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Mquired th

efﬁndants,eir conveyance, subject to the qualified right of the

after the three years, to sell to a stranger.
ggl‘een?e question .is, what did the parties mean when by th(_a
Droyig, 1t they said that the ¢‘lease shall contain a covenant gnd
d“ring fg}? 13he.p.‘;1,r‘c of the lessors that the lessee may at any time
§ Goes ne said terr.n exercise his right of .pre~empt19n,” ete. ?
that 5 0t say during five years, but during the said term—
It WhllSt_ ﬂ}e said term is still subsisting.
dllring te Plaintiff’s contention is adopted, then at any moment
pl&intﬂf e five years, altl}ough .the lease had ceased to exist, the
Veyanee’ogihexercmmg his option, would be entitled to a con-
e lands in fee, and, with it, immediate possession.
DroPertye? meantime wha..t use could the defend_ants make of the
Ange, Betis i €y or thelr‘ tenants could hold it ogly on s1.1fff3r-
conceivabli t}llable to be egected at a moment’s notice. It is in-
. destpyers at the parties contemplated a tenure so precarious
tlcally it We 1‘1’3 of the value of the use of the property. Prae-
¢ defey, d;’“ d mean that during the continuance of the option
ble use Ii':;s should not be in a position to make any reason-
€T 85 Joggon € Property, that is, the plaintiff might abandon its
0 ey and yet the owners could not, either by themselves
defendanésmake a reasonable use of it. In the meantime the
Wkeep, Witgculd be obliged to pay the taxes, insurance, and
l‘lght Undep thno Income to meet these charges, and with no
18 rogyt s ‘;hcontr.act to‘ add interest to the purchase-money.
l‘&etieally th olly inconsistent with the scheme of the parties.
hase wag i’nteoggh not.as a matter of law, the right of re-pur-
2, the Durlil ed to 8ive to the plaintiff the benefit of redemp-
J“ﬁgmen‘c the ase-price being the amount of the defendants’
u ’s Iiip 11;101- mortgage, and the dishursements which the
_Dkeep\the 84t properly incur for taxes, insurance, and

Wteregt on tlf: ntal payahle by the plaintiff taking the place of
tl‘aeItf’ Notwit elendants’ claim until the plaintiff purchased.

anding these consequences, the parties con-
Dothing. ¢ 'dg :foeet contended for by the plaintiff, then we have
iv;ol‘ds.is use ﬂllt'h Consequences ; but, when an ambiguous set of
Which both . e, CIFCUmStances assist in making clear the sense

& Thep e pli\?)rt.les S0 expressed themselves.
thay Sell th prex;;l'so that ““after the first three years the lessor
&y COntemp) 18es free from the said lease,’”” ete., shews that
as subsisting.

; ated the |
Hhe o Sty on it ease as
18 provided that ‘‘the lessee shall have

OPtion o
b .
4 the plaintige(;lmmg the purchaser at the price,”’ ete.—not
Shall have the option, but the ‘‘lessee.”’



