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WALKER .J.

On September 1, 1979 the plaintiff, a contractor and farmer; was injurcd
in a motor vehicle accident which occurxed along the main road at Innswood in
the parish of St. Catherine. This accident involved a motor car being driven by
the plaintiff and another motor car which was owned by the first defendant and
being driven by the second defendant in an opposite direction. In his Statement
of Claim the plaintiff alleged that the accident was occasioned by the negligence
of the second defendant who was, at all material times, acting as the servant

and/or agent of the first defendant. In her defence, while admitting ownership

of the particular motor car; the first defendant specifically denied the plaintiff's

allegation of unegligence. She also specifically denied the plaintiff's allegation
of the cxistence of a master/servant or principal/agent relationship as between
the second defendant and herself. As it turned out, when the actiom came on
for trial the defendants called no witness, nor did either of them give evidencc.
Iin the circumstances they were hardly in a position to sustain the Defence
filed and, in actual fact, did not do su. Consequently, I have had no difficulty
in finding for the plaintifi against noth defendants on the issuc of liasbility.

I turn then to determine the much more difficult matters of the nature
and extent of the plaintiff's injuries gnd loss and the quantum of damages
in which he shouid be compensated. As between the parties there was no concenstc
as-tb the nature zad/or extent of several of the injuries which the plaintiff

allegedly sustained.
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In his Statement of Claim the plaintiff alleged personal injuries as follows:
o (a)  Shock
{b) Exzcruiating pains
{¢)  Unconsciousness and concussion
(¢) Blackouts
(e) Dizzy spells
(f) Headaches
(g) Head injury
(h) 3" Lacevation over right forchead
(1) Abrasion of right arm
{3) Cloced fracture right humeral shaft
(k) iaceration right knee
(1) Cpen comminuted fracture right femur
() Separation of symphysis pubis
(n} Permanent loss of memory
(o) Fermanent loss of concentration
(p} Permanent brain domage
(g) Permanent intermittent paing, "
The plaintiff pave evidence and called several witnesses on his own behalf,
Ee said that he was rendered unconscious by this collision which occurred at
about 7 p.m. on a Saturday, and that he regzined consciousness iun the Spznish

Town Hospital on the following Tuesday. 4z to this state of unconsciousness

the plaintiff was corroborated by his witness, Henry Prendergast. rr. Prendergact

was, himself, an eye-wiltness to the accident. The plaintiff said furthex that
upon regaining corngclousness he felt pain all over his body, the pain being
especlally sewere across his back. He sustained a large cut over the right

knee and another which healed leaving s scar across his forechead. Hiz right

arm and right leg were both fractured. He remained in the Spanish Town Hospital
for about eight weeks., After being discharged he attended that institution

for about three wonths as an out~-patient. Later on he received treatment from
various doctors. Nowadays he suffers periodically from headaches, dizzy spells
ané pain in his zight upper arm and right leg. These conditions are relieveu

by medication prescribed by his doctors. In addition to all of this, he said



that his memory is now impaired as alsc his powers of concentration. Ir. Tllew
Buchignani; a medical doctor attached to the Spanish Town Hospital, gave evidene.
on the plaintiff’s behalf. She said that she saw and examined the plaintiff

on September 1, 157%, the same day of the accident. On cxternal examination

she observed the following injuries:

i. & closed head injury f.e. ar injury not involving any
opening betweon the brain and outside eavironment:

2. A 3% laceration of the right forchead:

3. Abrasion to the right arm;

4o A c¢losed fracture of the right humeral shaft;
5, & laceration to the right knecg

5, An open comminuted fracture of the right femurs

7. A separation of the symphysis pubis

The plaintiff wss treated in the hospital and the arm healed in approximately

eight weeks. Afterwards traction which had been applied to the arm was removed
and the plaintiff was given physiotherapy to rebuild the muscles of the arm,
Ae regards the right femeral fracture. ; although that injury had not completely

healed after the space of thirteen weeks,; the healing process had progressed

to the stage where the traction that had been applied could be removed. Thereafter

the plaintify received physiotherapy for the leg. The plaintiff was discharged
from hospital on Hoveuwber 20, 1979, At this time he was unable to put any

welght on the fractured leg bhut was able to walk with the aid of crutches.

The plaintiff wasc seen again on Jenuary 14, 1980 after he had fallen and refracturzc

his right femur. ¥#ot this he was treated initially at the Kingston Public
Hospital. Later he was transferred to the Spanish Town Hospital where he was
admitted and trecated again with skeletal traction. He wag discharged, walking
on crutches, ca Harch 1§, 1980. Subsequently the plaintiff visited the lattar
hospital as an out-patient for folleow up treatment until June 10, 1580 when

he was able to walk without crutches and was finally discharged. it was

Dr. Buchignani’s opinion that & closed head injury such as that suffered by

the plaintifi would necessarily imply some consequential period of unconsciousnes:.

however short. It would also necessarily iwply some consequential damage to

the brain, however 2light. The doctor was unable to give an opinion as to



£
1

the extent of brain damage that was suffered by the plaintiff. The dontnr cais

that had the plaintiff been deeply comatose for as long a period of time as

claimed by him {i.e. approximately 60

recorded that condition in her mediecal repert. Such a condition was not, ho

recorded in her report. ¥Finally Dr, Buchignzni opined that follwing immedia

upon his misiorcune the plaintiff may

the sense of not beding completely orviented in terms of time and plece, In s

linurs} she would most certainly have

have been confused over a period. of time

a state the plaintiff would not have been fully conscious. Another of the

plaintiff’s modical witnesses, Dr. fmran 411 said that he first saw and emamic

the plaintiff ov April 1%, 198%. On thic occasion he observed that the plainciil

had a well heazlaed 2" long scar above the right eyebrow. A fracture of the

mid-shaft of tho humerus was solid with a slight bony bump over the fracture site.

There was full range of movement at both the zhoulder and elbow joints., The

plaintiff also bhad two well healed pin-track scars over the olecranon and a well

healed 1% x 3/4% secav over the mid-lateral aspect of the right thigh. The

fracture of the femur was solid and without deformity or shortening and the

plaintiff had full range wovements of

the knee joint. There was alsc 2 well

healed 2" scar over the patella and the plaintiff complained of pain over the

fracture sites., It was Dr. Ali's asse

permanent partis}l disability of 107.

specialist in the field of necurology,

sement that the plaintiff had suffered
Dr. John Hall, a medical practiticuer and

eremined the plaintiff on Januery 10, 1%9:.

At this time the plsintiff gave a history of his sccident and the iniuries he

sustained. Ur, Hall said that the plzintiff also complained of experisncing

episodes of dizziness which were sometines accompanied by ringing sounds ip the

ears, periodsof black-outs and frontal headaches since his misfortune. Having

been given such 2 histoy and after examining the plaintiff, Dr. Hali testiiiec

that bhe found no demonstrable ncurolegical abmormality. However, in spite of

this clinical finding of normality, it was Dr. Hall's opinion, based on the

plaintiff's ciinical history, that there were anomalies which stood out

unequivocally., “hece anomaliecs includeds

{13 Protracted period of unconsciousness;

{4} ©Bamage to the utricle of thc inner ear;

i3}  Post~traumatic epilepsy in one of its forms:

°

{43 Pogt-traumatic naeuritis,



Dr. #Hall thought that the presence and persistence of the anomaly at (3) above

n

was in keeping with a 5% -~ 10% incidence of post-traumatic cpilepsy in cases o
a closed head injury. That conditior, which in one of its forms manifested
itself in black-cuts, also raised the probability of the occurrence of other

sequelae of a severe closed head injury, namcly Parkinson's Shaking Palsy and

tlzheimer’s Dementias, both of which were disabling and potential 1ife thren o
discases. Another prognostication of signiiicance was a personality change. “ho

plaintiff had complained of falling enerpy, pathoclogical sleep pattern znd an
inability to «arry on his former occupationr as a contractor. That complaint

was indicative of posi-traumatic depression, & well known aftermath of head
injuries, Ip Ur. dell’s opinion the plaintiff was afflicted by tiuvnitus which
was a well kncwa neurological symptom of sounds irn the ear. The frequency 2nd
severity of the combination of tirnitus and occasional attacks of dizziwmess as
related by the plaintiff indicated damage to the utricle or organ of balance in
the inner ear. Under cross~examination Di. FHall said that the history of
unconsciousness described by the plaintiff was regarded by him as significant,
It was significant - because it related te the lacerations sustained by the
plaintiff to his forehead and right cheek, end also to the attacks of dizzinesc;
persistent headaches, blackouts and the condition of tinnitus being experienced
by the plaintiff. That history played a »cle in his postulating the probability
of the plaintiff being overtaken by Parkinson’s and/or Alzheimer's discase at
some future dste. Dr. {all conceded that., as to the fact and duration of any
period of unconsciousness experienced by the plaintiff, he had only the plaintifi':

word to go on, nothing more. Dr. Hall said that, in assessing the plaintiff, he

.made no requesti to see any hospital duckets or reccrds pertaining to the plaintizf,

and saw none. #m exzamination of the plaintiff he found the plaintiff's cognative
functions, which included thinking, memory, appreciation of concepts, proverbs,
writing to dictation aid handling numbers im the course of simple arithmetical
problems, to be rormal, There was no duficit in any of these functioms. Also
normal were the plaintiff'’s ocular movements, cranial nerve and motor and sensory
pathways from the brain to the periphery. Dr. Hall made it clear that the
anomalies to which he referred arose from, and were based on, the plaintiff’s

history as given to him the plaintiff. Dr. 7all said that the probability
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cxisted that; in giving hizc history, the plaintiff might have done sz0 with a
view to obtaining a2 higher award of damages in a court of law. Dr, Hall agread
that the plaintiff's history of unconscicusness played a critical role in hie
evaluation of the plainriff’s conditicn of epilepsy. Indeed, said UDr, Hall,
that history wasz c¢f critical importance te his whole clinical appraisel of tho
plaintiff. It was the plaintiff’s cendition of epilepsy which led him to view
as a probability the plaintiff being prematur:ly overtaken by either Farkinson's
or Alzheimer’s disease at some future date. While saying this, Dy, Hall readily
agreed that these discases were such as could affect a person in later life
irrespective of whether or not such a2 pevoon had sustained injuries in an
accident. Finally, in concluding his evidence, Dr. Fall conceded the possibilicy
of 2 clinicisn 1ike himself being "taken in" by a patient. Howaver, Dr. Hall
sald that in the ilastant cage he had got the impression that the plaiptiff had
given him precige and corvect information.

The plaintiff alsc congulited Dr. Buth Doorbar, & clinical psycholegis
Dr. Doorbar saw the plaintiff on three separate occaosions in 1983, the first
of these being Mey 26, 1983. A part of the plaintiffis history as related by
the plaintiff to Dr. Doorbar at this time was that this accident occasioned
to the plaivtiff o period of unconsciousncss of approximately 60 hours. On
the basis of that history and her exspination of the plaintiff Dr. Loorbar
concliuded that the plaintiff had suffersd organic broin damage, with psycho~

neurcsis, all of which menifested itself in acute depression which was

clinically apparent. Dr. Doorbar also noted perszcenality changes in the plaintilif,
changes which i{nciuded such deprescion as well zs a very high degree of
irritability. &he found the plaintiff zo be a man of basically bright, nowrmal
endowment who was then functioning in the low average range with 187 impairment.
She saw the plaintiff for the last time on September 21, 198% when she noted

that the personality change still persisted., She conducted further tests of
memory functioning and intelligence. These tests revealed a 39% deficit in
memery functioaing as compared with 187 in 1983. This deficit of 39%%Z tramslated
inte an I.0. of 70 which put the plaintiff on the border line of being ratod

as a mental defective.



During the c¢ross-exanination of this witness the following questions and

H

answers ensued between counsel for the defendants and the witness:

Q. 'Would it surprise you that Dr, Hall examined plaintiff on
10/1/91 and found no deficiency in memory, thinking, appreciation
cf concepts, proverbs, writing o dictation, handling numbers
-2

i.e. gilwple arithmetic problems?'

4, "That would only surprise me if I knew that Dr. Hzll had given

plaintiff psychological tests before making these findings."

F o]
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hat Dy, Hall bad administered psychological tasts

to datermine these matters, would the basis of your surprige

be marely that Dr. Hall came %0 a result which was different
from yours?”

I
¥
3

"em, but then 7 would seek to challonge the validity of his

e § P ¥
testsand conclusions.

Contivuing her evidence Dr. Doorbar agreed that the pla aintiff’s histeory

of uncougciousuess and duration of that

influenced her in comlimg to bmy
dlagrosis of owganle brain damage with post~traumatic psycho-neurosisz. Thu
witness admitced f£inally rhat she was uot competent to shate 2 medical pozitiocn
as to whether ov not a closed head injury such as that suffered by the plalinuili

would necessarily involve brain damage, She caid she was unot a phyoician. DShe

nogsessed a Fhd. degrez which was an a

demic degree.
In defence noither of the defendants pave evidence or called any witnags

« N o

On the foregoing evidence I find vhat the plaintiff did, in fact, suelfl

the injuries enumersted in paragraphs (&), (b} and (g) ~ (m) of the Particularn

AR

2

of Personal Iuiurize set forth in his Stetement of Claim. Tt follows that [
accept the evidence of the plaivtiff and his witnesses relating to these
matters. With rzepard tec the injuries alleged iu pavagraph (¢} i.a. unconsclous-
ness and concussiou, while I am prepared to concede that the plaintiff did
suffer in that way, I roemain unconvinced that such a period of uncouscicusness
approached anywhere near the period of approximately 60 hours as was the

plaintiff’s contention., Had this been so, I am of the opinion that Dw.

who attended the vpiaintiff on the same day of the accident, could mot have failed Io
record this vital information as she said she would have done, presumably in

keeping with standard hospital procedurs. As it was, the plaintiff's hosp]

docket which was prepared in the initial stage by Ur., Buchignani convained ww

such record. I find that in all prcbability the plaintif{f was rend-red unconscious
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for a short period of rime immediately fullowing his accident; that hn repsins:

el

consciouvoness the same day Lofore he was seen by Dr. Buchignani in the

Towr: Hospital; that heving regained conscicusness he remained in a stvate of
disorientation for some time thereaftay, & probability which was wxpressly

concedad by Ur. Buchignsri. Furthermors, I think I am fortifled in comin:

these {indings by the evidence of Dr. Fuchirznmani which I accept and which was =
the effect thar the plaintiff suffered 2 closed head injury which necessarily
implied that he musi, as a consequence, hava suffered a period of uncomscicusuace,

however shori. Turning to consider the injuries alleged in paragrophs (w)

Ee

and (0) I am convinced in my own mind that the plaiwtiff suffered no such dinjury
in either case., In giviog evidence before me the plaintiff had no difficulty

o

whatsoever in recalling eveuts which cccurred aearly 11 years ago. s was abis

to recall dator, tlues, places, names of relevant persons, sums of money expended
by him and sevsral other iwportant details of his case. In my view hic was
unconvincing where hils credibility was concerned, but he was, nevertheless,; a
lucid, cohereut, azviculate witness. Cavtalnly he could not be fauitad fox
elther a lack oif wenmory or conecentraticn. His performance as a witness, I must
say, was entirely inconcistent with the <vidence of Dr. Doorhay in so far se that
evidence bore ¢r the cendition of the pilaintliff’sz memory and his powers of
concentration. Furthermore, my conclusicnn hare are reasoned on the basis of my
finding that “ke piaintiff suffered no move than minimal organic brain damage in
this matter. “Which brings me to an examivation of the injury alleged by the
plaintiff in varspreph (b)) i.e. permancut brain damege. 1 2m of the cpiunlen,
based on the evideuce of Ur. Buchignani and Dr. Hall, that the plaintifi d4id
suffer some brain damage 2 & consequence of his injuries. Indeed, thids was
conceded, though somewhat tentatively, by counsecl for the defendants in itis
closing addrvess. Yo particular I accepi s factual the evidence of Dr. Buchignani
that some brain damsge would necessarily have resulted directly from the.closed
head injury which the plaintiff undoubtszdly sustained. BShe was; however, gulte

unable to «

ag to the extent of that damage. As I have just saild
I find that such damags was minimal. Furthermore, it was not of a permanend

nature., I racall to mind the performence of the plaintiff im the witness box
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{to which I have already alluded) and I prefer the evidence of Dr. Hall to tha:

LA
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cf Dr. Doorbar on this aspect of the matier. Dr. Hall, whe was cleariy the
more competent witness being the expert in the neurological arema, state
categorically that when he examined tha plaintiff ac recently as January, 10, 19,4

he found in the plaintiff no neurological gbrnurmality, no cognative deficit.

As regards the injuries alieged by the

plaintiff in paragrphs (d) - (£} and {q).

I find that these are matters which are largely and peculiarly within the

knowledge of the plaintiffi. As far as the injury of the black-outs is concerned,

nowhere did the plaintiff, himself, give any ovidence of such an injury. The

plaintiff's claiw in pavagraph (d) therefore falls on that account. Regard: the

injuries of dizzy spells, headaches; and permanent intermittent paims, nous of
these injuries was corroboratad by any aiher evidence whether of a medical aature
or otherwise. The plaintiff, it must be inferred, made no mention of any of

these conditions to Dr. Ali who examined him on April 19, 1989, elthcugh, sccording
to Dr. Hall, the plaintiff reported to him that these conditicns had arisen as
early as thres wonths after the plaintiff’s discharge from the Spanish Town
Hospital in 197%. 3¢, as regards these three injuries, the plaintiff must stand

or fall on his word alone. I fear that be hags fallen. 1 have not fouud the
plaintiff to be a credible witness on #ny of these matters and, accovdingly, I
reject his ciaim in relation thereto.

S0 T come now to guantify the damages that the plaintiff should have. 1n
doing so I will deal firstly with the plaintiff’s claim for special damages. Hers
I award the plaintiff a sum of $56,980.00 being the aggregage amount of the cums
claimed in paragraphs (a) -~ (), (e¢) and (g} of the Particulars of Spacial
Damages set out in his Statement of Claim. As was conceded by leading Counsel
for the plaintiff, the plaintiff’s claium for extra nourishment made in psragiraph
(f) was not proved. Consequently, that zlaim for a sum of $300.00 is not allowed.

Concerning the plaintiff’s claim under paragraph (4) for $50,000.00 for
logs of earnings for one year as a road coutractor, this claim was, in uj
opinion, ewineutly sveculative. The plaintiff was unable t¢ adduce any documentary
evidence in procf of a contract or contrazcts velative to this item of his claim,
nor was he able to produce as a witnoss Mr. Francis, Superintendent attached te
the St. Catherins: Parish Council, by whom he said he was awarded the lost

contracts. The plaincifi testifisd that he had requestaed Superintendenc Fronoo s
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to attend Court a. a witness. In the event, Mr. Francis did not appear, aud

no reason was given for iis non-appearance. The remarkable ignorance of the

plaintiff as o wattere affecting iwmportant details of these allseged lost
coutracts appears from the following extvact of his evidence given under

cross—examination:

3 - T . o )
1 did vot lece $15.000.00 on any coutract or set of contracts.
1 don't recslil hoving said yestsrday that 1 did lose such a sum

o -

of mowney. 7Tf I said so, that would have been an untruth. HNot

as at date of zceident that I was suppoessed to get other contracts.

I really den't know how many contracts T was cupposed to get after

o 1 don't know when I was suppused tc get them. I
don't know where work under these coniracts was to be carried cut.
I don't kuow how many chaine of road were to be involved in these
contracts. I know what valuc cof these contracts would be., Value
would have becn aboui: $100,000.00. I went to Parish Council to
Superintandent in February 198C and he told me that he had
something in sxcess of $100,000.0¢ worth of work in his possession
and asked we if I thought I was well envugh to do the work. At
this time I tecld him no, I was stiil feeling pain and not well
anough to do the werk. Then he said he would have to fied somebody
zlge. 1 hed gone to see Superinteundeat just to say hellc as I had
not seen hiw for & loang time. Superintendent was Mr. Francis.

Don't know his first name. I don't know when work should have

\

started. Quite sura I am speaking truth about this. Last saw

My, Fraucis Caturday last wesk., e is Superintendent ztationed in

St. Mary uow. I made no ocuquiry s0 as to ascertain what it would cost

me to perform lost comtracts,”

o

I reject the plaintiff’e claim in this regerd, Finally I come to ganaral

damages. 1 approach this matter on the basis that the plalntiff has suffered

Injury as I bave found, including minimal oxganic brain damage and a permanasnt

partial disability of 10Z. In my judgment under this head of damages the

plaintiff is oentitlisd only to an award for pain and suffering and loss of

-
e
=
©
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amenities of cake the view, agreeing with the submissions of

Mr. Vassell, thot the plaintif{ has not piroved that he is likely to suifer

by way of handicap on the labour market. Prior tc his accident the plainti

was & contractor and farmer. Ha now cavriee on the business of a wholegale

butcher from which he carns “much less” than the income he usad to earn as

contractor. But the court was not told how much less; nor was any evidence

LOGS
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given in terms of z2ctual figures of the plaintiff's earnings as a butcher.

Subsequent to his accident the evidence discloses that the plaintiff owned

operated a club I{a May Pen, Clarendon for a period of two years. The club oic
down in 1983. As a gulde to an award for general damages iu this cage the
plaintiff's counsels referved me to the case of Anthony Rose (by mext frisnd
Yvonne Walker) <t 2l. v. Thomas 8mith, Suit WO. C.L.1379/R4] reported 2t
Page 210 of Velume 2 of Frs, Khau's work on Personal Injury Awarde. In that

case the pledintiff, an infant aged 11 vears, suffered extremely serious pawvedr ol

injuries in a wmotoy vihlele accident. These injuries Included the followd

1, unconsciousness

2. severe blegeding from the noge)
3. fracture of medlal malleolus cof the lower left leg:

4, damags to the left frontzl and temporal areas of the brain
affecting the memory.

In an award made in 1983 the learned trial judge awarded the plaintiff an amcunt

[

of $18,000.00 (including o sum of $8,000.00 for loss of earnings) for geneval
damages. On appeal (see SCCA No. 32/64) this award wag increased to $80,00C.0¢
for pain and suffuring and loss of amenities; the Court of Appeal also finding
that there was no evidence in the case con the basis of which an award for loos
of carnings could properly be mada. On the other hand, as an authority which
b submitted wss wmore in point, counsel for the defendants cited the cage of
Eliine Russell {(by next friend Ilene Griffiths) et al. v. Bancrofi Broomiicld
Suit No. C.L.1978/K137 reported at Page 2U6 of Volume Z of Mrs. Khan's work.
Here the plaintiff, uged 19 years, was seriously injured in a motor vehicle

accident. The report of this case reads, inter z2lia;, 2s follows:~

" PERSONAL INJURIES

i. Blow ia the head venderirg her unconscious - shock, haemorrhage

bled frowm nrostril and mouth
2, Fracture of skull
3. Losz cf one tooth
4, Inciser chipped
5. Hacmatoma on right forehead

&. Right eye black and blue
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TREATMENT AND RESULTING DIGABILITY

She was admitted to hospital where she remained unconscious for 5

After recovery she was kept in hospital for & few days. X-Rays confirmed
fracture of the skull. After release from hospital she complained of fragucnt

headaches, dizziness, feopgy eyes, (myopla) and running eyes.

DISABILITY
Moderate brain damege resulting in partinsl loss of memory, loss of ability

to concentrate; headaches, dizziness and running eyes. Agreed Medical Reporto

and joint report by Dr. Theisiger and Dr. Doobar were admitted in evide

by consent,

LOSS OF AMENITIES

Unable to dance, swim or play gomes because of headaches and dizziness.
How cperated at dull normal level of intelligencc. Unable to achieve smbition
to be a Secratary. *

In hig award made in 1983 the learued trial judge awarded the plaintiff
a total sum of $108,200.00 for general damages, of which the sum of $25,000.00
represaented general damages for pain and guifering and loss of amemitie

In my view in both capes referred to sbove the plaintiffs concerned woere
more seriously Anjuied than the plaintiff in this case. In Anthony Rose theti.

as significan: brain davege which the court found blighted the fugure progpecin

of the plaintiff. In the Russell canw fhe injury to the plaintiff was, inter

moderate braiu damage, the plaintiff having remceined in 2 state of uncousciousnalu

-

for & period 2f 5 deye ismediately following the accident. In the

the plaivtiff, who is now 42 years of age, sustained what L will call orthopacdic

injuries which are zll completely healed. He sustained as well other injuries

%

including brain demege which, as T have found, is of a minimal extent. Tn the

result, taking everything ipto considevation and doing the best I can, I
the plaintiff z zum of $150,000.00 as general damages for pain and suffering anc
logs of amenities of 1life.

Atccordingly, there will ve judgment for the plaintiff in the sum of

$156,960.00 with coste to be agreed or taxed.
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Interest szt a rate of 3% p.a. on the sum of $6,98G.00 from September 1,
(l/) 1879 to the date of judgment.

Interest at = rate of 3% p.a. on the sum of $150,000.00 from the date ox

service of the Writ of Summons to the date ¢f judgment.
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