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PER CURIAM.

case. . Plaintiff appcalq as of nght from the tnal court's order grannng
ant- DAIIE. We: affirm.. o . G

pcl. defendazt, '.i'rx':‘,i}'
y. defendunt to piaintif

operty. that hc owncd mtcndmg to cut thc grass on thc property‘
skcd plamuff rf he could help. Plamnff mstructcd thc man to back‘

e A oad hrs cqmpmcnt Plamtrff was in the, back of thc truck . B
i prcparmg to unload the. equipment whe the umdentlﬁcd ‘man. apparemly put the truck m gcar The truck co
- lurched forward and p]amtrff fell bac : ' - :

y mjury whrch an msured person is legally en’utled to 'Af‘
3 'operator of an uninsured motor vehicle, Bodily injury must be_ S
andv rise. out of the ownershrp, operatron, mamtenance or use of the"

recover from the
* caused by- accrde,
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"‘whxle occupymg a motor. vehxcle whxch is owned by you or:a relative unless tha




A "while occupying a motor vehicle which is owned by you or a relat
- motor vehicle is YOUR CAR :

,‘Lffs‘argument seems to run as follows: the exclusion eliminates uninsured;
ustained when the insured is not occupying "[his] car;" conversely, uninsured motorist ¢ erage is availab
the’ insured is occupying "[his] car." o

- While amblgumes are to be construed in favor of the insured, contract _la glag %hould be’ given it!
and ordinary meaning, rather than a technical or strained construction. *Bo Re the
ontract as a whole, it appears clear that the basic condition of uninsured motorist coverage is the mvolveme
Y uninsured vehicle. Because the contract in this case is not ambiguous, its nisa matter
aw. . The trial court correctly concluded that the terms of the policy do not afford plaint] mnsured motons
rage in this case. Thus, the trial court properly denied arbitration and grant
avor Of defendant.
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