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as a matter of right under the California Constitution, statute, and case law.

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the Court’s request, cross-defendants TEJON RANCHCORP, GRANITE
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, DIAMOND FARMING COMPANY, CRYSTAL ORGANIC
FARMS, GRIMMWAY ENTERPRISES, INC., and LAPIS LAND COMPANY, LLC (collectively,
“Cross-Defendants”) submit this brief concerning their right to trial by jury on the prescription claims
alleged by the “Public Water Suppliers” (PWS), the allegations of which are set forth in PWS’s First
Cause of Action for "Declaratory Relief - Prescriptive Rights - Against All Cross-Defendants Except
the Unjt;itd States and Other Public Entity Cross-Defendants." (See, PWS’s First Amended Cross-
Complaint, ] 41-45.)

In essence, the PWS allege that they have mined the precious water resources of the AVAA for
more than 5 years, thereby acquiring a ﬁrescriptive right to continue pumping groundwater from the
AVAA. (Id) Cross-defendants named herein as well as other cross-defendants in this action have
requested a jury trial on the PWS’s prescription claims. The issue the Court has presented to the parties
is whether Cross-defendants are entitled to a jury trial on these claims. The answer is yes. It is well-

settled under California and common law, that Cross-defendants are entitled to a jury trial on this issue

II. RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL

The “inviolate right" to a trial by jury “is a right to have the jury try and determine issues of]

fact.” (Cal. Const. art I, § 16; 7 Witkin Cal. Proc. (5th ed. 2008) Trial § 81, p. 107, citing Code Civ.
Proc. § 590, 592; Avid. Code § 312; Dorsey v. Barba (1952) 38 Cal. 2d 350, 356.) The California
Constitution ““essentially preserves the right to a jury in those actions in which there was a right to a
jury trial at common law at the time the [California] Constitution was first adopted. . . . Thus, the scope

of the constitutional right to jury trial depends on the provisions of jury trial at common law. The
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question of whether the use was adverse or permissive, the court held:

historical analysis of the common law right to jury often relies on the traditional distinction between
courts at law, in which a jury sat, and courts of equity, in which there was no jury.”” (7 Witkin Cal.
Proc. (5th ed. 2008) Trial § 80, p. 106, quoting Crouchman v. Superibr Court (1988) 45 Cal. 3d 1167,
1175.)

As a general proposition a jury trial is a matter of right in a civil action at law, but not in equity.
(C & K Engineering Contractors v. Amber Steel Co. (1978) 23 Cal.3d 1, 8.) If the action deals with
ordinary common law rights cognizable in courts of law, it is an action at law. (Id., 23 Cal.3d at p. 9.)
If, on the other hand, the action is essentially one in equity and the relief sought depends upon the
application of equitable doctrines, the parties are not entitled to a jury trial. (/bid.) Wrongful denial of
the right to a jury "is not only reversible error but is also an act in excess of jurisdiction . . .." (7 Witkin
Cai. Proc. (5th ed. 2008) Trial § 82, p. 108.)

One of the elements required to show that a rig_ht. has been acquired by prescription is adversity.
Since at least 1886, the California Supreme Court has recognized that the question of whether a use is
adverse is a question of fact for the jury. (Thomas v. England (1886) 71 Cal. 456, 460.) In Thomas v.
England, the plaintiff brought an action to establish a right of way over the defendants' land. The trial
court adopted the findings of the jury that the use was permissive, not adverse, and rendered judgment

for the defendants. The plaintiff appealed and the California Supreme Court affirmed. Addressing the

The question is one for the jury, or for a court sitting as such, to
determine as a fact in the light of the relations between the parties and all
the surrounding circumstances. {(Putnam v. Bowker, 11 Cush. 542.)

(Id. at p. 460.)

The California Supreme Court's holding in Thomas v. England has been cited repeatedly with

approval throughout the years. (See, e.g., Humphreys v. Blasingame (1894) 104 Cal. 40, 42; Abbott v.
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Pond (1904) 142 Cal. 393, 398; Big Three Mining & Milling Co. v. Hamilton (1909) 157 Cal. 130,
[fury trial on prescription]; Conaway v. Toogood (1916) 7172 Cal.706, 709.) The holding has also been
cited favorably by other state supreme courts. For example, in Norback v. Board of Director of Chuch
Extensions SOC. (1934) 84 Utah 506, 37 P.2d 339, the Utah Supreme Court, citing Thomas v. England
and Humphreys v. Blasingame, supra, and quoting extensively from California law, held that where the
primary purpose of the action was to establish a prescriptive easement, the action was one at law and
denial of plaintiff's request for a jury trial was reversible error. (Id. atp. 521))

More recently, California appellate coﬁrt decisions have uniformly held that a claim for
prescription, whether by quiet title or declaratory relief, is an action at law, not equity. (Connolly v.
Traube (2012) 204 -CaI..App.tf-th 1154, 1164; Arciero Ranches v. Meza (1993) 17 Cal. App.4th 114, 125-
126.)

Iif. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Cross-defendants are entitled to a jury trial on the PWS's prescription

claims under the California Constitution, by statute, and by controlling case authority.

Dated: August 16, 2013 KUHS & PARKER

y a4
. Robert G. Kﬁh ttorneys for chon Ranchcorp
" and Granite Construction Co. - )

Dated: August 16, 2013 LEBEAU ¢ THELEN, LLP

a, Attofineys for Diamond Farming
Compan C al Or anid/Farms, Grimmway
Enterprises, Inc and apis Land Company, LLC

Fik291.01 - Tejon Ranch - Axtelope Valey\Briel e Ripht 3o Jary Triafdock
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NORBACK v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF CHURCH EXTENSION SOC.

No. 5178,

SUPREME COURT OF UTAH

&84 Utah 506; 37R2d339; 1934 Utah LEXIS 106

October 22, 1934, Decided

PRIOR HISTORY: [***1] Appeal from District
Court, Second District, Weber County: E. E. Pratt,
Judge,

Action by A. M. Norback against the Board of Di-
rectors of the Church Extension Society, etc., who filed a
counterclaim. From a judgment for defendants, plaintiff
appeals.

DISPOSITION:  REVERSED AND REMANDED.

HEADNOTES

1. JURY. Where trial of cause requirés application
of equitable rather than legal principles, casé is one for a
court of equity rather than a court of law (Camp. Laws
1917, §§ 6781, 6782; Const. art. 1. § 10).

2. ACTION. Under the Code, whether a cause is of
equitable or legal cognizance is not a queéstion of juris-
diction, since both law and equity may be administered
in the same action (Comp. Laws 1917, §§ 5838, 5839,
6781, 6782; Const. arts. 1, 8, §§ 10, 19).

3. JURY. Where principles to which appeal must be
had are principles of law in the main or primary sction,
cither party thereto upon demand is entitled to trial by
Jury, though application is also made to the court to-ex-
ercise its equity powers in granting injunctive relief
(Comp. Laws 1917, §§ 5838, 5839, 6781, 6782; Const.
arts. 1, 8, §§ 10, 19).!

4. JURY. Where the issues are legai issuves, fact that
equitable relief may be prayed for to carry into effect
Jjudgments based upon legal issues is insufficient to de-
prive either paity of his rights to have legal issues sub-
mitted to a jury. (Comp. Laws 1917, §§ 5338, 5839,
6781, 6782; Const. arts. 1, 8, §§ 10, 19).

5. JURY. Either party to an action at law has right to
trial by jury when timely and properly demanded (Comp.
Laws 1917, §§ 5838, 5839, 6781, 6782; Const. arts. 1, 8,
§§ 10, 19).

6. JURY. Where primary purpose of action was to
cstablish easement based on alleged prescriptive user of
way over another's land, action was oné¢ at law, and deni-
al of plaintiff's timely motion for jury trial was error,
though plaintiff also asked for protection of way by in-
Jjunction (Comp. Laws 1917, §§ 5838, 5839, 6781, 6782;

.Const. arts. 1, 8, §§ 10, 19).°?

7. EASEMENTS. Method by which prescriptive
right of way may be claimed is the same as at common
law, since there is no statute on the subject.

8. JURY. If issues are legal or the major issue is le-
gal, either party is entitled upon proper demand to a jury
trial, but, if the issues are equitable or the major issue is
equitable and the legal issues are merely subsidiary, trial
is by the court (Comp. Laws 1917, §§ 5838, 5839, 6781,
6782; Const. arts. 1, 8, §§ 10, 19).°

9. JURY. That action is one to quiet title to real
property does not prevent a jury trial (Comp. Laws 1917,
§§ 5838, 5839, 6781, 6782; Const. arts. 1, 8, §§ 10, 19).

1 Thompson v. Bown Livestock Company, 74

Utah 1, 276 P. 651, distinguished; State ex rel

Hansenv. Hart, 26 Utah 229, 72 P, 938, 939,

2 Goldthwait v. Lynch, 9 Utah 186, 33 P. 699.

3 Parkv. Wilkinson, 21 Utah 279, 60 P. 943,
COUNSEL: H. A. Belnap, of Ogden, for appellant.

DeVine, Howell & Stine, of Ogden, for respondent.
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JUDGES: MOFFAT, Justice. ELIAS HANSEN and
FOLLAND, JI., concur. EPHRAIM HANSON, 7T,
STRAUP, Chief Fustice, dissenting.

OPINION BY: MOFFAT

OPINION
[¥*339] [*567] MOFFAT, Justice.

This is an action by plainti{f to establish a claimed
easement, for an order enjoining defendant from assert-
ing a claim as against plaintiff thereto and for damages.
In order to show the nature of the action, it is necessary
to set out more or less completely the substance of the
pleadings. Plaintiff alleges (aside from corporate exist-
ence, etc.) that he is, and since February 14, 1910, has
been, the owner of a tiact of land described as follows:

"A part of Lot 10, in Block 30, in Plat 'A’ of Ogden
City Survey: Beginning at a poirit 7 rods south from the
northeast corner of said Lot, and running thence west 8
rods; thence south 18 feet; thence [*%%2] east 8 rods;
thence north 18 feet to the place of beginring, sitiateéd in
Weber County, Utah"; [*508] that plaintiff and his
grantors, for more than twenty years prior to January 27,
1930, have used a private driveway or roadway over and
across the Jand of the defendants described as follows:

"A part of Lot in 10, in Block 30, in Plat 'A” of Og-
den City Survey, in Weber County, Utah: Beginning at
the northwest corner of said Lot 10, in Block 30, Plat ‘A’
[#*340] Ogden City Survey, and running theiice south 7

rods; thence east 1 rod; thence north 7 rods: thefice west

1 rod to the place of beginning";

and that such use has been "continuous, adverse,
uninterrupted, open, peaceable, exclusive, iinder a claim
of

[SEE PLAN IN ORIGINAL]

[*509] right, and with the knowledge and acqui-
escence of the owner or owners thereof, and without ob-
jection on the part of the defendants, or either of them":
that defendants have obstructed said road so that the
plaintiff cannot use the same "by building a fence across
it on February 25, 1930." The following is a sketch
showing the relation of the respective properties and
claimed easement:

For a second cause of actien, plaintiff [***3] "re-
fers to the paragraphs numbered one to seven inclisive
of his first cause of action" (being all the paragraphs
thereof), and then alleges that by the building by de-
fendants of the fence across said road plaintiff has been
damaged in the sum of $ 200; "that defendants by their
said acts have created and are maintaining & nuisance,

and intend and threaten to continue to maintain the
same." Plaintiff prays judgment:

"1. That defendants be required to set forth the na-
ture of their claim, and that all adverse claims of the de-
fendants be determined by a decree of this court; that by
said decree it be determined and adjudged that plaintiff is
the owner of and entitled to the right of way héreinabove
described; that defendants be forever debarred and en-
joined from asserting any claim whatever in or to said
right of way as against this plaintiff, and for such other
and further relief as to this court may seem meet and just
in the premises, and for costs of suit.

"2. On the second cause of action that plaintiff re-
cover judgment of and from the defendants in the sum of
$ 200.00, with legal [**341] interest from Febtuary
25, 1930, until paid, and costs; and that the defendants
and each [***4] of them be enjoined and forever de-
barred from asserting any claim whatever in or to said
right of way as against this plaintiff, and for such other
relief as to the court may séeim just.”

The defendants in their answer admitted the corpo- -
rate existence of one of the defendants, the ownership by
the corporate defendant of the land alleged by plaintiff to
be owned by it; admitted that plaintiff had used a drive-
way across land owned by the corporate defendant for a
period of five years prior to February, 1930, with the
consent and acquiescence of said corporate defendant,
and without objection on its part, but alleged that such
use of said driveway [*510] was permissive on the
part of the said corporate defendaiit, and solely as a mat-
ter of convenience to plaintiff, with the understanding
and agreement that he would acquire no rights thereby;
and denied all the othér allegations of both ¢auses of
action set forth in plaintiff's complaint,

By way of counterclaim the corporadte defendarit al-
leges that it is now, and for many years has been, the
owner of the tract of land described in the complaint as
owned by it; alleges that plaintiff wrongfully makes the
claim set forth in his complaint [***5] to the right of
way described across the land as therein described; that
plaintiff has no right title, or interest in or to said tract of

. land, or any part thereof, and said claim set forth in said

complaint, or any claim on his part in and to said tract of
land, or any part thereof, or to any right, title, or interest
therein, is wrongful and without any right whatsoever,

Defendants prayed & dismissal of the action, and the
corporate defendant, in addition to a dismissal, that it be
adjudged that plaintiff has no estate, right, title, or inter-
est therein; that he and all persons claiming under or
through him be perpetually enjoined from claiming any
estate, or right, title, or interest in and to said tract of
land, or any part thereof. Plaintiff replied denying all the
new matter contained in the answer and counterclaim.



Page 3

84 Utah 506, *; 37 P.2d 339, **;
1934 Utah LEXIS 1086, *#*

Upon the issues made by these pleadings, plaintiff
demanded a jury trial which was refused by the court,
and this is the first error relied upon by plaintiff for the
reversal of the judgment of the trial court. Ini the view we
take of the case, the assignment of error based upon the
refusal of the trial court to grant a jury trial after a timely
demand was made and [***6] the fee paid is the only
assignment of error we need to discuss.

"The right of trial by jury is a constitutional right,
and every litigant, in an action of legal cognizance, has
an absolute right to that method of trial, a right which the
court may not disregard." Eyak River Packing Co. v.
Huglen et al., 143 Wash. 229, 255 P. 123, 129, 257 P.
638.

[*511] The Constitution of the state of Utah pro-
vides (article 1, § 10} that "a jury in civil cases shall be
waived unless demanded.” No question is raised upon
this appeal as to the demand for a trial by jury having
been timely made, the fee paid, or faihire to take other
action necessary to entitle the plaintiff to a trial by jury,
other than that the action is one in equity. The ground
upon which the trial court rested its denial of plaintiff's
demand is that the issues were equitable. The trial court
indicated that there was some conflict and uncertainty in
the decisions upon the matter. As to the law relating to
the right of trial by juty, there is and may be no uncer-

tainty. If the trial of the cause calls for the application of

equitable principles rather than legal principles as ordi-
narily- accepted, the case is one [***7] for a court of
equity rather than a court of law. Under the Code, or, as
sometimes designated, the reformed procedure, the ques-
tion is not one of jurisdiction as both law and equity may
be administered in the same action. Constitution of Utah,
art. 8, § 19; Comp. Laws Utdh 1917, §§ 5838, 5839.

The distinction sought to be here drawn is so clearly
and definitely stated by Poméroy in his Equity Jurispru-
dence (4th Ed.) vol. 1, that a quotation, though somewhat.
lengthy, is pertinent and helpful:

Section 129: "It is important to obtain &t the outset a
clear and accurate notion of what is meant by the term
‘Equity Jurisdiction.' Tt is used in contradistinction to
‘jurisdiction’ in general, and to 'Common-law jurisdiction'
m particular. In #s most general sense the term
jurisdiction,' when applied to a court, is the power resid-
ing in such court to determine judicially a given action,
confroversy, or question presented to it for decision. If
this power does not exist with reference to any particular
case its determination by the court is an absolute mullity;
if it does exist, the determination, however erroneous in
fact or in law, is binding upon the parties until reversed
or set aside [***8] in some proceeding authorized by
the practice, and brought for that express purpose. It is
plain [**342] that the term used in this strict sense

may be applied to courts of equity as well as to any other
tribunals. With this signification of the word, it would be
said that an equity court has no jurisdiction to try the
issues arising wpon an [*512] indictmeént, and to ren-
der judgment in a criminal prosecution; the entite pro-
ceeding would be null and void. On the other hand, it is
equally plain that this strict meaning is not always given
to the term 'equity jurisdiction,’ as it is ordinarily used.
The proceedings and judgment of a court of chancery or
of a court clothed with equity powers are not necessarily
null and void because the action is not one which comes
within the scope of the 'equity jurisdiction' in the com-
mon acceptation of that phrase, or in other words, be-
cause the claim is one for which there is a full, adequate,
and complete remedy at law, This well-settled rale fur-
nishes a décisive test, and shows that when ordinarily
speaking of the 'equity jurisdiction’ we do not thereby
refer to the general power inherent in a court to decide a
controversy at all--a power [**%9] so essential that its
absence renders the decision a mére nullity, but we in-
tend by the phrase to describe some more special and
limited judicial authority."

Section 130: "Equity jurisdiction,’ therefore, in its
ordinary acceptation, as distinguished on the one side
from the general power to decide matters at all, and on
the other from the jurisdiction ‘at law' or 'Common-law
Jjurisdiction,' is the power to hear ceitain kinds and clas-
ses of civil causes according to the principles of the
method and procedure adopted by the court of chancery,
and to decide them in accordance with the doctrines and
rules of equity jurisprudence, which decision may in-
volve either the determination of the equitable rights,
estates, and interests of the parties to such causes, or the
granting of equitable remedies. In order that a cause may
cothe within the scope of the equity jurisdiction, one of
two alternatives is essential; either the primary right,
estate, or interest to be maintained, or the violation of
which fornishes the cause of action, must be equitable
rather than legal; or the remedy granted must be in its
natuare purely equitable, or if it be a remedy which may
also be given by a cowrt of law, [***10] it must be one
which, under the facts and circumstances of the case, can
only be made complete and adequate through the equita-
ble modes of procedure. At the same time, if a court
clothed with the equity jurisdiction as thus described
should hear and decide, according to equitable methods,
a case which did not fall within the scope of the equity
jurisprudence, because both the primary right invaded -
constituting the cause of action and the remedy granted
were wholly legal, and belonging properly to the domain
of the law courts, such judgment, however erroneous it
might be and liable to reversal, would not necessarily be
null and void. On the contrary, as will be more fully
stated hereafter, the objection that the case does not
come within this so-called equity jurisdiction must ordi-
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narily be definitely raised by the defendant at the com-
mencement of the proceedings, or else it will be regarded
as waived, and the judgment will [*513] not even be
erroneous. In some instances, however, where the equi-
table functions of the court are specifically defined by
statute, or the facts show very clearly that the rights in-
volved in the controversy and the remedies demanded
are purely legal, and [***11] completely within the
scope of ordinary legal proceedings, the court of equity
will itself take the objection at any stage of the cause,
and will dismiss the suit, although no objection has in
any way been raised by the parties.”

Section 131: "It is plain, from the foregoing defini-
tions, that the question whether a given case falls within
the equity jurisdiction is entirely different and should be
most carefully distinguished from the question whether
such case is one in which the relief peculiar to that juris-
diction should be granted, or in which the equity powers
of the court should be exercised in maintaining thé pri-
mary right, estate, or interest of the plaintiff. The con-
stant tendency to confound these two subjects, so essen-

tially different, has been productive of much confusion in

the discussion of equitable doctrines. Equity jurisdiction
is distinct from equity jurisprudence. Oné example will
suffice to illustrate this important proposition. A suit to
enforce the specific performance of a contract, or to re-
form a written instrument on the ground of mistake, niuast
always belong to the equity jurisdiction, and to it alone,

since these remedies are wholly beyond the scope of

common-law [***12] methods and courts; but whether
the relief of a specific performance, or of a reformation,
shall be granted in any given case, must be determined
by an application of the doctrines of equity jurisprudence
to the special facts and circumstances of that as. The
same is true of every species of remedy which may be
conferred, and of every kind of primary right, estate, or
interest which may be enforced or maintained, by a court
possessing the equitable jurisdiction. In other words the
equity jurisdiction may éxist over a case, although it is
one which the doctrines of [**343] equity jurispru-
dence forbid any relief to be given, or any right to be
maintained. This conclusion is very plain, and even
common-place; and yet the 'equity jurisdiction' is con-
stantly confounded with the right of the plaintiff to
maintain his suit, and fo obtain the equitable relief. This
is, in fact, making the power to decide whether equitable
relief should be granted to depend upon, and even to be
identical with, the actual granting of such relief."

The question therefore is: Are legal or equitable
principles to be applied? If the principles to which appeal
must be had are principles of law in the main or [***13]
primary action, either party thereto upon demand is enti-
tled to a frial by jury. This is true, "although in the action
application is [*514] made to the court to exercise ifs

equity powers in granting injunctive relief." State ex rel.
Hansen v. Hart, 26 Utah 229, 72 P. 938, 939. Where the
issues are legal issues, the fact that equitable relief may
be prayed for, to carry into effect the judgments based
upon the legal issues, "is not sufficient to deprive either
party of his rights to have the legal issues submitted to a
jury." State ex rel. Hansen v. Hart, 26 Utah 229, 72 P.
938, 939.

"It has long since been held that under our system a
legal and equitable remedy may be sought in the same
action; but each remedy must be governed by the same
law that would apply to it if the other remedy had not
also-been asked for." Hughes v. Dunlap, 91 Cal. 385, 27
P. 642, 643.

In its memorandum of decision, the trial court indi-
cated there was some "conflict and uncertainty” in the
decided cases. No reference is made by the trial court to
any particular decisions of this couit that have resulted in
conflict and uncertainty. Whethér or not the trial court
had in mind [***14] what is said in the case of Thomp-
son et al. v. Bown Live Stock Co. et al., 74 Utah I, 276 P.
631, we have no information. There is a statement made
in that case at page 17 of the Utah report and page 657,
of 276 P., that, when applied to the case then before it,
the court was able to say that no prejudice or injury re-
sulted. Had the case been an equity case, no prejudicial
error was committed. The statement there made is:

"There is this to be said in addition, which, at least
in the view of the writer of the opinion, is conclusive that
no prejudicial error was committed by the trial court in
discharging the jury and in refusing to submit the issues
of fact to a jury."

_Ifit be conceded that the action was a law action, the
statement above quoted i3 clearly erroneous. That either
party to an action at law has the right to a trial by jury
when timely and properly demanded is supported by the
law and the decided cases. Comp. Laws Utah 1917, §§
6781, 6782; Hughes v. Dunlap, 91 Cal. 385, 27 P. 642;
Newman v. Duane, 89 Cal. 597, 27 P. 66: State ex rel.
Hansen v. Hart, supra; Atkinson v. V. J. R. Crowe Coal
& [*515] Mining Co., 80 Kan: 161, [***15] 102 P.
50, 106 P. 1052, 39 L. R. A. (N. S.) 31, 18 Ann. Cas. 242.

We are of the opinion the instant case is an action at
law. Almost without exception, the rule is that actions to
try the title of real estate shall be tried to a jury. Atkinson
v. V..J R Crowe, etc., Co., supra. This for the apparent
reason that the maftters in issué are matters of fact, to
which legal principles are applied, and, further, many
statutes provide that actions for the recovery of specific
real property may be tried to a jury unless waived. It is
further in Atkinson v. V. J. R. Crowe, etc, Co., supra,
stated, quoting from Cyc., that questions as to the legal
title to land are of right triable by jury, and this cannot be
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abrogated by statute. In the case of Goldthwair v. Lynch,
9 Utah 186, 33 P. 699, 700, where there was some ques-
tion as to equitable or legal issues, the following occurs:
“But was that canse of action one of which equity could
take cognizance? We think not. It was purely an action
for damages for breach of contract, and defendants were
entitled to have it tried by a jury," although the plaintiff
was claiming specific performance under a coniract un-
der which tender [***16] of deed had been made and
refused.

Recurring to the case of Hughes v. Dunlap, supra,
the court discusses principles applicable as follows:

"There is a disposition to assume that the right to a
jury trial is determined entirely by the form of action
which the plaintiff chooses to adopt. We had occasion, in
Donahue v. Meister, 88 Cal. 121, 25 P. 1096 [22 Am. St.
Rep. 283], to say that such a position is not tenable.”

The California court court then proceeds to illus-
trate:

"If two coterminous owners of land have a dispute
about the ownership of a piece of land lying along the
" common boundaty, and one brings an action of ejectment
to récover it, undoubtedly the other would be entitled to a
jury on the trial of the cause. But suppose he chooses to
bring an action for an injunction, averring that the other
party is cutting timber, or committing some other waste,

on the disputed territory, and praying to have him en-

joined from so [*516] doing, without asking [**344]
for damages; would the defendant, in that case, be dé-
prived of the right to a jury trial? In the case at bar, if the
plaintiff had merely asked for damages caused by the
alleged dcts of the defendant, [**%17] the action
would have been the common action of trespass; in
which defendant, of course, would have been entitled to
a jury. Does the fact that he also prayed for an injuriction
take away from him the right to have the real issues of
fact tried by a jury? Of course, it is always for the judge
sitting as a chancellor to determine whethet, when cer-
tain rights are established, he will grant an equitable
remedy prayed for, or compel a party to be satisfied with
his legal remedy; but when the asserted rights upon
which any remedy must rest are legal rights, ard cog-
nizable in a court of law, must not those rights be deter-
mined according to the methods of a common-law court?
And, in such a case, can a patrty be deprived of his con-
stitutional privilege of a jury? 'The writ of injunction,
being largely a preventive remedy, will not ordinarily be
granted when the parties are in dispute concerning their
legal rights, until the right is established at law; and if the
right for which protection is sought is dependent upon
disputed questions of law which have never been settled
by the courts of the state, and concerning which there is
an actual existing dispute, equity will withhold relief

until the [***18] questions of law have been deter-
mined by the proper courts.” High, Inj. § 8."

In the instant case suppose the parties were reversed,
and the defendants had brought an action against the
plaintiff for trespass and damages and for an injunction
to restrain further trespass by the defendant in such ac-
tion; clearly the defendant would have been entitled to a
jury trial. Suppose further that such defendant had then
set up as defenses the identical claims he set up in his
complaint in this action; would he not still be entitled to
a jury trial of the issues?

The primary purpose of the instant case is the estab-
lishment of an easement based upon an alleged prescrip-
tive user. If plaintiff fails in this, his cause of action falls.
The right of injunctive relief cannot come into existence
until the easement has been established. This issue the
plamtiff wias entitled to have tried to a jury. The court
may grant or refusé the auxiliary relief of restraining
interference therewith after the easement has been found
to exist. Should the jury find no easement, under proper
instructions of the court, in. so far as plaintiff is comn-
cerned, both injunction {[*517] relief and damages
cease to be of [***19] any consequence. The determi-
nation of the issue as to whether or not plaintiff has a
prescriptive easement over the lands, the title to which is
conceded o be in defendants, is one based on fact. The
questions of whether or not the way in question has been
used for more than twenty years, whether or not the use
has been open, adverse, continuous, visiblé, notorious,
and under claim of right with knowledgé and acquies-
cence, and not merely permissive or by license, are the
basic facts to be established, and the plaintiff had a right
to have them submitted to a jury. 19 C. I. 965, § 199;
Polson v. Ingram, 22 S8.C. 541; Farmer v. Bright, 183
183 N.C. 655, 112 S.E. 420.

. In the case of Humphreys v. Blasingame, 104 Cal.
40, 37 P. 804, 805, the question was whethet an edse-
ment had been acquired by user or whether the use was
permissive. Quoting from an earlier case, Thomds .
England, 71 Cal. 456, 12 P. 491, the court said:

"The question is one for the jury, or for the court sit-
ting as such, to determine as a fact, in the light of the
relations between the parties, and all the surrcunding
circumstances."”

Thomipson. on Real Property, vol. 1, § 475, makes
the [***20] following statement:

"In an action to establish a right of way by prescrip-
tion the question is for the jury whether the use was un-
der a claim of right, or was merely a matter of neighborly
accommodation.”

The cases cited in support of the text are all cases in
which the question of the existence of an easement was
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being tried to a jury; but whether the right to have the
issue so being tried submitted to a jury in the first in-
stance is not presented.

In the case of Rhea v. Forsyth, 37 Pa. 503, 78 Am.
Dec. 441, in an action for injunctive relief in a court of
equity, we find:

"The American cases are very numerous to the effect
that the right of the complainant cught to be admitted or
established at law before [*518] granting an injunc-
tion. (Cases cited.) * * * Neither the equitable jurisdic-
tion of the court below, nor our jurisdiction, can properly
attach until the plaintiff has established his right at law.
Has the alley been in common use so long that the suc-
cessors in the title may set up the presumption of a grant?
If not, did the defendant dedicate it to the use of the
plaintiff's Jot? These are questions for a ¢ourt and jury to
decide in an action at law."

In {***21) Taylor v. Wrighs, 76 N.J. Eq. 121, 125,
79 A. 433, 433, we find;

"If the easement hére assérted by complainant exists,
it arises from well-defined rules of law and is a legal as
distinguished from an equitable estate or interest, * * *
That tribunal is the proper tribunal to determine the ex-
istence or non-existence of an easement or other legal
estate in [**345] lands, and this court cannot properly
determine an issue of that nature except to such extent as

may be pecessary to prevent irreparable injury." (Cases

cited.)

Whether or not the law courts and the equity courts
were separate courts, the analogy of the situation is per-
tinent to the issues in the instant case. The necessity of
establishing the easement at law before equity principles
or "Equity Jurisprudence,” as distinguished by Pomeroy,
may be applied to injunctive relief, is apparent, although
under our procedure both may be accomplished in the
same action,

There being no statute in this state fixing the tinie or
conditions under which a right of way may be acquired,
the method by which prescriptive rights may be claimed
is by prescription at common law. Some may distinguish
a presumed lost grant. Such would [***22] still be a
commonlaw easement or prescriptive easement by way
of a presumptive lost grant. In any event, the determina-
tion of whether or not an easement exists calls for legal
action to establish a legal estate or interest therein,

The large number of cases that have discussed this
problem may not be harmonized. Statutes differ. The
time of rendition as referred either to statutory provisions
or constitutional provisions has in some cases been a
determining [*519] factor. In others, and particularly
where law and equity have been separately considered,
the question of whether plaintiff or defendant was in

possession of the realty determined the nature of the law
to be applied. Pacific Coal & Transportation Co. v.

 Pioneer Mining Co. (C. C. A.) 205 F. 577. However,

without citing further cases or extending the discussion
of the principles involved, the controlling principle
seems to be: If the issues are legal or the major issue
legal, either party is entitled upon proper demand to a
Jjury trial; but, if the issues are equitable or the major
issues to be resolved by an application of equity, the le-
gal issues being merely subsidiary, the action should be
regarded as equitable [*¥%23] and the rules of equity
apply. Coulson v. La Plant (Mo, Sup.) 196 S.W. 1144,
Southern Pac. Land Co. v. Dickerson, 188 Cal. 113, 204
P.576; Park v. Wilkinson, 21 Utah 279, 60 P. 945.

In the case of Donahue v. Meister, supra, it is said:

"At the proper time defendant demanded a jury. * *
* The plaintiff opposed the demand because the case was
a proceeding in equity; and on that ground the court re-
fused a jury."

And:

"It does not follow from the fact that the suit is
brought in equity that the determination of questions
purely of a legal character in relation to the title will
necessarily be withdrawn from the ordinary cognizance
of a court of law."”

And further in the same opinion, reférring to section
738 of the Califormia Code Civ. Proc., from which sec-
tion 7247 of Comp, Laws Utah 1917 was taken, discuss-
ing whether under the Code the suit was one in equity or
an action at law the court said:

“It is really a statutory dction. The Code confers eq-
uitable rights so far as it grants the power to maintain the
action at all, and the decree is in form equitable; but if it
has to deal with ordinary common-law rights clearly
cognizable in courts of law it [***24] is to that extent
an action at law."

[*520] In the recent case of Sewall v. Fitz Gibbon
reported in 225 4.D. 608, 233 N.Y.S. 541, 543, the matter
analogous to the question before us is stated as follows:

"The real difference between the parties concerns
the natire of the action and whether the trial must be had
before a jury. This is determined, not by the insertion of
conclusions of law in an answer, but by the facts stated
in the complaint and the denials in the answer as fixing
the issue. The plaintiffs assert a title to an inferest in real
property less than the fee; the defendant denies it. This
question of fact must be first deterinined by a jury before
the plaintiffs may become entitled to injunctive relief."

The mere fact that a suit is one to quiet title to real
property is not controlling. Generally a suit to quiet title
to real property is regarded as an equitable proceeding;
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but because it is so regarded does not determine the na-
ture of the issue or deprive a party of his right to a trial
by jury. If the only question involved is that of title, the
issue is generally legal. A suit to establish an easement is
legal. Mason v. Ross, 77 N.J. Eq. 527, [***25] 77 A.
44. ‘

We have hereinbefore referred to section 6781,
Comp. Laws Utah 1917, now section 104-23-5, R. 8.
Utah 1933, but did not quote or comment upon the pro-
visions, the parts of which are material to the issues here
- involved:

"In actions for the recovery of specific real or per-
sonal property * * * an issue of fact may be tried by a
jury, unless a jury trial is waived. * * * Where in these
cases there are issues both of law and fact, the issue of
law must first be disposed of. * * *"

This section was taken from the California Code of
Civil Procedure, § 592, and has been construed by the
California court as indicated [**346] in the following
cases: In the case of Newman v. Duane, 89 Cal. 597, 27
F. 66, 67, an action for possession of land, the court said:

"The appellant was clearly entitled to a jury; not on-
ly upon the principles discussed and determined in Do-=
nahue v, Meister, 88 Cal. 121, 25 P. 1096 [22 Am. St
Rep. 283], but in accordance with the specific language
of section 592 of the Code of Civil Procedure, which
expressly gives the right to a jury trial 'in actions for the
recovery of specific real or personal property.” * * * That
the plaintiff herein, [***26]  [*521] by simply
framing his complaint in a particular way, could not de-
prive the defendant of a jury trial of the issues raised by
his answer." ~

A similar holding and construction: is found in the
case of Rejner v. Schroeder, 146 Cal. 411, 80 P. 517.

The plaintiff was entitled to have the matter of
whether or not he had acquired an easenient over the
defendants' property submitted to a jury upon his timely
and proper demand. To deny him this right is reversible
€ITor. :

The judgment of the trial court is reversed, and the
case is remanded for a new trial. Appellant to recover
costs.

ELIAS HANSEN and FOLLAND, JJ., concur.
DISSENT BY: STRAUP

DISSENT
EPHRAIM HANSON, J., dissenting.
STRAUP, Chief Justice (dissenting).

I am inclined to the view that the case mainly is one
in equity. Whether a case is one at law or in equity is
chiefly determined by the character of the pleadings. The
plainfiff in a first count alleged that he was the owner
and in possession of a particularly described parcel of
land; that he since 1910, and at the commencement of the
action, was also the owner of an easement or right of
way over a particularly described parcel of land of the
defendants; that for more [***27] than twenty years
prior to the commencement of the action he and his pre-
decessors in interest continuously, uninteruptedly, open-
Iy, exclusively, adversely, and under claim of right, and
with the knowledge and acquiescence and without objec-
tion of the defendants, used the right of way, describing
in detail the use made thereof: that the defendants,
claiming to be the exclusive owners of the roadway and
of the land over which it extended, in February, 1930,
without right, obstructed the right of way by building and
maintaining a ferce across it, thereby depriving the
plaintiff of the use thereof; and that the plaintiff was the
owner of, and entitled to the use of, the right of way for
passage on foot, by truck, automobile, and by team for
all general-purposes.

[#522] The foregoing allegations by reference
were repeated in a second count, and wherein it also was
alleged that in Febroary, 1930, and befire the com-
mencement of the action and continuously thereafter, the
defendants wrongfully obstructed, and continued to ob-

 struct, the right of way by building and maintaining a

fence across it, thereby preventing the plaintiff from us-
ing and enjoying the right of way, and that the defend-
ants [***28] threaten and intend to continue to so
maintain the obstruction, to plaintiff's damage i the sum
of § 200.

The prayer was that the defendants be required to set
forth the nature of their claim, and that all adverse claims
of the defendants be determined by decree of court, and
that it be adjudged and decreed that the plaintiff is the
owner of, and entitled to the use of, the right of way; that
the defendants be debarred and enjoined from asserting
any claim in or to the right of way as against the plain-
tiff; that he be awarded damages in the sum of $ 200 and
costs, and for such further and other relief as "may seem
meet and just in the premises.”

The answer was a general denial, putting in issue afl
the material allegations of the complaint, except the
building and maintaining of the fence across the alleged
right of way, which the defendants denied was wrongful,
and alleged that they with lawful right so to do con-
structed and maintained the fence upon their own land in
and to which plaintiff had no right, title, or interest. By
way of counterclaim, the defendants further alleged that
they were the owners and in possession of the parcel of
land described in the complaint and over [***29] which
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the plaintiff claimed and asserted the right of way; that
he had no right, title, or interest in or to any part of such
tract of land, and that his alleged claim of a right of way
was wrongful, and that he had no right, title, or interest
whatsoever therein. The prayer of the defendants was a
dismissal of the complaint, and that they on their coun-
terclaim be adjudged the absolute owners of the lands
over which the right of way was [*523] claimed, that
the plaintiff has no estate, right, title, or interest therein,
and that he and all persons claiming under or through
him be perpetually enjoined from asserting any. A reply

was filed putting in issue the allegations of the counter-

claim.

Thus, as is seen, the gravamen of plaintiff's action
was one to quiet title or a right to an [**347] alleged
ownership or interest in a right of way acquired as al-
leged by prescription and adverse usage over lands of the
defendants; by the counterclaim, to quiet title in the de-
fendants to the Tands stripped of all asserted claims and
alleged rights of the plaintiff, and each demanding in-
junctive relief against the other. The alleged right assert-
ed by the plaintiff is an adverse holding [***30] under
color of title or claim in and to real property or an inter-
est therein which by this action he sought to have quisted
in him. That the right so asserted by the plaintiff is an
interest in lands may not be doubted. 19 C. J. 862 et seq.
It is an asserted permanent interest in land of another
with the right to enter at all times and enjoy it. 19 C. J.
871.

The action thus is one within the statute, Comp.
Laws Utah 1917, § 7247, relating to actions to quiet title,
and in accordance therewith "an action may be brought
by any person against another who claims an estdte or
interest in real property adverse to him, for the purpose
of détermining such adverse claim": and comes within
our constitiitional provision, article 8, § 19, that "there
shall be but one form of civil action, and law and equity
may be administered in the same action.” In Wey v. Salt
Lake City, 35 Utah 504, 101 P. 381, we held that, by
reason of the statute, the ancient jurisdiction of courts of
equity with respect to suits to quict title and to determine
adverse claims was enldrged.

The matter in hand is therefore to be considéered in
view of the statute and of the Constitution, and is mot to
be determined [***31] upon principles and forms of
common-law courts and rules and practice of equity prior
to the Reformed Code of Procedure, and where prior
thereto matters of law and equity were not administered
in the same action and where [*524] legal rights were
required to be determined in a law court and the equita-
ble rights and relief in the Chancery Court; nor is the
matter to be considered and determined by decisions of
Jurisdictions which still adhere to the distinction between
law courts and equity courts as it existed prior to the

adoption of the Reformed Code of Procedure first
adopted in New York in 1848 and followed in nearly all
of the Western states, including Utah.

In 4 Pomeroy, Equity Jarisprudence (4th Ed.) 1396,
the author says that the equity jurisdiction to quiet title,
independent of statute, was only invoked by a plaintiff in
possession, holding the legal title, when successive ac-
tions at law had failed, or when many persons asserted
equitable titles against the plaintiff in possession holding
the legal or an equitable title, but that "the action has
been greatly extended by statute, and in many states is
the ordinary mode of trying disputed titles." In the sec-
tion following [***32] the author further says that "the
action may be brought against one or more claimants
without regard to the interest or title--légal or equita-
ble--which he or the plaintiff may hold."

The same doctrine is lield in Poméroy, Code Reine-
dies (5th Ed.) § 266, wherein the author says that "the
action (to quiet title) has, however, beén greatly extended
by statute, especially in the Western States, and is there
an ordinary means of trying a disputed title between two
opposite claimants,” and that the possessof of land,
"without waiting for any proceeding, legal or equitable,
to be instituted against him, may take the initiative, and,
by commencing an equitable action, may compel his
adversaries 1o comé into court, assert their titles, and
have the controversy put to rest in a single judgment.”
Such view follows from the further statement of the au-
thor at section 16, wherein is considered the question of a
combination by a piaintiff of legal and equitable primary
rights and of legal and equitable remedies in one action,
and where the author states that under the former system
a legal primary right when invaded could [*525] only
be redressed by an action at Jaw, and that a legal judg-
ment [***33] alone was possible, while an equitable
primaiy’ rlght was to be redressed or protected in an eqg-
uity suit and by equitable remedy, and that the union or
combination of the two classes either wholly or partially
in one action was unknown, unless permitted by some
express statute; but the new system permitted and en-
couraged such a union and combination, for one of its
elementary notions was that all possible disputes or con-
troversies arising out of, or connected with, the same
subject-matter or transaction, should be settled in a single
judicial action. In the mext section the author further
states that, when the plaintiff is clothed with primary
rights, both legal and equitable, growing out of the same
cause of action or the same transaction, and is entitled to
an equitable remedy, and also to further legal remedy
based upon the supposition that the equitable relief is
granted, and he sets forth in his complaint the facts
which support each class of rights and which show that
he is entitled to each kind of remedy, and demands a
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Jjudgment awarding both species of relief, the action will
be sustained to its full extent in the form thus adopted.

[**348] Pertinent also to the matter in [**¥34]
hand is the statement in ¢ Cal. Jur. § 3, that:

"Convenient as was the common-law action under
the ancient practice for the determination of title to fand,
in this state where equity and law are administered in the
same forum and under & single pleading, where an action
to quiet title or to determine conflicting ¢laims to real
estate may be brought indifferently by one in or out of
possession, the utility of such an action no longer exists,"
and that "there appears to be a growing tendency to
abandon the action entirely in favor of the statutory ac-
tion to quiet title."

Thus m states as hére permitting a combination or
union of both legal and equitable primary rights and legal
and equitable remedies in one action, and where statutory
actions to quiet title have been extended or enlarged to
determine adverse claims to an estate or interest in real
property, it follows, and as stated in 1 Pomeroy, Equity
Jurisprudence [*¥526] (4th Ed.) § 231, that, "where a
court of equity has obtained jurisdiction over some por-
tion or feature of a controversy, it may, and will in gen-
eral, proceed to decide the whole issues, and to award
complete relief, although the rights of the parties are
[***35] strictly legal, and the final remnedy granted is of
the kind which might be conferred by a court of law.” To
that effect are the cases in this jurisdiction. Kinsman v.
Utah Gas & Coke Co., 53 Utah 10, 177 P. 418, Madsen
v. Bonmeville Irrigation Dist, 65 Utah 571, 239 P. 781,
and Trenchard v. Reay 70 Utah 19, 257 P. ]046.

I am not unmindfu! of statements in texts to the ef-
fect that a court of law is the proper court to determine
" the existence or nonexistence of an easement (7 Standard
Encyc. of Procedure, 955} and that in an action for ob-
structing an alleged private way, whether the way is pub-
lic or private, is a question for the jury (19 C. I. 1004),
but it will be noticed that in the main the ¢ases cited in
support of the text are from jurisdictions where the re-

formed procedure and the rule of a union or combination

in one action of primary rights and of legal remedies at
law and of equitable relief do not prevail, or where the
reformed procedure is not as fully followed as it is in
many of the Western states, including Utah. The same
observation may be made as to the statement in 51 C. .
136, that:

"In many jurisdictions statutes have been enacted
authorizing [***36] actions to be maintained for the
determination of adverse claims and to quiet title. Such
statutes are enabling acts, and the proceeding thereunder
is not usually regarded as a special proceeding, but is an
action, equitable in its nature, and governed by the rules
pertaining to suits in equity, except where the statute
directs otherwise. Under some statutes, however, the
action is an action at law, while under others it may be
either an equitable action or an action at law, depending
on the issues involved; if the issues tendered are equita-
ble the proceeding is one in equity, but where no equita-
ble rights ate set up by either party, or where the answer
sets up an equitable defense but seeks no equitable relief,
the actiori is one at law governed by the ordinary rules
applicable to actions at law."

So, too, in 10 R. C. L. 347, that:

[*527] "While it may be incorrect to say that the
determination of title to real estate is without the scope
of the general jurisdiction of a court of equity, it is un-
doubtedly troe that a court of equity will not ordinarily
entertain a bill solely for the purpose of establishing the
title of a party to real estate, or for the recovery of pos-
session [***37] thereof, as these objects can generally
be accomiplished by an action of ejectment at law."

But that, as it seems to me, is taken care of by our
constitutional provision, and by our statute relating to
actions fo quiet title heretofore referred to for the purpose
of determining adverse claims to estate or intérest in real
property, and which, as has been seen, is now the ordi-
nary mode of determining disputed titles and controver-
sies with respect thereto. So too in reading and citing
cases proper attention must also be given to the character
of the issues involved, whether merely questiotis of law,
such as trespass on real propérty or of an interest therein
with resulting damages, without involving equity ot eq-
uitable principles. But here, as has been seen, the grava-
men of the action is one brought by the plaintiff against
the defendants to determine advetrse claims to an estate
or interest in real property and to quiet tiile thereto and
for injunctive relief, and where sufficient facts are al-
leged involving primary rights, both legal and equitable,
arising out of the same subjectmatter or transaction and
entitling the plaintiff to equitable relief. I therefore am of
the opinion that [***38] the court properly denied the
plaintiff a trial by jury.



