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upon the question whether the injunction should in the firstinstance have been granted. That question is realîy not beforeus, except perhaps incidentallly. Nor need we consider the lia-hility, if any, of the officers of the defendant company for con-ternpt in aiding the defendants in the original action in commit-ting a breach of the injunction. The sole question here is oneof title. And 1 amn, with deference, quite unable to, sec how thatquestion is affected by the circuinstance of the existence of aninjunc;tioni. An in.junction acta only in personamn: see Attorney-General v. Birmiingham, etc., Drainage Board, 17 Ch. D. 685,at p, 692. At the utmost, notice of the injunction might beequivalent to notice of the execution, which inay indeed havebeen -Mr. Justice Teetzel's real ineaning when he speaks of noticeof the injunction, for he followq up the reference to notice ofthe injunction with a remark as to it beinig also notice of theexecution. What then is the legal effeet, if it be aaaumed thatth.e defendants had, when they acquired the tîiber limita fromiMcGuire & CJo., as they undoubtedly did, notice of the plaintiffs'exeeutions? Sirnply none, in my opinion, for the reason thatthec interest of a licensee under the Crown in a timber limit ia notauhject to seizure or sale under ention: sec Canadjan PacificR.W. Co. v. Rat Portage Luniher CJo., 10 O.L.R. 273. Section 9of the Execution Act, to which reference îs miade in the judg.ment, can have no application whcre the goods in question areflot exigible under the execution. And, if the debtors' intereatis to be rcgarded as an interest in land, the sanie resuit would
follow.

Then it la suggested, but not I thiA~ diatinctly proved, thatthe purchase by the defendants waa made in frand of creditorsof McGuire & CJo.; but there can b. no fraud uipon creditors inidealing with property which, under the law, the creditors can-not rearh. The purchase seems to have heen a real transaction,in which the property passed, and waa intended to pass, andwas made for a valuable consideration, which, upon the. evi-dence, was paid. UTnder these circumstances, 1 arn quite unableto sec any evidence of fraud, althougli, if the property had beeniexigible, the purchaser would. no douht, have taken subject tothe incim$rances by way of execution of which he had notice.
For these reasons, 1 would allow the appeal and disiulas the(

cross..appeal, both with costs.

~MEREDITH, J.A. :-I amn still unfortunate enougli to be unableto understand why the itercat i land of a licensce under'aCrown lands tituber license la flot an interest in land hiable to


