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that, having been appointed mP,'.iaegng director, hie was entilled to
retain that office so long as hie remained director, but Petersn, J.,,
who tried the action, negatived that contention. With regard
to the appointment of the defendant as managing dîrectox with
remuneration, it was proved that there had been a general meet-r ~ ing of the shareholders, but whether the appointment had been
confirmed was not clear, and the lea-ned Judge could corne to
no conclusion on the point, but hie was of the opinion that it was
competent for such a meeting to confirmn the appointment: not-
withistanding (lefendant had voted contrary to artiele 3 n
iitltwithstanding article 99; and bie ws of opinion th.at although
the defendant's appointînent as a managing direetor without re-
muneration would niot be a eontract withini the ineaning of article
93. yet that it would be whcre rernuneration wvas allowed, an1d
therefore the appointmient of the (lefen(lant as rnanaging director
was, iinvalid. He w&,; also of the opinion that the direetors. being
in the circminstar.ces iiuabl)e to exercise the -,owcrs conferred uipon
ilen tbe l the article:, a general meeting couild niake the appoint-
nient: also that the company bad power to, reduce the reiniunera-
lion of an existing director and to discriminate between (lireetor,

Io the arnounit of remuneration without infringing on airticle 89.

SETTLEMEF.T-POWER OF APPIOINTM EXT BY WILI- APPOI T.M EXTç'
13YV WIIL LIREVOCýATION O)F APPOINTMEX'r BY CM)ICIL ANI)f X~~~EW APPOINTMEXT 'rHEREBY l"P0X INV LII)TUTS<E<
IXAL API30INTMENT OPERATIVE.

Iiý r Beriard, Beriiari v. .Jime (1916) 1 (Cb. -552. i n thi,
r-aý( a. testatr.x having a power of appointmnt m'.er certain
settledl funds iii favour of lier ,Iiidreii, bv lier w.ill appointed the
,ýamc in favoiir oi 4be objects of the power, but hN a codlicil sbe
rcvokedP( tbe appoinii.ent in favour of one of bier children -III
--o far (but no farther) as 'lie sanie'' gave to this ehild an v.bSolute
;nterest therein, an(I therelvy purpori""1 10 reappoint the saine
to trustees for this ebild for life with a gift over to ber sisters.
This reappointinent was inv alid a, offen(ling against ili fl
against perpetuities, and the question wbicb Nev.ille, J., 'vas
ealIedl on to dlecýide wa.s whethrr tbis share dlevolve(l as ùn (le-
fauit (f appoi'utînent, or wlîether the appointinient made by the
ivili remaini"d operative, and Lie (leei(le( in favour of the latter
alternative.

W XL. (oxstCTÎN--IrrIN REVEP-SION TO NEXT OF KIN
CASWH EN ASeEFRTAINE()-ARTIFICIAL CLAS.

In? re Mlellish, l)aî v. Withers (1916) 1 Ch. 562. 'l'lic will in


