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WILL-.ExacUTION-.DICRPANCY 
BETWËEN ATTESTATION CLAUSEI AND AFFIDAVITOP' ATTESTING WITNEUS.

granted without citing the ilext of kmn under thc following circum-
stances. The wi il was hoiograph and the various bequests wcrewritten on the first page, at the foot of which there wxas a space.Over leaf on the second page was the iignature of the testator andYan attestation clause stating it xvas 1's-gned and delivered "in thepresence of %vitnesses. One of the attesting witnes.ies madeaffidavit that on the date of the wiil the testator calied her and theother attesting witness into the room wherc he was, the %vill beingon a table before him and the ink of his signatur. -o the best ofher belief still wvet, and he said 1 want both of you ta sign this,'"which they did %% ithout.ieeing whether anything xvas written on thefirst page. jeune, P.P.D., though doubting whether L~e next of kzi'T ought not ta bc citid, nevertheless allowed probate to go.

WILL-CAXNCELLATION OF~ WILL UNDaIR ERRONKOUS impapsiON 0r T.78TATOR AsTO EFFECT OP AN EARLIER SHTTLE2MENT-. PROBATE OI'CANCELLED M'ILL.In Sta tifoid v. W/dre ( igo. P. 46 ettro aing a will
in 1895 cancelied a previous wiIllmade in 1882, under the erroncousbelief that funds comprised in a settlernent would in the absenceof certain provisions of the %vill of 1882 bc equally divided amongstthe children of his first marriage. The xviii of ï$95 %vas revokedand a new will made i 1896 together xvith two codicîls iii %hichthe settled funds were not mentioned, Under these circumstaiicesjeune, P.P.D., granted probate of the %vill and codicils of 1896together with the will of 1882 as a subsistiig testamentar>' documnit,flotWithstanr1.ing ittb cancellation by mistake.

COMPANY-DiR«C10RS-QUORILI% -ARTICLES OF A.2OC.ATIO<.
li me Banik of Syrid (i9ox) i Ch. tî5, the Court of Appeal(Lord Aiverstotie, C.J. and Rigby and Williamns, L.f.,> have afflrrnedthe decision of Wright, J., (notted ante vul. ý6, p. 629>, but hiavereversed him on a point ziot referred ta in that note, vix., as to theriglit of one of the directors who had païd off a part of the debt tostand in the shocs of the creditor. Wright, J., held, that havingnotice of the irregularity in incurring the debt, he could not standini the creditor's position, but the Court oF Appeal held that hecould.


