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Whether, when the purity of the air or thre quantity of running water* is in

fon, the law imposes an additional test, may be doubted; if s0, it;lis done in
Merests of public policy, and does not affect the nature of the right. )
€vera] important consequences flow from considering these rights as co
Teal, g

th Irst, they cannot be granted away. These rights are rights against all
& wor '

aw » to prevent interference with property; and if }tll}ey (llfOUId t;;}i:ag::i
%, the onl be that the grantee, having himself no r

i« ) ¥ result would be tha

?tls Srant

$

or’s land, would have the right to prevent others from interfering V;;lth
the .. Tl Cdnditi,on The right to sue for a nuisance is no more severable than
€ rj .

. “8ht to sue for a trespass.

ccondly, they cannot be destroyed.  Property cannot exist without the
Th: S annexed to it by law for its protection.

rdly, not being rights over the land of another, they cannot be released.
Ourthly, 1,

| » being corporeal rights, easements may t.>e granted in then:. 1T}ée

ght to Maintain a nuisance is in strictness a right in or over an.ot_her s land,
i Subject in ever respect to the usual laws governing the origin, continu-
e : eStructionyof easements.t—Harvard Law Review.

’

APER REPORT VSL.ANDER.?‘Of course a newspaper may;lf)l;:
the . ¢ liable ip damages if it does? It is clearly. settled !aw that m])t on )an
On Ythor OT originator of a defamatory Statement liable f:OI"lt, but so also ls.tim);
th: O Tepeats jt, Now at common law a newspaper is in no bet_ter posi "
whin ny Private individual ; and therefore, apart from }"ecent le.:gxslatxo]r(;, ; pal[l)ed
f°r; "eporteq slanderous statements mE}de at a .pt,fbhc meeting coud e sBut
the L.m'&ges by the person whose reputation was mJ.ured by the slander. o
anq el Act of 1888 (R.S.0., c. 57,5.7), holds an a&gis over tbe newspaper pstior;
whicltloasome €xtent protects it. But to what extent? This was the que

: o known as the
Stap » Oiseelm the recent case of Kelly v. O'M alley, perhaps better know
Case,

Mew
wil) iAY A NEwsp

ay * facts cap be briefly stated. Mr. Kelly was addressing a public meeting,
hig g 'en

e was not very well disposed towards him, and frequently inte.rru.ptedl

oratory with remarks of a derogatory nature—of course theubiquitous
arn’]& ’y

Ne

) .

SM is, that instead of reporting the speeches made at a meeting and
*Th
Noy ¢E

i i i i nt Of ell.’o”able llilﬂt.n“tioﬂ
) 8ray, i law would seem to give riparian owners an easeme 7

2 to Non-riparian proprietors. See Ormerod v. Todmorden, 11 Q.B.D,, 155; but cf.
)MiIIErv M, 3 Jey V- Chrisman, 24 Pa.St., 208.
is o Miller, g P.St, 74 ; Wheatley ' 24 ¢ '

1? ‘13 e s ng such :\sZme:t ’otz ‘Lollution, however. See Blair v. Deckin, W.N. ('18872: txh 48 o
fr% belt\viz" the right to de rive land of supPOTt—was the grant of a right to dlStfl-ﬂ’ ; ehts to
g, ¥ an to alter the pogition of the surface, and is analogous to the gran/t' of a r;ig/ilson
H-Lgéthe Surface by 5 right of way over it.” Per Lord Wensleydale, Rowbot an v, ’

Wone? 348, a¢ . 26 ) .
h‘en There is nopclgirle. of an easement unless yoU make it appear that the offensive smells had
g for ¢

wenty vears to go over to the plaintif’s land.” Per Lord Denman, C.]., Flight v,
] 10 A‘ & E.’ 590. )



