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Du mages--Personal I njurie8-Negligence--Slreet Ra ihray-Iij u ry
to Passeners by Accidentai Pallîng of Sign-board- Direct
Impact-Additional Injuiri front Shock-Assessmefft of Dam-
aye& I•vidence-FiYidieiq.' of Trial Judgqe---ppeal Liability
of Street Raîlway (omp any iii Re8pect of Injuries other thani
those (.'aised by Direct linpact-Proxirnate Cauise o>f Additionl
Injury.

Appeal by the defendants front the judgment of FA~LCON-
BRIDGE, (Xi..B., 9 O.W.N. 407.

The appeal was heard byv MEREDIH, ( '.J.K.B., IIIDDELL
1,ENNox, andl( MASTEN, JJ.

D. L. McCarthy, K('., for the appellants.
E. G. Morris, for the plaintiffs, respondents,.

LE'NNOX, J., read a judgmcent in which lie stated that the iii-
juries eomplained of by the plaintiffs, husband and wvife, were
alleged to have been occasioned l)y the falling of a înetallic sigin-
board when they were travelling upon one of the defendants' cars.
There was direct impact in each, case; the husband received a
severe wound upon bis head; and t 1e wife a slight scalp woun(l;
but she alleged that she also received a severe mental shock;
that she was pregnant at the time; andI that the visible injury,
combined with the mental shock, caused a mnisearriage and
necessitated a surgical operation. She was present when a
surgeon dressed her husband's wound, immediately after the
accident; and the defendants contended that the shock or mental
disturbance and subsequent illness wcre mainly due to this cir-
cumstance. The defendants also attempted to prove that the
woman was flot pregnant at the time of the occurrence.

The action came on for trial with a jury, but the jury w&a; dis-
pensed with by consent.

The liability of the defendants for the injuries directly caused
l)y the impact was not disputed.

The trial Judge found for the plaintiffs, awarding $7.5 damnages
to the husband and $900 to the wife.

There was nothing in the evidence which would justify inter-
ference with the conclusions reached by the trial Judge: and the
appeal shoul<l be disnmissed with eosts.

RIDDELL, J., concurred.


