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headed "first mortgage debenture," and by thema the Uompany
purported te croate a floating charge on ail its property, but
this was flot te interfere (until default ini payment of principal
ar'd interest and steps taken te enfoee paymnent) with the cern-
pany dealing with its property. By condition on the debenture
it was stated to be " one of an issue of like debentures for the
aggre-gate sum, of £-, part of the said authorized issue of
£6,000,000-the whole cf which dehentures of such authorized
issue are intended te rank pari passu as a firat charge on ail the
eccmpany 's property," and the empany reserved the right to
issue the balance. There was aime a condition providing for
meetings of debenture helders and enabling them te consent te the
issue cf other securities te rank prier te, àr pari passu with, the
£6.000.000 of debentures. The company proposed te issue
£2,000,000 more debentures, part of the £6,000,000, te be secured
hy a flxed and specifle charge upon specifie assets cf the company
without any f'oating charge. The proposai. had not been sub-
xnitted te any meeting cf debenture holders. The plaintiff, who
was a debenture holder of the £3,700,000 meries, moved for an
interim, injunction te restrain the issue of the proposed deben-
tures upori the security proposed as being an undue iiiterference
with his rights. Warrington, J., refused the motion, holding
that the creatien of a fleating charge in faveur of the first issue
cf debentures did net prr'vent the company from giving a speciêce
charge on specifle ea's'4s in faveur cf the debentures now sought
te be issued. 7-le l '1 that the condition as te the meeting ef
debenture hoiders, etc., did net apply te issues of any part of
the £6,000,000. but was a provision to enable the comipany with
the consent cf the debenture holders te ine-rease the debenture
delit over the £6,000,000.

FIXTLrREs-RiGiIT op REmeviiL-TAPEB3TRIES-GENERAL SOHEME
0OP DECORATioN-DEvisEb op uou8E--RFquBEsT OF CHATTELS.

In Re Whaley, Whaley v. Roe krieh (1908) 1 Ch. 615 the ques-
tien is again raisd whether tapestries and a picture affixed te
a wall cf a dwelling house as part of the decoration of a reoom
are te be regarded as chattels or as part of the freehold. The
question, it may lie remembered, was the subject of much litiga-
tien in the case cf Leigk v. TaylZor (1902) A.C. 157, where the
House cf Lords determined that in the circumâtances ef that
case tapestries must be regarded as chattels. In the present in-
stant. a different conclusion has been reached. The circum-


