
ANOMALIES IN THE LAW 0P LIGHT.

forthwith ereets a screen blocking out the Windows. Eleven
nionths after the erection the screen fÉlls, or for some other rea-
son ceases to excinde the light, o that X. enjoys light for a
month. Then suppose Y. again erects the sereen %vhich stands
for less than a year. Suppose, further, that the screen is ereeted
annually for twenty years, but at no t me effectually excludes
the liglit for a consecutive twelve months. After twenty years
from the erection of the windows can X. claim the right to liglit
under the statute?

On the primâ facie construction of these two sections X's
right is absolute and indefeasible. If it be hield that ho lias not
enjoyed the liglit without interruption , then clearly a meaning
is given to the word "interruption'' which the 4th section
expressly deelares is not to be given. On the other hand, to hold
that X. lias enjoyed liglit for twenty years under the statute,
whien, in fact, he lias only enjoyed liglit for a few xnonths during
that period, seenma to us a startlig conclusion. Strange to say.
thîs diffieulty lias neyer been satisfactorily disposed of by the
courts, aithougli the anoinaly lias been commented upon on more
than one occasion: sec, e.g., per Mr. Justice Brett in Glover v.
Coleman, 31 L.T. Rep. 684, IÀ. Rep. 10 O.P. 108, at p. 116.

There are rnany other anomalies in the law of liglit to whiclx
we mht draw the reader's attention, but space does flot admit
of our dealing with them. For one of recent creation we would
refer hixu to the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case
of Grifflth v. Richard Clay and Sons. Linvited, 106 I. T. iRep. 96:3,
(1912), 2 Cli. 291, where it was hield, in effeet, that the ineasure
of damages in liglit caes for the infringement of liglit may ho
inereased by the accideiit of the dominant owner possessing
adjacent land other tlian thec dominant tcnerent-a proposition
wliolly inconsistent with general easement law.

The law of liglit. becomies les% satisfactory as it becomnes more
eomplieated. Although we are generally sceptical withi regard
to the benefits o? codifying Acts. we mnust admit that tixe time
bas corne when some attempt ought to be made to rid thîs
important bra.neh of our law of somie o? the Nvorst o? its
anomalies, and this, it would appear, can anly be doue by
legislation.-Laiv Times.
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