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account will be doue to the appellant. le was of the firai
parently, to recognize that ît was just and equitable thal
corporation ahould be wound up, and lie reeognized the val
of the wlnding-iip order by apYplying to the Master in Ordi
for leave te proceed with, his act ion. I wil allow the a.menid-
as asked, &o that thie wiuding.-up proceedings nxay be pro]
carried on as intended under the Ontario Companies -Act.
terma of the order have given me a great deal et diffieulty.
great respect 1 amn unêble te agree with -the learned Master
the iternis imposed by the order complained of. NTor cau:«
what is to be gained by the claiiant in hotling on to, a judgý
which the Master will not accept, and is flot bounid te accer
proof of Robbins' claim. I would require express aýuthorit,
fore holding that the mere refusai to refrain £romi procee
in a foreign country in a Court of that country without lea,
a Judge in this country, wouldl warrant the exclusion of
persen s0 proceding frein coining into, winding,-up proceec
here and preving a jast claim, if any, against an estate 1
se wouud up. The Master, as 1 have said, mnay reject the j
meut as sufficient proof, but the clairnant should net be pena
beesuse lu the assertion ef his alleged riglit lie did get a j
ment in a Court i the United States. The vacating of
jiidgment nay require action by the clainant in that coui
which lie is unwilling te take, and which the Court here ca
eeiupel hlm te take, and te make it a -condition of proving
elailri lu any way lu beyond the power of the Master lu Ordit

As te the right to, reject the judgment as proof of the s
see Keating v. Grahami, 26 O.R 361. ?roceedlng te ol
jiidgmeut lu a foreign couutry against a cempany beîng wý
up ln Ontario la a very different thing fromn seizing properi
su<ch compauy out ef Ontario. A creditor would not be aill
te hold property aeized, merely for debt, and apart frein
question of lien. (Reference te the following cases as 1
" tie strougeat lu favour eftVhe liquidator ": In re, lnternatý
Palp & Paper Co., 3 Ch. D). 594; - laek's case, [ 1894] 1 Ch.
Inure Jenkins & Ce., Solicitors' Journal (1907), vol 51, p.

As againat the. liquidastor~s contention la the. case of 1
Lake Superier Ntive Cepper Co., Limited, 9 O.R. 277.

Upon the best eonsideratien I eau give te the case, the. c
la ini excess o etu jurisdiction of the Master in Ordinary,
the appeal should b. allkwed, but only te thie extent of stri
ont 'those parts which aeek te compel the. elaimant te vacat
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