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left. The hotel wa crowded at the time, and ihe hall was not
a Safi place for unwatched luggage to be Ieft in, The 'driver
who delivered the luggage in question Raid 'that hie went at onc
to the Itotel elerk and told hini the.t he had left it in the hall for
the plaintiff. The clerk denied this, haît the finding by the trial
-jidlm in plaintilff's favour neeesu.rily implied that lie belinved
the driver'@ story.

Ne.ither the defeiîdant-R nor tlwir scrývantit paidl any attention
to the Ilnage, and it was% Ieft whiere the driver had put it.
Plaintiff saw it there about cleven o'olock on the night of bis
arrivai, but did not romnove it or draw the attention of the hotel
seprvailts to it. The ne'xt- day lie notieed that it wam flot i thr
hall. lit. didt iithing 011 Mo no<ticiflg, or uintil ther third day
thereafter. On sticli third day lie amked for it, but it could not
be foutnd. The prestiniption was that it had be-en stolen.

r Per RicirAns, J., dliqitisgitig the appeal. The plaintiff wa,;
jitestifle(l i asquzning, when lie saw bis gonds in the hall, that
they were being enred for by the defendaits, and, when he Tflissed
them the next day, it 'vas rengonalilt for him tn suppose that they
had hemn pult ino defenda.nt's ba.-gage room.

TIherr wrNs no niegligpiice on plaintif Ms part, i bis invrely
atequiie4ring in the defendant's aetR with regardj to the goods.

Pecr TEDPi ., dissenting. It mwas groRs negligenre on the
plaintiff's part. iinder the circumistanees, not to eall the atten-
tion of the hiotel 1(eetr to bis prareels when hi, saw thern lying
ini the hall, and to take no steps to hame them rernoved ta a safer
place. Ilad lie donc so the loss would not have oeeurred.

The Court being equally divided the appeal wvas dismissed
without costs.

Wil.çon, for plaintiff. J>hillipps, for defendant.
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Prý'nripal ond age'nt- -Ganmssion on sale of lan»d- LUZibiIt t)) of
agrvl on cnntract made for p)qiteipal.

l)ceidatrpsident in New% York, nt, an intci,'h'w thpre with
plaintiff, -9. resident of -Winnipeg, eniployed the rilamntift ca ai,
agent on eomimission to tind a purchaser for the propnrty ini
queîtion at *15 per acre. Some inonths afterwards the p.laintiff
w'rote ta defendant thnt hie lied reeAived an offer of $12 per acee
in cash iwhieh defendant replied that lie wonld consuit his
father-who lived in England-abotit it. Four days afterwards
defendant wrote plaintiff as followm: «'I have heard from niy


