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plae," meant by renting or holding in the oharat-ter of tenant'.
"ifl tire oncupation was ancillary to the service [sec next section]
go as to make the occupation of the servant merely the occupation
of the master, then no settiemnent wiis gained "'.

(c) The exeraise of ths elective franchise by the servant. An
precedents bearing upon the right of voting, the English cases
of which the effect will be stated in the ensuing sections are of
much lem importance in the United Kingdom itself, since the
redent extension of the franchise (sec 10 post), and, are of no
importance whatever ini countries where mnanhood sufferage pre.
vails. But they supply many useful analogies and statemnents of
general prinoiples which will serve as a guide to the practitioner
in other connections'. The cases of which the effect is stated

litd t was argued that a réservation of rent was essential to a lease,
luthepoint is Ininaterial, for taking the whoie aigrnenent toether, it

wais ianifest thnt the défendants recelved rent in the urice nt whieh their
goods were inanufactured. We are therefoce of opinion, that Bird was
not the servant of the défendants, but their lesee, having thé contrai and
possession of the premises ientioned in thpir agreement, and eonsequently
that the déferidants are not liable to thé plaintiff in this notion.», (Action
for darnage4 eaused to a neighbour by the négligence of the occupant in
letting off the water frein the pond toc rapidly).

Under an Instrument in the ïori cf a lease, aptynamed as lasses
ws.s te have crintral of a factary, and wins to rctur t oathéýy company awning
the plant the profits of the businéess over at fxed amount. The lessee was
to have authority to employ and discharge servants te work in the factory,
and no restrie.tions a to the management of thé business were reserved by
the lessor, Held, tint thé agreement was In law a lea8e, Ault W1ood.rn-
séare Coe. v. Baer <1900 Ind, App.) 58 N.B. 265, <leqsor held not te be
liable for an Injury oustalned by a servant cf thé lesse owing ta thé mis-
rnanngvinmnt of the latter>.

'LdA. EI]enbarough In B. v. flouw.., 4 M. & S. 212.
Slieaking of thé kind of séttlémént which 1s acqulred by renting

préinlees, Dentnan, 0.J., suid: "'Thé kind cf settlement relied lipon in this
case ina grown out cf thé 13 & 14 Car. 2, o. 1C, § 1, %which confines thé
powe'r of removal to cases where persans caine to mettié on any tenément
utider thé yearly valué of £10, and by implication Itin been hefd te conter
a settîcîenët on a person who cornes te, séttié on a tenement ot that value;
snd thé lawftil occupation cf a ténement cf that annual valué by a pa-ty
in his own right, has been héld to satisfy the %vards comlng ta sottie. Thé
Word 'rentine' la nct ta hé found in thé statute." R. v. St. Mafry Nettrkgt-
ton (18331 5 B. & Ad, 540.' R, V. BislwPft (1839) 9 Ad. & El1. 824.

In ordér to cnfer a settiénient by rcntlng a tenemént, "thé party must
have a résidence which might hé called hiq own home, as tenant ; rési-
dence "lu thé ciaracter cf a~ servant niérely" is not suffilnt te satlsfr
the worfls of thé statute <'aoming te settle.1" R, v. S/&ipdhoem <1823) 3 D,&R. 384, per Bayley, J.

&As, for exemple, whére thé question lnvolvéd Ma, whether the servant
ha, a right to retain pogasesslon cf t hé promises after hé ceases te hé a
Servant See gerrrina v. Peo ple (1873> 60 N.Y. 221, where thé passage
quotéd frein thé judginent lu thé Hughee Claa. In 1 5, noté 1, subd. (a),
WaU eited by thé eourt, as layiug down concleely thé correct rulé for
doermnnng thé question Involvéd.


