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SOLICITOR-OSTS - TAXATION BETWREN SOLICITOR A:' MEINT - SCPARATR
RETAIN1ýKS.

In -rd Salaa, (1894) 2 Ch. 2oi, fifteen out of thirty-five per-

sons who had given separate retainers to a solicitor to take pro-
ceediinga on behalf of ail applied. foz~ an order to tax the solicit-.
or's bill, without joining or notifying the other twenty persons.
Kekewvich, J., was of opinion that they shoulci have been notified,
and, as some of these parties could flot be found, he distnissed
the application. The Court of Appeal (Lindley, Kay, and Smith,
L.JJ.) thought he was right in requiring them to be notified, or
madle parties to the application, so as to secure a taxation in
presence of ail parties interested, but were of opinion that he was
wrong in dismissing the application when it was found imnprac-
ticable to serve them ail, and ihey, thezrefore, granted the order.
Trhe Court of Appeal afflrm the rule laid down in Re Colquhot4i,,
5 D. M. & G. 35, that, where separate retainers are given by sev-
eral persons, each person is entitled to a taxation without serv-
ing any one but the solicitor.

CoMIPANY-DEBENTU RE*HOLDERS' ACr-iioN-RrcEivIR-ENpoW!UUNG(, RczivrRrTO

HORRONV AS A FIRST CHARGE-ORI) XVI., R. 9 (ONT. RULR 315).

In Greettwood v. A lgesiras Ry. Ct>., (1894) 2 Ch. 2o5, which was
a debenture-holders' action, in which a receiver had been
appointed, an application was made for an order authorizing the
receiver to borrow money upon the security of a first charge on
the undertaking of the company and in priority to the debentures,
for the preservation of the property. The Court of Appeal, not-
withstanding ail the (A ýbenture-holders were flot actually parties,
mnade the order asked, holding that, under Ord. xvi., r. 9 (Ont.
Rule 315), the absent parties would be bound.

PARi,ïzsEHi p-DRATIt 0F PARTNtRR-NýOVATIOn-LiABILIl OF~ IMICZASED PART-

NER'S ESýeATi&-BANKsRs-TRANSFER OF~ ACCOtJNT,

In re Head, HeUad v. Head, (1894) 2 Ch. 236, the custorier of
a firm of bankers, after the death of one of the partners, removed
inoney from his current account ta a deposit account bearing
interest at the sanie bank, and received a deposit note from the
survîving partner. The ban k subseq ue ntly stop ped payment, and
the question arose whether the estate of the deçeased partner
was liable to this customer for the money so dcposited. ChittyN,
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