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ection 19, with the ajnendments made i 1917, by 7 Geo. v.
19, sec. 14, and in 1918, by 8 (Ieo. V. eh. 37, sec. 8, reads:
e owner of a motor vehicle shail be responsible for any vi ola..
of this Aü or of any regulation prescribed byN the Lieutenant-
ýrnor in Council, unless at the time of such violation th le miotor
cIe was in the possession of some person other than the owner
out hie consent, express or implied, flot being a person in
employ of the owner, and the driver of a motor vehicle flot
'ý the o-wner shail also be responsible for any sucli violation.'
.he Bonner-WNorth Company were in the habit of selling
e wood to their employees, and they altowed 'Murray. the
cr of their niotor-truck, and a duly licensed chauffeur, to use-4
,ruck after business hours for the purpose of carrying wood to
bouses- of other employees. When the accident oeurred,-
rsy was operating the truck for this purpose-be was then in
company's service, but was flot using the truck, upon the
,)ny's business. Claude Gray, the injured boy, was upon,
munning board of the truck, wîth the permission of Murray,
i the truck was struck by a street-car owned by the defendant
,ay company. The boy was thrown to the ground and
nsly injured.
'here was ample evidence to justify the finding of the jury-
Joth drivýers were guilty of negligence causing the accident

Lhere could be no0 doubt of the liability of the raîlwayý comnpaniY.
lurray, although using his master's truck, of whîch, while
ged upon hls master's business, le was the driver, was uslag

a purpose of hie own or of a fellow-employee--le was flot in
way engaged upon his master's business; and no liability
1 at common law attach for an act of negligence la ri0 way
ected with his employer's interest, but arisîag solely fromi the
ite business in which he was tIen engaged. Duffield v. J>eers
3), 37 O.L.R. 652, distiaguished.
'bc BQnner-Worth Company, lowever, were liable under the
isionB of sec. 19 of the Motor Vehicles Act. The learned
'e col see no0 reason, for holding that the Act was not intended

,pyto persons la the position whicl the plaintiff Claude G ray,
,ý>d--a voluntary passenger in the guilty vehicle-as fully as to
.- using the bighway. The provisions of sec. 19, liw of the
judicia1 interpretation already given to them by a series of

ions, including Mattei v. Gillies (190), 18 O.L.R. 558, are
c be limited to cases 'of injuries to persons uslag the highway

tban occupants of the motor vehicle itself, but extend to
lilce the present, where the occupant of the car le la no0
a p&rty to the use of the vehicle upon business which le not

of he owner and le not aware that, the car is belag s0 used.
hsre should be judgmaent for the plaintiffs against ail the
i4.nts for the amounts found by the jury, with costs.


