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clothea, though they had flot been converted by the master, but
had siniply been left exposed, until they were destroyed '.

lu asessing the dainages of a servant who, upon being dis-
mismed, -is- required to leave a house which he bad been permitted
by his master to occupy rent free, the jury cannot take into
amaont the value of personal property stolen omving to bis own
remissness in flot securing it after hie master had exercised hie
1trigt of remnoving it froixi the house l.

6. Ions of valuable privileges or oppoilunities incident to the ser-
vaut's tenare of the emPloYment-Where a servant whose remnun-

er'itioii eonsists part]>, ini the enjoymcent of a license to oceupy
preinises belongitig to his mlaster, wich or without other privi-
leges, is required to Ieavo those premises ifter his dismlissal,
(lamages nay be recovered for the deprivation of the license
and incidentai privileges thue granted, provided that specifie
evidence of their value je given'. If the P.etion je tried before

2Hunt v. Colbitrn (1853) 1 Sprague 215i, citing ii-tcAinaoa v. Cooinhs
(1940) WVare 6i.

A servant engaged for a year, ta bp comipensated by a specitled stiary
rimd a suit of Plotlies.. iy. if wrongfully turned away vrltin the year.
maintain an action for damageý; for being preventeul f ran becoiig entltled
ta the clothes; but lie caniiot inaintain trover for the clothes. Crocker N.
Afol.yncn. (1828) 3 Car. & P. 470.

$Lake v. Cane pbeil (1882) 5 L.T.N.S. 58ý. Upon the refusai of the
plaintiff to leave the liouse, the defendant lied removed bis goods and
furniture into o. barn, freim wliich the plaintiff milht have taken theni if
ho lied chosen to do so, During the time that the goods were there the
barn wvas broken into, and some of the goods damaged, and £70 taken f rom
a bureau.

I Fultoi v. Heffelfinger (1899) 54 N.E. 1079, 23 Ind. App, 104; Odell
v. Webeudor fer (1900> 64 N.Y. Supp. 451, 50 Âpp. Div. 579, (held ta be
error to, permit jury to consider an assessment of damages use of house
rent f ree, use of house, etc., there being no evidence as te value).

Where a peran ivas employed for a specified period, and given, am part
remuneration for hie services, -the use of a boeuse, and food for hfinself and
famlly, the testlmony of a witness as to what the bouse a.nd living expenses
were worth te hini in competent as furnishing a proper basis for a part of
the damages, and is not subject te objection as arn' A.ying a conclusion of
the witness;. Weaterit Union Die, o. v. Kircokanle (1895> (Te%. Civ.
App.) 28 S.W. 147.
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