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the overlooking windows; or lie inay erect a temporary sercen
against them.

Now, the erection of a temporary screen to stop the light of
windows in a three-storied house is not a small inatter. In the
first place it is expensive. It is erected at the risk and peri] of
our owner. It must be substantially buit, so as to be proof
against heavy winds; and if it falls and damages the neighbour's
property, or, for that matter, the property of any other person,
our owner in responsible. In the second place it is unsightly.
It ruins the appearance of the gardeiî. In the third place it
requires support, and support eau only be seeured by devoting a
considerable part of the land to pales, posts, and stakes. Lastly,
and this iii a residentiai area, is by no ineans the least of its
drawbacks; passers-by are apt-although inost unjustly-to, duh
its erection a churlishi act, and to regard our owner as an
unneighhbourly persan.

Sueh, then, are the consequnees o? the recognition o? tht'
prineiple o? ''aneiezit lights.'' That principle is anomnalous iii-
flicting hardsliip without any eountervailing benefit to anyone.
Nor eau any parallel be drawn between the prescriptive acquisi-
tion of the riglit 'to light and of the riglit In' affirmative ease-
nients, for in the latter case adverse enjoyment of the easement,
on w-hi<'h the acqluisition is -based, ean be easily stopped witbout
rouble or expense; «hereas iu the former caue the difficulties of

preventing adverse enjoyment are, nt any rate as regards smail
owners, in practice insuperable.

We shalh now take the reader a littie deeper into tli!, dif'fi-
culties of the Iaw of light, for the kanoinaly with w'hich we next
propoqe to &aal is one which requires sotne understauding of that
branch of our law before it eau he appreciated.

The, doctrine of the legdJ protection of tic amenity of light
was revolutionized by the judgnîents delivered less than ton
years ago in the House of Lords iii the well-known case of Colls
v. Ilornt and Colonial ,Stores Limtited (su p.), ta which we have
already referred. It was then held that the right to light was a
right to freedonm froi a particular forîn of nuisance. Up to
then the trend o? ludicial authority had been towards reL;arding
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