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jury, in answer to questions, found that the apr-
iltY of ail these fftr aets of negligence, and theý
iu answer to other questions: (1) that the appeli
its Pipes in Belleville avenue did not use the best 1
f construction; (2) that the fauit in this respect w

dowxi the pipes below the frost line; (8) that thei
and safer mode of construction than that adoped 1

IPPellanTt; (4) that the appellant did flot use all P,
PI!Oeet injury from the use of these pipes; (5) tE
i tis respect 'was " improper inspectioni;" (6) thi
and damnage sustained by the respondent were net
accident, but of liegligence of the appeflant; and (7~
l~igece of the appellant eausedl the injury and dami
jury were unable to answer and did net anawer t
r'-"'What caused the break or opening in the gas r
e avenue, near plaintiff's residence?"
these findings were attaeked by eunsel for the ap>1
ar!gumuent before us, but their main contention wa
ut should net have been entered for the respond(

the fiure of the jury te answer the 6th que-stieii
it was argued, there was nothing to support tih
e xpansion joints should have been used.

a~re et opinion that there was evidence whieh, if be
ýethe fidigp of the jury, and that a finding

,f the flegligent acts of whicii the the jury fou,
nt guiltY wa the cause ef the injury and dami
he rePondent ee'uplains, was flot neeessary te entil

re was, no 4ouht, evidence wbich, if believed, M'oil
ýe h jr'a conding to the conclusion that it vi
*toPutth Ppes dowu below the frost line, anid

ý OSmar wbûe they were laid above that Elne
on int ;but thejuryas they hada right

qti> thot evdnethe evidence te the contrary wI'i

i pain 1thiktbat the. jury'. difflculty as te 1
1 w tataeordngto the theory of the appella
ý raigof wbl0h pemtted the gas te escape coi

ni brokn b the aciono frost, but was broken b3
ýn heXtee; hiar-cordng to thietheory of

it, he reakwasoeminedby the. frost; and tI
iabl todetemin whih o th.". fIlflrs- wnu tli

orle.


