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worth t . Éer annum. Rld, that this did not confer a settiement, it not
being any part cf the bargain that thi sheep should hée pasturefctd. R. y.
Bardumii (1823) 2 B. tt C 161, Bayiey, J., said that "thé houée rmnd parden
i'4lg i.ierely for the more convénient performanre ý.f thé paUper's service
as shepherd, muet bie laid eut of considération; hie did not occupy 'hem as
a +Anant, but as a servant. , .H ae the pav.pér ha,' no residence but
in the character of a servant; the house continued ti e mnaster's, Rnd the

pauper waa th respect to this point, in the sanie situation né if ho had
live ina rornin hîs raster's house."

In B. y. Rsnape (1837> 6 Ad. &~ E. 278, where a mi wRs hireti to talc@
chargé ef stock, the a<t"eement being that ha should havé 128. a week %wages,
and thé keep of a cow, muid that hée was to occupy a house on thec mnrrhée,
rent trac, thé court refuséd te, disturb a tlnding of thé éssions thakt hi.,
occupation was in thé character cf servant, and connected Nvith e'hiring.

In thé Petera fld Gaie <1874) 2 O'M. & H. 07, 1 Rogers on ~îein
74, <decidéd under thé Reforru Act cf 1807: %ce § 3, par. (c), ante),
Mellor, J,, held that. thé relation of landierd 2ne, tenant lied heo'xî ereated,
where thé évidence was that tlié voter was paid 18a. a %veék wngnc from
which oe shilling a wéek wvas dieducted for rent cf thé hoisc hoe lived in;
that his duty was te look alter thé cattie on the tarin; and that hie eould
not do this unlesa hée livé in the housé. It le not surprising to rend in the
report that thé learnéd judgé afterwards adinitted that hi wns; a littie
hasty in réndéring this décision. Nor do thé authoritiée entirely hear hlm
eut ln his général staternént cf thé law, which was as foliows: '«If the
bargain is this. 'Ycu éti have se much %~ weék and thé ueé cf the house,'
it will bé inferî'éd that it is ln thé occupation of thé employer, atid that it
le net an independent occupation. Such is thé position cf a gamp.keeper,
On the other hand thé occupation is net auxiliary te the st'rve, w hèere an
employer requires that ail persona who get work froni hlm chai! rocupy
ene oi thé houées attachéd tohis éstabi ishmrent." This %tatemvnt elashée
with thé languagé cf Crésswell, .7., and Crcwdér, J., in CbIrk v. Oiýrrers
cf Rury St. ËdmlLnds (ICM) .BNS 23 (31), 20 L.JT.C.P. 12, ne quoteil
in § 4, noté 12% ante.

In Young v. Paton~ (Se. Ct. of Ses. 1808) Humé, 582, a servant on
monthly wages who was ailowéd te occupy a bouse helonging to his metér,
thé amount cf thé rént heing deducted f rorn bis NvageR, wves helti rot te be
entitleéd te thé notice requlréd in thé case of ordinary tenants.

In an action for tréspase in forcly rémcving thé plaintif! andi hie
household affecte from hic émployer's préiee, after hée hi been disrharged
from thé service, a plea %vas held good on demurrér, whére it alleged tiiet
the pleintif! %vas émplcyed by défendant as a farm hanti, and, as part ai
his compensation, was given the ceupancy of a house and gardpn, ni thqt
posseecsion cf the préni las was heid by thjý plaintif! as part cf hiq emnoy
ment and was connected with hie émployment. Heffelfger v. FUUL01
(1900 mnd. App.), 56 N.E. 689,

In Bowmaee v. Bradley <1892) 151 Pa. 351, 24 Ati. 1062, wlt're if, 'as
held that ne trespass wvas cominmtted hy the employer in ejecting t-he em-
ployé, thé tacts were mainly undisputt, andi shý%wed that the' dî(fenlclant
owned a tarin cf tvénty-nine acres, and that about four or five acres of
this wéré, occupied hy a miii and pornd operateti by the oNvnér. To tare fer
thé résidué and thé stock upon i t hée hired thé plaintif! and hic farn1iY*
Thé plaintif! wau to receivé ene dollar per day andti he lise cf a hollse ulpon
thé promises te, hé occupled by hiniseif and faniily. The only tact ln dis-
pute waq thé duration of the contract. The plaintif! allegc'd it was
terminablé at bis pléasuré, and that hée said te the dt'feiant: 'I Nwlll try
you. sud on your térme, and if ycu don't suit me I witl dimcharge yen aa
expect you to leavé thé premises on sight. Thé court, alter renînrking
that the trun version wss a question oftfatct for the jury, anti that thé
défendant or thé plaintêif! would hé entitled te a verdict. according ns they
found that the contract could ho térmlnated wlthout notice, or wvas in-
téndéd tA subsiét for a yéar, unléés thé défendant could ehéw a sufficlént
reason for terniinating it sooner, proceédéd thus: "Thé first question that
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