Delaware Chancery Precedent on Noise & Neighbor Impact

How Delaware balances property rights with neighborhood disturbance

Core Legal Standard

e Private nuisance = substantial, unreasonable interference with a neighbor’s
property use

e Propertyrights are not absolute
¢ Intent doesn’t matter — only the impact

e Courts focus on what a reasonable person would find disruptive

Key Delaware Chancery Cases
Noise & Mechanical Equipment
e Beckv. Claymont Steel (2008)
o Repetitive mechanical noise held actionable
o Strong analogy to pool pumps, heaters, filtration systems
Residential Noise
¢ Sammons v. Ridgeway (2002)
o Persistent residential noise = nuisance
o Supports claims involving voices, splashing, gatherings
Interference With Quiet Enjoyment
o Bates v. Wilson (1990)
o Usesreasonable person standard
o Repeated disturbances justify injunctive limits
Setback / Location-Based Impacts

e Kleinv. Kirschner (2011)



o Courtrestricted use of a lot area due to neighbor impact
o Strong precedent for front-yard or boundary-adjacent disturbances
Non-Physical Invasions
e McQuailv. Shell Oil (1959)
o Noise, odor, emissions = nhuisance even without physical intrusion

o Reinforces that impact—not intent—controls

Why This Matters for a Front-Yard Pool
e Front-yard placement increases proximity to neighbors
» Raises likelihood of:
o Mechanical noise (pumps, heaters)
o Human activity noise (voices, splashing)
o Street-facing disturbance

o Delaware precedent supports regulation or restriction to prevent foreseeable

nuisance conditions

Bottom Line

Delaware Chancery consistently limits property uses — including lawful ones — when
noise or mechanical disturbance substantially impacts neighbors. A front-yard pool

fits squarely within that risk profile.



