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trelllsing, staking, and tylng up the vines, receiving a reamonable coin.
pensation therefor, la pursuance of which ho wvas placed ln posmession, did
not croate the relation of landiord and tenant, but was one for eniplorment,
the court refused to grant an injunetion restraining a. contractor frein
entering the premises te perforra certain work for the owner. Ferrie v,
Hougla4nd (1898) 121 Ala. 240, 25 Bo. 834.

A. being owner of a farm let it for seven veare to B.; and by a writteu
agreemen t of the Emame date it was agreed, that A. s;hould manage the farin

for ., . alowing A. 12. a week, and 'allowing hlm, and bis f.înlyt
reside in and bave the use of the dwellinghoiuse and furniture Iierein, fîree
of rent," and this agreement was te to be put an end to by threc menthe'
notice or three inontbs' wages. Heid, that this agreemnent did flot reijuire
s. lase stanip, es it did net contain n demis. oi the house, the eeuipation
of it living n. mere remuneration for services. Doc v. Derry <1840) t) car,
& P. 494. Psrke, B., Nvas of opinion that the words "allowing, etc.." inight
imtport a lease, but that taking the whole of the instrument togvtlier, they
mnuet be taken to indicate a reward fur services.

See aliso cases cited in 1 7, post.
Clerks.-R., a brewer, engager L. as elerk, at a yearly saluiry, And

agreed te permit hlm to occupy a certain house as his residence, f rve front
rent rates and taxes, another clerk being aiso boarded and. lodge(l lu the
sanie bouse if R. should req'iire it, but paying for bis board; Miîd Mcd
salary and house accommodation were to be in full satisfaction ta L. for
ail perquisities and for his expenses ln the service. Either party iiht

giethe other threc monthe' notice of deterinlnng the service. I., uccupîled
the bouse for some time, and then, hie health being impaired, he reinoved
to another. L, agreed with the lancllord for this bouse, but tho latter
considered R. bis tenant. B. v. Lynn < 1838) 8 Ad. & E. 379 [lialfflitv to
poor rates]. Lord Deaman, C.J., said: "I think that the appellant wvae an
independent bol der of tho premises. Ho took tbem, and îîgrevd to psy.
the rent; and, by the univereal consent of those interemted, was nsiesed
te the rates and wlndow duty. He Nvas the party liable to a distrv1ss1 The
cases wbich have been eited'do net corne in question. it would be strong,
however, te say that an allowvance by the masqter a.; ln this case, lu part
nyment for servies. made th<n occupation of tliv houge auxiflnry ti lthe ser.

vice. Any boeuse ho niight occupy while b.e Nvas servant inight lie so Ir
moine sense; but the cases where ýa party bins been hield te OCt(P'up ý1
premimes as a butler's pantr' or a coacli-house in tiie character of Etervant
are verï different f rom this.ý

In . v. Lower Hayford (1830) 1 Barn. & Ad. 75, wvhere an attorney,
having a cottage and, land near his residence, allowved bi% elerk te occupy
them, that lie might the more conveniiently attend te the illi,. i îd
sufferedi hlmi te bold their rent f ree, as un augmentation of bis salarv, it
was observed by Littledale, J., la the course of bis judgment that, Il it
bad been necessary to decide thé point, there wculd bave beeni no difficulty
ln holding that the occupation was that of a tenat as It wvas unconnectei
wltb, and wbelly independent of, the service. But the dlaIm was foinded
on a statute, <3 WV. & M. c, 11, f 8), under îvhlch a settlement coiild b.
gained by payîng rates for a tener -nt worth £10 a year, and guelh a chlr
wves nlot defeaplible by proof that t. ,porson la question liad occuifed as a
Lervant, and flot as a tenant.

In an Irish came where a book-keeper la a distllery, rlaimirg th:e right
te vote as a "heuseholder" under the flrst Engllsh Reforin Act <ser I 3
par. (r), ante), was shewvn te have been given the prîvilege of occupyitig
an en.-Ya bouse la lieu cf a part of bis malary, eleven judges lîeld that ho
was net qualifled for the franchise. althougii it %vas admitted a. tlith
bouse was net essential te the discharge of bis duties. But la this case
there were tue other signilicant elernents .vlz., that the employer kept the
hieuse la repaîr and pald the taxes, that the bouse communicated ivith the
distillery- yard-, and that bis possession was entirely dependent upon bis
remihng la the employment. Ferrr'a case <1838) Alcoek R. C. R. 248',
1 Rogers Mentions, 81.


