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or by' post (a". In a later case the question %vas raised whether a
sufficient notice could bc made out froin a refèrer.ce to some docu-
ment other thani that relied upon as constituting a sufficient notice.
Lord Coleridge thought that the *question should be answered Mn
the negative. Brett, M.\.R., and Holker, L.J., declined to express a
definite opinion, but they seemn-especiaiiv the former-to have
been strongly inciinied to adopt the contrary view. AUl the mem-
bers of the court were agreed in holding that, %vhether suchi a

s reference was or was flot permissible, a notice otherwise defectix-e
j could îlot be eked out bv a reference to a verbal statement

previously made bv the injured servant to an agent of the master.

It wvas ac cordingily' held th at there is no notice in compliance with
the Act where a workman. on the day he had been injured. makes
a verbal report of such injurv to his employer's inspector, 'vho takesJ ' down the details in wtigand sends them to the emplo-ver's sup-
erintendent, and the %vorkmani's solicitor afterwards writes a letterJto the emploler. stating that he is instructedi bv sudi iorkman to
apply, for compensation for injuries received on the employer"s

premis-es, -particulars of which hiave already been communicated
to y'oar superintendent " (b'.

The Acts of 'Massachu sents and Colorado expressly provlde

'a) M9,lt v.Iiç 8 Q(,).D. 116. si LJ. Q.B. Div. 112; 4t) L.T.N S.

472, 30 WV N..124; S. P. Âen v. ffi/2rail Duýck Co., infra.
(M) heen v. M1iIhraiI Dock Co. (C. A. îS82;8 QI.E.D. 482; 31 L.J.Q B 1lîv.

2;7, 30 W. R. jo3 As~ regards the peint leit undetermined in ibis case, Lr
Coleridge based his opinion on the words of the Act which, as hc con',idered
-decrihed the notice as one and single. containing in it. he incidents which Ille j

btatute has required it to contain as a condition precedent te mdîntaining the
action '"The ibliowing passage front the opinion ot Bret, N1. R., show% thât
arguments of no small weight ma,% be adduced for the other doctine.

h I seems ta me that a notice might be available even if it shotild l'e
defective in any of the natters required ta be stated, as for instance, if it did na~t
~in tel iîî, name the dav wheil the injury was 'sutained, but shewed it b, referenc e,
so alo if it did not describe the cause ofithe injurv with sufficient particularit% but
still did not descrihe it so as to niislead. 1 agiree that as a general rule Ille
notice must be given In one notice, but 1 arm nnt prepared te sas' that it w.otîhi be
iata: if it were con'ainedl in more tlîan one notice. Supposec 'or example .1
per'.on in bis lutter written an. one day should describe fully the injury hi' had
sustained. but should ]cave eut bis address, and he %houid the next dav sen.i a
letter stating tlîit in the letter 1 wreîe yeterdav 1 omitted ta gi&e . oîî Ilv
addre-sq, and 1 now give i. If both these leiters were written in time, and both
servcd oun the employer, I am net prcpared ta, say that the Iat might not lie
taken ta incerpnrate the first, "and therefore, though net an accurate but an
informai notice, it mui be considered a notice within the meaning of the siatille.
If in the prescrit case the letter of Mr. Bradley had referred te a written report,
aîîd ta the date and partictîlars there given of the injiîry, I snauld not ai Ibis
stage have çaid that there had not heen a notice within the Act, but should have
desired a nule in order that the mertter miglit bc more fully discused.-


