IN THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE OF JAMATCA

IN COMMON LAW
EETWEEN TRL BOWEN " PLAIRTIFF
AND ' ' ST. THOMAS LELTEER WORKS " DEFENDANT

LIMITED

J. Morcecai and P. Brooks instructed by Numnes, Schclaficlo, DeLeon and Company
for the Plaintiff.

Pztrick Bailey instructed by Patvick Bailey and Compeny for the defondant g
[> Qmpuny -

Baring on thObuI S, 10, 11, 12 and 19, 1956

JUSGHENT
KINGHAM J.

The pleintiff who was up te June 1587 empleyed as a Kochine Cperator
at the defemdont's Leather ¥actory ot Yallzshs, Saint Thomas was or Friday,
January 21, 1553 somewhere between 8330 ~ § 4A.M. dnjured while allegedly working
effecting some winor repairs to o Creasinp Machine ¢f which the cperator at the
material time of the incident was ¢ne Deleres Ecnry.

The plointiff was at the time of ‘the incident assigned the duty of
cperating o Skiving Mochine which was situnted o the recr of the machine on
which MissHenry was the operator. “He had beon wp to the time of fhe incident
emploved =t the defenduant®s plaant as o Hachine {peratex fer sbout eighteen months
© during which jericd he hed gotued eaperience ip operating three machines imcludic:

the Creasing Machines of o type similer to the one om whieh he vufxcrcd the injury
in questiocn.

"It was his evidencs that rpart from achleving o degprec of competence in
orerating thoesé machines, he was olsr Lrained by the superviscr, one Uten Jones
te corry cut mincy repairs on thesc mockizes, a tesk wiich although based upen
the iastructicn pessed on te employzes by the mensgenent was usually ,ericrmed

“by che mechépics From the workshop which was not for removed from the locality
in the plant in which_tha mnchine in,questiun wasg gituated being, within “zn arms
cach”, £ the. Hanhln, it whlch e 31 ¢nr1f£ w&g iuqured}
it is tn&J;ll ntiff's contanticn ihat OB the zorfiny; ih guesticn he was

at wurk wbon he cbserved work which wns being : assed on to him for Skivi: g ~onlng




-

from Miss Henry with certain faults which was in his opinion eczused from the
need for the prcper adjustment of a plece of wood placed at the base of the
Crezsing machine on which the materials such as’ leather wallets, purses etc.l
had to bg placed fcr the creasing process to be carriednout. This operation
which required the use of.a metal press, gituﬁted at a2 height of‘somenlz inches
from the base of the machine, to descend downwards untu the material, two
buttons cn this electrically operztive machine which were situated cn either
side of the basc had to be pushed &awn. iﬂaving*creased'the-material,'the press
would then ascend automatically back to its elevated positicn where it wouid
remain staticnary until the creasing process wés fequited to be repeated at
which time the szme exercise would be carried ocut.

‘It is the plaintiff's case that baving gope over to the creasing
machiné on which Miss Henry was engaged at work that morning, she belng the only
woman then engaged on such a machine at that time, he w2s in the act of carrying
cut the repairs and in the act of adjusting the wooden edges om the base of the
wachine , when Miss Henry whe was seated to his right facing the machine and
talking wilh 2 fellow worker to her right, negligently touched the buttons
causing the press to descend downwards crushing the three widdle fingers.of.his
left hand injuring them, the digital phalanx cf the long finger more, sericusly
than thé othbers.

‘The defence scught to ccotend thrcugh Miss Henry that the plaintiff for
from carrying cut minor repsirs oo the machine had left his machine and was
melesting her with idle chatter having nothing to do with the work that they
" were each emplcyed t¢ do. - She ignored him znd ccntinved doing her work and
* chided him in the process for his unwelcomed iutrusica.. At arcund this time the
Supérvisdf'ﬂtcn*Jcnesrwas'seen apprcaching her machine not far off and the
plaintiff who bad been leaming onx her machine was injured.

“Although the' defence as pleaded alleged inter alia at paragraph 4 that:

“"ihe defendant says that the sccident -
ts_no_‘zc:.uocd _aul&}’ by tha mgligence of
the plaintiff in that the plaintiff in:

 discbedience of his assignment c*dera
lefr his- assxgned place of Hbrk '
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without permission or authorisation
and walked over tc ancther employee,
Miss Delores Henry whu was the

L;urator of the press machine

end the plaintiff spoke tc her

about matters uncommected with

the defendant’s Lusiness when 2
supervisor passce by and the plaintiff
yushed his bhand under the sald press
machipe in the zroetence that he was
werkine op smme and was injured in

sC dﬁi&%- (underllnes for emphasis)

?here hag net Seen one seintiila ¢f evidconce addueed by the :lefcace
to support this contenticn, | o |

Az to the c1rcumstancns Yeading up tc Lhe plaintiff's 1njury, the cnl
vvidence fa;th cming came frcw his tostimeny. Op that account he wﬁs.not
entirely free from comtrituting te his injury a8 wven if bis acccunt wus-
accepted in its entirety and it cuuld be inferraé that he had 2m implicd
authourity to Lgrry out: s1nwle L0 o minor rEyairu such s that im which he was
engated at *ﬁe time of the 1ncinent, he was under 2 quty to exercise a degrec
of compet cnce ;nd the ckill =nd core to Le expected of 2 muchaniec or superviscr
t¢ whem such tasks were uaualiy‘allotted. in this repard it wos to be empected
that he wruld h;ve as a Prbcautlgnary measure Cisea;aged Lhe functioning of the
machlnL by un;luhkaaqgjhe cord[,hn scekul, or in the slternctive, removing ﬁhe
cperator Miss Henry from the jmmediate ares of the cemtrols. Toth of which
measures he fni;ed itov do.

The iow here ig clenr as to tha duty of care to be expected ffcm &0

employer in iudustry. It is threefcid nemely:-

lo. . To g¢rovide o safe system of work.
2. . T provide proper and adequate supervision.
3. Tu provile cowpeteat workers.

There is alsc 2 correlative duty pleced upon the employee te toke
such rezscnzble steps for his cwn szfety and that duty is Cischarged when he
for Lis oum part takes such stepa to sefoguerd himsell from such injury.
fltheourh there was no 2llcsaticn of coutvibutery nelipgence pleadedilr
in the  defence, this question couid arise in the [laintifis case and based.
on: the wvidence piven Ly the pledntiff fo is ¢lear that hod he ;akenrthu ste;s

referred o6 before engeriny in cerryine out the repairs to the mackbine., the
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injury suffered by him.ccnséqugntvupcn'such faiiﬁxe'ﬁould have been avoided.
On his acccunt therefcre contributory negligence arises for determination.

Once the question of negligence_ﬂn the part'of a fellow worker Miss
Henyy was esizblished, ;hen it followo that to the extent that she was at fault,
the defendanis were hel# to bgcyica;igugly liable_fcr her acts Jdone in the

course or scope of her emplicyment.

The Defepce's Case

‘As tc the sysfem‘in place at.the éefendants plaot tﬁis evidéﬁce was
furnished by Mr Farkas the Fasp5er for the eantire period of 1ts operation at
Yallahs There i% rc reascn to doubi that &iven the system in place if the
instructions passeu cn to che workers were carrled thrvugh to the letter them
there was a =afe gystem of work in place. WNot much care is, huwever,-to be-
expected from the ordinary wvrkar enbabac in 1nuustry. It has tc be expected
that they are apt to dis*egard simplo instructions hence the need for adequate
supervision to be put in place in "rder EC ensure that the safety instruction_
are adhtred to. Althcugh it is not to be expected that the extent of the super—
vision wiil go as far as for the em@loyers to be required to keep a constant
watch over such workers to ensure that the safety 1nstractions are carried out
te the letter, it is to uxrected that such reasonable prccautions will te taken
to keep workers such as wmachine cperators "on their toes.” In this regerd the
supervisor Dion Juncs tvom the eVldence of both the plaintlff snd Hr farkas by
his conduct this leit much to be desirea. Be seemed to hove always getting into
problems which couscd him to be suspended on more than one occasion. Miss Henry
from her evidence, however, sought to belster up the defence by seekiag to paint
a picture of Uton Jones as being someone who was an exemplary person. hccording
to her, he was never suspended. ©On the other hand she sought to esteblish the
plaintiff as aﬁ'inﬁermeddliﬁg person azud could only reeall that he operated the
skiving iéchine'whiCh he worked on from he came and saw her at the defendants’
plant in Jjune 1981 up to 1987 when they were both made redundant. Despite her
evidence in answer to a question posed by the Court she testified that her eyes
at all ﬁ#zerial times:focussed ca the machine on which she was cperating while

thé'plaintiff wes 1eaniﬁg'oﬁ'it5 she was unsble to give amy acecunt as to how the
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plaiotiff's three fingers uf his léft hand came to be crushed by thé pfess on
thé machive. A4s she aduitted undex.crcss~examinaticn that Utca Jones and the
rlaintiff eejoyed a guoé relationshiﬁ (it tein; the plaintiff's accéunt fhpt it
was Jones whc traioed him in the task of fepairing the wachines), it is thercfere,
stranye an& inexpliceble as well as highly izprobatle as te the un;upporteé
allegations sét ok in the defencé in ﬁhich it was éleadﬁd inter nlls thats-

"when a superviscr passed by 2zd the

rlaintiff pushed his hand under the

s2il press machine ete."

Had there Leem any rétional foundation ugen which to-bnttress this
coptenticn it elearly pales into incipnificenec by the silence frem 2 failure to
seek to astaﬁiish it. -

bné'ﬁlso ﬂfinds the ccnduét ﬂf Hiss Henry in foiling to draw the cktentidon
of thc supervisor Uton Jones who, far from “passing by the wachine Mwas placed
by her =i 2 distance of less thou a half—auchain a;proaching towards her machine,
td the molesgtations of the“plaintiff. When her account ig Wéigﬁed exaﬁined and
tested agninst the testinony coming not onl?'from the lzintiff lut from
¥r Frrkas wﬁose accéunt surports the plaintiff in rela;ion to severcl material
facts, her demcanour as well as ber testimony stam@s'h&r ag an uncoovinciog anﬁ
unxeliaﬂle wituess. In so for a8 her evidepee diffcred from that of the piaintiiL
aud Fr ¥arkcs I sccepted their accounts in pruference to hérs‘

ﬁheﬁ the evideuce wiven om both aides is examined what the case boils
icsedf écwn AL ié 28 £ whether I acc&pteﬂrthe plaintiff's cccount 25 against thécn_
of the three witnesses callcd:for the defendant as to how and iﬁ what zomner the
plaiotiff incurred his injusy.

The defence ao plecled oo to the material cspect of the Claim wes left
totally witheat amy svidence to support it aﬁd bad to be roejected for this reason.

On the evidence, heving ceut 2nd heérd the witnesses, althcugh there was
scme wuakness in the plaintiff’s acccunt os te hie deninl of tho presence of
Btun 3tnes; the superviscr,at work oo the date of the imcident, a fact which the
weisrht of the evidomec comdins: from ¥Mr farkas,'xiss Rknxagua'aud which 15 further

gupported Ly the Tim: Cerd relotinmg te Jresence of Uton Jones at the glant during
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the week endiny Jamwary 21, 1903, I did not regard this lacuné in his case 26
sufficient t¢ destroy it altcrether, What the tutality <f the_evidence revenled
is 2 factual situstion in which cocw cne come to 2 determinaticn that the.dgf;ncﬁ
ag pleaded was uasufpprteé on the ﬁvidence coming from the defence, the culy
evidence left to te‘consi&erud og to cbe_éircumstances in which the plaintif{ N
suffered the iﬁjury in guesticn,sud in this regard 211 that stecd to be examingd
was his account. |

The burden of pzcaf“?emaineé én the plaintiff; however, t¢ establish
upen a balance of prob 2ility that his inju;y was caused whoily or partly by the
nepligence of the defendant ccmpauy. in the light of uy earlier findingg 1
weuld Ee ﬁinded tv hceld that both parties for the reasoms which I have_set out
“wer&.equally to blame. This finding s further buttressed by the evidence
of ¥r Farkzs thoet at the Jate of the incident,_although the ;lgintiff was engapec
at the flant for o mere eightcen m@n;} B,y pe had met cpl} éhown promise tut wes e
kuea and ufflﬂlent worker, all cof wn;ch made it mare probable than not, that, faf
irom,wastlnL his producticn time in iLlu ictthr ns HMiss Henry wculd h?Vu ne |
helieve, he would have bDewn showing the scxt of iuterast 1n seekigp L0 CurrEect
thé.flaws.that e sail was the gemesiz of his lezving his machine a2ud attempting
tc_carry ﬁut Lh aﬁjuotmgst to the bnnrh.at the base ¢f he machine which lecl
te him incerring the injury to the left hand.

T the qresticn Qf lichilicy, the;efcre, and sives the faet that 2
suparv; 80T éhu was enrared in effeccing almliwr repairs to o creasing machine
during working hours wpulf 5iven tha safety measures iu jplace reasonabiy_haja

done momelys—

1. Either removed Miss Henry frcm the ivmediate vieinivy of the
- machine whers: the twe counikral buttqnskwere.lccateﬂ apdfor
2. Onpluged the wlectricnt coxd from the socker thoereby disabling
the machined
the plaintiff teking such reascmsble coTe for his cwn safety and having uncdertaken
the task o the enid rer-=ire £~ rha woching weuld hewe Deen wxpegtmd_tﬂ display

ue less cere.  Ir so far as he failed to do so, he too wes teglifent.
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Tu conelusion I would hold that the proximate ceuse of the Injury wes
the fact of Miss Henry pushing the two costrel buttcus for the press when the
plaintiff’s bhavds were under it} a fzet which siie; either kmew or cught to have
known and 2 fact which clearly smcuuted t¢ nogligence wm her part fox which act
the defcudant comgsny. her emplovers, were in the circumstzaces ¢f this case;
vicaxicusly liatle for.

The plaintiff for his part wes not cutirely withoot Ulewe for the
injury which he suffercd he hevioyg fniled tu take the necessary precauticuary
messures fcr uis cwn safety. I wouid in the circumstances appcrticn the blame

a5 between the plaintiff =nd the duiendant company equally.

Lamages

1. Special Lowmaces

In so far as this head of the claim was couceremed therv was no sissuc
as tc the head of the Claim fur ®trauspertation” for the plaintdff to recedve
medical zttention Jdurin;; the jpost-~injury pericd the sum of $1060 claimel is therc~
fore recoveralie.

_és to the hesd cf the claim of $960 for " “lces of earmin;™, the
evidence fell far short of this sum. There was in isgue ¢f fact which arcse for
determinatica in relation to hres woeeks cf_a total pericd claimed cf tweleve
wecks. In eny event,eves piven the cnedre period of twelse weeks, the plaintifffs
acccunt was thot he earned §60 per week aad not $80 a2s cloimed inm the porticuloss
cf the claim.

Even if the plaintiffis evideace was accepted, the highest sum he
stocd to Teowwer wonld kave been $720. . The ploiptiff’s evidence; however, was
that he wes absent ircm work for six weeks. It was the evidence of Mr Farkas
that the plaintiff received thres wecks pay during his alsence fvom woerk due tu
the injury received. ¥c documentary proof was adduced in supgore of this fact.
The plaintiff stated thar be recedved no salary during the terded that he was
abront from work. T find this somewhat strange, however, as for ar employee whe
had peen working o the Jefendants® [lant centinucusly for ¢ver ciphteon months

{June 1503 : o Jorwery 1563); the plointiff would heve zp that stage of bils -
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erployment De entitled to =t lezot twe weeks sick leave with pay. Io the

circumstances ‘I would ~llow the ‘claim for' loss ‘of earnings for the remainder

-

of the four weeks ot §$60 per weck tased upon the pleiutiff's evidence cf the

totdl pericd that he wns abgent from work. © This would zmeunt to = gum of

8240, S o o : - 2
-The total sum recoverablo for Special Damnies weuld wWhen quontificd -

amcunt o $340.

2. General Lemdyes

" This falls tc be ussessed on tﬁe tesis of Poin and Suffering end

Less of fmenities. Twe Medicel Roporte were tendered in evidence ss Exhibit 1
aml Z, resgectively. | | | : | |

Exhibit 1 relates to on exemination carried cut oo the pledntdfi cn
March, 14, 1983 at cither the Iszzc Ssrront Bospital, Geldén Growe cor the
Frincess Marparet Hospital, Mcrent Bay Ty Dr. €. Datchelor, the Mecical Officer
in charpe of both institutions. Thié report suppcrts thc evidence of ‘the -
‘plaintiff. (a'fact not ‘in-itsuc) thot ‘be was first treated at the Princess.
Margoret Bospital followimg ads injury €u Jonuery 27, 1%63. This dis se even
though there is a siliziat discrepency between the date given by the plaintiff
and thet stotéd in the mediczl report. Given the wnchallenned evideace of
Miss Mentopue, the Cffice Hennser who keft the rvecords =t thoe defendonte plant:
the correct Zate was dn fact Jomwowy 21, 1563,

The WMedical vepert which is dated March 14, 1983 (Exbibic 1) reads.
iu parti-

"Re Ira Bowen® -

Thisz ie to certify that this man wes treated zt this hospital onm
Janusry 21, 1583 aftter he was invclved in an zecident st his work place, during:
which his l¢ft hand was caucht s movizg, machizery. Esxomdantion.ct that time
revealed lanccraticons trapsversely throundk the nzil beds of che. Znd zud 4th
fingers and thorugh the distal ixterpbelun;sal joint of the 3rd - finger which
was 21go roderately contused.

B was cppropriately treated end his injuries heve heoaled. hecent

exomipaticr Teverls stiffness in the distelf interchalameerl juint of the left -
;.o
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3rd finger with discclouratica of the nail. A1l three nzil beds emhibit new

nail ”rowtd with thruaiuu oi the ¢ld damaged nailu. He has not worhed since

the acciﬁent e to th« cmucxary dlau- lzty but shcuih be rhle Lo rusume Ly
March 14, 1553, Ko rarmﬂu;nt functivnml drsabilicy or defect is wagpceted.

LR R R AR R E R RN NIRRT NN

C. BubchwIor MEDS

Medieal Officer ifc

3]

Further to this daﬁﬁ ond botore the writ wer filed in this actiom, ohe
plolneiff’s dtrorneyn no Ccubt sseiny: the need for an up & dote Teport as to Llou

Plaiati¥ffs presest couditicn crused him te hove zn ozmiadinaiion concuctsd cu i

O
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vr. Ira Osbowrac ot the Department of Orthopsecics, Xingsion

LArt e

]
a4

Pullie Bospital. Thic repoxt {Exhibit 2¥ read io

F2e Irs fowen

“The patient’s 1:£t 9iddle finger wny nlicgedly caught im sn industric.

wackine on the 27th Jurmery 1863, He wns seez in cur Orthemmedic Cut~patinnt
Seportmeat «n the ibth January 1527 and was fvan’ ¢ huove flescr deformity of the
left irmg finper ot the disenl iaterphalsngesl jcint.

Z-vays revualed ustecphytlc chomrws at the joeint. This catient has

-~ 2

prrmanently itst wovemcint of his lelt Lo fimper ot this jcind.

i8]

This Js = fimel zeport.

. L. Tzhrurne
_Lc sartment of C.haspaeﬂlcf
¥imgston Public Bogpieal

Tir
T .
iNga3

vr. Dabcurnes boedna ;ttachuh t: the Grthopecdie Lejartzant at this
bogpiral wonid ip wy cpinicwn Le more compefent to Famine and assows the pialnti f
couditica oo ¥arek 3, 1““? when this Teport was prcpmrea.

.Ea?in ;ead Lotk poports an@ secn the pleintifl sn Court it appesrs that,
an: this is_bgurng_out in the Iast sendence in Exh;tlr Zs  he bas now
teached-his zaz{wum state_of :&cevary,‘_fhe only visible problem that be is ©vow

cxpericpeisz is that the left lomy firger (his right heed teing bis control 1limb)

£
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is now sl:s.;z:tly bent sE i:he di:;r.a}_ mterphalangeal joint, The ﬁr;ctc.r‘s
cpdopdou in thiu raopard 13 t:h.-.,t thL pla.:mtiif hns lost the uc e.m:nt c,f Lhc.
fipper at this j-::iﬁt. T‘n:re is 2isn thn dam wr of CBtn.ng?;i&. rh.m.ces ta.kz.ng
place ok this j;:int., The p.i.qﬁn 1f% is, he wéva, ot zle ti functi’.an fully <‘t

his pft;ﬁs%;-nt jc:i- ap I Ha chine LT skcT ?&.If"tﬁiﬂ{; f sim'.lar task on & machine
of the same fype 2s that which he was cperatimy whem he suffered the imjury
in gumestion., He aisy comploiiws th;t apart frem experiencing pain ccassicrolly
in the 3<,in=t of the affected finfer he iz ...\_le tc function gquite pormelly. 6.

is, howower, umsbile fo yss o fa‘:srk tc." tili thc soil om = ;,lct ¥ lend cn which

2

w

he s prééenily wnpayred &3 oopn Lvrlme farmer. E& u\whas Lo hire s«’:xré:'zie to
pe"f orm t:hm tas |

Tt 4s of scue sig;zifiéance that there is ne puorticulars set cat s the
Statsment of Cluin to enver thie rapect of the gl.ﬁintiff s testimony. m’ mrl
instructicne been jiven to his Attorneys_ %;_his- wcgiﬁ SOVE Dech COveTred wader

the headin, of “Extra Heip®® or such cther similar nomemcloture. The plaintisd

¥

mst be token, therofore, to have just pullad this claim “cut of the air® ond .

there is we Lasie for this evidemce, I hold &t o be of a spoculotive noture.

Tu

Such rward #s well be comsiferod for an zosessment of goneral dumeypes wills
therefrre, toke intu sccoumt the acture and czteut of the plaintiff 's injuric.
the degros of pels ond suffering expsricsced mmd the eztout of nis digabilzty.
Mr Procks for the plaingdff, hes sulmitted rhot a men wwonabiic award
umicr this head curht to e in the regl aw f {25,000, he cited I suppori

"

xl anctbur pp. 124 of Velume 2 .t

#

Jogseph mi.e“u ¥ . Kenty’s Bilcck Sugplins o
e Yrswis Then's ook wn rersinsi Injuries awsrds. Thils sum would e aFTIVLL
2p, bo contemded, if the injuries dn that case were adjusted dowawarde apd the

steep rate i rflntion now powveiling ond 1!:5 efix.ct o the Tvrchasing powir

-
~f the *amalcgn Gollir was takén izt co rz _Lt.rc-t.i.{‘ﬂo
Hot to be f utdune, Mr 1:411;3‘; Zor the ccfendasts augz»;esteri that =
reas«:;r.r;'f;h:. asaa;‘c" rught o La. in the éng,e of Jﬁ,C-Gé» He.z'éli..ed in support oF

his num.antim on'f:.zn 150646549 Hexeld {I::.lc_uhcn ve, ¥ ;mklyn «mklx-.y Loe Bel

of the seope ‘a“?z:m., of Hre Tuen's work {zuf erred to suprg}
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Although T must eapress my indebtedness tu Loth Cruvmsel for having

droevdi these twr cases to ny ottenmticn, I find chot on on cxoodnstion of

them that they are no assistauce as in Loth matters, unlike the faets in the

Fresent case, the plaiatifis suffered pormement disability of 2 merked degroe

wirlch were comeesed im the wedical evidence at 257 md 310Z raspaetively of the

tight Idmk: which im both in«*tancvb was the contrcol liwmb,

Igdics I

% would be miuded to roly wpon €.1. 157G/C 162 Lean Glarke vs. West

wetal frocducis Lide pue 01 of Voluw, 1 of Hes. Ehen's work of 2 similer

nature

ke that referred o supray Dodng an assessment of Fatterace J (a7 us hu

ther wes) delivered on 2072781,

In that case the report read in part:-

" PENSONAL THIUKIES

(i)
(2)

acercticon throuwgh prosimd part of right dedex finper

Fracturs ¢f zid shoft ¢f the promimal phelanx of wight

index iimcer

TEZATYERY

Bhe wa

_she was

r treciud 2t Undversity dospitel whoere hor wound was satured and

sent home., Subueguerntly the finger was cporuted on bheetusc of

tome domage - the finger was pinmcd - pin was suusequently removed.  She

wns wnder wedlend enre for o promimetely 6 mouths.

PARYTCULARS CF DISABILITY

(1}
(2

&)

Fiy,er caotiut hend
Camict hold pen to write progexdy

Cammot erceher or bold eurler to <o hairdressing,

by ccousent 1isilldty was opporticmed 54450
L1
and Judpment enteread for Plaintiff dio the sum of §$6,0(0.00 inclusive of costs.

iajured
sericus

CadSe .

Aithcurh ie that cose it waz 2 finger of the comtrol iink thrt weo

it v of note thet the emtunt of the infury despite bedng sidihtly more
ig, however, within the range of the fnetres foiling within the instant
Such an averd in February 1281 would when cllowancez are made fur the

o

value f the Jamolern dollsy now stiract en award soocwhere in the

R F3E,000 - 8L, 0T,




T wald in the circumstoness meking the secessary acjustaeut Jdownmmarlie,
espsider - Tecsonablc award under this head for weneral damages as bednp follia
within the rapye of $15,000 ond having reirard to the degres of opporticuuont

Judgment is, therofire, ecteved fur the ploinmiiff o the swo f §7,670 with

zosts to De arreed or vawed beins:

1. Special dnmagns ¥ 340
2. Generel Lomoges $i5, 000

BER S48
lers SUE § 7,670
$7.670

SR

ko nrocks osks fur wa award of dnterest Fiwed at the usunl mate of
3% wn the swoeds for both Generel nod Special Zomogee.
Goaxt awards intevest on wwerd for Specilal damayec ot 3% frua 2171703

to IGFICLC snd 3E from date of sevvice of writ., 78787 o 1G710450.

Hr Boiley asking for a Stay of Esccution for 4 weckn.

Goure prants otoy of exccution for &4 waokao.



