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NRUNNING WITU LÀ"D CONTInmINU ECS.

*He-mesioy (1900) 1 Ch. 880. Thia wa an action to
breaeh of a moenant runing wlth the land. The

ma eontained in a deed of conveyance of pa.rt of a
ate, and thereby the defendant (the. grantee) cov-
r himself, his executors, administrators, and assigne"
Il (the owner o& the estate) bis heirsand assigne that
nter alla) ere<zt on the land conveyed priv te resi-
with suitable olitbuildings in the rear, and thtt befere
ent of the erection of buildings he would submit plans
antee. The defendant subsequently demised his land
bject to the covenant above rnentioned and his leasees

similar covenants with ui. Bail had conveyd to
~he lessees of the defendant commened to build a
ut; having subxnitted plans lO Bond or obtained his
id they also, erected a water clomet attached te the
house and not accessible from the inside of the house.
objection and the lessees stopped building, subse-
trustee in bankruptcy of the lessees disclaimed the

e defendant reentered on the land with the unflnished
it. Bond then conveyed bis land te the plaintiff who
this action te compel the defendant te remove the

lleging depreciation in the value of the plaintiff's
reason of the proxiznity of the unsightly and un-

ise beng visible frorn ail the principal rooms, of the
esidence. Eve, J., who tried the action, held that the
submit plans involved a negative covenant that ne

ould be commenc9d until plans had been submitted
ed by the ccvenantee, hie heirsand assigna, and that
of the bouse wus a breach of the covenant, aIse that
of the water closet was an outbuilding within the
the moenant and that its erection lu the cireumn-

also a breach cf the covenant. But ha held that the
vas net liable to pull down thebuilding, (1) because
o coutinuing breaeh of the covenaut, it having beeu
and for aillwheu ide bouse was erected; (2) because

was comrnitted neot by defeldant but by hie assigne
'endant had net by his conduet rendered hinîself per-
le for the violation of the covenant, and (3) because
n the evenant "for hiraself, his executors, adminis-
assigna" were used to indicate that the covenant rau


