
Equiable Easeiieiiiçç 203'they cohfnant, in rerneoitbinindd 
to be annexed to other property, or to its beingta talled to- enable the covenantee more advantageousîy to deal with his property, is importantWb ttndedto. Whether the purchaser is the purchaser of ail the land retained by his vendorcor o1ýenn was entered into, is also important. If he fl ot, iier.t may be important t ake intoWheth aton Whether his vendor lias soid off part of the land s0 retained, and if he bas done so,b,,,,r ror flot h e has so sold subject to a similar covenant ; whether the purchaser claiming thet(fthe covenant has entered into a similar covenant may flot be so important."

-fsrte ViCe-Chancellor, being satisfied that the restrictive covenant was flotIlle td for the benefit of the particular Property, but to enable the vendors to'th - d TlOst of the property they retained, refused to order an injunction.866 Ci) 1 an W'nMas affirmed by the Court of Appeals in (1879), L.R., ii Chy.D.,aS. 12 ctdvih emhtcapproval inl Spicer v.Martin (1888), L.R., 14 App.M160aster v. Ilansard (1876), L.R., 4 Chy.D., 718; I3adger v. Board>nanki,) 6Gray (Mass.), 559 ; Tobey v. Moore (1881), 130 Mass., 448 ; Thursbonv.of the . 70), 32 M., 487. And where the restrictions are made for the benefitow,, ersperty, and enure in favor of the persons who become the respective~eers Of t, the original covenantee cannot by release discharge any part of itet c as he stili retains: Raynor v. L-Yon, (1887,4 u.(..,27created l.n wtnthtrcfrheomon benefit of which the easementrestra - ' the only other requisite to support a prayer for an injunction to4"'ea violation of the covenant by any proprietor. As restrictions of thisOf tr lntended for the mutual protection of ail the proprietors, neither privitya 1 ait t nor privity of estate is essential, and a prior rnay have a remedyrer asubseqre, at,,j. n purchaser of, part of the same tract, even when a paroi0 "Y e. fto of a unjform building plan is the sole evidence of the contract :Af Oore (18 81), 130 Mass., 448 ; Talmîadge v. The East River Bank (1862),k. 1 105 ; Giberi v. Peteler (1868), 38 Id., 165 ; Green v. Creighton (1861), 7
htjt is. lcs that the defendant purchase with full notice of the agreeete ing Upon hlm, not because he stands as assignee of the party who madere 0eent, but because he has taken the estate with notice of a valid agree-U. 1' 1 1 ernjn, it, which he cannot equitably refuse to perform : Whitntev vCo(188Y) Co* ('1858) Ili Gray (Mtass.), 359; Phoenix Ins. Go., v. Continental mns.'lett t 2, 87 N.y., 400. And slight circumstances will be construed as equiva-clte aov e existence of the equity. Thus% in Tal>nadge v. The East Ri,"crdiaA''e b ,00 the uniformity in the position of houses erected in the imme-%*l . Put tohd, in conformity with a general building plan, was held to beV.1j ,,,, t l he purchaser on inquiry and charge hirn with notice. Similarly,,ý5. e V.Idews (i88o), 128 Mass., 536; Morlazd v. Cook (1 868), L.R., 6 Eq.eIt re a

%E r1la 0  lY to consider what will amount to a violation of an eq'uitableie4 t' thererned which a court of equity will apply. The owner of the,eeetcan do no act on his land which interferes substantially withere t or with those rights which are requisite to the full enjoyment of;b ut the Utmost extent of the duty which rests on the owner of the


