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Upon the whole evidence, there eau be no doubt that the
ia strong odour that to many, if flot most, ia extremnely dis-

agreeable....
[Referenee to FlemmiÎng v. Hislop. 11 App. Cas. 686; Walter

v. Selfe, 4 DeG. & S. 315.]
It îs to be borne in mind that an arbitrai-y standard camnot

be set up whieh in applicable to ail localities, There ia a local
standard applicable in each particular district-but, though the.
local standard nîay bc higher in ane districts than in othoers
yet the question in each case ultimately reduce itaelf to thp
faet of nuisance or no nuisance, having regard to ail the sur-
rounding eimstanees....

[Reference to Colis v. Home and Colonial S.tores, [190641
A.C. at p. 185; Rushmore v. Poisue, [ 19061 1 Ch. 237, [1907)
A.C. 121; Reinhardt v. Mentasti, 42 Ch. 1). 685; Sanders v,
Gro,ïvenor Museium, [1900 I 2 Ch. 373; Attorney-General v.Coe
11901] 1 Ch. 205; Drysdae v. Dugas, 26 S.C.1i. ý20.]

It is plain in this case that the defendantq' mnanuifactory doffl
constitute a nuisance. The odours do cause niateriai diacomfowt
and annoýyaice and rendier the plaintiff's premise-, le.ss fit for the
ordinary purposes of life, making al psil alwn for thq,
loeal standard of the neighibourhood.

The rein.aining question is, mnust u injunction follow?
Both parties are tenants. Since the argumnent., it i8 said, the.

plaintiff hits purichased the reversion in the defendants'' property,
tUpon the application to admnit thiî- evidence, cou1nsel said that,
in their view, this made noe differeýnce in the legal rights of the
parties. The fart that the defendants are tenants vannot give
thein any greater righit to commit a nuisane, ai ndy beIR a:t onr.
dfismissed froin considlerationt.

Nuisiianves fall inito two clamseii- thosu h interfoe wikk
the coinfort and enijoymevxt of thie property, and those which
interfere with the valuie of the property. Tlhe occupant nIây

uein respect of the former. lit sueh suiit an injuinction rn&
welfl be atwardedl, ai dlainages canniiot be aitnadequate rmedy:
11J11es v. Chappeil, L.R. '20 Eq. 539. The wvorking rule stte
1hy A. li. Smnith, L.J., iu Sheefer v. City of bondon Electtrie Co..
[ 18941 1 Chi. ait p. 322, ats dieflning tev cases in wvhieh damllge,
maty b)e given in lieut of an injuinction, shews thiat liere an in.
juniction is the proper remnedy. No onie shouild be calied uipon
to eutbmit to thfncnenec and anniioyance-( arising froin a
ilox oua andi( sivkening odlour for a "aimaîl mone'My payrnent," and
hincnnine and annoyanice (.81114t be aideliuately "


