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that there was no liability because by the terms of the lease the
plaintif.i were debarred from inaking any claim against their
lemsrs for any comenslation for injuries eaused by or arlming
out of lbe execution of the. repairs, and beoause the. corporation
tvat not liable the defendant as the servan, or agent of the. cor-
poration was flot liable either-his duty to exercise care arising
out of bis conîraet with lie. corporation, to which. the. plaintiffs
'Were lot parides. it was aloq contended that th. defendmntla
negligence did flot render the plaintifsé libl. to compensate
their passengers, whinh liability, if any, muet arome froin the
plaintiffs' own negligenee. Lawrence J., who tried the action,
however, held thiI lhe plaintiffs were entftled to sucoeed, becauî,e,
as o then,. the defendant, apart frorn his contract with the
leueors, was in the position of ai trespameer and had no right to b.
on their property ai &Hl, and to justify hie being there at ail he
had to rely on is contract 'with the lesmors, and that contract he
had not carried dut. As regards the question of the plaintiffs'
liabiliîy to 1he injured passengers, the learned judge in effect
held that the plaintifis' liability arome beeause of the defendants'
negligence, because the plaintiffs owed a duly to passengers to
run the tramears in safety, which duty they had failed in by
reason of the defendant 'e negligence, to whom had beeu delegated
the i1isk of executing the necessary repaire.

CompAiqY--DEBENTtURE-FLoATING 13EC1,RITY-GABNI$HBE ORDER.

Evans v. Rival Granité Quarr.es (1910) 2 KB. 979. This
was a contest between a debenture holder whose debenture con.
mtiluted a floating charge on ail the assets of a cinipany, and
an attaching creditor wha ha<l garnîehed the balance standing bo
the credit of the conipany ai its bankers. Prior to the attaching
order lie debenlure holder whose debenture was in arrear had
denanded payment hhereof by the coinpany, but had taken ne
further step to enforce his security. After lhe atlaching order
he gave notice 10 the bank that he contested the attaching credi-
tor 's right and required 1he bank bo pay lie balance to him.
The. County Court judge znade an order 10 pa over to the attach-
ing creditor, but a Divisbonal Court (Phillimore and Bucknill,
JET.) set aside lie order, but the Court of Appeal (Williams,
Moulton and Buckley, L.JJ.) reversed their decimion, and held
liat a iloating charge, such a@ was in question here, can only b.
effectively, brougit inb operation by the appointment ni a
receiver, il does flot enable 1he holder 10 dlaim payment of sme
particular asset. Ilere, until the holder had exercised bis right
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