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A notice io muniecipalities in Ontario was prior to 1894 not necessary,
then & 30-day notice was preseribed for all munieipalitios, followed in 1896
by limiting the urban notices to 7 days. :

In 1889 the need of further legislation to cover cases of joint municipal
Hability s emphasized in Leicert v, Matilda Township, 26 AR, (Ont.) 1
The legislation follocwed in 82 Viet. (Ont.) ch. 26, sec. 39, carred into see.
808 of Consolidated Municipal Act, 1903, and sec. 460 of the Municipal Act
of 1913 [R.8.0. 1814, ch, 192].

It appearing that, in negligence cases of the classes indicated, the notice
of the aceident preseribed by statute is, to give the defendant a chance
to examine the scene of the accident, and to make an immediate and intalli-
gent inquiry into its eause, and so that dishonest claims, or ihose entirely
without legal basis. may be eflectively met, und valid claims secttled or
properly contested; it will be perceived that “ice and snow” sidewalk
claims are a striking illustration of the fairness and common sense of
speedy notice of aceident to Induce an inspection before the cvidence varies
or disappears.

Speaking geherally this kind of notice is a condition precedent to the
. statutory right of action. In this connection Boyd, C., in Longbottom v.
Teronto, 27 AR, 198 at 199, reads the original enactment touching side-
walks thus: “The notice required by 57 Viet, (Ont.) eh. 50, wee, 13, in
cases of injury from defective sidewalks is to inform the corporation hefore
action of the nature of the nceldent and the cause of it.”

The law-maker having wisely provided for notice of the accident to
protect the defendunt, has with commenable prudence begun to provide
for the numberless cases where the want of notice is to be axcused to pro.
tect the plaintiff. The law of excuse for want of notlce evolves slowly and
cautiously. A deflnition will probably be attempted by express statutory
enactment in some future Act. In Armsirong v. Canada Atlantic R, Co.
{1802), 4 O.L.R. 560 at 588, cited in O'Connor v. Hamilton (19805}, 10
0.L.R, 529 at 538, it was sald: “What may constitute reazonable excuse for
not giving notice is not defined and mus! depend very much upon the
circumstances of the particular case.”

In Armstrong v, Canada Atlantic R. Co. (1902), 4 OL.R, 560, a case
under the Workmen’s Compensation for Injuries Aect, R.8.0. 1897, ¢h, 180,
see, 0, it was held that what constitutes ressonable exouse must Jdepend
upon the circumstances of cach particular case and that such may be in-
ferred where there is (1) notorlety of the accident; (2) employer’s knowl-
edge of () the injury, and (b) its cause; (3) employer’s holding up the
claim for a promised settlement.

In the Armstrong case, 4 O.L.R. 560 at 568, the governing principle is
laid down as follows, “Reasonable excuse for want of notice may be very
slight indeed where the occurrence of the accident appears to have been
well known 42 the employer, and a bond fide claim for compensation there-
for has been made, inasmuch ax the Judge has powar under see, 14 in the
alternative, and simply in hia diseretion and on such terms as he may think
proper, to adjourn the trial of the action to enable notice to be given.”




