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should bie nieasured uP-stream and dlown-streagm frorm the site
of the bridge as constructed.

1Per Nesbitt and Idington, JJ., that thecre was flot any ex-
pression in the statute shewing a contrary intention and, conse-
quently, thai the distance should bie measured f rom a straight
line on the horizontal plane; but,

Per Idington, J.-In this case as the loention of the bridge
was to be "opposite the road leading to Ste. r1h1érèse,'l and there
was no proof that the new bridge conplained of wvas within haif
a league of that rond, the plaintif 's n'ction should lie maintained.
Akppeal'dismnissed with coats.

Belleau, K.('., for applicant. .L P. lcdtier, K.C., for res-
pon0eflt.
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NVuisanic-Macltiuer-y-Conttinu i-ng nuoisancc-crmanc'nt injnry4-I
-fla11nages-Prescrption.

Witere inj~uries caused by the operation of mhiniiery havo
resulted f roin the unskilful or negligenit exercise of powers con-
ferred by publie authority and the nuisance thereby created
gives risc to a continuous series of torts, the action accruin- in
consequence falis within the provisions of art. 2261 C.C. and is
preseribcd by the lapse (if two years froni the date of the occur-
rence of eaeh successive tort. I'ordsivort.h v. Ilarley, 1 B. & Ad.
391; Lord Oa1kley v. Kensiington Caval ('o., 5 B, & Ad. 138; and
Whitrohoilse v, Fellowes, 10 C.13.N.. 765, referred to.

In the present, ease the permanent charicter of the daniages
so eaused could flot bie ass8umed f romn the mnanner ini which, the
works had been coustrueted and, as the nuisance inight, at any
time, be abated by the improvement of the systein of operation
or the discontinuance of the negligent aets complaieci of, pros-
pective damages ought flot to be allowed, nor could lie aSsess-
ment in a lump sum of damnages pust, present and future, in
order to prevent successive litigation, be justifled upon grounds
of equit-y or publi,, interest. Prilz v. fobson, 15 Ch. D. 452.
referred to. Oareau v. Montreal Street Ry. Co.. 31 S.C.R. 463,
distinguished. Appeal allowcd with costis.

Camnpbell, K.C., and Hague, for appelifants. Mign.anu, K.C.,
and Larnote, K.C., for-rospondents.
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