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prosecute an action against the above.-named company for
recovery'of money,. instead of making their dlaim in the
Iing-up proceeding before the Local Master at ttwto
ru the powers of the Court had been delegated, under thie
kinion WVinding-up Act, R.S.C. 1906 ch. 144. Sec ant. 48.

7he appeal was heard by MEREDITH, C.J.C.P., RIDDELL,
.110X, and MASTEN, JJ.
1.M. Mowat, K.C., for the appellant.
'. H. Scdgewick, for the British Columbia Hop Company
ted, respondents.

at the conclusion of the argument, the judgment of the Court
delivered by' MEREDITH, C.J.C.P., who said that there wasing more involvcd in the respondents' dlam than a large
and ordinary questions of law and fact. Ail proceedings

ting the winding-up of a company should be taken îi the
iug-up muatter, and the bringing of an action should not beitted unlesa some special -cireurmstances make such an addi-il proceeding necessary or advisable for some vcry substantfil
n.L

eference to, secs. 22, 23, and 133 of the Act; In re Pacaya>er and Produce Co. Limited, [1913]1i Ch. 218; Thames
Glass Co. v. Land and Sca Tclegraph Construction Co.), L.R. 6 Ch. 643; S.C. (1870), L.R. il Eq. 248; Re Toronto

n and Butter Co. Limited (1909), 14 O.W.R. 81; In rey Granite Co. (1871), L.R. 6 Ch. 463; Iu re David Lloyd &1877>, 6 Ch. D. 339; In re Henry Pound Son & Hutchins)42 Ch. D. 402; In re Longdendale Cotton Spiuuing Co.>L.R. 8 Ch. 150; Stewart v. Le Page (1915), '24 D.L.R.S.0. (1916), 53 S.C.R. 337; Currie v. Consoidated Kent
ries Corporation Liîtcd, [19061 1 K.B. 134.
ie Court had no desire or intention to depart from the ruieau exercise of a discretion upon proper principles is not
ally to be iuterfered with; iu this case the Court was endeav.g to apply the principle properly applicable, which was flotin zuaking the order in appeal.
ie appeal was allowed, the order appealed against dis-
ed, and the motion for it dismissed.


