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ié notice ln wrlting of the "accident and thé cause thereof" iander the
Cora»olidated M<unicipal Act, 1903, sec. 606, within the. proper tinte, but
dld ftot state thoreiin thé ýprécie -part of the highway whieh wus out o1
repair, the notice was held si"fioient as affordlng rea.sotable 1iformation
te enable the. defeadant ta Investigate, At a.ppearlng thât the. wninipalty
knew the place of the accident and had in fret investigated, on the. prin-
cil1 that the Court should not add anything to that which 18 expressly
prescribed 'by the statut.: You*ng v. Toiwnahi.p of Bruce, 24 O.LAR. 546.

In an action against a rural municipal5ty in Ontario where (a> the
munlclpality watt notlfied verbally by the plaintff'. employer of the
happening of the accident, (b) the. plaintiff for part of the. perlod -%as net
in a condition to gxive the. notice, (c> tiie plain4ilf was ignorant of the -law
iequiriug the notice; suclh reaàons do not constitute a reasonable excuse
for wanl, of notive: Sjq'ge v. Townahip of galtffWe, 13 D.LR. 884, supra.

%Vîhhere want. of notice was pleaded iiy the defendant, the follo'wing ex-
eutes were hcld sufficient: (1) notorîety of t-he accident, (2) defendant'm
knowledge of it, (3) defendant's knowledge that plaintiffs representative
%vas making the dlaim, (4) defendartt taki ng tie claim into consideration
but neyer giving plaintiff a final answer as to s9ettlenient: Armstrong v.
Canada Atiantie R. Co., 4 O.LR, 560.

Ice and snow sldewalk eases cali strictly for notice, but it inay bie
dispensed witlî where reasonable excuse and absence of prejudice are bathi
established t Dretin v. City of Kingston, 27 Can. 8.C.R. 48.

The. legislation and decisiona as ta the requirement of notice. %ould
appear ta be more elaistic under WVorkmen's Compensation Laws in tii.
different provinees titan under thec municipal laws. It wilI b. noted ini titis
eonnection that thv trial Court 'nay adjourn or postpone the trial ta
enable notice, or a.mended notice. ta be given, under certain of the statutem.

Ignorance of the làdw is not sufficient excuse, whether o'r not iL miay lic
tuti element ina rriv'ing at e conclusion as to whether te eireuînstatces
of tii. case shew reasonable excuse: Biggcrt v. To2wtt of Cin ton, 2 O.W.R.
1002.

rTe degree of physical andi mental disability necessary ta congtitute rea.
sonable excuse ls %pecially considered in Drennat v. City of Kingsto>î. 2j
Can. S.CýR. 46, and O'Gontior v. Hem lon <1905), 10 O.L.R. 529,

For convenience the followlng summary may b. found useful-
1. Tihe statutory-negligence aotion requlrlng notice of at-cident is in

Ontario a modern innovation datlng hack only te 1892.
2, Tihe notice xnay be excused for other gond causes where the wvnnt of

notice lias net prejudiced the defendant.
3. The other good causes whieh will suMlie te excuse the notice have

neyer been. defined, but the Courts are lef t te reaci tîteir own conclusions
in the cireuin stances of each particular cuise.

4. Proof tnat the want et notice has net prejudlccd the defendant le net
of itelf sufficient ta ceuse notice, aI.thougi it may be «n eleinent in con-
Siderlng reasona.ble excuse.
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