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exclusive of land oceuipied thereby * vuad excepting sutbeout-
butildinigs- or stable-s in the rear thereof. .(.. >A No trade
or calling shail lxe carried on upon the said propertyv eýx.cpt that
of hyia.. (6) The purchaser will commence withiui
one year from this date and eomnplete wvitbin reasonabie tiùue
thereafter a dwei-linig bouse upon the said lands conformwing- with
the abiove restriction.s. ' .*I

There was no covenant by Dods, as grantor, that hie %vould be
hound by any sirnilar restrictions, or wvould ex~act similar restrie-
tions or covenants fromn later purchasers of any\ of the r-eiiaiuing
lots; and, although the burden of the restrictilons, and rovenants
wias ik eaeh case to run with the particular lot vonvey* ed, there
%vas nothing ini any of the deeds to shiewý that the- benefit0 of the
restrictions and covenants was to runi with any land *hatever.

On the 22nd January, 1910, Dods conveyedI lot 1:3 on1 plan 1267
to Frances A. Rudd, and on the 1eV August, 1912, lot 12 to Geog
A. Ruidd, eaeh conveyance containinig the words anud the seedule
above oeention. d. Týhe.,* two lots hsd since been, conveyed to the.
applirant coi-poration, which thereupon set about the erection of a
vhurch-huilding thereon. To this Dodsand seuveral other owniers
of lots on plan 1267 took objection, alleging a brewch of the.
restrictions aud c-ovenants contained ik the conveyances of lots
12 sud 13-and contending that a church-building is not a private
dwelling bouse (restriction 1).

Whether or not the mrethod adxopted by Dods n.ade thi. a
building schieme with reciprocal covenants sud restrictioffw
applicable, both as Vo benefit snd burden, to every lot, and runuiing
with the land, it was not necessary Vo decide on this application.

Teabsence of a reciprocal covenant on the part of the grantor
may lie a sevrious obstacle kn the wvay of other purchasers: Page v.
Campbll (1920), auto 3.

Bult d, the original grantor, was a party to this application,
and, a., the( owner of soine of the lots shewn upon the plan, was
entitled to enforce the restrictions and covenants eontained in
the Jiutdd deeds.

1 tvýs otsugesedthat a ehpirch-buiildling ceuld be cnsied
a private dwelling bouse within the mevaing of restriction 1; b)ut
it was coutended, for the applican-i-poration, that the grantor
hiad waivedl that restriction by bis failuire W enforce the cON-enant
contained ik restriction 6. Tihe failure to conur ence to bulld a
dwelling bouse wvithin one year was undoubtedly a breach~ of
restriction t;; but rio prineiple of law entitles a covensutor to
escape fron i e covenant by bra ga.nother. Standing by and
allowvitg a purehaser to ere4 a building whieh did not Coml
with restriction 1 might constitute a waiver or estoppel; but the~
grantor jnight, if hie wished, expressly waive No. (1 %vithout m-aitin


