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shareholder in the defendlant compjany) and the plaintiffs about
anothermiatter, and that the pliniitifrs were determnined to gethlim
and the dlefendants out of possýession Upoll any pretext whatev er.

3. 'Most of the repaired portion of the building was occupied by
the dlefendant conipaiNy. The plaintiffs contended that the hotel
,ompýany had flot the pouwer to carry on business as dealers in
rubbe)(r goodis. That dlaim wmas answered by the decision of the
lPri v Coundil in Bonanza Creek Goldi Minîng Co. Limitedl v. The
King, [1916] 1 A.C. .566, follow-ed iii our Courts in Edwiards v.
Bl1ackmnore (98,13 0VN.423, 42 0.L.R. 105. There must be
a valid assigninent to work, a forfeiture: Cornish v. Doles (1914),
.31, O.L.R. 505, at p. 519.

The mere letting into possession is flot a breach of covenant not
to assign or sublet: 'McCalluni Hill & o. v. Imiperial Bank (1914),
30 W.L.R. 343.

The plaint iffs had given their consent Wo a subletting, although,
they eontended, flot to this one.

The Court always leans qgaist a forfeiture: MeLaren v. ]Kerr
(1876), 39 JC..507; Hymvnan v. Rose, [1912] A.C. 623.

There, was nothing in the authorities eitedi by the plaintiffs to
affct tis view of iihe case: Curry v. Pcnnjock (1913), 4 O.Wý.N.
71'2 ai 10G5; Fitzgcraldl %. Parliour (1908) 17 O.L.R. 254;
afllrmed.( in S.C., subl nom. Loeesv. F~itzgerald (1909), 42 S.C.R.
254; Hlolma.,n v. Knox (19 12), 2.5 0...588. Some of the vie-ws
expressed b)y the Court in this Lat ter case must be niodified by the
judIgnient in Ilyman v. Rose, supra.
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