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ENGLISH CASES.

EDITORIAL RE VIE W OP CURRENT ENGLISH
DECISIONS.

(R.*i*tered iii *ccordance with the Coplrigbt ACL)

PEAOTICE-Nizw TRiAL-Elckssivt DAMAGES--PELSONAL INJIURY-PPOSPEC-
rîvi2 I.s OF INCOMIL

Johnston v. Great Western Ry. (1904) 2 K.B. 250, wvas an action
ta recover darnages for personal injury sustained tbrough the negli-
gence of the defendants' servants. The plaintiff was an engineer
and at the time of the accident was earning G£3 per week. He was
a young man Of 28, of good ability -ind had prospects of obtaining
an appointrnent us engineer wortn frorn £750 ta £i,5o0 a year.
The plaintiff proved an actual loss of salarv and expenditure for
medical attendance to the amount Of £450. At the time of the
trial the plaintiff was earning in ternporary ernployrnent £2.10

a week. The jury gave a verdict for £3,000, which the de-
fendants rnoved to set asdd, asking for a new trial an1 the
ground of excessive darnages. The Court of Appeal (Williarns,
Stirling and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.). refused the application, aï
the saine tirne saying that the ruie laid down in Praed v.
Gjraham ( 1889) 24 Q.B.D. 53 that a new trial wili flot be gra-ited
or. the ground of excessive damages, unless the Court can corne
ta the conclusion that the arnouTit is so large that tiwelve men
could no, have reasonably given it, is su'oject to the rule !aid down
in other cases, where wi*-hout irnputing perveisity ta the jury the
Court is able ta sce that they have takeri inta consideration niat-
ters which ought flot ta have been cc>nsidtfed. The Court alsa
approved of Rowicy v. London & N. W. RY. (1873) L.R.8 ExM. 221,

ta the effect tl'at, il computing damnages for a prospective loss of
incarne, the jury ought not ta g;ve the plaintiff a surn which, if
invested, would produce the prospective incarne, but aught to take
inta accourt the accidents of life and other matters.

PRAOTIOL-COSTS aOF APPLICATION 'oiR Niw TbtiAL

In Hamiton V. Seat' (1904) 2 K.B. 262, the sole point considered
is, in what way the Court should exe.-cise its discretion ini regard to
the cois of a successful application for a new trial in a common


