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nd cannot maintain an action of trespass against the master for
remnoving them11; that the master cannot obtain Possession of the ý

premises by nieans of statutory proe1eedings of a summary nature
which, under the express terrns of the enactmnent, are specifleally
applicable to the relation of landiord an~d tenant"4. But the
ownyer niay convert the3 occupation of the servant into that~ of a
,enant at will by allowing him to remain in possession a suffici-
eut length of time to warrant the implipation of intentional ;~~
acqui-escénce iu the continuance of the occupation".

(e) The right of the master, or of a person authorized by
him, to enter on the premises for the purpose of perforxning ý
work ini respect thereto.

f)The right of the servant to assert an independ-ent titie %p1
to the premises. The rule that a tenant is estopped £rom disput-
ing the titie of his landiord", is applicable also to the case of a
person coming in by permission as a servant"7 .

(g) The riglit to sublet or transfer the possession of the
prernises. A person occupying as a tenant, and not as a servant,
ia rentitled, with the permission of the landiord, to sublet, the
preroises, and to collect f rom the sub-lessee the rent which accrues
during the period covered by the sublcaseý. But a person

"Lake v. Camnpbell (1862) 5 L.T.N.S. 582; M'dv. Pollock (1901) 09
Il p.11 HewoodZ v. Miller (1842) 3 Hill, 90. '

38 eopl.v. Anni.. (1866) 45 Bart. 304; Moquade v, Emmons (1876)

It Nvas hield in Hart v. O'Brien (Quehec Ct. of Revlew, 1870) 15 Lower
Can. Jur. 42, that an employé m-ho was allowéed the use of a dwelling-house
as long as hie remained li the eniployment, as part considération for his *. "
services, was liable te ejectrnent under the LeBsors and Lesscs Act, as aoon
as hée cr'ased to be i thé cmploy of the owner. But ns Rirexidy observed in
note 5, supra, the doctrine prerailing in Quebec is ilot the sanie ns in coin-
mionr la% jurisdictions. 18)Mih29LRA 6,4NW 9,

8c&hool JXstr. v. Batech(15)'ih29LR ,57,6NI .9,
(servant held flot to have become a tenant at will) ;Kerrains v. People
(1873) 60 N.Y. 22 (ses note 3, supra).

In i ,Tnnings v, àf garthy (1891) 46 N.Y.S.R. 678, this change in the
eharacter of the occupationi was held to be inferable whére thri servant,
after hjs snxployment was endéd, was suffered to hold ovér for a longer
period than was necessary to, enabie hm to nioveé conveniéntly.

The owner of thé prenises will nut be presurned to have acquIesed lin
thé conversion of the occupation into a tenancy at %vin, merely bîuehé
ahlow'd a discharged servant to remain In possession, until Mis wife had

recovercd froni Rn ilinessi. Doyle y, Gibbs (1871) 6 Lans. 180.-4 î

"Dos v. BayIttp (1835> 3 A&d. & El. 188; Doe v. Bucokmore (1839) 9

» Snedaker v. Powell (1884) 32 Kan». J96.
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