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ig te hia (occupation," the assured was entitled to $25 per week
or ftie period of disability, flot exceedfing 200 consecutive weeks;
-, if the injuries are sustained while a "passenger," which
nans, as deflned by the policy, "while riding as a passenger in
1upon a puiblie conveyance provided by -a common carrier for
~enger wervice, " to double that sum per week.
The. caim of the plainiff was resisted altogether, on the

-coud that there was Do temporary total disability in fact, and
ýat, if it exi.sied, it was not due to the injuries reeived; and
* defendants eontended that, if liable, they were flot hiable.
* the. double indemnity, beeause the injuries were flot received
ýile the. plaintiff was a "passenger," within the rneaning of the
ffiey.

The plaintiff was a passenger on a belt 1 une car of the Toronto
kilway Company on the night of the l7th August, 1910, between
ne and ten o'clock. lus intended stopping-place was that
posite the St. Lawrence 'Market, KCing street. What occurred
ten lie reachied that point was flot very clear from his testimony,
liel' was the only evidence as to the way in which the accident
turred. le aid that he went to get off the car, which was an
en one, and a9she stepped off there was an automobile coming
, th other street; he saw the automobile there, and stepped

ek on the car again and reached to catch the handie; the car
ist have been in motion, because it threw him right around
e other way; and he grabbed on to the mud-guard of the fender

thec automobile, and the car pulled out from under him; it,
rew 1dmi around against the car, and his shoulder and the side
bis head hit the car.
The. action was tried without a jury. The Chie! Justice

aa4 that tlie phaintiff's injuries had resulted in temporary total
ability, within the meaning of the policy, entitling him to the
Iqzauilty o! $25 a week; and reserved for further consideration
iquetion of bis riglit to the double indeninity.

Il. . Dewvart, K.C., and D. Urquhart, for the plainiff.
George Wilkie, for the defendants, argued that the injuries

1 wot ccurred while the plaintiff was a passenger, within the
azlng o! thec policy, and that his account o! the occurrence
rwed that before hie was injured he had heft the car in which
bad- been travelling, and that his journey by the railway had
ae to an end.

3>IzEDIT11, C.J. (alter setting out the facta at length) :-I do
t1hink that it can be said that the plaintiff had aafely alighted


