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| "Nothing can be clearer, than the power of the Court to prohibit the obstruction of water-

| oourees,'the diversion of'stroame from.mills, the backnflowage upon them, and injuries of

| Lamborn'vs. Covington Co., 2 Md., Ch. 409. So, in this State riparian owners have a common
| righf to the enjoyment of astream4 and no one has the right to obstruct, dimihish or ac-

| oelerate "the 1mpelling force of a stream of running water." Baltlmore vs..Appold, 42 Mﬁ.

- ng rlparlan proprietor cannot make use of the water for purposes not connected with his own
land, as by supplying 1t for consumption to other persons not liV1ng'thereon.ﬂ 'Tiffany on
Real Property, vol. l, 661. The Court of Appeals aooepted thls statement ag "a sound state-
mont of the law" and expressly declared that no riparian owner can legally direct the water
of a stream to nonriparian land or grant to another the permission to do so.

So positive is this prohibition against diversion of a etream.for nonriparian purposes
that, even though a lower riparian owner nakes no objection while a water company is con-
gtructing costly works to effect the diversion, the owner is not prevented from.complaining
of the diversionby estoppel. Paterson vs; Bast Jereey Wwater Co., 77 N. J. Eq. 588, 78.A.
,1134; But in the case before us, the oomplalnants did make objection before the abstraotlon
commenced More than two years ago, they applied for an injunotion when they heard that the
defendant was laying a pipe line to abstract the water that came from.the springs, Never-
theless, the defendant oontlnued its projeot and diverted the‘water into its reservoir. The
 abstraction without the oonsent of the oomplainants*was an invasion of their rights. In a

Georgia case brought byolower riparian owners, the Court stated: "The defendants show*no

' that it was unlawful for them so to do. They were chargeableby'laﬁ'withknotice of the
 superior rights of lower riparian owners of land on this stream. They'kneW'that the diver*',
sion of a substantial portion of the'water of this etreamrfromtthe land of the plaintlffs
was unlawful and a treepaes. McNabb ve. Houser, 171 Ga. 744, 156 S BE. 595, 74 A, L. R.
51122. ' -

In the case now'before us the complainants testified that they'had:failed to rebulld
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' the dam because the diver31oneof'water into the Middletown reservoir had made Iattle Catootin
Creek dwindle to such an extent that to restore the dam.and attempt to operate the mill under

present conditions would be useless. ThiS'explanatlon has been reoelved by the defendant with

doubt; but regardless of the defendanti’'s doubt, the fact remains that if there is an in-

igunctive right at the time of an original decree the injunetive right continues to exlst
'although the defendant has taken action at his own risk inﬁviolation of the rights of the
ioomplaining parties. In a recent case, where confidential trade secrets had been disclosed
to}a manufaoturer, the manufacturer was held not entitled to dissolution of the injunetion

which restrained it fromtthe'use of the trade secrets on the ground that it was a member of

lthe public to whom.a disclosure was made in subsequent patents, because a dissolution'would

*permlt the manufacturer to proflt DY'ltS own wrong. Shellmar Products Go. vs..Allen-Qpalley
Co., 87 Fed. 2d 104. '

In an Opinion of the Court of Appeals; Chief Judge Boyd stated: "Of course there oan
‘be no‘doubtabout the general doctrine that after a Court of Equity has acquired juris—
dietion over the parties in an applioation for an injunction they can not ordinarily deprive
it of jurisdiction bydoing, what'was sought to be enjoined, before'the Court acts, and that
it may in proper cases require restoration or compensation." KXonig vs. Bgltimore, 128 Md.

472, Tor instance, in a suit for an injunction to stop the erection of a building, where

ltherespondent proceeds with the completion of the building pending the hearing of the'oase,-

' the like kind, which, from their nature, cannot be adequately compensated by damages at law," ‘

| 456, In Kelly*vs. Nagle, 150 Md. 125, the Court of@Appeals quotes Tlffany to the effect that |

right to divert the waters of this creek from.lower riparian'owners.' They'were bound to know |
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