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of an experienced solicitor's clerk that he believed that on a
-taxation of the plaintiffs' costs, as they appeared in their costs'
ledger, at least one-sixth would be struck off; but it appeared that
the~ amnount of the costs charged in the costs ledger exceeded by

£7 85. 4d. the arnount of costs actually charged, and with that
exception there wvas no evidence of any overcharge, or of any
error in the rest of the accaunt. Under these circumstances,
Romer, J., dismissed the action, and his judgrnent wvas affirmed
by the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Smnith, and Davey, L.JJ.), who,
although of opinion that, in strictness, it was the defendant's duty
to have informed the plaintiffs that they were entitled to have a
bill rendered, and to have it taxed, yet their neglect ta do so was
flot of itself suffhcient ta entitle the plaintiffs to open the settled
accoutit.
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In re Macdonald, Sons & Co., (1894) 1 Ch. 89, was an applica-
tion to remove from the list of contributories of a company being
wound up the names of the applicants. The facts were that th(,
company in question was forrned for selling medicated food and
wvine, and in order to promote the business of the company an
offer was mnade to the applicants, who were practising doctors,'
to give them paid-up shares in the company ini consideration of
their recomrnending the company's weres ta their respective
patients. The company had, in fact, no power to issue paid-up
shares, but they issued certificates for paid.up shares to the appli-
cants, who accepted the offer. None of the applicants were
placed on the register of shareholders. After the winding-up

* proceedings were in contemplation, but before their commence-
* rnent, the secretary wrote to the applicants to return the certifi-

cates, as the shares had not been allotted, and they were accord-
ingly returned, but the liquidator nevertheless placed the appli-
cants on thu list of contributories. The Court of Appeal (Lindley,
Smith, and Davey, L.JJ.) agreed with Williams, J., that the
applicants were flot liable as contributories, as an agreemnent on
their part to accept paid-up shares could flot make them liable
tu accept unpaid shares. Some of the judges, however, ieemed
to think that the bargain in question was anything but creditable
to the applicants as professional men.


