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Xa thoio proa**(iUiga tho ylalMklff« a jfooidoat
of tho St&to M  Victoria, oladstt damages fo» s>oi»*«»a&X 
tsjitiiis* **>4olh wni gt i .4 to hovo fcoosk mmuhhI toy tho oegllgenco 
of tho 4ofotadaa* who i» a rasideut of tho State of low 
South Wales. Hut defendant did not apptof in  tho 
procoedings a»4 ha X&torXoflKitojry judsaent I f  default was 
•utered oa tbo 35*h Ncjr X9$X. tho afttfo? aov cones hofoti 
ao for the a**MJMMAt of <Uumc«* purausjit to an ordLar of the 
t*hiat ju»tie« wfti« on the 9Sm» mar X9&U

vottioXo nhiok oTerturned whilst travelling alon« the Sum 
Highway •» tka Xlth FotNnuur if*©. At tho tUao of %Jto
accident ht* unmarried MSkH ITSIUFS 4IJP SiES#
Ha was a putelia ••fffn t of tho atato of ?iot«ri* ontgil«y«4 
|n  tfc* Gon̂ 6JE|i».# Bocistr&tioa ttt&S&h ilk Melbottnsto# A# ft ' 
roraXt Of the of the vehicle in  vhich he v«s :
travoXXUag he vaoogvwi * nuaber of iajtiiio*! th# wax* 
aariotts of vt»lo& troto facial lM ovatlws aM an iajnry to ^  
th® lo ft ojneu Sht laitffttiona have le f t  him with multiple

. ' ' '"v: L.'lSr.'
s«*r« oa tho face, th« forehead, tho ohia and tho right 1 j 
Xowkp lip* i f  thoso tho scarring to tho forohe&4 i t  tfyo 
wist extensive although that oa tho v l& t lower lip  i t  *dse
aotiaeable i i)a|. has #Si**£SBS€ him l i t t l e  eoaceî n# Th® 
injury to the #y*e aaused a large haemorrhage into th^ 
vitnoiu hoiy hot Xoft Mu vith & ooreoAX #o«r «dhioh 
but «*osnXt«& iM §> Oofroo of «oti||Bati«m* Xa additlaa to | 

iaJarl«8 tho eXsiatiff otiffovod & hiicf? hXov on tiwl;!
" ' ; ..: '■ . • . '"' . 'I:>-3#M  of tho l»«d m& oithor this or tho 9 f i*jm*3r» m ft 

«<»ihlaatiaii «f both, hot toioXtoA in owl ftotojft ;jf
hood&ohoo* i44itioa«XX7« ho roooivod bruiooo axA «xtw«i
Xoeorotioii to  tho sitiaa* foXXoviiif hi« ie3«rtoi tho

fha pXniAtiff mm o paosoaioi* in  a notov
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Slui plaintiff aito ooaglaittt of froqueat 

fcookooho ill ottoeiaUoa with hi* heodaohee aad it baa boon 
foaad upoa wtaOmtem tliast on* of his loco it aiigtitty 
shortor tfeaa too other eM thia ttatoi a tliflM tut of the 
bo«jr to oao olio* Thit afcaoraalitjr ( M  aat oooaaloa the

pttft jMPi©*1 %0 tlfct aaal4iBt iMtf iOOOî lBg to
the evideaoa, It «■* laafltitto tfeat it ve«l4 40 to ot tea*
ftrtar* ̂ tfrft ,Ii* m» iNisidS| It im ist4| Slw #n#>#4#n̂  **>§

%|n> pM^ppt«« i4t %ltf plaintiff1® sttBdlSSsft t# tin 
•%H58 Vb©r« f f  fflffltf  ftyjff j*f f  ̂  fllflH: f f fey

trov aaeh I t  feo* keen httteaed it It difficult to iar* 
the n̂|| $&% ippii#' &% $&#

uni f̂y§ ®BS
ooncernia£ the eoM itioiu  « I Ml

tatitflo4 that* although he 414 not aiaiaite eajr of Mt
Aiiiiiil, * 4 <n* <a , §J||g Dlallltlf f UXIU&T&&&& II Villf ftfeStfJMI fiJ&i
ditlMPOttiim OtXEpMVViOMii 11*4 tH f *  MMMVt of tho oftoF tffaoti 
are t?anait«arri &e will b* loft with oxtoiiiivt towviDf to 
tho f«9oImi4 and with * degree of iaperfactioa la bit l i f t  
eye. Ii tfkOM oxtosit tito •oaitiuf of i»|« faoo has effected 
'Mil ***ei*oit in  ilfo Ml X fool tuva that vhsn be finds- t int  

yf i.i no% in %.‘f[.«*4i of 'oooî itloti vliioli
ha piropotoa to M int op ia the oiroiy4tif «ff«|»a of l l f i  Imo vill
syns% -MlfttffT-f8 %0 Mf somevbat coiid.i'bion* &Zst* n S

iotitfio4 tbat i t  is lliroly tt» t tilv «i<MMii if  btt4«ofai* m il
SSBS' SIWflplES #ffNi f aid

of *jpiŵ Mi3kSS| Imi ifill, Ini hÎl# iui6#lSiitei| tifftwp iwwui1 3S%tis 
Stoi S t a d ia  |m ft^y« lit  ^ %0 §ft

fol»iMU(y I9<6« ? li book, no 4a«ity nUl aontlnBo at ti»»# to 
twwidtiyi %liif toSs #hw#S Ihi IsSA
At tbo 4oov of Uto 4iff 4it i

la tfii.l' J || MHl
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to to© awarded for general damages ia £1,750 and to this sin 
t&as?* ahonld be addid a aanber of other itons, First of 
all the plaintiff claimed the tew of £522* 13, 8 in re*poet 
•f wages lost *p to tho tine of the trial* In fact, ho 
received aw* 12* % of this nil and at tho trial 1 thought

betweenifc proper that tho difference </* thoso two animats should bo
idUbowod together with « flrtut sufficient to compensate tho
jdUlaftlfff for tho extinguishment of hit slek leave entitlement#
But before tho trial tho plaintiff was absent fro* work on
fl«k leave for a bent twelve days aa tho result of an iHnoos
uraooaaecWd with the accident andf since his sink loavo .
onMtlonent was exhausted, hi* abaonoo was at his own expense*
Further tho plaintiff will require soae littlo tine off
ftt tho operation which it is ̂ reposed that ho should have
for tho purpose of reducing tho sear to hi* lowor Up#
Taking thooo antters into oonsldoration and adding to then
tint possibility that ho nay require soao farther littlo tiwi
off on account of siofeaoas before hia sick loavo entitlement
•aiswoi any significant proportions, I think I should
disregard tho foot that ho received slek loavo on pay for
poirfe of tho tine aftor tho aocldont* In tho rosult tho sun
off £532* 13* I ahouldf in ay opinion, bo addod to tho general
damages* In addition to this thoro should also bo addod tho
anon of £220* ft $ for anbulance* hospital* nodical and

. approximately ■"_ iiaeideatal expenses already incurred} / £$2« IQ* 0 for tho ~
omit of an operation to hia lowor lip) £20 for atodioal
ooaumltatlon in rolation to his oyo and the provision of
•SM«ta«los and £93# $• f in respoot of ovortim which Iie would
have earned, if ho had boon able to work daring tho period
far which ho mo disabled* fha total of all thoso items of
outage ii £2651* 19* U  bat sinoe it is possible tho plaintiff
will aood soae farther sedioal 'attention and other apeotaole*
twm tine to tiaio 1 assess his damages at £2*7®©* Jndgnent
any therefore be entered for tho plaintiff for this aaoant
wJLth oosts.

.. ..   . / .. :.'* 3;’ < ; j,i;       (frilrtUife  .. ..  . .„JSSS......  _ , ! i-Jf'

5*




