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arket~ing-bag and took out a stand containing, amonget other thinge, a jewelry Sar%
's inn and having washed and dressed 'vent down to breakfast, leaving..the doow of thé

next-.. room unlocked ari týie stand on the dressing.table. After breakfasting, he paf d
he ;g- for his breakfast, vw tnt out, and did not return tili late at night. On asking for
e got,ý : Ilis rooni he was told that he had none, and it appeared that the persons who
s, og-. had engaged the rooni had arrived, anîd that on their arrivai one of the defend-
on for, ants' servants had removed the plaintiff's luggage into the corridor, leaving the

if t.~. stand, as it was, out of the dressing-bag. On the luggage being brought to a
quest,, room whicb had bcen found for hin-, the plaintiff found that some of the je-Nelry
swerw,', was missing, and brought an action against the hotel company to recover its.
case, value. The action was tried before Mr. justice Smith, without a jury, who held
guest ;C. that, whatever the plaintiff's position was during the short period of tiue during
d the:' which he was dressing and havig breakfast, he was flot a guest after he left in
view the rnorning, and on that ground and on the ground that the plaintiff had flot
od, 1 shown any negligence on the part of the defendants which wouîd make tbem
heen-ý. lable as bailees gave judgment in their favor. This judgmera has now been
waeý reversed by the Court of Appeal. The court were inuch pressed with the argu-

pose, ment that the use of the room by the plaintiff for the purpose of dressing was
ility. under the terms of a speciai contract, but refused to entertain this proposition.
was hI their opinion the proper inference from the facts, construed by the aid of

r the ordinary lcnowledge of the world, was that the room was given to the plaintiff,
with subject to the natice that if the expected guests arrived he miust quit it, and that
was he remained a guest until their arrivai, and that the innkeeper continued to be
ided- the guardian of the guest's property until it was duly delivered to, him. This

!Vist being so, the court held that the hotel company must, in order to escape liability
hotel on their part to the extent of the £3o, to which it is limited b>' 26 & 27 Vict., C. 41,

one, show that the goods were lost by the plaintiff's negligence in leaving thern open
gh to view in an unlocked rooni, and that as the>' failed to prove this, since it was

le toq,ý equalI' likely that the theft took place after the goods were, by the negligence of
wags their own servants, placed in the corridor, the plaintiff was entitled to judginent

'ered for £,30: Cashili v. Wright, 6 E. & B. 8gz, in 1856 ; Morgan v. Ran*ey, 3o -Law J.
lug. Rep. Exch, 131 ; O9PPei'hcim v. The White Lion Hote.J CompanY, 4o Law J. Rep.
the C.P. 231. As, however, the dlaim of the plaintiff exceeded £30, the court held
ing. .that, as to the excess, the onus was b>' 26 & 27 Vict., c, 41, placed UPOn the

iteâ plaitifto prove, in crder to entifie bum to recover, that the loss occurred by
theoý" ýhe defendants' negligence, and as it was equally likel>' that the goodswwere

hi;stolen in t'ýe rooni in consequence of bis o,.-n negligence, as in the corridor in
endt»nsequenre of the deferidants' negligence, he had failed to discharge the burdon

,b< f proof, and was not entitled to recover more than £3o. A more thoroughl1y
ntl 'lustrative case of the law upon this point it wovld have beert difficuit to devise.

ý -The Law Journal.,

0nV~ PERSONAL TaRlDE NAm-Es.-The law is well settled that every trader h.a
rfect right to use bis own name when carrying on a business, provided 1hat

e ;ere are no circumstances of fraud attendiig sucb user. 0f ou.rse, it exnnot- be


