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MEREiDITH, C.J.O., reacling the judgment of the Court, said,
r stating the facts, that the view of Middleton, J., was that
obligations of the appellant company. to the plaintiff who was
sed as its passenger were ended when she reached a place of
ýty upon, the road, and he rested his judgment upon an invasion
.Iie appellant company of her rights as a traveller upon the high-
,, and his conclusion was that there was a duty resting upon the
dcitor of the car to see that "ail is safe before he signais the
,orxnan to round the curve."
The view as to the obligation terminating when the passenger
,lies a place of safety was, in the opinion of the Chief Justice,
narrow. -The obligation of the company was greater towards
msmnger who had not completed her journey, but in order to
JIat had to transfer to another lime, than it would be to apass-
,r who had completed hie journey; but, even as to such a
enger, the company was bound to provide a stopping place st
ch the passenger could proceed to the sidewalk without having
ami through such a pool, of water as existed at the usual place
crossing McCaul street, or subjecting him to the danger, before
nsd reached the sidewalk, assuming that he had mot unneces-
Iy delayed în crossing, o! being struck by a car when it W"
ging round a curve such as existed at the stopping place.

rhe conductor and the motorman knew or ought to have
wn that their passengers would mot, at aîl events, be likely to
e through the pool, but would do as the plainiff did-proceed
lie rear of the waggon in order to be able to pass dry-hod toi
sidewalk. They also knew that the horses and waggon were
re they were, and that the space between themâ and the car
mi it rounded the curve was so smail that amy mne who wa8
di-ng or walkcing in that space woul4 inevitably be etruck, by
movwng car; they were, therefore, guilty of negligence in
ting the car without firet making sur that the passengers who
left the car were mot sti between it and the waggon; and
negligeuce was the proximate cause of the inuries which the

~itiff recelved.

APPeal dismis8ed with cods.


