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he.the when the purity of the air or7 th-e quantity of running water* isin
t Ythe l aw imposes an additional test, may be doubted; if so, it is done in

e erests of public policy, and does flot affect the nature of the right.
Poea. FiImportant consequences flow fromn considering these rights as cor-thè Fildrst, they cannot be grantcd awaY. These rights are rights against al,Ol to prevent interference with property; and if they could be granted

the nly~ lansuit would be that the grantee, having himself no rights over
itranorlan, would have the right to prevent others from interfering withtuttral condition. The right to sue for a nuisance is no more severable thantright to sue for a trespass.

» SicecOndly, they cannoýt be destroyed. Property cannot exist without the
'nieT1 annexed to it by law for its protection.Ulhrdly, flot being rights over the land of another, they cannot be released.
rj10'urthly, being corporeal rights, easernents may be granted in them. The

0 I 'faintain a nuisance is in strictness a right in or over another's land,aCe, subjt inevery respect to the usual laws governing the origin, continu-'nddesrucionof easements.t-Iarva-rd Law Rev'iew.

WlltANEWSPAPER RLEPORT SLANDER ?-Of course a newspaper mzay; but
or b 'abei damages if itdoes ? Itis clearly settled law that flot ofily isWho originator of a defamatory statement liable for it, but so also is anythanfl ri'ate individuai at common lwa newspaper is in no better positionWhieh vt idiida ; and therefore, apart from recent legisiation, a paperwhr- reOle sianderous statements mnade at a public meeting could be sued

the gesby the person whose reputation 'vas injured by the siander. Butadt Act Of '888 (R.S.O., c. 57,s.7), holds an oegis over the newspaper press,Wh0 SoIIne extent protects it. But to what extent ? This was the questionStcharose ini the recent case of Kelly v. O'Afalley, perhaps better known as the

IS cts can be briefly stated. Mr. Kelly was addressing a public meeting,hls ;fi""ence was flot very well disposed towards him, and frequently interrupted
StaW of oratory with remarks of a derogatory nature-of course the ubiquitousy

' 1 e a~Waspresent taking notes. Now one characteristic feature of' the
a isi, that instead of reporting the speeches made at a meeting and

hfi ]ýgls la ol ee og riparian owners an easernent of reasonable dininutiontrjtgrllte o on-ipria prpretos.SeeOrlleodv. Todmnorden, i iQB ,15 u f~ere i:s M' ile-, 9 P.St., 74 ; Wheat/ey v. Chrilsinan, 24 Pa.St., 298.
*Such easement of pollution, however. SeBarv ekn .. (87,18

Ikii lowIan, the right to depriv'e land of support-was the grant of a right to disturb the soit
nd tuf alter the position of the surface, and is analogous to the grant of a right to

34 sufce by a right of way' over it." Per Lord Wensleydale, Rowbotham v. Wilson,
t P. 362.

il nS 110aimn of an easement unless you inake it appear that the offensivesnelha7Y'k- or twen tol goovr o h
ý&: 10 &. nY years tgove heplaintiff's land."l Per Lord Den.man, C.J.., Fligkt v.


