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coat where lie had hung it, relying on the defendant guard-ing it safely durîng his temporary absence.
On the evidence submitted in this action 1 find thati(lefendant was on 2nd October, 1906, the keeper of a corn-mon inn, known as the Clark Huse, in the village ofCreorgetown; that plaintiff on that day waýs a.traveller andbecame a gilest at the said inn, and that the relation orlandiord and guest wus established between thcm ' that plain-tiff, by hanging up his coat where he djd, placed it infraliospitiunî, that is, in the custody of defendant as innkeeper;thiat plaintiff's coat was in defendant's charge and underthe protection of defendant's Inn at the time of its loss,that plaintiff lad no notice of any intention or desire on thepart of defendant to liit his coniron law liability; thatthe plaintiff was not guilty of niegligence in hanging up luseoat and ]eaving it where he did.

The aniount souglit to be recovered am datuages for theloss of the overcoat, gloves, and handkerchief is $20. Therewas no evidence on the value of the articles except plaintiff's.Judgnient wiIl be ente.red for plaintiff against the defendant
for $20 danmages and .costs.

Lest it xnay býe thouglit 1 have overlo4oked the LiquorLicense Act and the Innkeepers' Act, I May Say they do uuotbear upon the question in this action.


