Securing Solar Energy Rights:
Easements, Nuisance, or Zoning?*

In view of the hazards of nuclear power and the dwindling sup-
ply of fossil fuels, our civilization must rely increasingly on alterna-
tive energy sources.! The dislocation and shock of a potentially se-
vere, fairly abrupt decline in our material standard of living? can
be dampened considerably if energy market adjustments are sup-
plemented by legal encouragement for the development and adop-
tion of alternative energy technologies.® While it is generally
agreed that energy research and development efforts should be
diversified,4 solar energy® is less environmentally obtrusive than
other potential successors to fossil fuels.

Solar energy is environmentally attractive for what it is not. It
does not cause land surface spoliation, black lung and the smog-
related respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, oily seas, or ther-
mal or radiological pollution. However, a shift to solar energy may
not prove as environmentally advantageous as its most ardent pro-
ponents contend. Whether deployed in “solar farms” or individual

This Comment is based on the essay Securing Insolation Rights: Ancient Lights,
Nuisance, or Zoning? to which the Association of Trial Lawyers of America has a
right of publication.

1. Often dubbed ‘“‘natural” by proponents and “exotic” by detractors, these
sources include solar, geothermal, and tidal energy, methane generation from or
combustion of organic waste, and wind. The consensus of government and industry,
whether in pursuit of national energy independence or fulfillment of consumer de-
sires, calls for an all-stops-out approach to development of energy resources, heavily
weighted according to near-term potential. See 121 ConG. REc. H12, 336-428 (daily
ed. Dec. 11, 1975) (debates on H.R. 3474, 94th Cong. lst Sess. (1975), proposed
Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA) authorization bill).

2. See Oil Experts Say an Embargo Now Would Hurt U.S. More Than in *73, N.Y.
Times, Oct. 18, 1976, at 1, col. 5.

3. See, e.g., The Impact of Growth on the Environment: Hearings Before the
Subcomm. on Air and Water Pollution of the Senate Comm. on Public Works, 93d
Cong., 1st Sess. 109-10 (1973) (statement of Prof. Earl Cook).

4. See Pub. L. No. 94-187, 89 Stat. 1063 (ERDA appropriation authorization for
fiscal year 1976).

5. The term “solar energy” is used here in its popular sense, connoting direct as
opposed to biologically stored solar energy.
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buildings,® solar technology, apart from the impact of the indus-
tries involved in its production, is mildly obstrusive upon the envi-
ronment. The classic environmental dilemma—the fact that cen-
tralization usually promotes energy efficiency but also produces
pollutive concentrations of byproducts—has not spared solar en-
ergy. Central solar power generation involves extensive land use
preemption, and might cause local aquatic thermal pollution and
disrupt atmospheric circulation patterns.” Such problems suggest
simply that domestic solar units may be the environmentally pre-
ferred technology for achieving deurbanization with a minimal loss
of energy economies of scale.

6. One observer who favors small-scale technology has suggested that the federal
government is biased to the contrary in response to the existing centralized energy
interests. See The Mother Earth News, No. 36, at 12-13 (Nov. 1975). Countering this
view of a cabal between government and the utility companies, it must be conceded
that, at least in the short run, continued utilization of the existing power distributien
grid is the least expensive course. Yet it does appear that the federal government
is leaning toward centralized rather than decentralized solar power. Among the
“specific solar energy technologies to be addressed or dealt with” under § 6(c) of the
Solar Energy Research, Development, and Demonstration Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C.
5555(c) (Supp. V 1975), are “‘solar heat as a source for industrial purposes,” “thermal
energy conversion for the generation of electricity,” and “photovoltaic and other di-
rect conversion processes.” Congress’ selection of areas for investigation suggests a
desire to improve the competitive position of centralized solar power vis-a-vis
domestic solar technology. Solar research projects funded by ERDA have also been
criticized as “ingenious high-technology ways to supply energy in a form and at a
scale inappropriate to most end-use needs.” Lovins, Energy Strategy: The Road Not
Taken?, 6 Not Man Apart, no. 20 at 3, 8 (Nov. 1976). In contrast to the federal trend,
the most generous state statute exempting solar energy devices from real property
taxes excludes “persons and firms . . . primarily engaged in the provision of gas or
electricity derived from fossil fuel extraction or conventional hydroelectric develop-
ment.” MONT. REV. CODES ANN, § 84-7406(2) (Supp. 1975). But ¢f. TEX. TAX-GEN.
ANN. art. 12.01, § (6) (Vernon Supp. 1976) (corporation may deduct from taxable capi-
tal the cost of a solar energy device amortized over sixty months).

The competition between centralized and domestic solar units should not be con-
fused with the problem of integrating solar development into the total energy pic-
ture. The legitimate fear that “utilities could be subjected to unacceptable peak
loads by large numbers of solar buildings that draw on them simultaneously only
during periods of bad weather,” Duffie & Beckman, Solar Heating and Cooling, 191
SCIENCE 143, 149 (1976), implies that widespread conversion to solar energy will
save operating costs but not capital costs for conventional centralized utilities, since
they must be maintained as an auxiliary power supply. See Feldman & Anderson,
Financial Incentives for the Adoption of Solar Energy Design: Peak-Load Pricing of
Back-Up Systems, 17 SOLAR ENERGY 339 (1975).

7. See J. HOLDREN & P. HERRERA, ENERGY: A CRIsiS IN POWER 115 (1971). In
the final analysis, however, the military vulnerability of a nation reliant upon central
energy plants may ultimately prove more persuasive than environmental arguments
at the federal level.
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The installation of solar hardware in buildings raises an entirely
different issue, one of aesthetics.® Ironically, environmental aware-
ness has given impetus to the notion that an unaesthetic structure
may amount to a nuisance. Thus far aesthetic nuisance has been
urged more enthusiastically by commentators than by litigants;
however, the aesthetic review boards to which the authority to
deny a building permit is delegated under some zoning ordinances
may prove a serious stumbling-block for the builder or renovator
wishing to install solar devices.® Fortunately, intensifying con-
sideration of the solar collector problem in architectural circles,1?
combined with the possible education of the review boards to the
practical necessities of solar installations, offers hope of an im-
proved reconciliation between thermal efficiency and aesthetic
conformity.!

Recognizing the desirability of exploiting solar energy, federal,
state, and, to a lesser extent, local legislative bodies have sought to
boost solar energy over the threshold of technical viability and to
induce the private sector to buy into a capital-intensive enterprise
destined to yield intermediate-term and long-term social benefits.
In the last few years, legislatures have considered or enacted a pot-
pourri of measures calling for government research and develop-
ment, subsidized research, demonstration projects, government
procurement, low-interest consumer loans, property tax exemp-

8. See Thomason & Thomason, Solar House/Heating and Cooling Program
Report, 15 SOLAR ENERGY 27, 35 (1973); Sheridan, Criteria for Justification of Solar
Energy System, 13 SOLAR ENERGY 425, 427-8 (1972).

9. See State of Missouri ex rel. Stoyanoff v. Berkeley, 458 S.W.2d 305 (Mo. 1970)
(upholding Architectural Board’s denial of a building permit on aesthetic grounds
based on ordinance whose purpose was preservation of property values).

10. Interview with Hillary Brown, architect, in New York City (Oct. 3, 1976); see
Pratt Show Relates Energy to Architectural Design, N.Y. Times, Mar. 19, 1976, at
21, col. 1.

11. If architects can overcome the notion that an exterior solar collector is per se
an excrescence, their only remaining problem will be placement of the apparatus.
Beyond the necessity of southern solar exposure, considerable flexibility is possible
in placing a collector for nearly optimum performance. Insolation data suggest that
compass orientation is a far more important engineering constraint than angle of ele-
vation for a solar collector. Experts are generally sanguine about the efficiency ef-
fects of integrating the collector into the building envelope at orientations diverging
from solar-normal at midwinter. See, e.g., Duffie & Beckman, supra note 6, at 143.
Furthermore, an angle approaching the horizontal reduces the threat of vandalism,
and reduces the probability that neighbors will be disturbed by reflective glare from
the collector covers. Collectors can also be located in the vertical south wall of a
building without loss of efficiency during the midwinter period of peak heating de-
mand.
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tions, and consumer protection in the area of solar energy de-
vices.'? Yet one more fundamental problem must be addressed
before a homeowner or builder can safely invest several thousand
dollars in a solar heating or hot water system. That problem is the
establishment of a legal right to sunlight.

The existence or creation of solar rights is largely a matter of
state and local law. However, there are areas in which federal
powers could be useful, for example, in manipulating cloud cover
and in enforcing the Clean Air Act.'® International law!4 might af-
fect the operation of a satellite solar power station.!® Subject to
such exceptions, access to sunlight is rooted in the property law
concepts of covenant, easement, nuisance, and zoning. The broad
scope of the police power and the local nature of solar energy
problems, such as unequal access to conventional energy sources
and differences in meteorologic conditions, suggest that reform of
state and local land use law, presently hostile to solar utilization, is
the preferred approach for the establishment of solar rights.

12. See, e.g., Solar Energy Research, Development, and Demonstration Act of
1974, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5551-5566 (Supp. V 1975); Solar Heating and Cooling Demonstra-
tion Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5501-5517 (Supp. V 1975); H.R. 8712, 93d Cong., 1st
Sess. (1975) (proposed Conservation and Solar Energy-Federal Building Act of 1975);
H.R. 10380, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. (1975) (proposed Solar Energy Equipment Loan
Act); IND. CODE ANN. §§ 6-1.1-12-26 to 28 (Burns Supp. 1976) (real property assess-
ment exemption).

13. 42 U.S.C. §§ 1857-18571 (1970). Air pollution severely attenuates insolation,
hampering solar utilization, particularly at higher latitudes, where sunlight must
travel futher through the atmosphere. Regarding the gravity of smog’s effect,
compare Barrett, Depletion of Short-wave Irradiance at the Ground by Particles
Suspended in the Atmosphere, 13 SOLAR ENERGY 327, 333-34 (1971) with V.
OLGYAY & A. OLGYAY, SOLAR CONTROL AND SHADING DEVICES 59 and Telkes,
Solar Stoves, in 3 TRANSACTIONS OF THE CONFERENCE ON THE USE OF SOLAR
ENERGY—THE SCIENTIFIC Basis 92 (1958). Air pollution, in the form of particulate
fallout, decreases the translucence of collector plate covers, imposing cleaning costs.
The technical prospects for solar energy utilization will benefit from a multiplier
effect, since the initial substitution of solar for fossil fuel will improve air quality,
thus increasing insolation and augmenting solar collector output.

14. See, e.g., Cheng, Problems of Space Law, 7 THE NEW SCIENTIST 1256 (1960).
Someday, nations may perceive that the recognition of solar rights under interna-
tional law would facilitate the establishment of a global solar energy network from
which many economic gains would ensue. International solar sharing would permit
tactful export of technology and environmental aspirations by developed countries,
with a quid pro quo in the form of diumal and seasonal leveling of insolation and
energy demand. )

15. A satellite solar power station would consist of an array of photovoltaic cells
to convert sunlight to electricity, plus a transmitting antenna to beam the power back
to Earth. Glaser, Satellite Solar Power Station, 12 SOLAR ENERGY 353 (1969).
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Most commentators agree that at present no right to laterally
incident solar energy accrues to the owner of real property in this
country.'® However, until recently, sunlight, as opposed to day-
light and other open space amenities, was at best an unarticulated
concern of the law, and legal institutions have not yet addressed
significant attention to the problems of direct solar energy utiliza-
tion. On the chance, then, that the negation of a right to sunlight
has not been definitively established, it is prudent to examine the
reasoning behind the general consensus.

I. ANCIENT LIGHTS
A. England

Those who find no right generally reason from the refusal of
American courts to adopt the English doctrine of ancient lights, by
which a negative easement for the passage of light and air may
arise by prescription. The following exposition is intended to show
that the rejection of ancient lights cannot correctly be understood
to preclude the assertion of sunlight rights for solar collectors.

For centuries, English common law has recognized a prescrip-
tive easement for light and air based on a period of uninterrupted
adverse user. An action on the case for nuisance would lie for
stopping light or air, but not for stopping view, “which is a matter
only of delight, and not of necessity.”'7 Similarly, the right estab-
lished by the application of the doctrine does not encompass
sunlight.1® Consistent with the notion that the right extends only

16. Eisenstadt & Utton, Solar Rights and Their Effect on Solar Heating and
Cooling, 16 NAT. RESOURCES J. 363 (1976); Kraemer, Solar Rights, 3 CoLO. Law.
665 (1974); Robbins, Law and Solar Energy Systems: Legal Impediments and In-
ducements to Solar Energy Systems, 18 SOLAR ENERGY 371 (1976); Thomas, Access
to Sunlight, in PROCEEDINGS OF THE WORKSHOP ON SOLAR ENERGY AND THE Law
7 (Am. Bar Foundation 1975); but cf. White, The Allocation of Sunlight: Solar
Rights and the Prior Appropriation Doctrine, 47 CoLo. L. REv. 421 (1976); but see
Moskowitz, Legal Access to Light: The Solar Energy Imperative, 9 NAT. RESOURCES
Law. 177 (1976).

17. Aldred’s Case, 77 Eng. Rep. 816, 821 (K.B. 1611) (per Wray, C.J.). Accord,
Knowles v. Richardson, 86 Eng. Rep. 727 (K.B. 1670); Attorney-General ex rel.
Gray’s Inn Society v. Doughty, 28 Eng. Rep. 290 (Ch. 1752) (the Lord Chancellor:
were “building so as to stop another’s prospect . . . a nuisance . . . there could be no
great towns; and I must grant injunctions to all the new buildings in this town”).

18. B. ANSTEY & M. CHAVASSE, THE RIGHT TO LiGHT 3 (1963). This conclusion
seems highly formal, considering that an ancient light benefiting a greenhouse begs
to be transmuted into an insolation right. However, the failure to expand the doc-
trine can be explained as follows:
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to human needs and not to luxuries, it has been held that
for the plaintiff to prevail, “there must be a substantial privation of
light,”1® such that the residual light is insufficient “for the ordinary
purposes of inhabitancy or business of the tenement according to
the ordinary notions of mankind.”2° Under this implicit nuisance
standard, the requisite residual illumination increases as general
standards of lighting rise.

Historically the right was established only if enjoyed from “time
out of mind,” or when “the memory of man runneth not to the
contrary,” determined by the cut-off date of 1189 CE.2! When the
passage of centuries had rendered such a burden of proof virtually
unbearable,?? statutes of limitation came to be applied. Under a
statute adopted in 1623,23 twenty years enjoyment of lights with
the acquiescence of the servient estate was held to raise a rebutta-
ble “presumption of a right by grant or otherwise.”2¢ Significantly,
the doctrine of ancient lights did not apply in London or York.2%

Current English practice regarding light, though possibly not air,
is governed by the 1832 Prescription Act,26 as amended by the
1959 Rights of Light Act.?? The 1832 Act overrode the London
custom and made the presumption of right conclusive unless the
user was by express written consent or agreement.?® The Prescrip-

A cynic or pessimist might remark that in England one would be unlikely to
acquire an easement to sunlight because it is irregular, infrequent and not of
much use anyway, but the true reason why an easement to sunlight is not ac-
cepted as valid is, more probably, a lack of certainty rather than a lack of mag-
nitude. It is probably not impossible that the courts might come round to the
acceptance of an easement to sunlight, but it is perhaps unlikely and it is quite
certain that at the present time no such right exists. . . .
Id.

19. Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores, Ltd., 73 Ch. 484, 489-90 (1904).

20. Id. at 498.

21. 46 Am. Dec. 579 (1847).

22. See, e.g., Bury v. Pope, 78 Eng. Rep. 373 (Ex. 1586) (“thirty or forty years”
insufficient).

23. 21 ]Jac.1, c. 16 (1623).

24. Yard v. Ford, 85 Eng. Rep. 922 (K.B. 1670) (dictum per Lord Mansfield).

25. Wystanley v. Lee, 36 Eng. Rep. 643, 645-6 (Ch. 1818) (custom of the City of
London certified by the recorder in 1757 negated ancient lights); Lynch v. Hill, 24
Del. Ch. 86, 94-95, 6 A.2d 614, 618 (1939).

26. 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71.

27. 7 & 8 Eliz. 2, c. 56.

28. [Wlhen the Access and Use of Light to and for any Dwelling House, Work-

shop, or other Building shall have been actually enjoyed therewith for the full

Period of Twenty Years without Interruption, the Right thereto shall be deemed

absolute and indefeasible, any local Usage or Custom to the contrary notwith-
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tion Act also made it clear that the affected area of the dominant
tenement must be improved—that is to say, the light must benefit
a structure, even if it be a greenhouse,?? while “there can be no
prescription for light and air over open ground.”3°

The 1959 Act, amending the Prescription Act, was chiefly re-
sponsive to two events: the blitzkrieg of World War 11, and the
actions of certain local planning authorities. Reasoning that the
blitz had conferred unfair advantages upon would-be dominant
tenements where the walls of the corresponding servient tenement
were destroyed, section 1 of the Rights of Light Act temporarily
extended the 20-year prescriptive period under the Prescription
Act to 27 years, effective through December 31, 1963. Secondly,
under section 12 of the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act,3!
“[s]Jome planning authorities refused applications for such de-
velopment” as “included erection of a screen to prevent the acqui-
sition of a light easement.”32 Since the right to erect a structure
blocking one’s neighbor’s light merely to toll the running of the
prescriptive period and prevent the consequent vesting of the
dominant right was thought a necessary concomitant to the doc-
trine of ancient lights, the 1959 Act, section 2, provided that after
January 11, 1963, the servient owner might register in the register
of local land charges a light obstruction notice, containing the di-
mensions and location of the fictitious wall, instead of crossing the
planning authorities by erection of a real opaque wall. Section 3 of
the Act spells out the consequences of the constructive obstruction.
If twenty years has not run, the light obstruction notice tolls the
prescriptive period, but if the right has vested, an action lies as if
the wall existed, and failure to bring such action or to prevail
therein can be treated as acquiescence in the obstruction for pur-
poses of snuffing out the right.

Upwards of two hundred cases annually came before the Lands

standing, unless it shall appear that the same was enjoyed by some Consent or
Agreement expressly made or given for that Purpose by Deed or Writing.
2 & 3 Will. 4, ¢. 71, § 3.

29. Clifford v. Holt, [1899] 1 Ch. 698 (1898).

30. Potts v. Smith, L.R. 6 Eq. 311, 318 (1868) (dictum; since enjoyment fell short
of twenty years, counsel for plaintiff relied entirely upon the contention that the
covenant of quiet enjoyment implied in a lease had been breached by obstruction of
light coming into a garden).

3l. 10 & 11 Geo. 6, c. 51, § 12.

32. Greene, Rights of Light, 109 SOLICITORS’ J. 768 (1965).
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Tribunal under section 2 of the 1959 Act.3® As a further conse-
quence of the Act, the cost of title searches may have been in-
creased considerably, for a cautious solicitor representing a client
purchasing a site for development now must search not only for
clouds on the title of the lot itself, but also for light obstruction
notices registered against potential dominant tenements.34

In 1967, when the Law Reform Committee surveyed the law of
easements and prescription, it found the procedure for registering
light obstruction notices “cumbersome,”® and voted 8 in favor of
recommending abolition of the right to acquire easements by pre-
scription to 6 in favor of recommending amendment of existing
law.38 “The Committee unanimously . . . recommend[ed] repealing
the Prescription Act 1832 and substituting a period of twelve years’
enjoyment (in gross, not limited to a period next before action
brought)3” as a means of acquiring an easement by prescription.”®
One apparent consequence of repeal would be to abolish the op-
tion the servient owner now has under the Prescription Act “to
secure the right to develop his property, unhampered by aper-
tures in dominant buildings, by granting written permission to the
dominant owner if the latter is prepared to enter into such an
agreement.”3? Legislation has not followed upon the recommenda-
tions. Thus, English law today allows prescriptive acquisition of a
light and air easement by twenty years’ user, and the would-be
servient estate has a right to raise an approved structure or register
a light obstruction notice during that period.

B. United States

During England’s uneven experience with ancient lights, many
United States courts considered adoption of the doctrine. In order
to secure a basic clothing of law, the original states enacted recep-
tion statutes, whereby the contemporary common law of England
was adopted as state common law. Reception statutes did not fore-

33. Id. at 769.

34. Id. at 770.

35. Wilkinson, Law Reform Committee: Fourteenth Report on Acquisition of
Easements and Profits by Prescription, 30 MoD. L. REv. 189, 191 (1967).

36. Id. at 189.

37. As required under the Prescription Act § 4.

38. Wilkinson, supra note 35, at 192.

39. Greene, supra note 32, at 770 (noting that “such agreements are usually paid
for by the dominant owner”).
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close arguments against adoption of the English rule on ancient
lights, however, and judicial acceptance of the doctrine varied
among the states. In Clawson v. Primrose,*°® the court, heeding the
reception statute, held that the English doctrine was the law in
Delaware.4! The plaintiff, arguing for application of the English
doctrine, insisted that “[l]ight and air are as much necessities here
as in an old country. . . . Besides there is less necessity for
economizing space. The general effect of the doctrine upon the
comfort and value of property is beneficial.”42 The defendant as-
serted the impossibility of adverse possession of an incorporeal
thing, and argued that “[a]cquiescence is attributed only to one
who can prevent [the act] by legal means,” whereas mere forbear-
ance to prevent the passage of light fell short of acquiescence.43 In
upholding the servitude, the court noted that

the early law of prescriptive title to an incorporeal right pro-
ceeded not upon the ground of laches or neglect upon the part
of the servient owner . . . but . . . upon the broader ground of
quieting . . . the enjoyment of a privilege or benefit appurten-
ant to land after it has been long acquiesced in without
obstruction.#4

Nevertheless, Clawson v. Primrose was overruled on policy
grounds sixty-six years later in Lynch v. Hill,45 leaving intact only
the fragment of the earlier holding construing the reception
statute, but emphatically limiting the received law to the common
law and excluding the 1623 Statute of Limitations.

Other states, however, unhesitatingly repudiated the doctrine
of ancient lights. Their approach is best illustrated in Parker v.
Foote,*® in which defendant’s counsel argued that the King’s Bench
didn’t follow the lower courts of England in sustaining an action on
the case for obstructing lights until after 1776, and that in any
event adverse possession of lights is conceptually absurd. The court
agreed that there could be no adverse user of lights, and as a
further rationale, derided the necessity of building a useless wall to

40. 4 Del. Ch. 643 (1873).

41. Contra, Cherry v. Stein, 11 Md. 1, 23 (1858) (quoting Smith v. White, a
Baltimore County case).

42. 4 Del. Ch. 643 at 646.

43. Id. at 648.

44. Id. at 670 note.

45. 24 Del. Ch. 86, 6 A.2d 614 (1939).

46. 19 Wend. 309 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1838).
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prevent prescription. But the court’s most telling argument was
premised on the undeveloped nature of America.

[Tlhe modern English doctrine on the subject of lights . . . can-
not be applied in the growing cities and villages of this country,
without working the most mischievous consequences. .
[T]hose portions of the common law of England which are hos-
tile to the spirit of our institutions or which are not adapted to
the existing state of things in this country, form no part of our
law.47

These three rationales—the policy of a developing country, the
impossibility of adverse user of lights, and the undesirability of un-
productive wall-building—have formed the basis for all subsequent
rejections of ancient lights.4®8 Careful examination of the three
rationales will demonstrate that solar energy rights should not
share the stigmata of ancient lights, and that sunlight easements
deserve legal treatment distinct from light and air.

1. Spite Fence Liability. The English experience, inasmuch as
the prescriptive period has gradually shortened, does not reflect
disenchantment with prescriptive acquisition of light and air rights
as much as distress at inequities perpetrated by its application.
Perhaps the most ticklish problem is the fact that “under the En-
glish rule . . . [the quasi-servient owner’s] only remedy is the
seemingly ill-natured one of rendering the window of his neighbor
useless, by building a wall or other obstruction for that purpose
alone, if at the time he has no wish to build a house on his own
property.”4? But the vitality of the objection is dimished somewhat
by the provision for the owner of the servient tenement to thwart
the claim of acquiescence by giving explicit permission to the
owner of the dominant tenement under the Prescription Act, and
by the provision for creating a fictitious wall to toll the running of
the statute under the Rights of Light Act.

What troubled American courts, aside from the unproductive na-
ture of a wall or fence erected solely to stop lights, was the fact
that “spite fences” of any substantial height were nuisances in

47. Id. at 318.

48. For cases, see 19 C.]J. Easements § 84 (1920); 28 C.].S. Easements § 19 (1941).
In many of the cases, the rejection of ancient lights in mere dictum, the asserted
open space rights being view, access, aesthetics, privacy and visibility rather than
light and air.

49. Cherry v. Stein, 11 Md. 1, 22 (1858).
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many jurisdictions, either by common law3® or by statute.51 The
particular statutory defenses, depending on drafting, may or may
not have precluded the erection of a wall for the “purpose” of
tolling the prescriptive period for ancient lights.52 And unless it
was thought that one purpose of the doctrine of ancient lights was
to discourage speculation in unimproved or underdeveloped proper-
ties, then there was a need for a convenient means by which the
quasi-servient owner could prevent the right associated with the
lights servitude from vesting. The absence of the above-mentioned
English devices, combined with possible liability for spite fences,
made it virtually impossible for ancient lights to gain acceptance in
this country.

2. No Adverse Use of Lights. It is more difficult to resolve the
fundamental rift between English and American courts over the
possibility of adverse user of light. It has been remarked that
“[t]here is no principle in all law which the moderns, in spite of its
beneficial character, have been so loath to adopt and to carry to its
legitimate consequences as that which was known to the Romans as
Usucapion, and which has descended to modern jurisprudence
under the name of Prescription.”® The practice of establishing
rights by prescription is effectively throttled when courts, despite
the modern realities of dense land use and accessible recordation of

50. E.g., Hornsby v. Smith, 191 Ga. 491, 13 S.E.2d 20 (1941); Hibbard v. Halli-
day, 58 Okla. 244, 158 P. 1158 (1916). For an example of the high pitch of moral
indignation to which a spite fence can send a court, see Burke v. Smith, 69 Mich.
380, 389, 37 N.W. 838, 842 (1888):

What right has the defendant, in the light of the just and beneficent principles of

equity, to shut out God’s free air and sunlight from the windows of his neighbor,

not for any benefit or advantage to himself, or profit to his land, but simply to
gratify his own wicked malice against his neighbor? None whatever.

The right to breathe the air, and to enjoy the sunshine, is a natural one; and
no man can pollute the atmosphere, or shut out the light of heaven, for no better
reason than that the situation of his property is such that he is given the op-
portunity of so doing, and wishes to gratify his spite and malice toward his
neighbor.

51. N.Y. REAL PROP. ACcTS. Law § 843 (McKinney 1963); Rideout v. Knox, 148
Mass. 368, 19 N.E. 390 (1889) (construing Statutes of 1887, ch. 348). But cf. Cohen v.
Perrino, 355 Pa. 455, 50 A.2d 348 (1947) (permitting the maintenance of a purely
malicious wall, ignoring an apparent conflict with the 1939 Pennsylvania spite fence
statute, PA. STAT. ANN. tit. 53, § 15171 (Purden 1957)). See Pauline, Constitu-
tionality of the Pennsylvania Spite Fence Statute, 75 Dick. L. REv. 281 (1971).

52. Compare New York (good faith improvement) with Massachusetts (absence of
malice).

53. H. MAINE, ANCIENT Law 275 (10th ed. 1970).
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encumbrances, continue to require that use be open, notorious,
continuous, uninterrupted, adverse, and under claim of right.
Since these adjectives in sum are little more than an elaborate ju-
dicial gloss on constructive notice, actual notice of use, such as is
afforded in most instances by erection of a solar device, should also
suffice.3 Elusive constructive notice requirements reflect a bias
against shifting entitlements through prescription. Actual notice
and the emerging public policy favoring solar energy use amply
support the equitable determination of laches sought by lights
claimants against the dormant development rights of neighboring
estates.

The key obstacle to prescription with regard to insolation lies in
the fact that adverse user cannot arise unless the quasi-servient
owner has resort to a legal, as opposed to physical, remedy against
the enjoyment of the ripening servitude during the prescriptive
period. The Restatement of the Law of Property explains that the
requirement of wrongfulness ensures that “a person against whom
the use is claimed to be adverse has the opportunity to protect
himself by vindicating his rights through legal proceedings.”s It
has been said that “[t]he doctrine [of ancient lights] appears to
have arisen out of the misapplication in England of the principle,
by which rights and easements are acquired by the adverse claim
and enjoyment of them for twenty years, to a case in which no
adverse or injurious claim was either made or enjoyed,”>¢ and that
“in the nature of things there can be no adverse user of light or air,
for the actual enjoyment of these elements by a property owner is
upon his own land only, and involves no encroachment upon his
neighbor’s land; . . . the owner of the adjoining land, therefore,
having submitted to no encroachment upon his own rights, cannot
be presumed to have assented to any such encroachment.”3? But,
on the other hand, perhaps English jurists deliberately dropped
the requirement of wrongfulness, since prescription is more fa-
vored in their law than in ours.

American courts tend to follow their gut feeling that prescription
destroys a right of the servient estate and creates a correlative right

54. See PROCEEDINGS OF THE WORKSHOP ON SOLAR ENERGY AND THE Law 9
(Am. Bar Foundation 1975).

55. RESTATEMENT OF PROPERTY, § 458, Comment f (1944).

56. Pierre v. Fernald, 26 Me. 436, 441 (1847).

57. 19 C.J. Easements § 84 (1920).
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in the dominant estate.5® The Restatement steers a more neutral
course, recognizing that the “[p]rincipal objectives of the law in
. . prescription are the protection of long-established positions
and a relatively prompt termination of controversies,”®® in order to
protect valid claims against continued impairment in value or loss
through dissipation of evidence proving the invalidity of adverse
claims. “The effect may be, and often is, to destroy a valid claim
and to make valid one previously invalid.”6® In this view, the be-
nefit of protecting an ongoing use is believed to exceed the cost of
sometimes indulging an unwarranted presumption in favor of the
prescription claimant. It should not be necessary, in order to find
an easement by prescription in a particular case, to determine that
the value of the benefit is greater than the cost of the burden, for
the parties are free to undo the decree through contract. Nor it is
obvious that justice is disserved by prescriptive entrenchment of a
passive use of neighboring property. As the minority of the Law
Reform Committee which favored prescriptive easements argued,

[plrescription involves open enjoyment, it is not ‘easement steal-
ing.” The dominant owner may believe that he has an easement
already and may have paid an enhanced price for the land be-
cause of his belief. If ‘a status quo of long standing ought to be
given legal recognition, prescription has not outlived its useful-
ness.” An easement, apparently based on prescription, may in
fact have had a legal grant, now lost, at the root.5!

Significantly, the negative easement most vital for direct solar
energy utilization, abstinence from roof-shadowing activities, will
often impose a smaller burden upon the servient estate than would
an easement encompassing lights to the ground floor. The sun-
light-shadow dichotomy, while injecting diurnal and seasonal com-
plications, renders sunlight easements more susceptible to precise
definition than ancient lights. Considering such possibilities, ad-
verse user is perhaps too strong a statement of the character of the
unilateral action equitably requisite to the acquisition of a prescrip-
tive easement for sunlight.

3. Development Policy. The nineteenth century American reso-
lution of lights disputes, with the exception of spite fence liability

58. See Aldridge, Prescriptive Easements in North Carolina, 45 N.C. L. REv. 284,
294 (1966).

59. RESTATEMENT OF PROPERTY, §§ 457-65, Introductory Note (1944).

60. Id.

61. Wilkinson, supra note 35, at 192.
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in some jurisdictions, usually favored the later developer’s rights,
upon the assumption that so doing would tend to further “[t]he
policy of the law . . . to encourage the most advantageous use of
land.”62 Echoing the sentiments of Parker v. Foote, Maryland’s
highest court, in Cherry v. Stein,®® declined to “consider as appli-
cable to the cities and villages in this State such a right to lights,
by twenty years user of them, as in some of the American cases has
been called the ‘modern English doctrine.” To adopt it would
greatly interfere with, and impede, the rapid changes and im-
provements which are here constantly going on.”8* A Pennsylvania
decision asked rhetorically: “[H]ow can we define an easement for
light and air by implication, without arresting all change in the
style of buildings, all enlargements of a man’s house according to
the demands of a growing or improving family?’®5 In rejecting an-
cient lights, a Texas court theorized that “[t]he consequence of the
admission of the right claimed by the plaintif would be that the
occupants of low and inferior houses, such as are usually the first
erected in new towns, at the end of a few [sic] years, would ac-
quire rights without any act of adverse possession, which might
render useless and waste the most valuable lots for business pur-
poses or residences in our growing towns and cities. A doctrine
fraught with such consequences cannot be the common law of this
country.” 66

In the same era, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania echoed the
sentiment that law ought to support an ethic which has been la-
belled the “frontier desire to improve newly-cleared land to the
fullest.”8” The sentiments, though expressed in the different con-
text of an action for damages for the fouling of a riparian farmer’s
water by upstream mine pumpings, demonstrate the unrestrained
attitude -of the courts favoring free competition:

[E]very man is entitled to the ordinary and natural use and en-
joyment of his property; he may cut down the forest trees,
clear and cultivate his land, although in so doing he may dry up
the sources of his neighbor’s springs, or remove the natural bar-
riers against wind and storm . . . every man has the right to the

62. Knabe v. Levelle, 23 N.Y.S. 818, 824 (Sup. Ct. 1892).

63. 11 Md. 1(1858).

64. Id. at 21.

65. Haverstick v. Sipe, 33 Pa. 368, 371 (1859).

66. Klein v. Gehring, 78 Am. Dec. 565, 569-70 (Tex. 1860).

67. Note, Development Rights Transfer in New York City, 82 YALE L.J. 338, 340
(1972).
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natural use and enjoyment of his own property, and if whilst
lawfully in such use and enjoyment, without negligence or
malice on his part, an unavoidable loss occurs to his neighbor, it
is damnum absque injuria, for the rightful use of one’s own land
may cause damage to another, without any legal wrong.®8

Thus in the age of beggar thy neighbor laissez faire develop-
ment, the courts provided appropriate support for maximization of
earth resources extraction and economically valuable construction,
completely embracing “freedom to” rights at the expense of cor-
responding “freedom from” rights. It hardly needs stating that the
attitudes underlying such decisions are undergoing profound
changes in a densely settled world of four billion people marked by
a deepening awareness of the interrelatedness of entities within the
ecosystem and broadening notions of “rights.”

In sum, it can be said that the three rationales for rejecting the
ancient lights doctrine are surmountable, questionable, and out-
dated. Erection of useless spite fences can be avoided by introduc-
ing, in modified form, the English system of phantom barriers. In
order to preserve an equitable balance of rights, however, the size
and location of the hypothetical structure set forth in the light ob-
struction notice ought to be limited to the currently anticipated
development of the estate registering the notice. Adverse use is a
close question and a knotty one, and its resolution is largely a
philosophical matter. However, the American view, which requires
tortious use for prescription, is influenced by a dubious preference
for dormant ownership over socially beneficial use. Finally, the
policy-based objection to ancient lights cannot be maintained
against the economic and ecological desirability of solar energy de-
velopment. Ample building lot sizes and abundant fossil fuels, con-
ditions which supported the rule against prescriptive acquisition of
light and air rights, are rapidly fading into history.

68. Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Sanderson, 113 Pa. 126, 145-46, 6 A. 453, 456-57
(1886). Cf. Levy v. Samuel, 4 Misc. 48, 49, 23 N.Y.S. 825, 826 (Sup. Ct. 1893):
It will not do for a man to build to the extreme end of his lot, and then complain
because his rear neighbor, in exercising the same privilege, has cut off the light,
air or prospect he formerly enjoyed. He should not rely upon the generosity of
his neighbor, and must depend upon himself, by reserving space enough on his
own land for all his requirements,—light, air, and vision included. These ele-
ments form valuable easements, to be acquired only by grant or prescription,
neither feature forming any part of this controversy.
There is no clear finding as to whether the erection of the wall at issue was purely
malicious or motivated at least in part by defendant’s desire for privacy.
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More than a simple reassessment of the American rejection of
the ancient lights doctrine is needed. The scope of ancient lights
would have to be expanded to include direct insolation.®® But even
then, further modifications would be necessary to provide prompt
protection for investments in solar collectors prior to the running
of the statutory period for prescription. One writer has sug-
gested that installation of a collector could raise a presumption that
/it had been in place for the prescriptive period.? This rather dras-
tic fiction would allow the insolation right to vest immediately
upon construction. Another scheme, more in accord with economic
efficiency, would be to provide for a compulsory public auction of
the insolation easement after filing of a notice of intent to set up a
solar energy device. The right would then be retained by the sub-
jacent landowner, or transferred to the solar user or a third party,
depending upon its highest value in competing economic uses.
Whatever the solution, the remedial system ought to fill the gaps
left by the waiting period for prescription and the difficult scienter

69. Here it is assumed that a solar easement is different from the ancient lights
right. See White, supra note 16, at 430-31. Whether courts will treat solar easements
as light and air easements will depend in part on the desirability of using a known
body of case law, and on policy considerations of property and energy law. The
resolution might also be influenced by the inference drawn from the relationship of
solar energy to light on the electromagnetic spectrum. Visibile light is a subset of the
solar energy band, which also includes ultraviolet and infrared electromagnetic
wavelengths. Standing alone, this fact would seem to imply that a rule of law which
applies to solar energy applies a fortiori to light, but not vice versa. However, Eisen-
stadt and Utton, supra note 16, point out that it is probably technically impossible to
construct a filter which will block infrared or ultraviolet waves but not visible light.
They apply to the servient estate the principle that if it is impossible to act so as to
exercise a privilege within its proper confines, then the privilege vanishes. The light
right of the dominant estate must then expand to fill the perceived void. In more
precise Hohfeldian terms, when the servient estate’s privilege of cutting off infrared
and ultraviolet wavelengths cannot be exercised without violating the right of the
dominant estate to receive visible wavelengths, the privilege disappears, the correla-
tive no-right of the dominlant estate likewise disappears, and the right of the domin-
ant estate accordingly expands to encompass the receipt of infrared and ultraviolet as
well as visible wavelengths, while the correlative duty of the servient estate not to
block visible light expands to include the other wavelengths. Cf. William Shakes-
peare, The Merchant of Venice, act IV, scene i (1596) (Portia, J.). With a dash of
pro-solar policy thrown in, Eisenstadt and Utton conclude that an unobstructed light
easement “includes or implies” a solar energy easement. Eisenstadt & Utton, supra
note 16, at 374. It can be inferred from this analysis that any remedy for invasion of
an easement for unobstructed light will be equally efficacious for protecting an in-
solation easement. However, it is unclear whether courts will treat insolation ease-
ments as generously or as stingily as air and light easements.

70. ®-hbins, supra note 16, at 374.
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standard for spite fence liability, without diminishing the neigh-
bor’s development rights to a constitutionally impermissible de-
gree. The considerable retooling required to convert ancient lights
into an effective source of insolation rights suggests that the En-
glish doctrine is not a very useful model for legislation in the solar
energy age.”!

II. EASEMENTS

A. Granted or Implied

Another alternative is for an owner intending to install solar
energy collectors on the wall or roof of a building to purchase
easements for sunlight from the appropriate neighbor(s). The con-
ceptual difficulty of equating insolation to light and air does not
arise, since the parties are free to define the easement in terms of
its purpose. For instance, direct sunlight almost certainly would
fall within the ambit of the California statute defining permissible
subjects of easements, which include “[t]he right of receiving air,
light, or heat . . . over . . . land.”7? Nonetheless, insolation ease-
ments obtained by contract bear several legal and economic bur-
dens—initial expense, liability to taxation, and uncertain treatment
under property law—which portend potential difficulties.

Absent stringent building height restrictions, the price de-
manded for an easement of access to insolation could be prohibi-
tive, approaching the price for the fee simple where the servient
estate is substantially underdeveloped with respect to the applica-
ble zoning ordinance. In practice, light rights over adjoining prop-
erties are rarely purchased, although several such transactions have
occurred in New York City’s financial district, where rents are
markedly higher on the upper floors.”

At present, there is no statutory authorization for government to
share the potentially burdensome expense of a solar easement.
Loans under the proposed federal Solar Energy Equipment Loan
Act™ would be authorized for plans, materials and labor but not for

71. See White, supra note 16, at 430.

72. CaL. C1v. CoDE § 801 (West 1954), which in relevant part reads as follows:
“The following land burdens, or servitudes upon land, may be attached to the other
land as incidents or appurtenances, and are then called easements: . . . . 8. The right of
receiving air, light, or heat from or over, or discharging the same upon or over land.”

73. G. FORD, BUILDING HEIGHT, BULK, AND FORM 91 (1931).

74. H.R. 10380, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. (1975), which would create a Solar Energy
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the cost of purchasing solar easements, a serious but understand-
able limitation on the practical efficacy of the Act.?> It has been
suggested that model solar energy legislation should delegate to
municipalities the power to condemn for such “skyspace” as a pri-
vate solar collector might require.’® However, existing statutory
authorization for state purchase of open space easements as a
means of preserving public amenities pursuant to the public trust
doctrine does not extend to the purchase of negative easements for
public, much less private, solar energy projects.

A further problem is the possibility that a solar easement, being
akin to a development rights transfer, might be a taxable compo-
nent of the assessed value of real property.”” Such an argument
finds support in Ladd v. City of Boston,”® which held that when
the city condemned several properties among a group subject to a
mutual covenant containing horizontal and vertical building restric-
tions, a party thereto was due compensation for the taking of the
“right to have land not built upon for the benefit of the light, air,
etc. of neighboring land.”?®

Also discouraging to solar easement acquisition is the possibility

Loan Administration, modeled after the Rural Electrification Administration, to pro-
vide 2% interest, 25-year loans applicable to all costs involved in domestic solar
hardware installation. The system would have to be simple, appropriate, effective, and
reasonably priced, and the equipment would have to satisfy performance criteria de-
veloped by the Department of Housing and Urban Development under the Solar
Heating and Cooling Demonstration Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5501-5517 (Supp. V
1975). The coverage initially would be restricted to mobile homes and detached
single-family houses, but could be expanded by the Administrator.

75. Loans under section 5 of the Solar Energy Equipment Loan Act would cover
“all expenditures related to the purchase and installation of solar hardware including
the costs of engineering or architectural planning.” H.R. 10380, 94th Cong., 1st Sess.
§ 5 (1975). Cf. Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 § 20,(a)(2) 49 U.S.C.
§ 1720(a)(2) (1970), which provides for the purchase of air space easements in addi-
tion to land among ‘“allowable project costs;” N.Y. GEN. MUN. Law § 555 (McKinney
1974):

Real property or any interest therein, including but not limited to air rights, and

easements or other rights of user necessary for the use and development or such

air rights, to be developed as air rights sites for the elimination of the blighting
influences over an area or areas consisting principally of land in streets, alleys,
highways and . . . [areas] . . . necessary for or incidental to any urban renewal
program . . . may be acquired by an [urban renewal] agency by . . . purchase,

condemnation or otherwise . . . .

76. See Rose, The Transfer of Development Rights: Preview of an Evolving
Concept, 3 REAL ESTATE J. 330 (1975).

77. Eisenstadt & Utton, supra note 16, at 376.

78. 151 Mass. 585, 24 N.E. 858 (1890) (per Holmes, J.).

79. Id. at 588, 24 N.E. at 859.
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that unless courts or legislatures adopt a special rule for such
easements, an expressly granted easement burdening a non-ad-
joining servient tenement might not run with the land, being held
an easement in gross rather than appurtenant, in jurisdictions
where the touching requirement is strictly applied.8® Similarly, the
reluctance of courts to imply a grant of a light and air easement
over a vacant lot upon the severance therefrom of the dominant
estate might carry over to solar easements,8! as might the prece-
dent for narrow construction of a reservation of an easement for
light and air .82

However, of some comfort, particularly to people whose abodes
abut on the north sides of streets, is the law’s recognition of an
implied “easement of light and air in the street in favor of the
abutting owner.”® The leading case, Wall v. Eisenstadt,® held
that “[t]his right to light and air is not restricted to the space im-
mediately in front of the abutter’s property but extends on either
side a reasonable distance, to prevent the obstruction of the access
of light and air to the abutter’s property.”® The court granted an
injunction prohibiting the construction of a garage extension be-

80. Compare Shia v. Pendergrass, 222 S.C. 342, 351, 72 S.E.2d 699, 703 (1952)
(“the absence of a terminus [of the claimed right of way] on his property is fatal to his
claim of an appurtenant easement”) with Anania v. Serenta, 275 Pa. 474, 476, 119 A.
554, 555 (1923) (“The right to convey water from a distant source may be appurten-
ant to land separated from the source of supply”).

81. Compare White v. Bradley, 66 Me. 254, 263-64 (1876) (dictum) (test is
whether light and air easement is “necessary for the reasonable enjoyment” of the
house, rather than “mere convenience”) with Keats v. Hugo, 115 Mass. 204 (1874)
(overruling Story v. Odin, 12 Mass. 157 (1815)) (a conveyance of a tenement with
windows overlooking a vacant lot owned by the grantor creates no easement therein
for light and air as against a subsequent purchaser).

82. See Hagerty v. Lee, 45 N.J. Eq. 1, 15 A. 399 (1889), in which the deed from
plaintiff to defendant’s predecessor in title contained these words: “Reserving the
right to the free use of the light and air over the tract above described in case he
should build on the common line between the parties, and the right to put windows
in said building overlooking the tract above described.” Id. at 2, 15 A. at 399. The
chancellor nevertheless dissolved an injunction against construction which would
shut off two windows completely and two partially, holding that “the easement ex-
tends at least to a sufficiency of light and air from the defendant’s premises, although
the right of the complainant, under the reservation, to maintain an unlimited and
unnecessary number of windows may be doubted, or at all events unsettled.” Id. at
4, 15 A. at 400.

83. Wall v. Eisenstadt, 51 R.1. 339, 341, 154 A. 651, 652 (1931); see also Klaber v.
Lakenan, 64 F.2d 86 (8th Cir. 1933) (dictum) (right to be viewed); Coy v. City of
Tulsa, 2 F. Supp. 411 (N.D. Okla. 1933) (dictum) (view and access).

84. 51 R.I. 339, 154 A. 651 (1931).

85. Id. at 341, 154 A. at 652.
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yond the street line despite the town’s willingness to grant a build-
ing permit, and went on to note that “the proposed addition would
not only cast a shadow upon complainants’ land but would materi-
ally interfere with the complainants’ right to light, air and view.”86
Another case, Western Newspaper Union v. City of Des Moines,®"
mandated consideration of the obstruction of light and air “essential
to the prosecution of a business” in a condemnation proceeding to
determine the damages done to a printer’s leasehold by the con-
struction of a viaduct in the street.88

B. Energy Resource Easements

In view of the lukewarm American reception of light and air
easements, it might be possible to improve the advocate’s argu-
ment by emphasizing that solar easements involve an energy re-
source. Easements of access to power sources are often treated
more favorably than easements generally, though not always as
favorably as easements of necessity. An energy resource analogy for
insolation easements is a novel approach, but it cannot be consid-
ered farfetched in view of the developing realization of a need for a
unified approach to energy development and the laws that struc-
ture that development.

Under the energy resource theory, the closest analogy to the
solar collector is the windmill, concerning which the cases arise in
England. In Webb v. Bird,?® a schoolhouse was constructed 25
yards from plaintiff’s windmill after three decades’” user. It was ar-
gued that since an action would lie for stoppage of wholesome air,
a fortiori the law should protect a prescriptive easement for wind
used in industry.®® The court held that the servitude could not be
established under common law because its enjoyment had com-
menced within living memory, and it could not be established
under section 2 of the Prescription Act because that section can
only apply to an “easement . . . to be enjoyed or derived upon, or
from any land or water.”®! Noting that wind cannot be obstructed
as conveniently as can light, the court discerned a legislative intent
to treat “the uninterrupted passage of wind and air” differently

86. Id. at 342, 154 A. at 652.

87. 157 Iowa 685, 140 N.W. 367 (1913).
88. Id. at 694, 140 N.W. at 370.

89. 142 Eng. Rep. 455 (C.P. 1861).

90. Id. at 458.

9. 2&3Will. 4,¢.71§ 2
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from “the passage of light,” despite the “very close analogy” be-
tween these two types of easement.®? In Goodman and Gore's
Case,® an assize for erecting houses per quod ventus impeditur,
the court directed a verdict for the defendant. However, the deci-
sion may have rested on a technical error in the complaint or the
miller’s failure to include his wife, a joint tenant under the deed,
as a party plaintiff. A report of a rare case upholding the right to
receive wind to a windmill is, owing to its brevity, hardly more
illuminating than the decisions contra: “Winch said, that it was ad-
judged in this Court, that where one erected a house so high in
Finsbury Fields by the wind mills that the wind was stopped from
them, that it was adjudged in the case that the house shall be
broken down.”%4

Whatever the rule is in England, the Restatement of the Law of
Property evidently found authority in American law for applying to
wind and light alike the rule that “a negative easement . . . cannot
be created by prescription.”®® Regarding the wrongfulness which is
a requisite component of adverse user, the Restatement gave the
following illustration: “A windmill on the land of A is run by cur-
rents of air which reach A’s land from the land of B, his neighbor.
The running of A’s mill depends upon the free flow of currents of
air over B’s land. In the running of his mill A is using B’s land. His
use is, however, neither wrongful as to B nor capable of being
made wrongful by him. A’s use is not adverse.” Unfortunately,
such a rigidly conceptual approach ignores the beneficial purpose
of the easement.

American courts have adopted a contrasting position regarding
water-driven mills. The grant of a mill implies the right to use the
watercourse to and the raceway from the mill,®7 although identical
rights cannot be retained by implied reservation.®® The extent of
the easement is such that an action in trespass will not lie against
an easement holder engaged in dredging the raceway from an an-
cient mill.®® Similarly, a fairly consistent line of English decisions

92. 142 Eng. Rep. at 461.

93. 78 Eng. Rep. 115 (K.B. 1613).

94. 124 Eng. Rep. 3 (C.P. 1716).

95. RESTATEMENT OF PROPERTY § 458, Comment e (1944); but see Levy v.
Samuel, 4 Misc. 48, 23 N.Y.S. 825 (Sup. Ct. 1893), quoted at note 89, supra.

96. RESTATEMENT OF PROPERTY § 458, illustration 5 (1944).

97. Richardson v. Bigelow, 81 Mass. 154 (1860).

98. Burr v. Mills, 21 Wend. 290 (N.Y. 1839).

99. Prescott v. White, 38 Mass. 341 (1838).
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hold that an action on the case will lie for diversion of a water-
course from a mill.1%® The varying treatment given to wind and
water power easements in the English and American cases makes
them an uncertain source for the synthesis of any support for spe-
cial treatment of insolation easements on the basis of an energy
resource theory.

However, the modern law of land use relating to public utilities
might be applied to insolation easements to command appreciation
for their importance. A New York statute pertaining to “easements of
necessity” establishes that “[tlhe owner of any lot . . . may, when
necessary to the enjoyment of the lot . . . and when the same is
not bounded by a public road, lay, beneath the roads or streets
indicated and shown upon [a subdivision] map or described in [a]
conveyance as giving access to or egress from any public road to
such property . . . , wires and conduits for the purpose of supply-
ing the said property with electric light and telephone source.”19!
The statute renders inapplicable to public utilities the strict neces-
sity test for easements of access, but it effects no significant redis-
tribution of entitlements, for the excavation must be carefully re-
filled and the fee owner or easement holder compensated for actual
damage. Though the statute demonstrates legislative recognition of
the special necessity surrounding public utilities, it scarcely sup-
ports an argument for the lasting imposition required by an insola-
tion easement.

Similarly reflecting the perceived necessity of certain services, it
has been said that where the local zoning ordinance fails to provide
space for public utilities, the state will do so by statute or judicial
decision, thus “lessening the power of individual communities to
enact zoning ordinances which reflect the local desires and plans
for community development.”192 However, the obligation to pro-
vide public utility easements in the zoning scheme under such a
theory extends only to utilities which are perceived as necessary
for the public welfare, and does not mandate solar energy ease-
ments as a choice among present alternatives.

It is apparent that easements for insolation, whether asserted
under a theory of prescription, grant, implication, or necessity, af-
ford little hope for extensive use of solar energy devices in decen-

100. See 15 VINER'S ABRIDGEMENT Mill (2d ed. 1793).

101. N.Y. REAL PrOP. LAaw, § 335-a (McKinney 1968).

102. Twichell, Zoning and the Exploding Public Utility, 13 SYR. L. REv. 581, 588
(1962).
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tralized units. Since easements for insolation are unlikely to be im-
plied in any context, they will normally arise only by individual
purchase. The substantial cost of such easements will make the use
of solar energy prohibitively expensive in many cases. Unfortu-
nately, the law of easements of access to energy sources is not
adequately developed for effective application to solar energy pur-
poses. Nevertheless, the easement concept should not be disre-
garded in considering insolation rights, for it provides relative cer-
tainty and permanence that may not be found in other areas of
legal protection.

III. NUISANCE

The prospects for achieving insolation rights under nuisance doc-
trine are not good at present, but ought to improve when applied
solar technology becomes commonplace. On the positive side, it
has been remarked that the

very danger of the law of nuisance—the difficulty of a court ar-
riving at a general test for the “reasonable use” of land— . . .
lends flexibility to the private nuisance action and leaves open to
a court the possibility of adopting and testing new value systems
in its decision-making process.103

Although the writer was evaluating the prospects for aesthetic
nuisance actions, the point is equally applicable to the ease with
which the courts could incorporate an awareness of the social value of
solar energy development into nuisance decisions. Elsewhere, it has
been asserted that “the proper tagging of an externality should
change as normal conditions change. Automobiles when they first
appeared were nuisances to horse travel; as cars began to swamp
horse-drawn vehicles in number, horses were properly perceived
as the nuisance.”'® Since it takes two incompatible land uses to
generate a nuisance claim, the equitable balance of rights as be-
tween them, or the verdict based upon the reasonableness test,
ought to shift as technology evolves and the priorities of society
change. There is certainly more play in the reasonableness stan-
dard of nuisance law than in the necessity standard of the law of
easements by implic