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titled to a eonveyance of the lands in fee, and 'with it, ira-
mediate poçse8siOn.

in the mneantime w-bat -use could flic defendants make of

the prpperty ý They or thei tenants could only hold it on

sufrnebeing liable to be ejected at a rnoment's notice.

Ji is inconceiyable that the parties contcmplated a tenure so

prerosand destructive, of the value of the use of the

prope)4rty. Practîcally it wvou1d mean that during the con-

inuianice of the option the defendants should not be in a

position to moke any reasonable use of the propcrly, that is

Uic plaîntiff might abandon its user as lessec and yet the

owescould not either by tlîemselves or others make a rea-

~onblcu~cof it. In the meantime the defendants would be

oigdto 1)a.\ tjîe taxes, ilîsurance, and upkeep, with no in-

coîne1 1t1 11iEet these charges, and Nvith no righit under the

contri t0 uld interest to) the pureliase iiiorne. This výsult

iswbolhvincîîonsistent withll flic sAemîe of the parties. Praicti-

caliv, thoughi iot as a inatter of law, the right of re-purchase

was'iîîtendled to give to Ili( plaintiff the bcncfit of redemp-

tion, the purcliase price being the amount of the defendants'

judgment, the prior uîortgage and the disbursements which.

the defendants iîiglit propcrly incur for taxes, insurance and

upkecp, the rentai payable by the plaintif! taking the place

of interest on the defeudants' dlaim until the plaintiff pur-
chased.

If. notwithistarning tiiese consequences, the parties con-

tracted to thie effeet contended for by the'plaintif!, then -we

have nothiing to do with consequenceR, but when an amîbigu-

0118 set of words is used the circumstancea assist lu making
clear Ilhe sense ini whieh both parties s0 expressed themselves.

Tiihen thie proviso that "after the first three years the

lessor may sd(1lithe prenîises free f rom the said lease," etc.,

slhows t1vit tHwc ontemplated the lease as subsiîsting.

Thoni furthiier onit is provided that "the lessee shallhave

the optý(i of 1becoinig thie purchaser at the price " etc.,

not tiit the plainitif! shall have the option, but the "lessee."

Thîns thîroughout the whîole "instrument dealing with the

option thîcre runs the prevailtng idea that flic plaintif! qua

Iessee only is to be entitlcd to exi'rcise the option.

1, therefore, amn of opinion, that the proper'interpreta-

tîoîî to place upoît the instrument in question is, that 'the

plaintiTs right of pre-einption ceased when the lease came to


