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called to the Bar in HIilary Term, 187e, taking siilk ini 1888.
Ulpon Sir Francis Jeune 's promotion to the Presidency of the
Probate Diviuion, eaiised. by the death of Sir Charles Butt, Mr.
Barnes was i 1892 raised to the Bench, and upon the death of
Sir Francis 3Jeune, in 1905, he became president of the Probate
Division, f rom time to time sitting in the Court of Appeal. In
1-909 he was raised to the peerage as Baron Goreil of Brampton.
He presided over the committee whieh considered the Naval
Prize Bill and over the committee on County Court Procedure
and the Divor-e Royal Commission, and in 1909 he was an active
mnember of the Committee on Stage Pls.ys. 11e is suiceeded by
the Hon. HJenry Gorell Barnes.-Law Times.

NrOL11IGENE-INNKEEPER-DITY TO INTOXICATED GUES'.-An
intoxieated guest fell fromn a hotel porch and subsequently died of
exposure. The innkeeper, who, after discovering bis situation,
but not his injury, allowed hlmn to remain there, wus held not
liable, the act being mere nonfeasance. Scholl v. Belclier, 127
Pac. Rep. 968 (Ore., 1912).

It is the duty of an innkeeper to take reasonable care of his
guests. Scott v. Churchill, 15 Mise. 80 (N. Y., 1895) ; Sandy~s v.
Florekice, 47 L.J.C.P. 598 (1878) ; West v. T1womýu, 97 Ala. 622
(1892) ; Omaha ifotel .4ss. v. WalUers, 23 Neb. 280 (1888). H1e
is not, however, an insurer. Weeks v. IMeNulty, 101 Tenn. 495
(1898); Clan.cy v. Bawker, 131 Fed. 161 (1904); Sheffer v.
WillIoughbyi, 163 111, 518 (1896). So if a defect in the premises
is obvions the guest must use rea.qonable care. Smeed v. More-
/h ad, 70 MIiss. 690 (1893) ; Bremer v. PIeiss, 121 WVis. 61 (1904);
Te» Brvek v. Wells, 47 Fed. 690 (1891).

Drunkennesis does flot relieve a nman from the sme degree
of care required of a sober man, Fisker v. B. R., 39 '«. Va. 366
(1894): Welty v. R. 1?., 105 Imd. 55 (1885) ; Roliestoie v. Cas-
tirer, .3 Ga. App. 161 (1907); Kee.çhait v. Eligin Tract Co., 229
Ill. &.33 (1907). A carrier is not bound to care for a drunken
passenger. Stathom v. R. R., 42 M.Niss. 607 (1869) ; R. R. v.
Woodward, 41 Md. 268 (1874). But is bound to de nothing
which, in view of his lhelpless condition will expose him to un-
necessary (langer. 'Weber v. R. R., 33 Kan. 543 (1885) ;Wheel.er
v. R. B., 70 N.H. 607 (1900); Black v. B. R., 193 Mass. 448
<1906): R. R. v. Marra, 119 Ky. 954 (1905).


