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the right as a right of property in the light. Accordingto the
lIlouse of Lords we are henceforth to consider the question only
fromn the point of view of nuisance. 1h is not so mnuch a ques-
tion of the quantity of lighit wbich hias been obscured by the
offending building, as a question of the quantity of light which
reiiains. If the owner of the house lias sufficient lighit for the
confortable use and enjoymnent of his hous2 aceording to the
usage,, of ordinary persos in the locality, no actionable wrong
lias been cauqed by the diminution of the ligli: (sec per Far-
well, J., in Hligg3m v. Betts, 92 L.T. Rep. 850; (1905), 2 Ch.
910, at p. 214). Froni this it follows that a building owner may

to a certain extent rightfully diminishi the liglit of bis neigli-
bour 's privileged windows. The extent of rightfiil obseuration
-o use an ugly but legithiate teriii-will depend on circurn-
starces. The miost important of tliese cireumstanccs is the

aiiîouiit of light stili available, for the priv'.eged windows after
the obseuration.

In a great many cases iight is derivcd froni over the land of

more than one owner. In tflese cases, iii or(ler to discover the

extent of riglilful obscuration, it becomies iiaterial ho ask-Is the
liglit available over the land of third parties to be taken into

econsideration? If so, tIe buildinig owner con huild inuchi doser

bo the winidows thimo lie otherwise eould have dore.

Let us take a simple examuple. Suppose A. to own a rooni

iglited by onme window overloolcing tHe dividiing line betveeni the

lanids of two adjoining meighhbours B3. and C. -Can 13. build close

ho A. 's window, provided. the liglit froin C.A' land is stil.iisuffi-

vient for A. 's room? Now obexethe anomnoaly ur, to whiclh we

have been leadimig, "n.id the strmumge eoiisequences whichi resuit

fri it. TIe answer to our question is ' Yes,'' if A. is entitled

to liglit as agffins4t C. ; and "No,'" if A. is imot so entitled.

' As regards liglit from otlivr quarters,'' said Lord Lindley iii

('eUs' Case, sup., at p. 210, ''such liglit cannot be disregarded;

for the light fromn other quarters, and tle light the obstruction of

which is complained. of, may le so mnuch in cxcess of whiat is

prohected -bv law as to render the interference complained of non-

aetionable. 1 appreliend, bowever, tlot light to whicli a right bias
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