——— i
L

L N e i e

In the :

Supreme

Court of
British
Guiana.

. No. 1.

' Plaintiffs’
HEvidence.

' Herbert
o Alleynet

- Nathaniel
Burrowes.
Examina- j
tion—con-
danued.

......

56

I Iook b G— 1 ? Ietter of 29th July 1919 to Mr. Humphrys from
Mrs. Hubbard. I don’ t remember seeing this letter before. Mrs. Hubba; rd
 may have shown it to me but I don’t remember. It contains the substance
- of what she told me verbally, that she had a larger offer and which I
- repeated to Humphrys and he asked that Mrs. Hubbard would WI'lte

~what she had to say to him with regard to the cancelment of the sale. This

letter is signed by Mrs. Hubbard but the body of the letter is not ertten '
by her. I believe it is written by Mrs. Valladares. Mrs. Hubbard never
~ told me that she had a,e‘tua,ﬂy had an offer of $12,000. She said what her
nephew had told her. Emory approached me after his return to the”
Colony. No reference was made by Humphrys or me as to the sta,tement

in the letter with regard to Humphrys’ share of the profits.

“G. 37 of 23rd August from Humphrys to Hubba,rd-——-—-lt contems E
what I was told by Humphrys. I don’t remember seeing this letter.
_“- Mrs Hubbard subsequently informed me that is when I asked her L

on seeing transports advertised in December, and she said she was
cancelling the sale to Humphrys and selling to Mr. Emory. This was the
first information I had of this. I went to her house and told her legal
- complications would arise and I wished to give up as executor. She gave
- me no. particulars beyond saying Humphrys had not paid interest or 20
carried out the contract of sale and she considered the agreement cancelled.
1 was put out because she did not consult me as she had always done and
I told her so. I looked after repairs for her and she consulted me—so fa,r'

as I knowmm everythmg eonneeted W1th the pro_pertles.

213‘1} February 1921

This letter of 6th November 1919 it ought to be llth June 1919
On a reference to the repairs in the a,ocounts filed in Court I am satisfied
it ought to be June and not November. I also do not think Mrs. Hubbard

~ was living in Murray Street in N ovember, this is the address on the letter.
- I think in November 1919 she was in Church Street. She moved here

from Murra,y Street (tendered and marked ““ M- 7 Hubba,rd to witness).  °

I can’t fix the exact month she moved from Murray Street; it might 8

have been August or September 1919. ““ G. 2 shows she was in Murray

Street in July so she was there in J une. Paragraph in “M. 7” (last
but one) referred to the land in dispute purchased by her from Van

Sertima. 1T hinla & Ve 7.2 ‘was written before the interview with

- Humphrys as to releasing her (about June 1919). I can recall no con-
versation with Mrs. Hubbard which would ‘account for her reference to

‘an advertisement in her letter. I look at the accounts and think beyond
doubt that I am correct as to 11th June 1919 and not 6th N ovember

. 1919 That work was paid for in July.

“M. 7> I must have shown it to Humphrys there must have been
some conversation about the edvertleement This I gather from “ M. 7.”
Her next step 1 think was to ask Humphrys to release her. T don’ t
‘Temember seemg the Ietter of 2913}1 J uly (“

‘q

.Ltt-*.- :*.I;'..

’) until I came into Court.
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; egai complications. She never consulted me as to the sale to Emory. g
wf]) . did not consult me with regard to the sale of the properties. 1 made  Quiana.
e ments in January 1920 on her behalf for repairs to Lot 302 Church
]%,@ I}'Teet at her request but nothmg in connection with Aurora and Semerle

f/]£

No. 7.

h regard. to her husband’s estate. In January or February 1920 I saw

Jhﬂ . Hubbard with Mr. Humphrys at his request. We both pointed out e
10 "f"fer the probability of legal complications e,nd she said she was indifferent Alleyne

B
1 ha,t she was tired of the whole business.. The law suit then came on. UETOWES..

1
ot

. ‘E I can recollect. This was the erﬂy ether mtervrew I had wﬂah her  tinued.

Cross-exa-

Crees e}rammed

I was conste,nﬂ'y 'brought into contact with Mrs H‘ubberd ﬁrst a latiofs
tor of her husband and then as an executor under his will. Nothing
of the deal between Mr. King and the eura,tors At that time 1 had
| ﬁo 1dea, of the value of Aurora and Semerie. I urrd\erstood no bauxite
2_ i;__.:a;s on these places at the begmmng of the correspondence Mr. ng
ﬁ:nly wanted a right-of-way. = Later on he (J. A. ng)13 wanted mining .
frlgh‘ts. Humphrys for the curators proseeuted for the theft of timber from-
urthe estate. The first appearance was on behal of Mrs. Hubbard. e
T - Before Mr. Humphrfys I retained for persons I represented Mr. Sherlock -
* Mr. Sampson. Sherlock has left the Colony. 1 took Humphrys in
’5 Mplalce of Sampson. 1 gave work to Humphrys as a personal friend and
L rela,twe of mine. He has always given satisfaction. 1 am an attorney of
" Jones® Estate with two others. All three engaged Humphrys. As to
' " Hubbard’s estate I did it alone. Mrs. Hubbard was out ot the Colony.:

30 I don’t think Mrs. Hubbard and Mr. Humphrys met in Mr. Hubbard’s

H

30 B ifctime. On her return I introduced Humphrys to her as ‘having been

,empleyed by me to look after the estate. 1 employed him—apart irom
" personal connection—as 1 considered him the best man. Mrs. Hubbard |
B caid she was quite satisfied with him when she returned from Barbados.
B Mr. McArthur and Mr. Sampson represented Mrs. Hubbard in her applica-
B tion to appoint curators. Humphrys then was not called to the Bar. All
B leoal questions in connection with the estate were submitted to Humphrys
by Mrs. Hubbard or myee]f and he was always successful. There
& was one case in 1914 and he advised the curators, and he advised the

~ 40 executors from October 1915, and up to the present time so far as I am
F concerned as an executor of Hubba,rd s estate. 1 am not yet discharged.
B (i a,ceoumis on 26th J uly 1920 a,nd since thet date 1 have not aeted_

- as executor.

- ] (e)n 30th January 1919 When ‘the optlon was given by Mrs. Hubba,rd
to Humphrys he dld not say Emory wanted an optlon hls na,me was not :
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E d when I SawW the . Ly
o G t knew that Mrs.. Hubba,rd had chenged her min . -
"_,, ;C_l: esrtlse ment of transport to Emory. I told her 1 thought it would lead C%ﬁ:i”;}f r

Plaintifls’
ere never were repairs. She did not consult me after January 1920 Byi deme-.

"tO who got the property—whether the Bauxite Company or Emory—and N &th&mel )

n f ~Examina-
[ can’t remember anything else being said. No conclusion come t0 a8.1al gon cop.
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