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lates th, hous. by one P. to take cars of Il till It could b. let and ah. wus
to have goal, for firing lound by P.; the, paid no rouI for the houes.; the
had beê. ooSuionalIy a servant of P. for thrty or for tyare, and dore
work for him, for which ah. hail always bê Maid. Lttiedal,, J., said,
"I think th. evidence is suffloient to support he firat counit. The prt.
seeutrix has had the exclusive occupation oft1he houts, and although thora
are very nie distinction& betw..u the cases, I think this wa@ her dwelling.
hous.. 8h. was not put ln au a servant, tu take care of the furniture or
giods, whioh bau *geerally beau the caue wher. sucb questions have arisen.,,

R.v. George James <1880) 2 Russell on Crimes (Oth ed.) pp. 31, 32,
Where a gardeuer livcd ln a honte of hi. mastor quit. separate from

the dwelling uf hie mauter, and had the catir. ouatrol ut the hous., it w,.
held that ln an indietment for burglary the gardener's bous might be laid,
elther as bis, or as hi. master'.. B. v. Bee. <1836> 7 C. & P. 568»

Whcre a policeman was allowed tu live in a house, in order to taka
gare of it, ana a wharf adjoluing, it was hcld that the bouse was3 properly
lUesoribed as 1h. dwelling-house of th. policeman, on the ground tliat ha
muet live somnewhcrc, and that ho wus not othrwiae the servant of tbe
ow er than in the partieular motter. 2'. v. Smith, cited in B. v. RawlUu
<1884> 7 0. & P. 150; 2 Russell on Crimes (Oth ed.) p. 3i.

In 810f. v. Ousrtia (1839) 4 Dcv. & B. (N.C.) 222 th. court rcmarked,
arguendo, that, "even wbero there la nu stipulation for rent, yct the pre.
mises occupicd by the servant may bu su far remnoved sand distinct f rom
those lu 1h. personal. occupation uf the master that they înay be dcemcd
and "tAtel b. ln tbe possession of th. servant iu a j iudictmýent for bur.
glary," This observation îndicates an element wnfch i. plainly net
material lu any case in whieh the test dleevsmed iu s. 962, would 6. ra.
garded as controlling.
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