
EN<GLISE CASES.

* RF,(3IvFR-EQUITABLE EXEOUTION-INJUNOTION,

* ToinLVoyd's Banik v. Med way Upper Navigation Co. (1905) 2
K-M. 359 the plaintiffs appiied for a sumnions for the appoint-
tuent or' a reeeiver of the toits aid rents arising frorn the navi-
gation of a river to which the defendants were entitled. The
affidavit shewed that the plaintiffs had recovered judgxnent
ogaiiist the defendants, and¶ that the defendants had no goods
and chattels out of which the money Pould be made, but were
entitled to the renta and toila in question. Thpre was, how-
ever, no suggestion that there wvas any danger of the defendants
parting with their rights pending the proeeedings. Jeif, J., in
granting the summons, ingluded in it an interlin in.junction
agaist the defendants reveiving or alifnating the rents or tolls
until after the hearing of the application. On appeal from this
p.ýit. of the order the Court of Appeal (Coltins, M.R., and
Mathew and Oozens-Hardy, L.JJ.,) held that in the absence of
aiuy suggestion of any danger of the defendants parting wité
or iinniuhring their rights in the renta and toits, fxe injunction

* shoffld flot have been granted, and it wvu-, orinl di4ssuolved.

.ASSIGNIMINT OF DIFBT-CH0ISE IN ATO-AINE~ E1H

IN FAVOUR OF ASSIGNOR-COLLATERAL OI3JECT IN TAlCINO AS-

SiNMENT OF DEFBT-VOIICITUliE, ACT 1873, s. 25i, SUB3-s. 6
(ONT. JUD. ACT. S. 58, SUB-S. 5).

iizroy v. Cave (1905) 2 'K.B. 364 wus a. action brought by
the assqignee of ai nuxnber of debts due by the defendant to the

pinintiff's assigniors. The defendant wvas a coi-director with 0-
plaitiff of a joint stück eonxpan.yý, and the plaintiff's ob~ject in
getting the assignitnents was to put the defendant iii bankruptvy
and thereby oust hlm f rom. his director3hip: hy the ternma of the
assigmoruiets nyionceys ri-ceived in respect of the dlehts assigned
were to he paid by the plaintiff to the respeetive assignors. The
defendatit eontended that the assignnents were invalid. as;

* sav'ouring of maintenanice. and Lawrance, J., With aulne doubt. so
hcld, but the Court of Appeal (Collins. 'M.I, and 'Mathew and
(1ozns-IIardy, L.JJ.,) held that Coim fort v. Betis (1891) I
Q.B. 737 had in effect establish-ed the vaiidity of snch aign-
imeiila and they allowed the appeai.


