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land in question to the plaintiffs for C350,000, and at the same
tiîme the Race Course Co. tvere also negotiating for a sale of the
property to anlother comparny, but the price the company was
%villing to give was never communicated to the plaintiffs. On
6th November, 1899, the p.laintifft; o«fered £'2ooooo, which wvas
refused, and on the saine day the Ra,ýe Course Co. arranged to seli
the property for î,280ooao to the T rafford Park Co., Ilsubject to
the rights of the Canal Co. under the agreement of March 7, 1893?'
The action %vas brought against bath the vendors and purchasers,
to restrain the carrying out of the sale as bcing a breach or the
agreement with the plainitifs. The defendants contended that the
agreement was void for remotefless and uncertainty, but Farveîî, J.,
held that the agreement, hiaving received statory confirmation,
was flot open to objection on that ground, H4e alsa held that a
proposed user by an), intending purchaser (including the plaintifîs)
entitled the plaintiffs ta a first refusal, and that the Race Course
Co. could not sel! the race course ta third parties %vithout first
informing the plairitifý' of the actuai cash price the intending pur-
<rhaser w as offeriiîg, aixA offéring it ta the plaintiffs at that price,
and that sucli right of first refusai might be enforced against an
iixtending purchaser %vith notice, on twvo grounds, viz,, ( 0 because.
iwas an interest in land, and (2) because so long as the mratter

rested in fieri, the Court, by ian inverse application of the principle
of Wi/mou v. Lerrbetr (îS8a) i,; Ch. D. 96, could restrain the
intending purchaser froixi accepting a canveyance ai the legal
estate in breach af the venidor's ptior contraci, %vitlî the plaintiffs.
1le, therefore, granted ail injunctian restraining the Race Course
Co. frotn selling the race course ta ai»' persan or company
%vithout first aflfering it ta the plaitiifs at the saine cash price that
the intending purchaser is affcring; and also restraining the carry-
inig out af the agreement %vith the Trafford Park Ca. unless and
until that had been dlore.

MEitGER-LsAsE F~BMETlOR L1IP9 E STATE-INTEN1ION.

I1,91- v. Lagtulkis(i 90a) 2 Ch. 368, wvas an action ta
ompel the specific performance af an agreement ta grant a lease.

The facts were a little peculiar. A tenant for life, under a strict ý
settlemnent having power ta grant a lease for 99 years, executed an
informai instrument whereby lie agreed ta grant a lease ta the
second tenant for' lîfe, at a ren oï 4' per annum, on fils erecting U


