Ju'ufl;'mf‘uf (:‘f the Lords -’:f the Judicial Commstle: af
the Pricy Council on the Appeal of Lalljee Takor
aud others ~. the Collector of Tirhoot representing
the Court of Wards and others, from the Hiph
Court of Judicature af Fart Williem in Dengal ;

delivered 19th Januwary, 1871,

Present - —

Lorn CalRys,
S Janes W Corvin
Sir Joseen NAPIER.

Sir Lawnexce PepL.

THEIR Lordships are clearly of opinion that
there was no compromise concluded here in such
a way as to prevent the character and partionlars
of the claim being reconsidered npon the I'etition
to review. On the contrary, provision was made
in the original order ta keep alive the right of
either party, if dissatisfied, to have a Petition of
Review. We then find that upon that Petition
of Review the Court of First Instance was entirely
dissatisfied with the evidence in support of the
Plaintiffs’ claim. We find that the Court of Ap-
peal, there being no ground of Appeal on the
question of rejection or reception of evidence,
arrived at the same conclusion. They considered
that the evidence was of a suspicions and unsatis-
factory pature, and it would be quite impossible
for this tribunal upon a question of fact of this
kind, and where the controversy is as to the weight
to be attributed to evidenee, to differ from the de-
cision of the two Courts below, unless their Lonl-
ships found that there had been some violation of
the ordinary principles upon which canses ought
to be triecd. We do not find that there was any
miscurriage of that kind in this case, and there-
fore we must humbly advise Her Mujesty that this
Appeal should be dismissed with costs
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THEIR Lovdships are clearly of opinion that
there was no compromise concluded here in such
a way as to prevent the character and particulars
of the claim being reconsidered upon the Petition
to review. On the contrary, provision was made
in the original order to keep alive the right of
either party, if dissatisfied, to have a Petition of
Review. We then find that upon that Petition
of Review the Court of First Instance was entirely
dissatisfied with the evidence in support of the
Plaintiffs’ claim. We find that the Court of Ap-
peal, there being no ground of Appeal on the
question of rejection or reception of evidence,
arrived at the same conclusion. They considered
that the evidence was of a suspicious and uunsatis-
factory nature, and it would be quite impossible
for this tribunal upon a question of fact of this
kind, and where the controversy is as to the weight
to be attributed to evidence, to differ from the de-
cision of the two Courts below, unless their Lord-
ships found that there had been some violation of
the ordinary principles upon which causes cught
to be tried. We do not find that there was any
miscarriage of that kind in this case, and theve-
fore we must humbly advise Her Majesty that this
Appeal should be dismissed with costs













