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nce to its being intended to be annexed to other property, or to its being
able the covenantee more advantageously to deal with his property, is i.mportant
Whether the purchaser is the purchaser of all the land retained by his vendor
was entered into, is also important. Ifheis not,it may be important to take into
her his vendor has sold off part of the land so retained, and if he has done so,
e has so sold subject to a similar covenant ; whether the purchaser claiming the
€ Covenant hag entered into a similar covenant may not be so important.”
insert Vlce'Chancel]or, being satisfied that the restrictive covenant was not
fnaket e0r the benefit of the particular Property, but to enable the .ve.ndor's to
iS qe l_'_“‘)St of the property they retained, refused to order an injunction.
866, ang *1on was affirmed by the Court of Appeals in (1879), L.R., 11 Chy.D.,
Cag, .C'ted with emphatic approval in Spicer v. Martin (1888), L.R., 14 App.
(1860) I’6M“St” v. Hansard (1876), L.R., 4 Chy.D., 718 ; Badger v. Boardman
b ke’(IB Gray (Mass.), 559 ; Tobey v. Moore (1881), 130 Mass., 448 ; Thurston v.
©70), 32 Md., 487.  And where the Testrictions are made for the benefit
OWnepg ;OPerty’ and enure in favor of the bersons who become the respective
®Xeepy s It, the original covenantee cannot by release discharge any part of it
itle 5. 2 he still retains : Raynor v. Lyon (1887), 46 Hun. (N.Y.), 227.
S cre O.Ia“d within the tract, for the cOmmon benefit of which the easement

ed .. .. .
Testy. in a’ 1S the only other requisite to Support a prayer for an injunction to
Naty, = Violation of the covenant by any proprietor. As restrictions of this
of
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r may have a remedy
reDreSeMati Sequent purchaser of part of the same tract, even when a parol

Tobey o0 of a uniform building plan is the sole evidence of the contract :
% Ny 0% (1881), 130 Mass., 448; Talmadge v. The East River Bank (1862),
R.I.’ 1..’ 105 Gibers v. Peteler (1868), 38 Id., 165 ; Green v. Creighton (1861), 7

ti ,
:t is bsi:;iCeSsary that the defendant purchase with full notice of the agreement.
he 8ree "8 upon him, not because he stands as assignee of the party who made
Teng  “Ment, by because he has taken the estate with notice of a valid agree-
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'gmo,, CCrning 1t, which he cannot €quitably refuse to perform : Whitney v
0

(1882). 80. (1858) 171 Gray (Mass.),' 359; Phenix Ins. Co., v. Continental Ins.
to DOt’ic7 "1+ 400, And slight circumstances will be
™ citeg € of the existence of the equity. Thus, in Talm
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construed as equiva-
adge v. The East River
erected in the imme-
onformity with a genera) building plan, was held to be
haser on inquiry and charge him with notice. Similarly,
80), 128 Mass., 336 ; Morland v. Cook (1868), L.R., 6 Eq.,
t tem.. -
::se.,n;:z l::donly to consider what will amount to a violation of an equitable
thment te the remedy which a court of equity willapply. The owner of the
o Sasen, n : 0 no act on hi§ land which interferes substantially with
Refitg . » °F With those rights which are requisite to the full enjoyment of

> PUt the utmost extent of the duty which rests on the owner of the
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