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WATKINS v. WALLS.

Opinion delivered January 24, 1927.

LANDLORD AND ’I‘ENANT—LIEN FOR RENT.—A landlord has a’ lien
upon all the crops grown on the demised premises in any year -
for the rent accruing for that year, whether raised by the tenant
or. not, and. regardless of any agreement between the tenant and
a subtenant for rent. :

LANDLORD AND TENANT—LIABILITY OF SUBTENANT.—Under Craw-
ford & Moses’ Dig., § 6892, a subtenant and his Crops are respon-
sible to the landlord only for payment of the rent for the lands
occupied by him.

MORTGAGES—LIEN ON .SUBTENANT'S CROP.—A mortgage on all
crops given by .a tenant for supplies furnished him by the land-
lord constitutes no lien on crops raised by the subtenant on land
sublet to him.

Appeal from Pulaskl Chancery Court; John E. Mar-

tineau, Chancellor ; affirmed.

STATEMENT OF FACTS.
Thls appeal is prosecuted to reverse a decree deny-

ing appellant the right to a lien, either as landlord or
mortgagee, upon cotton raised by a subtenant on a por-
tion of the land rented by appellant to one Spellman and
sold to Topf & Ivy.
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It is uﬁdisputed that appellant rented about one
hundred and sixty acres of land to Spellman for one-
fourth of the cotton and seed raised during the year 1924,
and furnished certain money and supplies to him during
the period to enable him to farm the lands, and that
Spellman was indebted to appellant for a balance due
thereon of $800 and interest when this suit was com-
menced. Appellant also took a chattel mortgage, which
was duly recorded, on certain other personal property
of Spellman, for all erops grown on the land rented for
the year 1924, to secure payment for advances made.

About April 15 defendant, A. Wells, subleased a part
of the land from the defendant, J. L. Spellman, appel-
lant’s tenant, upon which he raised nine bales of cotton,
which he sold to the other defendants, Topf & Ivy, for
$1,203, and the defendant, A. Wells, paid the plaintiff
$301, which is one-fourth of the amount received for the .
cotton as rent for the land rented from Spellman, appel-
lant’s tenant.” Topf & Ivy had no actual knowledge of
the mortgage on the crop executed by -Spellman, and no
knowledge of any claim or lien of appellant on the cotton

purchased by them. , :

" The other personal property included in the mort-
gage by Spellman to appellant, with the exception of a
crop to be grown on the lands during 1924, was incumi-
bered . by mortgages and vendors’ lien notes for more
than the value of the property, having priority over
appellant’s mortgage, and rendering it worthless as a
security except as against the crops grown on-the lands.
Appellant furnished no supplies to A. Wells, the sub-
tenant, for the land on which the cotton in controversy
was raised. ‘

McMillen & Scott, for appellant.

W. R. F. Paine, for appellee.

Kirsy, J., (after stating the facts). It is not
claimed that appellant furnished any supplies to appel-
lee Wells, the subtenant, to enable him to make or gather
the crop raised on the lands sublet to him by Spellman,
-appellant’s tenant, and the testimony shows that the sub-
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tenant pald to appellant the 1ent due for the 1ands cul-
tivated by him.

The landlord has a lien upon all the crops grown
on the demised premises in any year for the rent that
shall accrue for such year, without regard to whether
the crop is to be- raised by the tenant or not, and regard-
less of any agreement between the tenant and subtenant
for Tent. A person subrenting lands from the tenant,
however can only be held responsible for payment to
the landlord for rent of such lands as are cultivated and
occupied by him. Section 6892, Crawford & Moses’
Digest; Jacobson v. Atkins, 103 Ark. 91, 146 S. W. 133;
Storthz v. Smath, 109 Ark. 552, Embryv Nezghbore 1?9
Ark. 313,213 S. W. 741.

It is not claimed that appellant, the landlord, fur-
nished any supplies to appellee, the subtenant, to enable
him to make the erop, nor is it disputed that the sub-
tenant-paid the rent due the landlord from the tenant
for the lands occupied and cultivated by him, which dis-
charged his entire liability to the landlord and released
his crop from the landlord’s lien.

Neither could the chattel mortgage given by appel-
lee, Spellman, on all the crops to be produeed on the
lands rented by him-from appellant, -constitute a lien
“on the crops raised by the subtenant on that portion of
the lands sublet to him, for supplies furnished by the
landlord to the tenant, the tenant having no interest in
such crop for more than the pro rata amount of the rent
due the landlord therefor, which it is unlawful for him
to collect even before ﬁnal settlement with the. landlord
Sections 6894-96, Crawford & Moses’ Digest.

It follows therefore that no error was committed
in the rendition of the decrece, which is affirmed.



