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lent, ini allowing a passenger to leave by the wrong entrance,
ialso ini not being in his proper place on the rear platform
a the car started; but (with some doubt) the plaintiffwa
'y of contributory negligence. The appeal should be alloNved.

Appeal allowed.
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wMi-Contrcts for Purchase of Land-Forfeiture of Paymentls
Made on Default in Subsequent Payments-Void Conrat,-
Absence of Val uable Cunmideration-Right to RecuveT 1miney
Paid-New Contraci not Made after Majorit y-A itily Io
Make Restitution.

ýppeal b-y the plaintiff from the judgment of the Judge of the
uty Court of the County of Carleton dismissing an action
iglit ini that Court for a declaration that certain agrvemnts
red into by the plaintiff (when an infant) with the defendanýiits
,bc purchase of lands were void and for repayment of $5W3.81

thereunider.

F'le appeal was heard by MEREDITHî, C.J.C.P., RIDuiZLL,
,Lr, and MASTEN, JJ.
r. MeVeity, for the appellant.
1. S. White, for the defendants, respondents.

UENREDiTH, C.J.C.P., ini a written-judgment, said that, if the
.racts ini question were voidable gnly, he would not feel dis-
ýd to find fault with the judgment in appeal, as thr emdto
ý been sulficient evidence adduced at the trial upon
-b it eould be found circuni»tantia1ly that there was a ratifi-
mn of the transaction by the plaintiff after lie attained his
ority; thougli, if the finding had been the other way, thiere
I aiBo have been much difficulty in the way, of reversmng it

3ut that was really not the point in the case; the real main
ation was, whether the contracts in question were void; and


