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à notice to municipalltles in O>ntario wvas prior ta 1894 not iiecessary,
e thon a 8O.day notiee was prerlbed for ail nînnicipslltics, foliowed Ia 1890

by limIting the urn notices to 7 dayo.
In 1861) thi. need of furtiier leglatlon to, cuver cases of joint municipal

llabilty la emphazized in Leizërt Y. 9fatiUda T'owniup, 26 A.R. (Ont>1.
Tiie legislation foliowed In 62 Viet. (Ont.) ch. 28, sec. 39, carrled into sec.
608 of Oonsolidated Municipal Act, 1903, and sec. 460 of the -Municipal Act
of 1018 EF.S.O. 1914, eh. 102].

It appearlng that, In negligeuce cases of the clamses indicated, the notice
of the, accident prescrlbed by statute la, to give the defendant a chance
tu examine the scene of the accident, and tu niake an inîmediate and intuili-

*gent inquiry iuta It* cause, and so that dlshonest dlaims, or those entirely
without legal bRsks ay be effeetively niet, aînd valid claims settled or

ei'. properly conteted, it will be poeeivcd that 1'ice and snow" aidewalk
dlai are a gtrlking illustration of the fairnea and coimmun sense of
speedy notice of mRcident to Induce an Inspection before the ovidence varies
or disappears.

Speaking geherally this kind. of notice is a condition procèdent ta the
statutory righ3t of action, hI tisi connection l3oyd, -C., in Longbottorn v.
Toron Vo, 27 A.R. 198 at 199, rends the original enactinent touchlng side.
walka thust: "The notice required by 57 Viot. (Ont.> ch. 50, wec. 13, in
coses of in3ury f roi defective sidewalk4 is to inforin the corporation before
action of the nîature of the accident and the cause of lt."

The lawv.nker iîaving wisely provided for notice of the accident t'a
protee.t the defendant, has with commaenabie prudence kxgun t» providea
for the nunuberless cases where the. want of notice is ta b. excused to pro.
tect the plainitif!. The law of excuse fer want of notice evolves siowly and
eautiously. A deflaition will probably be attenîpted by express statutory
enactmient in somne future Act. Iu Art)1strong v. Canada Atlacntic R. Ou.

102,4OLR.50t56,itdin O'Con,'or v. Hamilton ( 1905), 10

O.L.!R. M2 at 536, it was sald: "ffiîat nîay constitute reas'oîable excuse for
iiot glvlng notice la not defined, and amus. depend very nîuch upon tie
eireunîstancc o! the particular case."

In Arinetronq v. Canada Af laittue R. Co. (1002), 4 O.L.E. 560, a casa
under the WVorkmen'si Compensation for Injuries Act, R.S.O. 1897, ch. 160,
sec. 9, it 'was held that wliat congtitutes reasonable excuse must depend

à upon the cireuistances cf e'ach particular cate and that such may bie In.
fer.rcd Nwhere there is (1) notorlety of the accident; (2) employers knowi-

edge cf (a) the Injury, and (b) its cause; (3) employer's holding up tIie
cdaitn for a pronmised settlement,

In the Armsatronig case, 4 O.L.R. 560 Mt 508, the governlug principle is
[ laid down as follows, "Reasanable excuse for want of notice nmay b., very

slight indeed where -the occurrence of the accident appears te, have been
welI known tg thie employer, and a bond fide caim for compensation there-
for bas been made, lnasamuch as thie Judge has powe~r under se. 14 ln the
alternative, and slznply la bis diseretton 'and on snch ternis as he may thlak
proper, to adjourn the trial cf -the. action te enable notice tu b. given."


