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watercourse as heretofore, and for an injunction
the defendants from raising the highway or clos-
reourse. SUTHERLAND, J., after setting out the
, said that the work of construection done by the
the eounty corporation, under a by-law passed pur-
Public Highways Improvement Act, 7 Edw. VIL
ective in two ways, namely, that the road was
0 a sufficient height east of the cove, and that the
10rth side should not have been left as it was. The
undertook to eclose up the cave through which the
Datural watercourse ran. In these circumstances,
B to take the very greatest precaution. While
followed appeared to be a reasonable one, and
undertaken in good faith, it mevertheless was
the injury sustained by the plaintiff flowed from
he learned Judge also considered that the plain-
Toperly made the subject of an action, instead
0] @nder the Aect: MceGarvey v. Town of Strath-
i Arthur v. Grand Trunk R.W. Co., 22 A.R.
of Ottawa, 15 A.R. 712. Judgment for the
with costs of the action. P. H. Bart-
J. C. Elliott and W. D. Moss, for the
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