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the cautjous habit of flot decidingo more than needful for the disposition of
then case in hand led the court apparently' to lay down what would seem to be an

eeessarec limitation .- Har7'ard Lau, Nevîeze'.

NAýTUIRA1 IZIGHTs.-Thiere are at least three w,%ell-recognized natural rights
~teright to support of land,* the righit to unpolluted air, the ri ght to running

aýter.1. These rights have often been called natural easements,t froin a mis.
taken

en flOtjo.n that thev are a benefit in or over the land of another - the
Cotnnn attribute of eaeet. hearoee, nothing more than rights

ProPert gro wing out of certain natural conditions of land, and the rights

îIient to any one parcel do not extend bevond the'bon ndaries of that parcel.
Th e right of support is flot a riglit to have the adjoining owner's soil kcpt in

it flatural condition, but a right to have one's own soit lf/t in its natural

P-'ties 0 the right to nnpolluted air is simply the right to have the air over

Ow soit remain in its natural purity; the right to running water conters
pr ih tO control its course or tise, éither above or below on&'s own land,

Provjd its natural cotirse and1 condition tipon ¶ one's owý%n land remain un-
C.ha.n1 d *

theAn ifiterference wvith my natural rights is but an interference by another with

OVer ttirai condition of my land. If, through the act of another, less water runs
"'Yr Iyand than form'-rJy, or if the air over rny premises is polInted, or if the

treS'Uft" Of MY soit is changed, these natuiral conditions are altered, and, as a

il 0I '),"Y flatural rights are infringed. In other words, these rights are rights
e Own property-corporcal rights.t'

Ltrior subjacent. Humnphriés v. Brogdefl, 12 Q.B., 739.
-nalnely, the right of support--is analogous to the flow of a natural ri.'er or of air."

J., Ronomin v. b>ackhouse, Ellis, B. & E., 622, at p. 654.
+ Naturai rights are a species of easernents ." Goddard on Easernents (Arn. ed.), P. 3.

§'2' ý0sv. BonoIni, 9 H.L.Cas., 503; Afellrs v. Date, 135 Mass., 508 ; MayorofBimfg
'1é,6 Chy;II., 284.

"had% en ghttv. Thomas, ioA. &E., 59o, that "for the full period of twenty years
Pe '" hdejydte datg fhvn and using a certain mnixen in and upon the si

iibt ' heldinsufficient to support a prescriptive right. Per Lord Denman, C.J "Thie plea
Uy CoOIletely proved without establishing that right. Trhe nuisance rnay neyer have passed

thl' liiitjs of the defendant's owfl land."

'V. P,7j 'OflSh g. "lLateral contact is as good litre natura' as vertical.' P>er Lord Seiborne, Lyon

gnne1S' Co., iApp.Cas., 662, at p. 683.

Wvith-n n PPrehend that a proprietor may, without any i!legality, build a rnill-darn across a streafli

prit is own p roperty, and divert the water into a mili-lade, without asking leave of the pro-

rjr abv hProvided lie builds it at a point so rnuch below the lands of those proprietors

ý4t0f bthe c the tlowing away~ of water as freely as it w~as wont; and without asking the
èt itte Pro Prietors below him, if hie takes care to restore the water to its natural course before

estheir land."ý Per Lord Blackburn, E'wi1ZR v. Golqu/ioun, 2 App.Cas., 839, at p). 856.

~idhe right to bave a streamn flow in its nattiral state without diminution or alteration is an
t )f PrOperty in the land through which it passes." Per Parke, B., Ernbrey v. Owen, 6

53' c t P. 368.


