
1914j LAIRD v. TAXICARS LIJIIIED.

Qý. \Vhat interference, if auy, '.\r. Lawsou, did any of the
partyv iii 1he rear of your car have with the driver? No inter-

Ilis lmrdýliïp:-Thcv were douhtless otherwise oe-upicd.
M Mr. àaGeo - oin't undc(lrstand.
il Î Lýord(slipj:-They doubtless had their own business to

attenid to. They did not interfere with the driver."
Froxu thle (eross.-exiinat ion of Aflaii, the defendant eoin-

paliy's ( hauffeir :-
Q. Now a (jctoior two abhout the way t1e taxdcab)

eoipuy iwed thî[ ar Theyv owHC( it as they owned ail the
o~e aswithi wich flweY do titeir business? A. Yes....

Q. Thle business is earried on by the taxicab comapany?
A. lesý, sir.

Q. And inot by flhe chauffeurs? A. \Velt, tliey carry on
flie bus]iness iihemise1ves in getting orders and delivering thern.

Q.'The c hauffeurs are hired by thie companY, flhe cars
belmig to thle company, ani it is thie 'oînlpanyv«s business, flie
chauffeurs aire ouly doing the comnpan ' s bus4iness?

M r. MaGeo -That is a poinit of law that lias gone ta
the Court of Appeal.

llis lordiship:-It is a point of fact whepther the cars are
ownied by thie company or iiot? A. The cars are owned by
theý conipanyv.

Ilus JM)rds1ip :-Thiat is the sense in fîic h in~
did noet own the car. 1 suppose the defendaîits are rset
able p)eople who would not let out their cars as travelling-,
brothels.

-Mr. M1 aceGregor :-I do not understand?
Ilis Lordlsiîp:-So they humn them over to the chauffeurs

who fulfili thiat purpose.
Mra.,acregor :-I do not sO understand this case, niy

Lord.
Tlus lArdshîp :-It looks like it.
M r. Phelan :-It is the eompany's business lis it not? A.

Yes,. sir.
Q. And the method that was adophed of allowing you to

colleet the xnoney and keep a certain pereentage uas simply
a miethod of paying you for your services iustead. of paYingy
you wages? A. Yes, sir."

Extract froin the re-examination of Mr. Allan:
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