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JUDGMENT OF THE COURT

Leave to appeal is granted (PricewaterhouseCoopers v Walker
[2016] NZCA 338).

The approved question is:

Did the Court of Appeal err in upholding the High Court’s
refusal to stay the proceeding?
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REASONS

[1]  The approved question is designed to allow the parties to pursue all of the

arguments foreshadowed in the application for leave and the parties’ submissions.

[2]  We ask the parties to address the propriety of the position of the liquidator,
given the unsecured creditors are unlikely to be recipients of any proceeds of the

proceedings, should they be successful.
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