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rrounding circumstances into account, including loss ini trim-
ng-if that is a necessary resuit of driving the pl-adthe
erage shortage of a foot or so allowed on the w-ork in place.
ý heard the evidence, and had the advantage of noting the
mnner oi giNring it. Unless lie manifestly erred, uniless LIS
aclusions were unquestionably% contrary to the hvdne is
*dings of fact should flot be'disturbed.

MLIDDLETON and1 ORDE, JJ., agreed wvith LENNox J.

Appeal dismissed wiiht costs.
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otor Vehicle8 dCllso of Mot or Vekidie uwth Sireet Car-
Injury wo Passengter ini Moo Vehiele-No-pciyinig iu of
Dri ver-Wan-t of Ordincsry and ReasonabLe C are -Nýegige nc
-Breaeh of Contratt to Carry Safely-Vehiele Driven bij one
of tio Co-ou'ners-Liabi hi y of bot h-M otor l'ehide Act,

Appeal by the defeudants front the judgmnent Of M\ID»LETON,J.
O.L.R. 376, 18 O.W.N. 139.

The appeal washeard by MERfPIEDITIC,. MAGEE, HIODGINS,.
ýd FERGIUSON, MJ.A.
R. T. Hlarding, for the appellants.
T. TP. Gait, KCfor the plaintiff, respondent.

HIIOGINsJ, in a written judgmieit, said that lie agreed witli
e judgment appealed froim in so fartas it awarded the plaintiff
mages against the defendant Lozina, the co-owner of the car
d the driver of it at the timie the plaintif!, who was a passenger

iwas injured.
Tlhe, efendant Ilaoloviel. mnust be hield fiable as well. The

rnership of the defendants wvas a joint, tenancy, and there did
t~ seem to be any doubt that each w-as an owner, aibeit a joint
,ner, The Iiability of "the owner" is created by sec. 19 of the
ctor Vehieles Act, R.S-O. 1914 eh. 207, ainended by 7 (3eo. V.

44, sec. 14, and 8 Geo. V. ch. 37, sec. 8.There was no sug-

* This cae arid ail others -so nmarked to, be reported in the OrItarlu,
w Reports.


