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~hIland his successors should keep a spout ten inches square in the inside

atr th bOtton' of the ditch, to which the grantor should at ail times have access

he Purpose of drawing water. The ditch was neyer owned by Thomas, and
he4dno interest in'it, beyond that acquired by this provision in his deed to

Ltarnl The Court sustained the complainant's bill, saying-

th hdeed purports to require the respondent to put in the spout upon land flot conveyed, and
the qustoni wbether acourt of equity can compel him to do it under the circumstances of the

Perfor the trspondent, by accepting the deed containing the provision, thereby agreed to
ti uythere can be no doubt. This duty was a part of the consideratiofi of bis deed.

pCîorr, itet bas received full compensation, and it is dificuit to see wby he is flot bound to

1 Int the case of easements created by reservation, courts of equity are more
iJeral tFi Courts of Iaw. On technicai grounds, there is doubt whether at

&Wa reservation in a deed of conveyance, will create an easement in other lands
gatethan the lands granted and conveyed to him. In equity there is

63 arasment on this subject. Thus, in Case v. Haight (1829), 3 Wefxd.
63e faI2; s.c. i Paige (N.Y.), 447, Schuyler owned the south side of the

StWea s in the outiet of Lake George, and also the land under the bed of the

a.d n Deals and Nichols were the owners of the lands on the north shore,
tu~ themn he made a grant of the bed of the stream, reserving to himself,

hreirs and assigns, the right to abut any dam, or dams, on both sides or
'hre Of the said waters. An injunction was granted to restrain a breach ofth evenant. In construing this reservation, Sutherland, J., said-

tlj'ho reservation can bave no effect as an exception. .. .... The 4eed of Schuyler did
tih otor profess to convey, any part of tbe north shore ; be could flot tberefore reserve a

the ""bIld a dam against it. But, tbough void as an exception, the reservation is binding upon
est0 anteesà and tbeir assigns, and becomes operative eitber as an implied covenant or by way of
""jpl The deed is to be construed as though the parties bad mutually covenanted that eacb

have a right to butt a dam upon the sbore of tbe other."

PaIroi Agreement.-In Tulk v. Moxhay (1848), 2 Phil., 774, i a ad
f there was a mere paroi agreemnent, and no covenant, the court woulden
be 't against a party purchasing with notice, on the ground that if an equity
attacehed to the property by the owner, no one purchasing with notice of that

Y,1an stand in a different situation from the party from whom he purchased.
819eerentmay be either written or oral. Thus, in Tallmadge v. T'he East

8R1nk <1862)e 26 N.Y., 105, the owner of lots on both sides of a city street
%ea Plan exhîbiting the street as widened eight feet on each side, and repre-

te t several vendees of différent lots that al the buildings to be erected on
ots he had soldi and shoud sell, shoud stand back eight feet from the line

ef Street. The vendees erected bu'iidings in conformity with this plan : none
t beigrsrce by their conveyances or bound by any covnati

tuCt to the extent or mode of their occupation. An injunction was granted
trestrain a subsequent purchaser of one of the lots, with cosrcienotice of

from building upon the eight feet adjoining the street. The Court


