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IDINGTON, J., dissented, holding that the judgment Should
l>c reduced to, $100, the amount, tendered by defendants before
action and paid into Court, and that plaintif! should pay
defendants their costs of the action and appeal.

TI.:LTZEL, J. Mi?4ACI 14TIt, 1905.

TRIAI-

GEIGERI v. GRAND TIIUNK R. W. CO.,

Damages-Remotenesa - Negligence - Nervous Shoclc-Im-
pact wilhout Oulward Injury - Raîlway - Findings of
Jury.

Action for damages for negligence. On 21st July, 1904,
plaintiffs (husband and wife) were being driven in an en-'
closed omnibus from a wharf in the city of Toronto, and when
erossing the tracks running along the Esplanade, at Yonge
street, the omnibus was eaughit hetwecn the two parts of a
frcight train of defendants, which had been parted at Yonge
street, and which was about to be coupled, when the driver of
the omnibus was caught between the two sections of the train,
and while considerable damage was done to, the omnibus,
neither of the plaintiffs suffered visible bodily injury, beyond
a few slîght bruises, but both complained of serions înjury
te their nervous systems as a resuit of fright.

Tne questions submitted fo the jury and their answers
were as follows :

1. Were defendants, through their employees, guilty of
negligence? A.-Yes.

2. if ves. in what did such negligence consist? A.-In
not giigpreper or sufficient warning that the cut or open-
ing in the train was for thie usie of the general public.

3. Il you find defendanits guilty of negligence, did such
negligen(ce, cause the injury to plaintiffs? A.-Yes.

4. Is the injuir.y of whiich plaintiff Christian Geiger coin-
plains wh1olly1 dute to mental shock, or is it attributable partir
Iti me(,tnl shock and partly to shoek eaused by the blow?
A.-Mental slioxk enlv.

.5. At what srn do you asss the damages te plaintiff
Christian Gleiger, (a) in respect o! personal injnry resulting
éxelnrivply fronm me~ntal shiock? A.--$700. (b) Inu respect
of shock cauged bv blows? N.\o answdr

The like questions were put with regard to plaintif! Emma
Marie Geiger, and were nnswered in the smem way, except
that ber damages were assessed at $300.
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