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injunetion against the commission of active waste appears to à
have been so worded as to cuver also future permissive waste.
Wliether advisedly o:- per ineuriam it is hard to say, quite pos.
sibly the latter. Th ordinary purpose 1cr which maniatory
injuinefions ore granted is to conipel a party to unio some
wrongf ul act which lie lias doue, flot to pm-rform smre act whielh
lie has omitted to do.

iroma an early date, therefore, injunetions to restrain inere1Y
permissive waste have ben refused, not because the plaintif,
had not a legal riglit, but because equity did not consider it was
such a riglit as could be enforeed by injunction. Lord Castle-
ntain v. Crat'eii 22 Vin, Ab. tit. XVaste, p. 523; Coffin v. Coffi,ê
(1821), Jac. 70; Latisdownie v. Lansdownc, 1 Jac. & W. 522;
Poivys v. Btagr<wc, 4 D). M. & .448. Other cases might ho
meutioned wYhere the Court of Cliancery lias refused to enforce
legal demanda by- injunction. There is a well-known case of
Luinley v. W'e,1. D). M, & G. 604, wliere the Court restrained
a sin3ger Nrho had contrinted to sing for the plaintif! f rom. sing-
ing elsewhere, or for anybody else, aithougli a inandatory in-
junction cominaiding lier to sing for the plaintif! would ilot be
granted: see aiso Montague v. PMock tont, L.R.. 16 Bq. 189. But
it wotuld be a mistake to suppose that this was because the de-
fendant was not hiable at 'Law for breacli of lier contract to sing
for the plaintif!.

So it is equally a mistake to suppose, that because a Court
of Equity would not grant a mandatory injunetion in the case
of permissive waste by a tenant for lige or years, it was because
sucli tenants were flot legally hiable for permissive waste. The
true ground being tliat permissive waste, in the estimation of
Courts of Equity, could bc sufficiently compenuated by damages
in an action at law: see per Hardwicke, L.O., in Jesus Colloe V.
Bloomn, 3 Atk. 262; and while equity would restrain the
commission of active waste, it would not interfere wliere the
defendant was merely doing nothing, and from the nature of
sucli eases, it is easy tu see that an interim mandatory injiune-
tion could not be safely granted. But in reading cases and text


