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of a building or cther subject of the rate as a mnere servant of
the Crown, or of any publie body, or in any other respect for
the mere exercise of publie duty therein," and who derive from
such use no "ernolument in any personal. and private respeet'.

without payment cfayrent, income, glft, suin of xnoney or other alloy.
ance wbtsoe l, fo te teacbing of ten poor boys of the inhabitants, was

held to be rotable to the poe or bis occupation of the nome. B. v. Cti
(1705) 6 T.R. 332.

IR. v. Tcrroth (1803) 3 Eait 506, wbere the court ini sumniing up the
effect cf the earlier decisions, said: "In all such cases the partiels having
the ixumediate use of the property inerely for such purposes, are flot rateable
because the occupation is throughout that of the public, and of which
public ecupation the individuals are only the rneans and instruments."1

* theStables rented by the colonel cf a regiment, by order cf the Crown, for
teuse of the reginxent, are net Iiible to be rated to the relief of the poor.

Amherst v. Sorners ( 1788> 2 T.R. 372.
Servants of thc defendant hozpital wvere held net to be ratenhlf? for the

reason that tbey did nlot occupy distinct apartinents. R. v. St. Luke's
Hospital (1760) 2 Burr. 10153, contraeting Eyre v. Smaitpage, ~nrin
this note.

A person employed by the philanthropie society te nuperintend the
children et annual * ages, under an agreement that she Sould have a
dwellin« free f ren ti;xes, etc., wi.th certain other perquicites, and whlo may

* be dismissed et a rninute's warning on receiving thrce monthm' wagei. %vas
held te be net rateable to the pour as the "occupier" of the hieuse provided
bv the soeiety, she having no distinct apartments in the boeu." bit. a lied.
ciamber, and lier family net being allowed to live there. R. v. Field
(1794) ô T.R. 587. It wvas considered b y Grose, J., that the words of the
statute (31 Geo, IL. c. 4.1, as amnended by 31lGeo. III., c. 10) slinwed that the
Legislature intended only the beneficial occupiers to, be taxed. Miller, J.,
said: "The true question is, whether or net the appellant be an occulpier!
It in said 8he is, for that an eccupler is t-ne person in the possession of,
and having control over, the bouse. Then try this case by that dlefinition.
If it be sufficient te hive in a heuse, that equally applies te every servant;

* then as te the control, the appellent, le a mere servant; gbe was hired as
such, and in liable to be disnussed at an hour's notice; for thoiigh three
meonthe' notice wvas te be given by elther party, the secicty miglht have
turned ont thig servant Immediately, on giving ber threc nionths' waes
in efivance. The articles of a reement are merely persenal, and give the
oeppellant ne interest In the housc, whlch, was te bie applied te certain
speclfic purposes. The soclety, indeed, agreed te provide ber- with a dwell-
ing, but that dwelllng is a rnere lodglng. The case states, tbat she bas ne
4lj'tinct eaartcxents in the bouqc but a bed-chamber; and if that were
sufficient te constitute ber the eccupier, every maid servant wtiildl be
eqial!y the occupier. A person se situated le only a servant, and not an
occupier eitbher in tbe legal or commen acceptance of tbe word."

The trustees of a meeting bouse wbo made no profit ont. of it wcre hiel
net te be Hiable for the peor rate in R. v. Woodiverd, 5 T.R. 338.

A woman servant placed as superintendent in a bouse appropriated te
the charitable purpese of eduenting poor gzirlt4 was held net te lie ratable

Mî as eccupier. R. v, Wehfo (1777) CaLId. 358.
Ïý1' ~ The Masterx in Çbanc2ry are net ratable as oeccupierg ni their respeutive

apertments under the PAving Act Il Geo. III., C. 22. HolfOrd v, COPelAild
('1802) 3 Bos. & P. 1M0 In a case arlslng uinder, an earlier Plaving Aot
it bas; been held that the colonel of a regiment whe haui rcnted c'3rtala
stables for the use cf a treoup ef herses was net ratable in. respect to thieni

1M as be had occupled theni for Dublic purposes. Hekereail v. Brigqa, 4 T.R. 6.


