
RACICOT v. OTTAWA.EETI CO.

HoDGINS, J.A., ini a writtien judgment, said tha t the plintoif
s a widow, a charwoma-in, 72 pears of age, earning $1 a day
rn the Governinenti. The aecident cused the kass of %t left
above the keadcost in mnoney (inuluiding los of Nvages for

Dut 8 nonths) $87-5 down to te trial.
The plaintiff was crosýsing a Street in Ottawa, Gewe and

).n., on a rain, freezing dIay in March, 1917, in order tu hourd
itreet-car. Havinig crossed the tracks, sh lippe on it icy
p>e and feul back oni thiem, struiggled several timers to risc, l'lt
led, and wvas then stukand injured by the, car.

There wvas a direct conflict of evidence on flhe pinit wth1er
c car was 15 feet or 147 fee away whcn the plaitf [cIl The

yaptdthe latter figure. Ilt wus imposible, on the( e'ýide-nce,
set aside their finding, in view of the, sharp ifeec which
mted on that vital point. Nor, hia\ing regard to it, moldk unly
p coine lu a different conlustlion as, to) Ille lnegligten(e uf the
tormian. Thut was invtbeif the distance was 147 fret.

cause the mlotorinanl testified thiat hie could have tppdin 20
30 feet at the rate hu wvas goirig-8 miles an hour.

The p)lintiff, whose dauighlur was livinlg w-itli lier, hiad lost
r situation, said that she could now dIo nothing-not eývn house-
Idi work-andii( had not been ouit of the, house in 8 wecks Ni\e
ien driven. She had not yet goi au uifici heg %h05h in itaif
Dimised Io be quite a problem. She lhad a spnlinjury, whIiulh
mlted in an abscess, net quite chose[ ut the tinie of the trial, and
Ls then stili unmier her doctor'S cre. She suMerd sverel. lier
etor vxp)rew;ed Ille hop'e thut nature %vold vlose file wQUX1id in
Sback, bult said she would lje under his caru until lie coulcise
Seffect of tce art ificial limb) uponý fihe wolund.
Injuries caused by negligenc MhoAI net le made less vxpen-

ce than thle exercise of reaonable cure. (hne might almoat go
rther and say- flat the on!- way f0 ensure the sayof thev public
us te exact a higli penalty for the, eareless disregard of il.

In tIbis case, the jury had said that 215 or abouit 7 yvars'
rning-s, was not too nm udl giv for so severe an iinjur, for
ini anid sufferiùng, and for the lifelong discomf crt it entaild. Tlle
ry had the riglit tu give an arnounti for stuffering, and it was impols-
,le te attrihute the wvliole Sumii te înability te earn nioney.

Viwed in any liglit, f hie Court could niot siy thlai t he suim waa
oftsy excessive.

MACLR~&EN and MAGEE, JJ.A., agreed Wifh HoneuGIS, J.A.

KELLY, J., agreed ini fIe resuit, for reasons briefly atated in

APPeal diffmi&,ed vwiih cosis.


