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sible permahient injury, $1,900, which it was saié
excessive.

Ttiere le no certainty of entire recovery in these ca
to joints and nerves, wile neuritis lias a wvay of
Injuries sucli as the plaintiff suffered mniglit render
less useful and pleasant and subjeçt himi to a perpet
It was impossible to say that for the pain and suffi
andL the chance of neyer fuliy catchîng up with his p)
power the sumn of $1,900 was so outrageous as tc
interference of the Court. It was large, but noti
cessive as to necessitate a new trial. Injuries caused
should xnot be nuade less expensive than the exercise
care.

The appeal should be dismissed.

NIACLAREN and MAGEE, JJ.A., agreed with 1101)(

KELLY, J., agreed in the resuit, for reasons statec

Appeal dismýissed

DERST DivsiONAL COURT. MA

RACIGOT v. OTTAWA ELECTRIC (

SictRaa-ljryj Io J'erso? Falling in Crossinig
gelice of Molormai-Diance of Car from Place
ii of J - m e-Aaemetby Jury of
Exesv Sum-Money-losa-Loss of Earning Po
8iufféri7g-Peranet 1ijr y-A ged Wlomian.

Appeal by the defendants froru the judgni (i
OLJ Ex. upon the findings of a jury, in favour of t
the recovery of $3,000 and costs, in an action fi

pem ca nure suuasied by the plaintiff by reasc
fllien when crossing the defendants' tracks and 1 ci
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