entitled te compensa.
tion for Injuries la not a ruistake that will excuse bis failure to give notice
thereof in the manner requlred by sec. 4 o! the Alberta Workmen'u Compen.
nation Act of 1909, ch. 12: Bruno Y. Inrternational Cool à Coke Co.. 12
Th..R. 745.

A notice cf injury given by a workmar. is sufficieut to entitle his depen.
dants ai ter bis death to the benelIta cf th~e R.C. Workmen'a Compensation
Act, R.S.B.C. 1911, ch. 244, without any other or further notice: hioffatt
v. Crow'a Nest Poss Coal Co., 12 D.L.R. 643.

The statute in Quebee requiring notice of action aRainut a municipal
corporation was flot enacted to allow corprations to escape liabiity on
technical greunds. but to enabie then by investigation to corne into
possession of ail the facts, s0 as to, either compromise or properly prepare
tihe defence: WVe8t v. Clity of Mon treai, 9 D.L.R. 9.

An action brought againut a mu icipality for persoual Injuries fron.
negligence in the operations under way for niaklng repairs te its streets,
but not due to any uefect in the condition cf the street Itaeif, lu flot within
the Ontario Municipal Act, 3 Edw. VIL. (Ont.> ch. 19, sec, 600, so as te
require a prelhiuary notice of injury: Waller v. Towon of Sarnia, 9 D.L.R.
834.

Where a st&tutory enactimnt Ini Quebec requlred notice of suit to ho
given to a city corporation hilare an action In damages could te instituted,
such notice In the absence of any eantrary stipulation may be given by the
plaintiff's attorney sud may be validly servcd .by ballif: - City# of Westmount
v. Hicks, 8 D.L.R. 488.

A defective notice, or even no notice at aIl, in British Columbia iu not
a bat te action if it lu proved (a) that tire employer lo flot prejudiced iu
bis defence, or (b> that the want or defect was occasioned by a mistake or
ot-her reasonable eauge: itchelli v. C7roicat Pass Coal Ce., 7 D.L.R.
904 at 007.

Wherc lu British Columbia the Injurcd party was laid up with tiie


