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cd relation to the proprietor.8 An action will in every instance lie
is against the registered proprietor of the vehlicle, although he may

have let it to another person, and the latter may have been the
h. immediate employer of the driver. But this is merely an altern-,

ative remedy, and the injured party may, if lie so desire, proeeed
oragainst the imniediate employer., Nor can one of the membhers

Led of a partnership whieh owns the vehiele escape Iiability on the
ground that lie has flot actually obtained a license authorizing ita

use for the purpose of plying for hire. 10

~ld In a case decided bv a Divisiontil Court it was held that a
!er cab proprietor who let only the vellicle for hire, and flot the
tes

ho Keen v. Rqenry (1894) 1 Q.B. (C.A.) 292. Thore the defendant, the
ho proprietor, had let a cab te hi% son, who had providod the driver, and also

h. the hores and the harrnee. Lord Eaher, M.I1., said: "If the driver had
g- hoon thé servant of the defendant hie negligence ivould at cominon

law have given the uiaintiff a right of action againet the dofondani.
or It followa that in ex."h a oce the Act gives the plaintif! a right
he of action against the do'fendant, althongh the driver le fnot hie servant.
il This right, however, does neot interfere 'wîth any right of action whleh
a the plaintiff inpy )lave at commnon law againat the drlver's niaeter lin

5, ~the ordinnry sen'ff :,f the w ýrd. If the defendant'q soit vere really the
e drivere master, the pIainùý, eould have brouglit au action against hM

.1 in repc t of the Lijury. But under the Act ho is entiled alsc to bring

Y. can do e in lie way militnfes against hie right of action againL4t the de-la fondant's son. The prprietors of hackney carniages cannot by le.tting thoir
e carrnages eccupe from their liability under the iitatute." Advortiug te the
l differeuce between the circumstanees in the case under reviow and in Kinug

d v. Lordon Ivtproved Cab Ca., supra, Kay, L.J., oberved that the effeet of
e the deeiiu in the earlier ea8e wvas that "in the Intoreet nf the public, the.

le Act hâd made Lt unnocessary to couelder the nature of the relation botween
r, the proprictor of the cab and the driver, and lied rendered the proprictor
e liable In case, through the noegligence of the driver, an inuiry should be

dore to cile of the public. if that beoc, the deckian emâcly covoe the
present cac."

'o '100aica y. Rili (1602) 2 L.B. (C.A.) 38, Rorner, L.,T., muid: <'! caunot
O see that there ie tinthing in the Acte which makes It an esential condition

of hie llabillty to the public for the nogligonoe of the driver that ho ehould
1, have dlecharged hie duty lu the matter of obtalning -a licenso, and have se
a- beconia a liwtnsed cab proprictor. It would bo a etrango thlng, if' a cab

o prpritor whoe dty t wa toobtin alicume coud h dlregrding that
d duy, nd ilogllycarrlngou ie bcliosa ithut licuso eeape frein

tho iablît towhlo howoud hve een ubjotif o laprforniod
O ha ut>'. îlu ti prs e I oldrtoasueufaour of the

defendant that she ild t êete ilnroperly ln not obann a licous.,
dU adtat the trne view len that, whon tu a obt,-ino a licence lie w

r naine, ho muet hi takon te have obtailned it î-i that naine as the trade name
ai the, partitership f, r- that purpose. But whlohe'.'r way the case ought
to bi regarded, I thlnk the defondant le hiable lu this action."


