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(Civil Appeal No. 4556):"
Civit  Wrongs —Road  Traffic-—Road  accident---Damages—Spe- .
cial and general damages- -Appeal  qgainst  asseysment  and
award of—-No grounds on the record which could justify in-
tervention by Court of Appeal with trial Court’s avard  of
special  damages—-—-Award of  general damages to  appellant
increased as heing an erroncous estimate of his  damage at
present  money valie.

Damages--—Road traffic -—Roud acdident—Specigl and general da-
mages —See under “Civil wrongs™  above.

The appeliant-plaintiff who  sustained personal injuries
in a road accident and was awarded £500 special damages
and £1,000 gencral damages, appcaled against the award
of damages mainly on (he ground t".at in the circumstances
of the case the amount was (oo sm' o} considering the injuries
and the permanent disability suff.ed by him.

Held, on the question of special damages . We take first
the item of special damages, vhere the trial Court found
and awarded  £300- Rightly {1 our opinion, learncd coun-
sel for (he appellant conceded, in the course of his argument.
that thaie are no grounds on the record, which could justify
intervention with the award on this ilem.

Held, on the question of general damages © We  unani-
mously take the view that the amount awarded te compen-
sate the appellant for his loss in this respect, is clearly an
erroncous cstimate of his  damages at present money ‘value:
and must be increased by i1y per cent, ie. be increased from
£1,000 to £1,500.

Appeal allowed.

Cases roferred 1o :

Christodoulon v. Menicou (reported in this part at p. 17 anre).
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Appeal.

Appeal against the judpment of the Distrnict Cowt of Li-
massol (Malyali and Beha D 11 ) dated the 30th November,
F965, (Action No 1258[64) wheieby the pliuntifi was aw.aided
the stm ol £1,500 For inpuoes he sustamed i o road academ

M Montanion with P Paviou, ot the appellang
G Cacoviannrs with b Lapak oudes, for the tespondent

The judgment of the Cowt was delivered by

Vassiiianis, Llus s an appeal against  the assess-
ment and award of damages, made by the Distiict Court 1n
favour of the appellant-plaintiff, m this  road-acodent  case
Liability was admitted on behalf of the respondent at the
opening of the tnal , and the only 1ssue on which the case
proceeded was the amount of damages ta which the appellant
plarntdi  was entitled

Uipon the evidence hefore them, and after hearmg counsel
ot hoth sides, the District Court awarded  £1,500 unde:
two heads  Specl damages, £500, and gencial damages
£1 000  Aganst this award, the phkuntdT appeated  on the
cround that in the cirumstances of the case, the amount 15
too small considermyg the injuries and permancnt disability
suflered by the appetlant

In Clisstodowdon v Mencon (reported o this paet at p 17
anfe), which was recently deaided in thus Court, and to which
fearned  counsel before us have referred, Josephides J, in
didivenng the judgment of the Court, said

“ Having given the mutler our best consideration, we
are not convineed that the Court acted upon some wrong
prnciple of law, or that the amount awarded was so
vers small as to mahke o, in the judgment of this Court,
an cntirely crroneous cstimate of the damage to which
the plamuff s entitled ™

Followimg this approach 1o the question under consideration
m the present appeal, we take first the item of special dama-
wes, where the tial € ourt tound and awarded £500  Rightly
m our opimion, leaned counsel for the appellant conceded,
i the cowrse of  os wgumaont, that there are no grounds on
the recond, wineh could jusuly intervention with the award
on s item
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Taking now the next wem, L£1,000 for general damages,
we have o test the award on he question whether it is an
“cntircly erroncous estimate of the damage to which the
plaintift is entitled 7. The amount under this head must
compensate the appellant for pain, seffering and inconveni-
chee for the first six months after the accident, during which
he had his right hand immobilised in plaster ;  for solfering
and inconvenience during the  period of treatment wihich

followed ; for, probably permanent terminad restriction of

the right wrist mobility, and moderate weakness of the unip-
ping power of the right hand ; for the cstablished pseudarth-
rosis of the scaphoid bone e that wrist and pest traumatic
osteoarthritiv changes in the junt 5 for 159, (fifteen per cent)
residual permanent partial incapagity Tor the rest of s hic
and, i addition, for putting (his skifled carpenter of the age
of 44, practically out of his trade as barrel maker, for the rest
ol his working davs.

We unanimously ke the view that the amount awarded
o compensate the appellant for his loss in this  respect, s
clearly an erroneous estimate ol his damages at present mo-
ney value ; and must be increased by fifty per cent, e, be
increased from £1,000 10 £1,500.

We, theretore, allow the appeal to thas extent, and vary
the judgmeni nto one for £2,000 (t vo thousand powids).
With costs on the appropriate scale (viz. that applicable to
claims not exceeding £2,000), in the Jistrict Court as ordered
and in the appeal, for one advocat .

There will be judgment and o:sder Tor costs accerdimgly.

Appeal allowed. Order fon
costs as aforesaid.
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