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YR. STUART BEVAN: My Lords, I appear for the appellant in
this case, | |

VISCOUNT HAIDANE: We have read the Cases and the Judgments,
and we f£ind that this 1s simply = queation'of dealing with
concurrent findings of fact by the two Courts. The question is
as to the validity of the will made in 1914, and both dourts
have found that the testator executed the will properly, being
of sane mind, &nd also that he was not sudbject to any nﬁdue
influence in doing so. No doubt there was & conflict pf
testimony, but the Court below had the witnesses before them,
“there‘was a triel extending over eight days, and they cmmevtp
a aefinita and detailed coﬁolueion, and the Court of Appeal
‘of Ontario, without calling upon the other side, affirmed the
conclusion of the Court of First Instance, which was a
conclusion of fact, ani thereby disposed of the appeal. No
doubt it is quite true that any‘body has a right to appeal
from the Supreme Court of Ontario in s case that is within
thé limits ae'regards money, as this case is, and no doubt
it 1s true that concurrent findings of fact do not form an -
absolute bar; if, for 1nétance, we saw on the face of them
that there had been some obvious error committed by the two
Courts, we should not feel ourselves bound by the rule; but
it has been 1laid down in a sucocession of cases, by Iord
Cairns, Lord Kingsdown and other eminent Judges, tﬁat, when
there are asoncurrent findinga, the Board will no€ entertain
appeals., I put this to you, having regard to your position
-ag a Counsel of g:eat eminence at the Bar; before you bdgin
to open the oaae; that, if we are to run up against conpurrent
findings eand if we find there are oonourrent findings, we
should not proceed with the appeal.

MR. STUART BEVAN: I appreciate that; I ém indebted to
your Lordship for pointing out at the commencement of the case,

or I might say even before the commencement of the caée, the
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difficulties that exist in your Lordship's mind. I need hardly
say that my learned fridnds and myself have very carefully
considered the position and we have come to the coneclusion

that we are justified in opening this ocase bafore"fhe"Board
on-the ground that the conourrent £indings of fact in this

cagse are not a bar to the appeal within the meaning of the
decisions to which your Lordship has referred.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: Are the findings conocurrent?

MR. STUART BEVAN: The faots are found oohcurrently.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: First, that the testator could mke the
will and was advised by one of the most eminent people‘inA
Ontario, the late Mr, Lash, X.C., who drew it for him?

MR, STUART BEVAN: Yes,

VISCOUNT HALDANE: And that he was with him on the day when
he exeouted 1t§

MR, STUART BEVAN: No, my Lord.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: He was with him before?

MR, STUART BEVAN: Yes, a month before.

VISCOUNT HALDAWE: And in correspondence with him about its
provisions and then he gsent it down. Thon two witnesses of
repute, in his business, were with the testator when he
executed it, and on that very day he ‘went down to his bffica
and transacted business and signed cheques. It is on that
evidence that Mr. Justice lfowat found that he had properly
exsouted the will and the Court of Appesl =m almost contemp-
tuonsly dismissed the appesl. How~adfyoduthink‘you ere going
to get over that? Y | ‘

MR. STUART BEVAN: There are'varidub Qayé in which I hope to
get over it, I snticipated that at g very early stage this
position wounld be placed before me: aﬂd that I should be asked
how I proposed to deal with it. In the first place I want to
draw your Lordships' attention to thqvfaot that one of the
grounds of appeal is that the_learne# trial Jndgé énd the

.
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learnsd Judges in the Court of Appesl all misdirected them- |
‘selves &g %o the onus of proof. ' They have regarded ﬁhe onus
‘of proof as being on the plaintiff throumghout the trisl. My
case is that the bnusléf'prObf is on tﬁe”deféndanta‘who are
propounding the will* 1t 18 for them to prowe ‘the signature
and that the mind went with the signature. ' )

VISOOUNT HALDANE: Lot me remind you that your olient was
no relation of the testator; he was a beneficiary under en 0ld
will, The testator struck him out of the will by getting rid
of the will of 1901 under which your olient was to benefit,
and he ddd not put him into the will of 1914. Then your
olient allowed 8ix years ‘to elapse baefore bringing the aotion,
and the will had been admitted to probate. How can you say
the burden of proof was not on him and on him very heavily?

MR. STUART BEVAN: I submit 1t was not on him mccording to
the suthorities. Probate was'granted‘in common form.
VISCOUNT HALDANE: Probate having ‘been granted in common
form, he brings his action after six yoars, when the witnesses,
or many of them, are dead, to set aside the wille A1l I am
saying 48 that the burden of proof is on the plaintiff in such
a oéee‘moét emphaticially.

MR. STUART BEVAN: I hope to have sn opportunity of desling
with that, baéauée, notwithstanding the lapse of time,.I‘am
going to submit that the burden was on'the respondentsa,

| VISOOUNT HALDANE: The will was admitted to probate.

MR, STUART BEVAN: That makes no difference.. |
VISGOUNT HAIDANE: Tt was sdmitted to probate six yesrs
before. Snrely, 1f you wanted to ‘revoke the’ probate, yon had

to make out a oaao. . ‘

MR. STUART BEVAH' No, with great respect, upon the
authorities. My I draw attention ﬁo another matter, which 18
very material 1ndead upon this quention of concurrent findinge

X
1
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of Mot? There is & statement coﬁfainedxin the'Jnﬁgﬁent“
~ of the tfial Judge which haa'a.great E&aring'npon this.
Your Lordships will find it at page 569.”11ne zo;" The
iegrned'Judge séys: "I wish to point‘out'that the evidence
in this oase has impressed mse favourably.%on‘both'gidés.
I do not believe that there ever was a oase tried where a
more respectable bodonf witnesses appeared in court. I
do not intend to go over the evidence in detail, though
I have 1t olear in my mind; both &8 to the appeaianoe and
demeanour of the witnesses, and,whaf they said; I shall nqt
deal with the vital points of their evidence beowuse it
has all been teken down and it can be treated in a higher
place, if this case goes further, Just as well as &f I
expressed my opinion. There was no contradiotion in the
facts of the case, there was no discrepancy whioh would
need me to give my opinion as to the comparative truth of
different witnesses, and another court can come to & conclu-
sion upon their evidence the same &8 if I had stated my
conclusion." I pray that in aikkx aid as putting this case
in exactly the same ogtegory ag those cases where evidence
18 received byAaffidayit or taken on commission and is found
in the depositions. |
VISCOUNT,HALDANE::XThe Trial lasted eight days.

' HR. STUART BEVAN: I sgree. Your Lordship sees what the
trial Judge says about it. | |

- VISCOUNT HALDANE: What he says is the result of the
eiiddnd# giyen as to the facts. That is what he says,

MR, STUART BEVAN: With great respect, I do mot think

‘he ‘sdys that; I may be misreading dt. As I understand it, |
he'qua.thé witnesses all impressed me;vthey were witnesses
ofiéfdfhrvthere is nofhing in the demeanour of ome of them
,wﬁicﬁ enables me to prefer the evidence of one to that of

‘an?ther because his demeanour was not as favourable the

Pt . |
' . |
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evidenoe is before me; I fake it'ell asfbf-equal value end
sny Tribunal before whom this ocase gbes‘1n the future will
be in just as good & position as I have ‘been in this case
to draw the proper inferences of faot. |

LORD SHAW OF DUNFERMLINE: Having said that, which I.
quite appreoiate, He states the result in & single sentence
at the fact of page 589, | | | .

IR. STUART BEVAN: Yes, my Lord. "The result of this
evidence pieced together dovetaimed together, combined .
and considered a8 & whole, does not make me thinkkhat there
wae anything which would affeot the mind, or which would
show the inoapacity, of the late E.C;WBiket?to'meke his will
when he did." I am challenging that.  The learned Judge‘
gsayas: Here is the evidence before me for the'ourpose of my
decigion; I can treat it as if it wes affidavit evidence
or'depoeitiope and as if the.witnessee'haa”not been called.

LORﬁ'SHAW OF DUNFERHLINE: The reason I am interposing
is, that being the state of his mind as to the proper way of
dealing with the evidenoe, the Court of Appeal tried the
oaee upon tha same footing-preeumably, and the question 18
'whether ‘the rule which hes been stated to you by the noble ’
'v1eoount doee not apply equally to such a oaae?

MR. STUART BEVAH- I enbmit not beoauee, as Iam going
to submit the learned Judge in that' prooese, which he
\pictnreequely described as pieoing together, dovetailing
faots, obmbining them and oonsidering them as & whole, has
' drawn wrong inferencas from thoae ‘facts;- and not only 80,
but mﬁny of the faots on which he has entered into the piecing
and'dovetailing together were not the feota as proved at the
trial. He hae misstated or forgotten certain faote, overlooked
, o%hor faote and in respeot of most of the faots, as I submit,
fboth he and the Appellate Court have drawn the wrong 1nferenoee.v

Lf (
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VISCOUNT HALDANE: How cen you say that? Iook at what
Mr, Justice Orde, who is & little more plain in his lsnguage,
says, at the bottom of pagé 6C7. "Eight years after the

testator's death this will is attacked on the ground that the

testator was not mentally competent to make a will at the
date of 1its e;aoution. This attack involves the implication
either that Mr. Lash spent a whole day with, and received
instructions from 2 man who was not aware of what he was doing,
or_that he was'in some direct or indirect way a party to a
fraud upon the testetor in drawing and procuring the execution
of & will which did not in fact embody the testator's wishes,
assuming him to have been capable of expressing them. In the
ciroumdtances the plaintiff's task would appear to be well
nigh hopeless, but he undertskes it with an energy and deter-
mination worthy of a better cause."
- MR. STUART BEVAN: That is perfeotly right, up to & point.
The attack does involve the implication that a month before the
will was executed Mr, Lash spent, I will not say a whole day,
but some part of a day with the téstator snd received instruc-
tions from a man who was not aware of what he was doing. i do
not think a charge of fraud is necessary.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: That is found against youe.

MR. STUART BEVAN: There is plenty of evidence, in my
submission, which will support this view and will only support

this view,

VISCOUNT BALDANE: There is also plenty of evidence the other
way, as the Court has found, and you have comcurrent findings.

MR. STUART BEVAN: May I deal with the law first? It is

very difficult, if I may say so with great respect, to deal with -

what your Lordship has extracted from the judgmenta for the
purpose of putting my a1fficulties to me, because I am chaslleng-
ing every finding of fact in the judgments, as not being '
founded on the evidence. It is the finding of a Judge not
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supported by evidence at all, I do not mean the finding
‘as to the testamentary capafity. |

. VISCOUNT HALDANE: You do no% ohallenge that ~do you?

MR. STUART BEVAN: I am challenging the fact of the
.teatamentary‘cnpéoity,,and there are various faots upon
which the trial Judge relies as showing testamentary capscity;
I am challengingthose in many‘oaées a8 not being facts at
all; and, with fegard to the inferences from the faots, I
say fhey are inferences which the facts do not support.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: They had the facts before them; they
had the people who weré about the testatar bafore them and
they had his own partners and brothers.

MR, STUART BEVAN: His brothers viere dead, my Lord.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: They had his partners and people from
his firm, and the two Qitnessos‘to the will were reputable
people employed in the firnu who came to the house.

R. STUART BEVAN:. They added nothing by their teatimony. |
All they said was that they said to the testator: "How are you?",
and he seid: "Pretty well." | J |

VISCOUNT HALDANE: He knew what he was doing and he want to
his office afterwards and transacted business at his office dn
the same day. ‘_ |

MR. STUART BEVAN: Your Lordship may have got that from the
judgment, but there is no evidence of it at all. I say with a
full sense of responsibility that I ocannot respond to your
Lordships' invitation to withdraw thia oase from the oconsidera-
tion of the Board upon the ground that it is determined by
thdse anthoritieaAwhiob deal with concurrent findings of faot.

- The matter;;s woell Bum@ed up in the Privy Counoil Praotioce.
‘VISCOUNT; HALDANE: i would rather yon»referred.ns'to the
judgments of. Tord Kingsdown and Lord Gairns.

MR, STUART BEVAN: I will; I have all the authorities here.

I am anxiqﬁa,‘if I may, to remove the impression that 1s in your
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Lordship's mind that by no ménner'of means is it bpon.to me
‘to persuede this Board that the appesl 1is bpen to‘mé in view
of these findings of faot. | |

VISOOUNT HALDANE: I did not say that concurrent findings |
of fact were absolutaly_oonolusive{ but, nnlees there’is ﬁ
manifest error, they are conclusive and 1t 18 a waste of time
to oaocupy our time, ﬁnleee you are going to ehow'that theré is
a manifest error. |

MR, STUART BEVAN: Hay I read from Safford and Wheeler's
Privy Council Practice, 1901 Edition, at page 8847 "The
Jndioial Commit tee will disregsrd the concurrent Judgment of
two lower Courts, and decide the case upon the evidence
contained in the record where the lower Courts have never
dealt with the regl question raised by the issues, and have
drawn wrong inferences from the evidence." That is my case
hera, | | |

VISCOUNT HALDANE: I have no doubt thet is true; but here
- the quesiion was whether the man executed -his will knowing
what he Qaa doing and whether he was unduly influenced. You
do not. diapute that Ur. Lash advised him snd went over the
will very carefully with him asome time before?

IR, STUART BEVAN: I do dispute 1it,

| VISCOUNT HAIDANE: 4nd yot you aid mot bring your action
for six yaazs? ,

MR, STUART "BEVAN: Beoause my client left Canada in 1914,
The.tﬁatator died in March, 1915, a { year and a‘month‘or two .
.raﬁ.rwaraa. He had been told before 1901 that the testator

vaoula ‘1ike to mekohim one of the exsoutors of his will; he had
(vﬂnot ‘been told whether or not he had been made exeoutor, but he
;lratpgr assumed that he had. |

~ZﬁSGOUNT HALDANE: That was fourteen years before the

'ﬁ toé}ator's death?
D -

b
h
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MR STUART BEVAN: Yes. o |

VISCODﬁT HABﬁANB: Then he left the testator 8 employment?

MR.,- STUART 'BEVAN: Yes, in 1912, _endl he left Canada in 1914,

| The testator dled in 1915, My olient a1d no enquire whether

.ho:waé eiebntbr under tﬁe last will;of’the testator or not; he
had 1eft the oountry,'whioﬁ would hava been & ‘good reason, if
he ever had been exeoutor under the 1901 will, for his having
been removed from. that offioe. : '

_VISCOUNT HALDANE; He was not a relative?

. MR. STUART BEVAN: No,.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: He had no claim?

MR, STﬁART BEVAN: No., He nevar knew that under the 1901
will he was a legatee of stook of the nominal vslue of 100,000
ﬁollars, but which was worth oonsiderably more, He did not
know it in 1915, when he heard of the death of the testator, .
and it was not until the year 1923, when the testator's widow
was in Englend and saw him, that he heard from her, not only
thaf he had been & legatee for this considerable sum of money
under the 1901 will, but as to the ciroumstances under whioh
the 1914 will had been executed.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: So it he proceeded to try to set aside
‘ the 1914 w111, in order to gset up again the revoked will of
1901? _ .
MR. STUART BEVAN- Certainly} dbut he hed no opportunity
of doing it berore, because he knew 1othing about it, and as.
_ soon as he heard he went over to Caneda, made the neoesaary
\‘enquiries and started the suit,
T_YISCQUHT HAEDAUE: He does not seem to have expected it.
‘IAMR.iSTUART BEVAl: i do noﬁ think he expected anything.
;fVISGOUNT HALDANE: It is mo use telling us this in general
térﬁa. The Judicial Committee is not bound by concurrent

\findinga where there is an obvious error. What was the issue

/ herp? Did the teatator execute his will knowing what he was
 ¢/ s
A
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IR ;:'~STUART BEVAN; That is the issue.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: Both Courts have found that against
you., '

MR. STUART BEVAN: Yes, and orn the view that the burden
of proving‘that he did not know was upon the plaintiff, and,
therefore, every fact ttat.waa relevant to that issue thoy
have looked at through disﬁbrtéd glasses.

VISCOUNT HALDANIE: éhey had a lot of evidence before them
at the trial, which took eight days.

MR, STUART BEVAN: - Over and over again in his Jjudgment the

learned Judge refers to tha burden of proof, which, in my -

submission, was never shifted. It is not a question of law;
but, £ I am right in my submission, the trial 'Judge and
every Judge in the Appellate Court looked at the facts of this’
cage and at the evidence on the one side and on the other with
the view that the onus waa'on.the pleintiff, and therefowrs they
never ﬁave come to & proper conclusion oﬁ the matter; that 16
always supposing I am right in my submission as to the law,
VISCOUNT HALDANE: Assuming that it was so, the plaintiff
called & great deal of evidence and the defendants ocalled a
great body of evidence, end the trisl Judge said: I believe

‘the deféndant's witnoessesne.

MR. STUART BEVAN: ' That i8 not whet he says.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: He founi that the testator knew what he’
was doing? B | . |

1R, STUART BEVAH: He says: ' I believe all the witnesses on
both sides. 3 g

VISCOUNT HALDANE: He fownd the will was duly exeouted.

LORD'DARLIHGfl It seems to me he started off wrongly 1ﬁ the
way he laid down the law. -

VfSCOUHT~HAﬁﬁﬂNE{ When there is someone who challenges the
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will he opens hia'caae, e;iaenoe is teken and then in the course
of timo other evidenoe ie taken, and the burden shifts, |

HR. STUART BEVAH- "In ny submission the ‘burden never shifted.
May I put this oaae. in order to tost the position I am |
conxending for%? A body of evidence was oallea by the Plaintif? |
and a body of evidenoa was called by the defendants~ the learned
Judge says to himself: There are estimable p90ple on each side,
raailf,I do not know which way to deoide; when I think of the
plaiﬁtiff'a’witnesses 1 aﬁ rather inclinéd to think they must
be right;vbnt, at the sahé'time, when I look st the defendants’
witnesses I'have my doubta, and'in those circumstances your
,Lordships Qbsgrva.thé importance of this question of the onus
3 proof. If the onus of proof is on the piéiﬁtiff, the
léainad,Jndge wbuld find for the dafendaﬁté.

fISCOUNT HALDANE: I qannot find any doubt in Mr. Justice
.Mowat's Jjudgment. All sorts qf things were imputed to the
testator. | _ | |

'MR..STUABT BEVAN: I am challenging fﬁose facts.

VISCOUNT EALDANE: You’ ere ohallenging the fimiizig that the
teatator knew what he was doing when he made hie will? Mr,
Justice Mowat finds emphatically on that. o

MR, STUART BEVAN: For certain reasons, he aaya, I find that
the testator knew what he was doing.

VISCOUNT HALDAND- On tha evidence?

MR3. STUART BEVAH. Yes. He summariaes the evidenoe and says:
'The evidence of witnesses A., B., and C, amonnte to this, I
hope to ehow it does not amount to this, but to something entirely
| different. ){
 LmD smw oF nmmnm This is & vital question in this way,
that 1t covers %he whole ground. May I call your attention agein
to what the noﬁ;le Viecount has been saying, to see whether you
can Justify'whqt you have said. Will you look at page 589,
whore tha learnad Juige says: "The result of this evidenoce
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prleced togethef,dovg?éiled'together, combined aﬁd oohsidered
as & whole, does not make me.think thet there was anything
which.would affect fha mihd,‘or»whioh would éhow the |
1nogpa61ty, of the late E.C.Walker to make his will when he
did," ‘He does not say: That does not ineline me to think

that the burden hsas n§t been discharged; but he eayé: It does
not meke me think théf theré was anything that would effect

the mind or which wouid show the capacit& of the late lr,
Walker,.

liR. STUART BEVAN: EHe doos‘say 80 there;.but may I draw
attention to where he puts it quite plainly?.

LORD SHAW OF DUN?ERMLINE: In Scotland the man
chellenging the will has the onus, Have you mot & procedure
hers for applioation fbr probate? ‘

1R, STUART BEVAN: Yes.

Lonp SHAV of DUNFERMLINE: And in the course of thet
proceeding, those objecting to probate come forwagrd?

IR, STUART BEVAN: They eare not bound to, and they
cannot if they do not know of the will.,

LORD'SHAW aF DUNFERULINE: The person asks for probaté,
probate 18 granted and that staends on the record?

f IR: STUART BEVAH:- Yoes. Vhen it is granted 1n oommon
Aform{ £f“1s the same as if it had not been granted; but when
it 18’ gaewted in solemn form, that probate stends against the
party who has oontended 1t for all time afterwards.

LdRD SHAW OF DUNFERMLINE: I osn quite understend there
is vary éonaidarable force in what you ara presenting. The
‘onuy is on the mropounder of the will?
| /’ MR, STUART BEVAN: Yes. It doss not affect those R
.propounding the will in the vast least, The Courts have said
'}t would be absnrd if people 1ntaraated 1n proparty by stealing
f@ nnrch could got the probate in common form, and they oould shift.
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what up to th&m hed been the burden upon them, upon the.
shoulders of somebody else. The Court has laid down that,
whether probate in common form is granted or not, the onus of
prov'ing the exeoution, the signature of the testator and the
onus of proving the undor'étanding state of mind sre on 1.:hosa
who are propounding the w?.ll. ,

VISCOUNT HALDANE: Those two things are found as matters
of faaot, _ |

MR, STUART BEVAN: There is nmo doubt about the fact that he
executed it with his own hand; but we say his mind didnot go

with his hand, when one sees what the witnesses way. There

. were two witnesses to the will.

VISCOUNT HALDANE: Two people who knew the testator well in
buaineas. .

LORD WRENBURY: May I make vone observation a8 to thoas words
on page 689, to which attention has been called? I am agsuming, ‘
for the purpose of what I am going to say to you, that you are '
right in saying that the person who propounds the will has
to prove affirmatively mental capacity. The learned Judge
says: "the result of this evidence pieced together, dovetailed
together, oo.mbined‘and considered as & whole, doss not make
me think that there was enything which would affeot the mind,"
If he had said: It does not meke me think there was anything
that would affect the mind, that would be another metter?

MR. STUART BEVAN: Yes. ‘

LORD WRENBURY: What he says 1s: It dos:s not make me think
there was gnything which ﬁronld affeot the mind?

MR. STUART BEVAN: Yes:.

LORD WRENBURY: There you sey he went wrong?

MR. STUART BEVAN: Yos.

" LORD WRENBURY: You say he ought to have arrived at a con-
xlusion that there was nothing which would affect the mind?
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MR.'STUARQ BEVAN: The passago~that\both your Lbrdship and
Lord 8£a=7;:t to me wonld rather geem to indiocate that he was
oonside:ing the qnestion gpartltrom the question of onug
altogether, ) ; . | | - | .

LORD SHAW OF DUHFER#LINE: He is throwing ihe onus the wrong’
way in that sentence yéu say?

MR, STUART BEVAN: Yes. While there might be some doubt, I
shoudd apoept your Lordship's view with regard to that. |

LORD WRENBURY: I suppose you say that at the conolusion of
the cage they ought to have exprassed the opinion as to whether
the testator was of mental capacity? | |

MR. STUART BEVAN: He finds for the will because we had not
been able to satisfy-him. ,

LORD DARLING: He smays: It does not make me think there was
| anything whioh would show the inoapaoity of ur. VWalker, You say“
that was not the question, but that he ought to have said there
"wan aomathing which would make him think Mr, Walker wag absolutaly
capable? .

HR. STUART BEVAN: .Yba; it does #ot rest upon thét.

LORD SHAW OF DUNFERMLINE: The defence was put in to the
éffeot tﬁat he was incapable; then says the Judge:,tmhero in
nothing that will make me think he was anything of the aort?v

'MR. STUART BEVAW: That is to say, taking it on that |
construction, there is nothing which the plaintiff haq brought
forward to show that he wqé inoapable of making & will. imhe
1earned Judge is addressing himself to the wrong 1sgue. He saysa;
Have the defondants satisfied me that he was oapab\lo of maung |
the will? |

LORD SEAW OF DUNFERMLINE: A case of this kiquwill not dependrl
xmx on a distinotion like that, | o

MR, STUART BEVAN: I am not putting my case upon sny such.
dist;hotion;
LORD DARLING: Supposing somebody submitted at the end of a



case tﬁat thereiwaa no dése tb go to‘fh&_auij, 1t‘won1d bo |
enough for the Judge to say I do not think anything has heen
provad whioh I ought to loava to the Jury; but he ought not to
say: I think nothing has been proved to_ahow_tha&_I_ought‘not
to leave this case to the Jury? | '

" MR. STUART BEVAN: Yés,'ﬁy,Lord. That is what the learned
.Judgé has said. | ‘.j_ ‘A ‘

VISCOUNT HALDAKE: The board will be rising at 3.30 tomorrow.
It is obvions that thia cgsp‘cannof be finished by then, and fho
question is whethqr, in thoge circnmstanoés, it will ﬁot be |
better that 1t shall go over until mext term.

MR, STUART BEVAN: If your Lordship pleasea.-

MR. HEELMUTB. Uy Lorﬂa. it will be quite 1mpoaaiblo for me
to be here next term, and I should ask that it might not be
taken.before the term following.

| MR. STUART BEVAN: I do mot object to that; I do mot want o
incommode my friends in any way.’

VISCOUNT HALDANE:  Very well, then it will stand over until
the term beginning in Oofobqr.
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