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0Y"LlPASE-VOIDAL .E, No'r Voli).

k ~~QuegneI Fiirks G. M o.v. Ward (1920) A.C . 222. lm b4
in appvid< froixi the oiirt; of Appeal (if British ( olhibin id
înivolved he colnstrutioî <>f a mnnîg leilec NNvba h provîded "if
the maid lescshall ceaso for the space of two y*am to carry
on îuining voperatioiîs iupor, siich prenhies, then iim deînlîs4

mllai beoine illbsoltitely forfeited, anid theme 1>rteent ndI the<
i' te'rni hereby vreated, and MIl riglits, pri vifeges and mithlorities

buruiî,. gralt<ed, sha11 ipisi faict<î, at th bu xpilflttioi (if t bu
finies aforvsnid, et*aL4Q imil )w vîjd asý if bueîins al
îlot 1)eel Tiih" he luse hd ini fa<t eaed foi, two vears tii

caion zilung oîperit ions, buit retit %vas hce.tdly thle C rovhm
<fil bu Iusor) after thb, alleged <'ause of forfeititre was- roinîi k'tu.

z2 lie Quiîl'onipany werce nîtif led te thb(I' eft of svvni ~ t
nîining leaises rovvrinig t he maille gromnd as tlbu luas.e, alid il file

wefi4ewus no luonger WstMi'ttilig tlhere wils nu quesi ion mim t o t le
î>aitffstie. 'hile liet uni usbrought lîy t heil agnisft 1lý

(lefeni(ltl iwIi< ('hiie i' mider thlcae muid flinnîed t 
it was stil mi~lbis-timîg, 'lui tri çmded on the constue f ile<h
forfeitulre claulse ahovu referred to. Mardoliîald, J ., Who trjeul
the niefion gave jtidgiiienît for the plaint if! coîmpany, buit the (unîrt
of Appeal reversed bis decision, the ('bief justice dlisselitinig:
The .Judiin*l ('onnittee of the Prvy(omieil (Lord<l HIIIldaiIO,

Buekux~ ~an d Diiunediii, anîd DJif, J.) affirmed tliu judgîniî
of the j1ajority oif the Court of -Appeal; tîmleir, Lordslîipis holding
thalt tlic frue *eflec of flic forfeitulre u1luse w1ls to iake the kes
voidai;le at the op t ion of the lessor, anîd, t ho lessoi' iot ia viuig

e>xcl(eiw file optioli. thue lese w-vas Mtii lisimg

TION OF FUNDS LY INVALI» 'MI*O-XLiAlu lIV
STA'rUTI,, 7 Gîco. 5, tIl. M0, O '-BN A CTAu, s8:. i3 (1).

Trimiees of R.C. Separale $choo[8 v. Qiiebec Bank (112() A.C.
230. This wus an appeal from the Siipreine Couirt of Onîtario,
43 0.1.11. 637. Trhe case arome ont o! the Separato Seiiool
controversy ini Ottawa and the question for decision was wheihmi
or nlot flic Provincial Act, 7 Geo. 5, eh. 60, wvas infra vires
of the Ontaario Legiiature, and the Judicial (?orninittee (Lords1
lialdane, Biirkraster and Dunedin, and Diîff, J.) have affirmed
its validity and ulistilisscd the appeal.
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