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any proper,~ whether legal or equit.able, is postponed for a period
exceeding a life or lives ini being at the date of the instrument
ereating it. or (where the disposition is by will) at the death of
the testator, and twen.tv-one vears after sueh life or lives sucli
l!lterest is void.- In this case it will be notcd that the vesting
of no estate is piostponed bey ond the lirnits of a life ini being at
the death of the testator. and twenty-one vears after, although
tho possession of the ultirnate remainder might possibly be post-
porcd bevond that period. It nevertheless seemns open to question
whether this decision is flot an invasion of the principle of the
rie

'O~.N.I-Y-W!xnî,,G(-rP-".UST AND EQUITABLE--COMPANIFS
Acr, 1908 (8 EDW. 7. c. 69» ;. 129-(Tim WiNDfN--up Ac-r,
1.S.C. r- 144, s. Il (t'>.

kte YI'yidji, Tobacco Co. (1916) 2 ('h 426. This Nwas an
application for a winiIg-up order aginst a limited eompany.
The cornpany was formned hy twvo persons- who were the sole
shaireh-oldlers and (lirertor,. The constitution of the companN
pros ided thât in ras-,e of differences arising they should be referred
to arbîtration. id the :iward should lx' entered on the books of
t he coinpanv as a resol ut ion (Iu!y passed by th e directors. Differ-
eces h1aving arîsen, they were referred to arl)itration, involvmng

an epenfse of £1.000l. (>nf' of tiie parties aicclineci to give effect
Io tii. award. and hrought ait action for fratudu.lent representation

aIgaixîst the other nwrnher of the company. Th(- relations between
thte two lx-caine -4o strained ilhat they refiised to speak tO each
tter andt commnunications fromn one' te tht' other had to bc con-

vevitlrouight th(- secetary of the companty. The business
oi the rompanv, notwithstanding the disagreement, wvas stili
<arri 4)n scssllafld large profit.,; were madle. IYN these
(-ircilmstnces Astbur v. .J., helil tlîat it ivas "jtist aiid equitable''
t bat tlie \xinding-up order sl)ould be granted, and this decision
waý tfliriiid bY the C'ourt of Appeal (Lord Cozens-Jlsardy, M.Lt.
aînd Pickford and Warrington, LJJ.).

io1loway v~ (romplin (1916) 2 (Ch. 436. This case, althouglh
t urning oit certain uies of ('otfrt whichi have not been adopted
iu Oniario, îniy nevertheless- furnishi a guide as to the proper
dlisposition of costs in a like case. Uipon the construction of the
lnglîs;. Ilules in qulestion il was held hy Sargant, J., that where


