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plicated it might be, if the facts of a case were laid before the jury in the order of'
their dates, ail -would become plain sailing. That -,vas the rule. Lt appears,.
therefore, that a man \vho is te succeeci at the bar should have a powver of dealiing,
with facts in a cemmon-sense business-like way. He should have a quick eve

for the strong point in bis case, and he shoulci have the well-balanced judgnient
that will enable him te see the strength of bis eppenent's position as well as his.
own. He should see at a glance his own strong peint, and should concentrate ai].

bis pe-wer upon it, and he should recognise the strong point of bis opponent, and

prepare the jury for it. 'We commend these very simple rules to the rising
generation of barristers; their excellence is vouched for and exemplified by the
experience and loftv status of the eminent advocate who lias uttered thein.-TI'le,
Law ýJourna1.

EASEMENTS oiF Aiiu. The law of easements lias recentlY beeîî carrie<l further

by a decision of Baron Pollock (Bass v. Gregory), who has decided that there may
be an easernent by prescription to a current of air in a defined cliannel. It bas

long been settled law that there is a distinction between water flowving i streais,
xvhether on the surface or underground, and that whicb flows in undefined chan-
nels percolating througb the soul or runining over the surface of the land. ln the
case of a strearn, every proprietor on its banks bias a right to dlaim that it shah i
run on in its accustomed course. No onie bas a rigbt to stop or divert a streami

so as injuriously to affect one xvho has enjoyed the streain in another part of its
course: Further, easements may be acquired over strearns, se that by grant or
prescription one muan rnav have the rigbt te stop a streaiii to the dariage of
another, or to increase the flow of water i a strearn :(I)ealcy v. Slîazc, 6 East,
208 ; Canlyon v. Lovering, i H. & N.-, 797). .Similarly an casernent mnay be
acquired to discharge \vater over another's land by ani artificial Nvater course

(Hill v. Cock, 26 L.T. Rej). N.S., 185). But iii the case of water percolating inf
undefined channels ne such rights are recognized.. Although frorn time ihume-

inorial one bas had the benctit of sucli a flow of Nvater froin bis neighbor's soul,.

ne grant can be presumred; and if the neighbor chooses by sinking a well te put
an end te the flow, the damaged partv caniot comiplain. "The presuluiption cf

a grant: only arises wlherc the person against whomi it is te be raised rnight have

prevented the exercise cf the subject cf the presimned grant ; but how could hie

prevent or stop the percolation of water- - (Chasî'înore v. Richards, 8 H.L-. Cas.,
'349). As in the case of water, se in that of air. Air does not corninionly flowx in
defined channels, and it was decided in 11Vcbb v. Bird (i13 C.B.N.S., 841) that

there canriet be an easement te have a flowv cf air over cne's neighbor's land.
Although the plaintiff bad for a great number <)f vears liad the uninterrupted
enjeyrnent cf a free flew cf air ever bis nuighbor's land, inasm-ucb as it wvould

have been practically impossible te prevent sucb a flow, ne presuiniptien wvas raised
that hie enjeyed it by grant, and se be ceuld net cemplain xvben bis neighbor

built so as, te interfere wîth the frec current cf air. In the recent case cf 13as"

v. Gregory .(25 Q.B.D., 481), bowever, a dispute arose abeut a. current cf air in a

defined underground channel. The plaintiff had a cellar on.bis land which was,


