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tured to whistle a copyrighted compositioni without a lien$e might
be guilty of an infringement, At the samne time the perforated
lflusic roll, seems substantiaIIy to be an invasion of what might
reasonably be consiclered the legitimate righL of the composer.

PRtAOTIOE - COSTS Olt PR(-CESDIHG-S vï roRm.% PAUPERIS -- SOLTCITOR AND
CLIENT.

In re Rap/zael ý 1899) 1Ch. 853, is a case to which refeèrence has
already been made in this Journal, see aine P. 372. The question
wvas simply whether a solicitor who had carried an appeal to the
Flouse of Lords for his client in forma pauperis could recover from
bis estate the ordinary full t.,)sts of the proccedings, and not merely
pauper costs as taxable against ttie opposite party. Kekewich, J.
was of opinion tlat as the solicitor hiatl fot beeni assigned by the
Court, but had acted in pursuancc of a contract with bis client, the
latter inust be assurned to have conitracted to pay the usual costs,
there being no eviderice to the contrary.

COMPANY-;tFNERAL %IFLTINO-NO'rieCAM.XA.NC GIiNERA. ErN-SI.IA
RES%)LUTIOJNS - SH.AsItmFRS - I)IRF('T(ORS !'KCUNIARILY [NTFEISTED -

Ini Tiesscin v. Ilenderson (1899) i Ch. 861, the plaintiff, a share,.
holder of a joint stock company, sued for an injunctioîl to restrain
the companty, three of its directors, and its ostensible liquidator,
fromn carrying into effect special resolutions for reconstruction of
the company, alleged to have been passed and confirmed at
ext ,ordinary general meetings, held on Feb, 16, 1899, an.d
March 3,1i899. The grounds on which the plaintiff relied %vere
(t) that the notice calling the first meeting, though specifying the
business to be transacted, omiitd to disclose the fact that cer-tain
of the directors were pecuniarily interested in supporting one c
the schemes proposed ; and (2ý that the notice cf the second or
cotifirmatc'ry meeting wvas conditional. Kekewich, J. held that on
the first ground the plaintif %vas entitled to succeed, as the failure
to disclose the directora' interest in the proposed scheme, was fatal
to the validity cf the notice as regards non-attending share-
holders. But on the second point, as to the conditional character
of the notice of the second meeting, he thoughit the case distinguish.
able from Alexander v. Sins~43 Ch. D, t39, on the ground that
the notice convening the conflrmatory meeting wvas positive, and the


