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deeided that the plaintiff'e servant had by sitting down and
partaking of refreeliment beconie a guest and that it became the
duty ut the innkeeper to proteot lus goods or answer for their
Ion . ......

In MoDonald v. Edgerton, 5 Barb. (N.Y.) 560, the plaintiff
sued defendant, un innkeeper, to recover the velue of an over-
coat. Plaintiff stopped at defendant 'e mn on gerieral training
day, about 7 o 'cock in the morning; soon after the plaintifT
carne lie took off hie overcoat; lie gave the overcat to the bar-
keeper; lie treated a num-ber of people at the bar and paid for
the lîquor; he then went ont; in the evening lie carne back and
asked for hie coat; it could not be found; the defendant was
held liable. In giving judgmient the Court reinarkcod, "The
purchasing of the liquor wvas enough to constitute the plaintiff
a guest": Citing Bennett v. MeU or, 5 T.R. 273; 2 Kent'e Coi.
593; eIute v. Wiggins, 14 Johins. 175. Again, "It is fairly to be
inferred frcm the evidence in the case that the plaintiff lost hie
coat before lie started to leave the towrn to go home, and if hie was
only ont to sec the town or to view the training, intending to
retarn to the defendant'e before lie lef t for home and get hie
Poat, then, I think, hie wue etill to be considered as a guest, nf
the defendant" - Citing 2 Crokes R. 189 and 1 Comyne Dig. 421,
413 and Grin-nell v. CJook, 3 Ilills R. 490.

An innkeeper cannot discharge himself of the duity imposed
uipon him by the comnrnon law by a gelieral notice. If hie desires
to lirnit his liability in anyway lie niuet give the guest express
notice, that is the notice must be brought home to the guest. The
posting up of, or the putting upon the hotel regiBter 1-a'k, a
notice ie not sufficient unless it cail be shewn that the gueat saw
it and read it: Richi'aond v. Smith, 8 B.C. 9; Packard v. North-
craft, 2 Met. (Ky.) 442. In Bernistein v. Sweente, 33 N.Y. Super.
Ct. 271, it wae decided that the eigning of a register under a
printed lieading containing ail agreement that the innkeeper
s;hail not be reeponsible for the lms of vainables unlees deposited
in the safe, ie flot the contract of the gueet in the absence of any
proof that it wae seen or aeeented to by hini.

In Morgan v. Ravey, 6 IL. & N. 265, the plaintiff wae etaying
at an hotel in London: In his 'bedroom wae liung up a notice,
that, in coneequence of robberiee having taken place at niglit
in London. hotele, the proprietor requested visitors to boit their
doore and lbave their valuables at the bar, otherwise he would flot
be responeible. This iiotice plaintiffeaw, but mwore lie read enly


