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that of Courts of law. The remedy afforded in equity was
feund to be more speedy and elBeacious than by action at law,
and therefore suite to restrain comnuive waste practically
super-eded actions for waët et law in whieh only damnages wer8
recverable. But the foundation of the interferenee by Courts
of Equity was the prevgntion of irreparable damage, and the
inadequacyae of the rernedy at law. Where ective waste wfts com-
xnitted or threatened the Court of Chancery would by injunetion
restrain it, and, as an incident to the relief by injunetion, would
ali~n grnnt an accorint of the wastc committed, but whether the
Court would grant an accoutit. of wafite comrnitted and deere
satisfaction whero an injunetion was not required or grantable,
was a point on which there was formerly a difference of opin-
ion. see Eden on Injunetion, p. 207. In Jesus Colle ge v. Bloomn,
3 Atk. 264, Lord Ilardwieke refused to grant an account for
was.te becRuse no injunction was prayed (see alec Higginbothatn
v. Hau-kins, L.R. 7 Ch. 676), whereas in Gartît v. Colte n, 3 Atk.
75L. he granted the relief.

It niay be further rernarked that in order to give equitable
relief ini cases of permissive waste by inj uction, would involve
the granting of a tnandatory injunction. It would not be a
case for restraining a defendant froin doing something, but it
would be iiecessary to restrain Min from suffering sorne-
t1iinug to remain undone, e.g., the rnaking of required
repairs. Permissive ivaste inay, in many cases, be the
resuit of poverty or inability on the part oà the tenant to
furnishi noney' to make repairs, and it neyer has been the course
of the Court to enforce what ini substance are mere pecuniary
denmands by injunetion, except against persons in a fidu-
ciary position. It must be remeinbered, too, that the disohe-
dieîîce of injuinctions ie a contempt of Court, and punishable
by attachinent, and to grant injunetione to enforce pecuniary
demanda would be practically an evasion of the law abolishing
iînpriqonrnent for debt. Permissive waste lias therefore neyer
ini equity been consictered n proper subjeet for relief by injune-
tion, although i, the case of Cold-iall v. Bayiis. 2 Mer. 408, an


