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PER CURI AM

In 1973, a McDonal d's Corporation franchisee | eased property in St.
Charles, Mssouri, from Coverleaf Properties, Inc., to operate a
McDonal d's restaurant. The twenty-year |ease gave the | essee options (i)
to extend the | ease for four five-year extension periods, at escal ating
rents; and (ii) to purchase the property for $235,000 "after exten[s]ion
of initial termof this | ease or any exten[s]ion thereafter." The origina
parties to the lease |ater assigned the |lessee's interest to MDonald' s and
the lessor's interest to Leonard O Brien, O overleaf's owner

At the end of the initial twenty-year term MDonald' s gave notice
it was exercising the option to purchase. O Brien then conmenced this
action in state court seeking a declaratory judgnent that the option to
purchase may not be exercised until the end of



the first five-year |ease extension period. After MDonald' s renoved, the
district court! held that the | ease agreement i s anbi guous concerni ng when
the option to purchase may be exerci sed and heard parol evidence on that
guestion at a bench trial. The court then credited the testinony of the
| ease negotiator for MDonald s, found that the parties intended "to grant
McDonald's the option to purchase the property imediately after the
expiration of the initial [twenty-year] term" and entered judgnment
af fordi ng McDonal d's decl aratory and specific performance relief.

On appeal, OBrien argues that the district court erred in holding
the | ease agreenent anbiguous and in admitting parol evidence as to the
parties' intent in providing a purchase option. Instead, the court should
have held that the | ease grants MDonal d's an option to purchase only after
the expiration of the first five-year |ease extension period. After
carefully reviewi ng the record and considering the parties' contentions on
appeal , we conclude that the district court correctly held that the | ease
agreenent i s anbi guous on the question at issue -- whether "after extension
of the initial period' neans after the start of, or after the end of, the
first five-year |ease extension period. Thus, the court properly heard
parol evidence on this issue, and its findings of fact regarding the
parties' intent are not clearly erroneous. Accordingly, we affirm See
8th Gir. Rule 47B.
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