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in appeal in S. C., 148 N. Y. 6%, which again was
_in 1896 in Grant v. Enfield, 11 N. Y. App. Div.

, the other hand, cases rather in plaintiff’s favour (but
features of aggravation beyond what exist in the
hand) are Dempsey v. Pinora, 94 Ga. 420, and Hull
du Lac, 42 Wisc. 274. All these cases are not cited
urse as authorities, but they shew that no fixed rules
e laid down in sidewalk litigation—and especially where
e of the defect is such as is found here.
would affirm the decision, without costs.

TREET, J.. concurred.

ABEE, J., dissented, giving reasons in writing, and
ring to Castor v. Uxbridge, 39 U. C. R. 113.
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