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VENDOR AND PuRCHÂsERt-RSTRICTIVE COVENANT-COVENANT
REQUIRINO BUILDING PLANS TO BE APIPROVED BY SURVEYOR-
COSTS OF APPROVAL.

licading lutdustrial Society V. Patinùr (1912) 2 Ch. 42. ln
this case the plaintiff had purchased fromn the defendant part of
at building eatate and hiad eovenanted that the plans of any
buildings to be erected on the premises should be first approved
by clie defendants' surveyor. Nothing wvas said as to the pay-
ment of the cecpenses of the surveyor for exainining and Iapprov-
ing of the plans, the plaintiff elaimed that these expenses were
payable by the defendant. Eady, J., held that there being noth-
ing in the covenant imposing on the plaintiffs a liability to pay
the surveyor, who was einployed solely hy the defendant, and
therefore that the defendant hiieif mu.,t pay his fees, with-
out any iight over against the p1aintif"it therefor.

IiASEMENT-IMPLIEI) UR.ANT OF WIuwr OF WXY-PLAN ON LEAtçýE

-ALTERATION 0F LEASE 1Y AGREEMENT AI'TER EX' "TION-

ESTOPPEL.

Rudd v. Rowles (1912) 2 Ch. 60. In this case the plaiutiff
elained to be entitled f0 an iinplied grant of at riglit-of-way
over a lane in the following eircumstanees. liowles was the
owner of a parcel of land and granted to one Glock separate
leases of four lots on wvhieli Glock, under a building agreement,
had erected four houses. The leases were exeeuted in 1903, but at
the time the leases were executed ftie houses were not compled,
and the back fenees were flot erected, but ini 1904 the fences
were erected and gates %vere placed therein opening on to a
strip of land in the rear. This strip hand since been used by the
tenants of the housea, but wvas not iientioned in, or any righits
over it given by the lease, except that on eaeli lease was a plan
of the dexnised preutises which indieated the strip in the rear
and which suggested that it was intended to give access to the
rear of the lots. The plaintff beeamie rnortgagee of the four
leases and claimed a declaration that hie, and those claiming

un(ler him, were entitled to a right-of-way over the strip inth
rear, and Neville, J., held that lie was so entitled; with regard

the alteration in the leases after exeeution, he also held that if
having been made by consent it did flot invalidate the leases,r but that the parties ivere estopped froin disputing that fthe
altered date was thle true date of the leases.


