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conduet sliè1%edý it to havè ýbeexî 'of a gr -a, éhatacter, ,andi vas
uncontradicted; the jury neverthelesa f ound that it dild nor jus-
tify the dlefehdant.- in dismissing the plaintiff. îâd 'ga&e a ver-
dict in his favour for £875. -Tihis verdict ws. affirmed on appeal
by the Court of Apea for New Zéaland. 'The Judicial Corn-
mittee of the Privy Council (1Lnrds aNlàiighten, Davey, James
and Robertson, and Sir.-A. Wilson), thoiight that the verdict wvas
so unsatisfactory that it eould not be allowed to stand and a new
trial was ordered. The eoèit,, of ail t4~ proceedings below were
ordered to abide the event of the new ttil, but the plaintiff
'vas ordered .to pay the costs of thé appeal to lis Majiesty in
Coluncil.

PRAICTI!O5-PPE,XJ AD.ITTED 13Y COURT BELOW DISMISSED AS IN-
C6MPUTgNT-mSPECIAL LEAVE TO APPEAL REP'USED.

Iu Grievo v. Taske'r (1906) ýA.C. 132, an appetil to His Ma-
jestyiii Cbuneil had been allowed by the Suprezne Court of New-
foundland, but on motion of the'respondent it -was disinissed as
incompetent and a special application for leave to appeal w~as
also dismissed by the Judicial Committee. The action had been
nommenced in or prior to 1897 to recover a sum of inoney, and
on October 13, 1897, judgment ivas atvarded iii favour of the
pflaintiff, declaving defendant's liability. Ou September 27,
1897, a letter wan sent to the &fendant froin Scotland informing
hr that a discharge had been granted to, hix iii bankruptcy.
The defendant made no application ta set up this dlefence, and
on April 6, 1898, the Court pronounccd a final decree for psty-
ment ûf $22,295 by the defendant. fie then applied for leave
to appeal to the Queen in Council, and afterwards abandoned
the appeal. In June, 1899, he moved to set aside the ,judgnîent,
or to lîmit its effeet bo itta being -made the subjeet of proof in the
bankruptcy proceedings, which mitiou was dismissed June 7,
1899. Hie mnade another application of the sarne leiud, which was
also refused August 29, 1904, On Decernber 1, 1904, the plain-
tiff obtained leave to issue exeution, and on,Mareh 20, 1905. the
defeudaut made a simixar application to that of August, 1904, to
restrain execution, wýhiex <ias refused, and frein that order he
now appealed te -the King in Couneil. But inasniuch P's it 'vas
clear that no substautial relief could be given to the defendant
without his gettiug vid of the judexnent of 1897 and 1898, the
Judiceial Coinmitteé regarded1 the appèaI as altogether futile and
dism'iased 'if as' îhiedxipetelxt.


