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‘t)}:lly the cautious habit of not deciding more than needful for the disposition of
€45 in hand led the court apparently to lay down what Wonld seem to be an
Seessary limitation.—Harvard Law Review.

SATURM Ricuts.—There are at least three well-recognized natural rights
\t e - ¥ .

right to support of land,* the right to unpolluted air, the rig}.l‘cf to mm:;?:r
t:t,er‘ These rights have often been Falled natural easement§,1 ro}r}n a—the
o 0 notjop that they are a benefit In or over the ]ar.1d of anot'er ights
0N attribute of easements. They are, however, nothing more thdhn I‘1'ght%
in Property growing out of certain natural conditions of land, and ¢ <’ar1gl ‘
Cident to any one parcel do not extend beyond the boundaries of ’that -pdrci ;

. € right é)f support is not a right to have the adjoining q“rner S SP‘I r}::{:url;
Co ]t§ Matural condition, but a right to have one's own soil lef in :S ir over
Onnfhtnon;§ the right to unpolluted air is simply .the right toihavc the aonters
nOes_oWn soil remain in its natural purity: the right to running w.ater ,C gl

"8ht to control its course or use cither above or below one’s own land,

rov: . . in un-
Ehowde its natural course and condition upon9 one’s own land remain
Wged, *

th An interference with my natural rights is but an interference by a“(’ﬂzer :::1};
o Natyrg) condition of my land. If, through the act qf an(?ther, lessdwa rerif e
SU:f My land than formerly, or if the air over my premises 18 pollut;li ’ ?1d as a
Teg 7€ of my soil is changed, these natural conditions are altt?ri - e rights
N ult, My natural rights are infringed. In other words, these rights ar g‘
One’s own property—corporeal rights.t’

*
Laters| i ? den, 12 Q.B., 739.

or subjacent. Humphries v. Brogaen, B, -
Perw “hamely, 3he right of s{;pporl——-is analogous to the flow of a natural river or of air

. : )
?{ll S, ).y Bonomi v. Backhouse, Ellis, B. & E., 622, at p. 654.‘ s
Na i i nts.” Goddard on Easements (Am. ed.), p. 3
tural rights are a species of easeme e i
khouse v. Bonomi. 9 H.L.Cas., 503; Mewrs v. Dale, 135 Mass., 508 ; Mayo 1
v. Alley 6 C‘ ’

) by.D., 284. . ' ’ ’
def, be plea in Flz:g/;t v. Zhomas, 10 A. & E. 590, that “for th(? ful! per‘lod of twentyth)ee:;isd
p"een'dant “had enjoyed the advantage of having and using a certain mixen in and upo‘llrhe e
l\lamlses’" %eld insufficient to support a prescriptive right. Per Lo.rd Denman, C.J.. . a:)sed
t”y}(') ; Completely proved without establishing that right. The nuisance may never have p

' n i ”
€ limits of the defendant’s own land.
C . ”
Vo Or @long. “Lateral contact is as good j¥7¢ nature as vertical.” Per Lord Selborne, Lyo
M ls}”no” .
£ers’ Co., 1 App.Cas., 662, at p. 683. . . ’
withi* ! Pprehend that a proprietor may, without any illegality, build a mlll(l'-dan; dc;oi)sf aﬂf:’:::
i i i ill.lade, without asking leav
Bri 'S own property, and divert the water into a mill-lade, .
N s 3bove 1'll)impprr(:,\,’rided he builds it at a point so much below the lands of .those pr;)g:net:);:
!a,;,: to ObStruct, the flowing away’ of water as freely as it was wont; and wnth<l)ut 2:5; ';gefore
Cengg i im, i C he water to its natural co
te € Proprietors below him, if he takes care to restore t
ers eir l:nd ”0 SPer Lord Biackburn, Ewing v. Colguhoun, 2 App.Cas., 839, at p. ?56'.
- he right to have a stream flow in its natural state without diminution or alteratlocr)l is ar61
o Property in the land through which it passes.” Per Parke, B., Embrey v. Owen,
Satp 38,
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