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REVIEW 0P CURRENI' ENGLISH CASES.
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PR0BÂTE-INCOPOATION IN WILL OP UNAITTED DOCUMENT.

Universityj College of North Wales v. Taylor (1907) P. 228.
The only question in this case .was whether an unattested meni-
oranduim had been properly adniitted to probate as part of the
testator 's will. The will wau dated the 27th June, 1905, and be-
queathed certain legacies for the founding of ucholarships and
prizes 'to be held upon such terma, conditions and subject to
such rules and regulations as are contained and specified in any
memorandum amongst any papers written or signed by me."
Among the testator 's papers *as a memorandumn signed by hiin
and dated March 12, 1905, which was proved by oral testirnony
te have been in existence at the date of the execution of the will
and Barnes, P.P.D., held, that in these circuinstances, it was in-
corporated in the will and had been properly admitted to pro-
bate.

PPACTICE-MOTIti.; TO ATTACH POP. NOT ATTENDING FOR EXAMINA-t i TION PUBSUANT TO ORDER-CONDUCT MOZ;EY.
In re Harvey (1907) P. 239. Barnes, P.P.D., refused to make

an order for attachnxent againat a p wson for flot attending to
be examined pursuant te an order, no conduet nioney having
been paid or tendered.

CLuB-RUILES OF CLUB-POWER TO ALTER RULEs-FuNqDkmENTALI.OEJECTB OP CLUE -GENERAL MEIG-EOUIN

I . In 1'kellusson v. Valentia (1907) 2 Ch. 1 the Court cf Ap-
peal (Cezens-Nardy, M.R., and Barnes, P.P.D. and Kennedy,
L.J.) have affirmed the judgment cf Joyce, J. (1906) 1 Ch.
480 (noted ante, vol. 42, p. 347). The action was breught by the
member of a recreatien club, in order te have a rule passed at a
general mef cing of the club, abolishing pigeon shootirig, declared
invalid- and ultra vires. The plaintiff rested hi& case on the
ground that pigeon sheoting was one of the purposes fer which
the club had been eriginally cstablished, and that the rule iii
question was in effect an alteration of one of the fijadamental
objects of the club-but the Court of Appeat agreed with Joyce,


