
RE S'OVERIGN; BANK OF C-1VADi.

GAR.ROw, ,J.A., afterl statiig the facîs iii a written opinion,
said that ant infant I-IY by eontract beconte the holder of
shares in a batik; and the legal effeet of sueh a eontraet is the
K.anie as that of other voidable eontraets of an infant-it is
validl until repuidiated: Edwards v. Carter, [1893] A.C. 360;
Viditz v. O'Ilagan, [1900] 2 ('h. 87, 97, 98. And the repudia-
tion muist, to bie effective, take place within a:ei oaj tu1e
after full age is reached: Holmes v. Blogg (1817d). s Tautti.15. ;in re Constantiople aîîd Alexandia Ilotel ('o. 16
L.ýR. 5 Ch. 302; Lumsden's Case (1868), L.R. 4 Ch. 31.

Miss Clark kniew that lier father had purelhased sortie shares
in her naine, as site admitted. And the choque of the 1Oth
August, 1907, wbieh she endorsed, and l)reýsuimtbl ' rcend, tlher practicýalir the situation. The cheqtie i-rîs: .rel
dividend No. 17. The Sovereign Bank of Canada. Toronto, 1Oth

A ut,1907. No. 208. $7,87. Pay to the order of Viss
muriel 1. Clark seven 87 ',100 dollars, h eing quarterly dividcud
at the rate of six per cent. pet- annum, upoit five aod owe quari-

tershaesin the capital stock of this batik standing iii hur
nane. " Ilaving such kttowledge, there %vas not ouly no cvideîtce
of repudfiation or disaffirmnîe by hier at any tinte lîrior to thisapplication, but there was a distinct affirmiation bx' iter of her
apparenit position of shareholder, hy the withidrawal of theM01)n 'y in the Meeat13ankç nüarly two yeaýrs, àfter she hadaIttainieg ber ma;ijoriitv--monev whieh shemuthaeko'ir
presentced the acc-(uutulated divîdleuds upon thic sharos in ques-

The appeal of Miss Clark uttcrly failed. anîd should bie dis-
rnissed itl t eosts. The appeal of the liquidantor should also hie

dîsmisedbut wîithout eosts.

lri't11vl)Tii, ('...., ait(,]EE J.A., eoneurred.

MACLRENJ.A., read a judgînent in which hie sdthait. ini
his opinion, the liability of Mifss Clark eould flot be basvd tupon
ratificationi by hep withdrawal of a portion of the mone' to be-r
eredit in the bank. The relation of a bank atid its, cuistomri] iS
pure]ly thatl of debtor and reditor, andm i o 'nes dcpos td arc«flot ea-akdin aîîy way: Foiey v. Hil1 (18'48), 2 LL.28.

But, considering the lapse of tinte between ber couigof n
,tri( the rseîato of the petition for Wiflding-tip, atid thefae,(t tht she had tiot repuiateid the sîtares before th(,,commene-


