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6th June, 1988

CAMPBELL, J.A.

The plaintiff was the lessor of premises nNo. 2 Barracks Road,
Montege Bay, St. James. The defendant had obtained its lease from one
Mr. Marzouca who subsequentiy conveved the premicas to the plaintiff
Mr. Barrington Scott. The defenuaat cuntinued tii-eafter having atioul ned
tenant to Mr. Scott. The lcase was for five years, it conTaingd an
option which asppeared to have been open ended as to the right o; the
lessee to exercise the option for e further term of five years. The
said option was pecul iarly worded because it was not an opticn exercisable
tc continue the lease at the same rénT; tut rather an option for a
further term cf five years 2t a new rental tc be arranged. Be that as
if‘may, the evidence led béfore the learned Resident Magistrate did not
show that the defendant had done anything which could be treated as an
exercise of the ¢ption. The premlses.had been expressly excluded from
the Rent Restricticn Act, éccordingly the question of the sufficiency of

the notice and questions on the other matters which the learned Resident
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