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INJ'UNC TIQNS.
T(; theEilù'or of THE CANADA LAw JOUR~NAL:

I)i-AR Siiz,-The last paragraph of the letter of " D.J.H.,S
published ailte page 297, is flot, I think, supported by the cases
cited by hini. The County Courts and Division Coiurts have no
ilirisdliction except in personal actions. If the cause of action isK
onle ,.hicti %vas enforceable only iu the Court of Chancerv pro
to the fusion of law and equity, those courts have no jurisdiction
over ýhe saie. See 1,Vliddeit v. Jcsn; .. 40 otrv
Rireves (18o2), 2 Q.B. 255.

The right which the courts have, according to the cases citedt
1w your correspondent, to gant injunctions, etc., is nierely exeçr-
cisible whlere such reniedy is applicable to a commion law cause M
Of action. The courts întist irst have jurisdiction over the sub-
Ject-iriatter of the action ; e.g., an acJon for danîagvs for nuisancv
or trespass. If the plaintiff succeeds, theni if, zas part of the reînedy,
the Hligh Court Nvould, in a sin'ilar case, grant au injulnction re-
straining a repetition or continuiance of the. \%vrtougful act for which
damages are awarded, the Counity Courts a nd Division ('t trts
hiave power to give the saine remiedy.M

In Martin v. JLznnstcr, 4 Q.13.1)., paIge 213, NellY, C.B., put
the' point conciselv, as fttllows In the present case therv xvaF ai

a s'of actio n for a n uisance andi j ud gi1*cnt for the plaintiuT
tlît.reon. and as incidental to that it is essential that the court '

shaot i h1ave power to ýgrarit a n i nitiunetiton." ý
Youirs trulv,

J AMES !NR.

Hiaîilton, Maly [2, 1893'.


