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5 m allowing a passenger to leave by the wrong entrance,
p in not being in his proper place on the rear platform
, the car started; but (with some doubt) the plaintiff was
v of contributory negligence. The appeal ghould be allowed.

Appeal allowed.

'Q DivisionaL Courr. DecemMBER 30TH, 1916.
PS v. GREATER OTTAWA DEVELOPMENT CO.

mt—Conitracts for Purchase of Land—Forfeiture of Payments
Made on Default in Subsequent Payments—Void Contracts—
Abmce of Valuable Consideration—Right to Recover Money
‘-.;Pmdr-New Contract not Made after Majority—Ability to
[ake Restitution.

eal by the plaintiff from the judgment of the Judge of the
iy Court of the County of Carleton dismissing an action
ht in that Court for a declaration that certain agreements
into by the plaintiff (when aninfant) with the defendants
purchase of lands were void and for repayment of $303.84

appeal was heard by MgerepiTH, C.J.C.P., RipDELL,
and MASTEN, JJ.

cVeity, for the appellant.

. 8. White, for the defendants, respondents.

DITH, C J.C.P., in a wntten judgment, said that, if the
in question were voidable pnly, he would not feel dis-
find fault with the judgment in appeal, asthere seemed to
n sufficient evidence adduced at the trial upon
could be found circumgtantially that there was a ratifi-
the transaction by the plaintiff after he attained his
though, if the finding had been the other way, there
have been much difficulty in the way of reversing it

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



