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S. F. Washington», K.O,, and W. A. Il Duff,
plaintiffs.

C. J. Holmian, K.O., and J. M. Telford, for the

TEETZsî1, J. :-The position of the plaintiffs is, 1
entitledl to have the lease perpetually renewed, whi
dant contends that only one renewal is called
covenant.

The proper construction, to be'placed upon t
covenant has long been settled, both in England an(
to bc, that the lessee is not entitled to a renewal ir
but only to one renewal, unless the language used i
anit, expressly or by clear implication, shews fhat
intenided a reuewal ini perpptuity. In order te este
construction, the intentio n must be uneqnuivocally exj
a proviso in general ternis that the renewal lease s
the same covenants and agreemuents as the lease co:
moenant for renewal hasbeen repeatedly held not

the eovexnant for renewal. See Woodfall, l8th ed., 1
and 426, and l~sbury's Laws of England, vol. 18, ç-
the, leading cases are cited. Sc' aiso The Kîng v. St
Hlydraulie Co., 43 SO.R. 595.

Taking the language of the covenant sued on, wl
the sole guide in determîning the intenition of the p
is nothing whatever te indicatethat either party ixj
the defendant should be under any irrevocable o
renew the lease, either perpetually or as long beyond
terni as the plaintiffs, without any, obligation on t]
accept further renewals, xnight 'choose tq require it

One circuinstance urged for the plaintifis as ind
sueh intention could be gathered froni the covenant,
that in a prior lease of patrt of the'sanie premises Y
defendant's husband to the plaintiffs' testator, the
had been taken of inserting in a similar covenant
the words "except renewal." It is quite clear that
stance or any other aet of the parties cannot ho invol
the interpretation of the plain and unambignous lana


