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hought by them, which the plaintiffs elaimed was a detriment to
them, and a breacli of the restrictive eov-enant; which Holmes had
given to Du Cane, and whieh they clairned to be entitled to, en-
force. Warrington, J., who tricd the action, however, held that
they had no such riglit, beeause there was no evidence of the
covenant huing given in pursuance of, or to carry ont, any build-
ing scherne, that the mere registration of the covenant did flot
bave the affect of annexing it to the land, that there was no
imposition of the covenant hy the comnion vendor of the plaintiff
and defendan.ts in furtheranee o? any building schenie, and
nvithier party purchased their lots~ on the footing that the coven-
anit in question was to enuire for the beneflt of the other lots.
ire held that the covenant in question was ene intended merely
for the benefit of Du Cane as owner of the rcst of the estate
of whieh the fourteen acres had formed part, whieh wvas not en-
forceable by any one but Dut Cane or bis representativeg.

SoI,1CIToit---SoICrToR AXND .XENT-AGElN''S BILL oli' Cosvs-TAx-
ATION-ORDER OF CO-RS-qOIIcITORq' ACT, 1843 (6-7 VICT.
c. 73), s, :37--A'rTc,îiNayV' & SOrTIvORa,' ACTr, 1870-(33-34
VITM v, 28). ss. 3, 17-(R..O. c. 174, m. .35).

fai re Wilde (1910) 1. Ch. 100. A eountry solicitor liaving
employed his London agent to transaet certain business for whieh
thep latter wvas entitled to eosts, obtained an order of course for the
(lelivery by the agent of bis hilh of eot8. This order the agent
(e ,utended was rcul hevause the rela tion orf souiitar and
elient did not exist between a solicitor and bis London agent,
anid lic liaving refumed to dlver his bill pursuant to the order,
m motion for an attebient wvas mnade against irin for contcxnpt,
wliereuipon the agent tilso nîoved to diseýharge the order. Both
motions wcerv heard tomether, and Neville, L. who heard thein,
deveided that althoughi prior to the Solicitors' Act o? 1843, there
<lîd not appvar ta have been any powver at conmnion law to order
taxation of an agent 5s bill, and it was onli ordered in Chancery
on the ternis of bringing the amnotnt of the bill into couirt, yet
thiat since the Act a diCerent mile prevailed and that under o. 37
(R.S.O. c. 174, s. 35) the country aohieitor was entitled as a
"p)arty ehargeable'' to have a taxation of his agent's bill without
any ternis being imposeid, andi the order of course wvas therefore
regular, and the agent was' ordered to deliver his bill within
21 days and pay the eosts of both mnotions.


