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jewellery was missing, and brought ana
tion against the hotel Company to recover i
value. The action was tried before Mr. Ju
tice Smith, without a jury, who held th2
whatever the plaintiff's position was durir
the short period of time during which 1
was dressing and having breakfast, he wi
flot à guest after he loft in the morning, an
on that ground and on the ground that thn
plaintiff had flot; shown any negligence o
the part of the defendants whicli would mak
them liable as bailees, gave judgment i
their favour. This judgment has now bee
reversed by the Court of Appeal. The Cou]
were much pressed with the argument thE
the use of the room by the plaintifi' for th
purpose of dressing was under the ternis c
a special contract, but refused to, entertaij
this proposition. In their opinion the prope
inference from the factso construed by th
aid of ordinary knowledg;e of the world, wa
that the room was given to plaintiff subject t
the notice that if the expected gue8s arrive<
he must quit it, and that he remained
guest until their arrivai, and that the inn
keeper continued to be the guardian of thE
guest's property until it was duly delivere
to him. This being rio, the Court«held tha
the hotel Company must, in order to escapt
liability on their part to, the extent of thE
£30, to which it la imited by 26 & 27 Vict.
c. 41, show that the goods were lost by the
plaintifl's negligence in leaving them open
to view in an unlocked room, and that as
they failed to, prove this, since it was equally
likely that the theft took place after the
goods were, by the negligence of tHeir own
servants, plaoed in the corridor, the plaintif
was entitled to judgment for £30. Caahill v.
Wright, ô E. & B. 891, in 1856; M3organ v.
Raney, 30 Law J. Rop. Exch. 131; Oppenheirn
v. The White Lion BFoiel Company, 40 Law J.
Rep. C. P. 231. As, however, the dlaima of
the plaintiff exoeeded £30, the Court held
that, as to the excess, the onus was by 26 &
2-7 Vict. c. -41, plaoed upon the plaintiff to
prove, in order to entitie himi to recover, that
the loss occurred by the defendante' negli-
gence, and as it was equally likely that lýhe
goods were stolen in the room in conse-
quence of his own negligence, as in the cor-
ridor in consequence of the defendantel nog-
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,c- ligence, he had failed to discharge the burden
ts of proof, and was not en titled to recover more
S- 1than £30. A more thoroughly illustrative~t, case of the law upon this point it would
îg have been difficuit to devise.-Law Journal,
ie Lorndon.
is

dINSOL VENT NVOTIC'ES ET.
e Qiebec Olciai Gazette, Nov,. 28.

n Judicial Abandonment.
e Charles Bedard, trader, Richmond, Nov. 2t.

n L. A. Bergevin & Roy, traders, Quebee, Nov. 24.
Biais & Lefebvre, traders, Quebqc, Nov. 24.n Frank Farley, trader, St. Valère de Bulotrode,

t Nov. 18.
~t John Hamilton, trader, village of Glasgow, Nov. 24.J. Alphonse Pelletier, grocer, Montreal, Nov. 25.eWilliam S. Samson, trader., village of Windsor
>f Mills, Nov. 19.

n Curatorg Appointed.
r Re A. E. Lamalice & Co.-Kent & Turcotte, Mont-ereal, joint curator, Nov. 20.

RJames Martin & Co., Buckingham.-J. McD.
S iains, Montreal, curator, Nov. Z5.

R e Charles Mousseau et al.-Bilodeau & Renaud
SMontreal, joint ourator, Nov. 23.

Re Simard & frère, brick manufacturers, Ste. Anne
Sde Beaupré, curator, Nov. 13.

- Re A. Frappier & Co.-Kent & Turcotte, Montreal,
e jint curator, Nov. 21.

i Dividend@.
B e Henri D. Béland, grocer, Montreal.-First and

final dividend, payable Dec. 16, D. Seath, Montreal,
Scurator.

R e Cloutier & Ceruti, Three River.-Firet dividend,
payable Dec. 18, Kent & Turcotte, Montreal, joint
ourator.

Re F. P. Cole, Montreal.-Pirst dividend, payableDec. 4, J. R. Fair, Montreal, curator.&
Re Cree, Scott & Co., Montreal.-Second and finaldividend, payable Bec. 15, A. F. ttiddell, Montreal,

cura:or.
Re Mmne. Joseph Coté, Quebec.-First and finaldividend, payable Dec. 9, H. A. Bedard, Quebe,

curator.
Be Dame Annie Myers (Harris & Co), Lachine.-

First dividend, payable Dec. 18, Kent & Tdrcotte,
Montreal, joint curator.

Re N. Gelinas, Three ûkivers.-First dividend, pay-
able Dec. 18, Kent & Turcotte, Montreaî,joint ourator.

Re Léonard & frère. Montreal.-First and finaldividend, payable Dec. 16, C. Desmarteau, Montreal,
curator.

Re Théo. Naud, Montreal.-p'irst and final dividend,payable Dec. 18, C. Desmarteau, Montreal, curator.te Daniel Riopel, Montreal.-First and final divi-dend. payable Dec. 17, C. Dusmarteau, Montreal, cur-ator.
Sepa ration as ta propertw.

Delima Cardinal vs. Edouard Morency, lumbermerebant, Quebec, Nov. 24.Elmina Cjté vs. Jean Napoléon Metivier, joiner,Montreal, Nov. 207
Marie Langlois vs. Etienne Boudet, trader, Montreal,Nov. 20.


