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his wife. On 17 November, 1911, he made a codicil, ard, without
makingK any alteration in the* above-mentioned bequest, gave
certain additio-nal legacies and otberwise confirmed bis will.
Joyce, J., who tried the action, considered that there was no in-
consistency between the bequest, and the git inter viv08, the
latter being the gift of a particular piece of land which had been
discussed before the will was made and might have been an act
of spontaneous bounty on the pnrt of the testator quite inde-
pendent o! the legacy, or of any moral obligation he might feel
to fulfil his wife's request to do somethmng for the parish; and
the subsequent confirmatioa of the will after the gift had been
made, though not of itself decisive of the question, was at ail
events ent.itled f0 consideration as turning the scale when there
is any doubt.

COe.gPANY-DIRECTORS-CONTRACI'r WITII AXOTIIER COMPANY IN
WHIcI A DIRECTOR HOLDS SIIARES--SIIARES RELI) BY DIRECTOR
iN TRusT--NOTICE 0F IRtRE(.IULAITY-RESC(issio-N.

Transeraal Lands Co. v. Ncw, Belgium etc. C~o. (1914), 2 (Ch. 488.
This was an action f0 set asidle two transactions between the
plaintif! and (lefendant companies, on the ground that the resolu-
tions bv wvhich thcy werc authorized were invalîd liecauise oi flhe
personal întercst of two of the directors ia the sul>j-ct matter
of the transactions. The articles of the plainitiff company pro-
vidcd f laI "no coniract or arrangement entered into on hehalf
of the comnpany with aiiv (lirectors, or any firm o! which a director
is a memnber, shal l)c avoîded, nor shail such (lirectors be hiable
to accounit to the company for any profit realized by an.) contract.
or ivork by reason o! such directors holding that office or o! the
fiduciarv relation thereby cstalished, provi(eli( e discloses the
nature of bis interest; but no director shiail vote in respect o!
any contra(t in wvhich he is concernedl." T'lw transactions in
question were, (1) a contracf 1)3 the plaintiff company to buy
certain shares o! a third conipany held hy the defendant company;
and (2) a contract f0 seli certain forfcitcd Ares of the plaintiff
rompany to the defendant comnpany. Two o! the directors of
tIme plaintiff company were also directors o! the defendant com-
painy. One o! lhemn (Samuel) did not vote as 'hceiig a director"
o! the defendant company. The other (Harvey), who held
shares in the defendant company in trust for bis wi!e and aniother,
did vote in favour of the resolutions, and without bis vote there
woul have been no quorum. The plaintif! company subscquently
discovered that flic (irector, Samnuel, whio did not vote, held about
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