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ament, eithier by rent or by cash, in case there should be ;1 Sale
the lessor (plaintifi') desiring to, self and requesting the lse

ifendant) to purchase.
The plaintiff did net desire to, seli, arnd did flot request thfe lessee
purchase, and se in fact no0 sale ever took place, and para. -4
flot corne Înto operation.
The two, paragraphs should be read together, the 4th a,ýs spple-
ntary te the 3rd; the 4th did flot give a distinct righit of pureas
the defendant; para. 3 gave to the plaintiff the righit te require,
defeid-ant te purchase, and the property wa&3 flot te pas util

d for by the defendant. The 4th paragraph dIld flot purpeort te
e the defendant the right to purchase, but snpyprovidled for
,-ment iii case para. 3 carne into effect, and ithen dleclared thiat

equipmreflt should become the property of thie dlefendaint.
Neither thie 3rd nor the 4th paragraph piirported te prôvide
a sale of the business or the goodwill of the business. ItN as thie
,Iuipmienit" only that was te become the propert ' of th1vsee
liough, by another paragraph, the lessor agreed that, shou11l thle
jiness be purchased by the lessee under this agreetuent, the lessor
uld not practise the profession of a dental surgeon withini 7 ilesý
Stirling.
On the 26th January, 1018,, the plaintiff gave the defendant

~ice to, quit and deliver up possession of all the dental equipment
1 of all other goods and utensils leased te him under the agree-
nt, on the lst April, 1918--a clear intirnation that the plaintiff
not intend te avail himaself of the right of sale reserved uinder
agreement.

The appeal should be dismissed with costs.

MULOCK, 04. Ex., in a written judgment, said thiat hie agreed
h the construction put upon the agreement by Clute, J., and
,h bis disposition of the appeal. No ambiguity existed as te the

ing of the agreement, and paroi evidence in explanation waa),
dmisible.

RIDDELL, J., În a wvritten judgment, said that the document,
4 ambiguous, and miiglit be read in favour of the plaintiff,
!iough, in his opinion, looked at alone, it should be readi in
our of the defendant's contention. The trial Judge was3 righit
admnitting evidence of the surrounding circurnstances; and the
Jece when read lu the liglt of the finding of faet of the trial
[ge, shewed that the intention of the parties was that the
enant should flot have the right to purchase in i nvi uni. That,
struction should be given te the contract; or, if not, it ahould

The appeal should, be dismnissed.


