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Among other things, a plaintiff must shew that an injuniction
before the hearing is neressary to protect against irreparable

injury.~~~~ Meevcnenec sb no means enough. Irreparable
injulry\ m1ea1n somiethinlg tha.t rcannot be atoned for by damages
or insoute other wyadequate1y remedied.

Again, the balance of con venience must alwa3's be considered;
and the interference with an established industry in actual opera-
tion is regairdedý as a seriois: element.

There are maily cae Ii which an interimn injunetion bas been
granted to pre vent lie sabihetof a business wi h is Iikely
to reýsit in aisne but none in whieh a business established
and ini operat ion for some t imei and whieh is alleged to constitute
a nuisaýnce has b)een interfered witb by an interim order.

This, buineiiss was stab)lishedl in 1887. In December, 1906, a
truev býiI was fouind for ai nisnice at the General Sessions. The
prosecution wasi not pressed, for some reason; and, after the
indicîmnt hatd bee,(n traversed fro in te to time tilt May, 1908, àt
was dropped from the list; and nothing more had been donc.

An action, Smnyth v. Hairris, was begun in October, 1912; and,
after a mnotion for an injuniction, a speedy trial was arranged,
but a settiemient was miade-the exact nature was not disclosed.

The miatter remiained dorma.nt uintil the commencement of
this action on the 2nd Novemnber, 1916; notice of trial wais gi\en
on thie 3lst March; and the caestood to, be heard in its turn.

What mis really souglit was flot an interim injunction, but
that this caise should be given priority over other cases standing
for hearing.

The p)Jlintifs said that, the, motion had been delayed tilt they
wý%ere ready for trial. THie lefendi(aits said thiat, not anticipating
al trial ouit of oriar ourse, tbey were not ready.

Tie learned Juidge thIouglit that lie should not îiterfere. The
action wams 110w ready for hiearing, and it would not lxe right to
displace other actions, or to force the defendaints to trial ont of
ordliir.r courise. TI'iere hiad beeý(n no great diligence, there would
be o ieaabeinjutry', anid the defendants might be prejiceiid.

The deuenlits were ngoti1t.inig for the purchase 9f a new
Site; and, if the arrajngemnts vouild be carried throuigh, thecy
wouild mnove fromn the present location; in which event the action
mlighit not have Io be prosecuited.

The mtetriali shewed that, recently the smel compflained of
hiad not been ais biad as formnerly. The defendants shouild under-
take to use all reaisoinalel( endeavours to amielioraite the condfition
unitil t trial.

('osts to lie ini the cuse unless the trial Judge should otherwise


