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gestion that Lozina had not the consent Of his co-own-jer-,
or implied, to use the car; nor was the car in the possessio,
person other than the owner of it. Why, should a co-ov
bie liable? He lias ail the riglits of an owncr, and why,
liabilîties?

Wynne v. Dalby (1913), 30 O.L.R. 67, is no authe
holding that the defendant Raolov ich is not ineluded,( ini t
"iowner"

The appeal of boti defendants should'Le dîsmissed M'il

MEREDI, C.J.O., in a written judgment, said that h(
with the judgment of Hodgins, J.A., and the reasons there

He was of opinion, approving the decision of Orde, J.,
v. Peterboroughi Radial R.W.. Co. (1920), 47 O.L.R. 540, t
19 of the Act renders the owner liable to an action as wl
the penalties imposed by the Act.

Lozina undoubtely violated sec. il; and, if his co-<le
was an owner of the motor vehicle withini the meaning of
lie was responsible for that violation, and therefore respoi
tic citent to which Lozina was responsible.

Thc plaintiff was.entitled to treat the injury caused t<o
Lozina'8 negligent sad as a wron)g donc to hlm; and for thal
it being the resuit of a violation of seü. 11, the other del
being the owner of thc motor vehicle within the meaning
19, was responsible.

MAGEE, J.A., in awritten judgment, said thst, ifsec. 19 1
co-owner liable to individuals, it is only for a violation of
whidh is niegligence, and thc fair mneaning is that the Co-(
lhable only wlere thc e acion is- based on negligence, an(
liable to onie wlio has deliberstely made a contract, whos
are bascd on contract, anid who can look to tie party with m~
madle it.

The appeal of Raolovich slould bc allowed and the a(
dismnissed as against him.

The appeal of Lozina shoufld be dismiissed.

FrnroUSN, J.A,., in a mwritten Judginent, said that loz
not an agent or servant of lEaolovicli. They were e>-
One did not need thc assent of the otiier to perfect hie:
dominion and control of the automobile. Ilsoloviel was nt
wlicn tic plaintiff heame an occupant of the car, nor was lie
when the accident occurred. Ilc had no knowledgè of the i
noir of the cireumstances leadling Up to it; and tIe learne<
wes umable to accept the view that, on the truc construtioi


