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months from the lht September, 1912, at a rentai, "yearly and
for every year during the said terni, . . . of $2,700
payable . . . in even portions monthly of . . $225
each; the first of sueh payments to, . . bc made on the Ilst

day of October, 1912." The defendants entered iuto possession.
and remained in occupation during the term. Whien thec terrn
was up, on the lot March, 1914, the defendants, having paid rent
according to the lease, continued on in possession, and piiid
(expressly as rent) $225 on the last day of ecdi month f romi
Mardi to October, 1914, and on the 28th November, 1914. The
defendants, having obtained other p remises, and assumiing that
they were monthly tenants, on the 2Oth October, 1914, sîerved(
notice of delivering up possession, and went out of poseso
before the end of November.

If the tenancy was. a mont hly tenancy, the notice was ad
mittedly suficient; but thc plainiff set nip that the tenaney was.
from year to year; and on the l3th January, 1915, began this
action to recover $225 for the rent due on the lot January, 1915,

Tic District Court Judge held that a tenancy f rom year t»
year had been created, and gave judgment for the plaintiff.

Thc defendants' appeal was board by FÂLCONBRnIDOZ, 0.4.
K.B., HODGINS, J.A., RiI>DELL and L.&TcimoR, JJ.

C. A. Masten, K.C., for tic appellants.
W. N. Tilley, for the plaintiff, respondent.

RIDDKLL, J., delivering the judgment of tic Court, said that
it was eontended that, undier the facts, no implication of teniauey
frein year to year could arise, even if the tenant werc net a cor-
poration. Up)on this point reference was made to WoodIfat1's
L-andlordl and Tenant, 19th ed., p. 257; Bishop v. H-owardi
(1823), 2 B. & C. 100; Hlyatt v. Griffitis (1851), 17 Q.B3. 505;
Thetford (Mayor of) v. Tyler (1845>, 8 Q.B. 95; Idington v.
Douglas (1903), 6 O.L.R. 266; St. George Mansions v. King
(1910), 1 O.W.N. 501, 15 O.W.R. 427; Roe demn. Brune v. Pri-
deaux (1808), 10 East 158, 187, wicre Lord Elleuborough say's
that the reeeipt of rent is evidence te be lcft te a jury that a
tenancy was subsisting; and, if ne other tenaney appar *the pre..
sumption i. that that tenaney was f rei ycar te year. Here no
other tenancy was made te appear, and tic presumption was not
met.

Tie other point raiued was, that a corporation cannot be h.ld
lialle as a teant frein year te year; and tie cases relied on were
Finlay v. Bristol and Exeter R.W. Ce. (1852), 7 Ex. 409, and


