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PER CURIAM.

Faintiff gopeds as of right from a judgment entered after a jury trid in this negligence action.
On gpped, plantiff challenges the trid court’s order denying his mation for additur, or in the aternative,
judgment notwithstanding the verdict or anew trid on theissue of damages. We affirm.

This case arises from plantiff’ s dip and fal on defendant’s business premises. In a specid
verdict, the jury found that defendant’s negligence was a proximate cause of damages sustained by
plantiff. The jury found that plaintiff’ s past damages for “lost wages from work and medica bills’ was
$6,200 for “medicd expenses only.” The jury dso found that plaintiff suffered no damages for
“physgcd pan and suffering, mental anguish, denid of socid pleasure and enjoyment, disgbility,
embarrassment, humiliaion, and/or mortification.” Findly, it avarded plaintiff no future damages.

On apped, plantiff first contends that the trid court erred in denying his motion for additur. We
disagree. This Court accords due deference to a trid court’s decison regarding the grant or denid of
additur and will reverse a trid court's decison only if an abuse of discretion is shown. Joerger v
Gordon Food Service, Inc, 224 Mich App 167, 172; 568 NW2d 365 (1997). The proper
congderation in granting or denying additur is whether the jury award is supported by the evidence. Id.



Here, plantiff contends that additur should have been awarded for past non-economic
damages, future nonreconomic damages, and for lost wages on the bass of the uncontroverted
evidence that he suffered lower back pain and missed work as aresult of a disc herniation. Whileiit is
true that evidence of plaintiff’ s disc herniation was uncontroverted, evidence regarding both the cause
and effect of the disc herniation was in controversy. Defendant’s expert testified that there was medicdl
evidence to suggest that it was “certainly possble’ plaintiff’ s disc herniation “pre-dated the dip and
fdl.” Defendant’s expert dso opined that, with respect to plaintiff’ s complaints of back pain, the disc
herniation did not appear to have “ongoing clinica sgnificance.” Moreover, the owner of the defendant
company testified that immediately after plaintiff’ s fal, plaintiff climbed onto the back of alarge truck
and manudly unloaded fifty-eight automobile tires. If the jury believed this testimony, it reasonably
could have inferred that plaintiff’ s injury was not as serious as clamed. Further, despite the fact that
plantiff’ s expert redtricted plaintiff’ s work activities until May 20, 1996, on a finding that plaintiff was
“fully disabled,” plaintiff testified that he began working a a new, higher-paying, job after April 20,
1996. Findly, plantiff tedtified that, after hisfal, the main reason he never went back to hisold job was
that he did not know what “repercusson” it would have with his employer, given the fact that defendant
was a vaued cusomer. This evidence could support afinding that plaintiff did not miss work because
of the physical pain caused by his aleged injury. For these reasons, we conclude that the jury’s verdict
was supported by the evidence adduced at trid, and hold that the tria court did not abuse its discretion
in denying plantiff’ s motion for additur.

Hantiff aso contends that the trid court ered in denying his motion for judgment
notwithstanding the verdict or a new trid on the issue of damages as an dternative to additr. We
disagree.

As an initid matter we note that, in this context, a decision by the trid court to grant plaintiff’ s
request for judgment notwithstanding the verdict on the issue of damages would be the equivaent to,
rather than an dternative to, granting his motion for additur. Accordingly, that particular contention has
dready been addressed by this Court. As a true dternative to additur, it was within the trid court’s
discretion to grant a new trid on the issue of damages. Joerger, supra a 172. This Court will not
interfere with a trid court's decison regarding a motion for new trid absent a papable abuse of
discretion. 1d. An abuse of discretion exists when adecison is 0 grosdy violative of fact and logic that
it evidences perveraty of will, defiance of judgment, and the exercise of passon or bias. Marrsv
Board of Medicine, 422 Mich 688, 694; 375 NW2d 321 (1985), quoting Spalding v Spalding, 355
Mich 382, 384-385; 94 NW2d 810 (1959). Stated differently, an abuse of discretion may dso be
found if an unprgudiced person, consdering the facts on which the tria court acted, would say there
was no judification or excuse for the ruling. See, eg., Cleary v The Turning Point, 203 Mich App
208, 210; 512 NwW2d 9 (1994).



Here, on the bass of the evidence outlined in our andyss of plantiff’ s first issue, the trid court was
judtified in denying plaintiff’ s motion for new trid. Accordingly, we hold thet its decison to dlow the
jury’sverdict to stand did not congtitute a palpable abuse of discretion.

Affirmed.
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