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that thethe defendantargued byWheeler, J. It is true as
theaspects” ofdifferent“manyplaintiff’s declaration involves

to the usualContraryparties.thealleged relationship between
too muchurged saysthat itin cases it isargument advanced such

rather than too little.
clarityandconcisenessPleadings should be stated with sufficient

“Theunderstood.” RSA 514:8.rightlyso that the “case bemay
thetheorydefendant informed of the on whichis entitled to be

a result ofplaintiffs proceeding theyand the redress claim asare
344,H. 346.Morency Plourde,defendant’s actions.” v. 96 N.

plaintiff’sThe Certain ofdeclaration fails to meet this standard.
his separate“Claims” state no cause of action and the declaration

prolixis so that it does not inform the the ontheorydefendant of
plaintiff Morency supra.which the proceeding. Plourde,is v.

theWhile defendant not abated,was entitled to have the action
plaintiffthe requiredshould be to amend to state more precisely
groundsthe upon hewhich seeks to recover.

Remanded.

All concurred.
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plaintiffs.Treat theWilliam W. brief and for(by orally),

(Mr. EngelDunfey Engel David C.Richard P. and Shute &
orally), for the defendant.

Lampron, interpretationinpivotalJ. The issue this case is the
III, zoning Hampton.of Article s. 1 of ordinance of the town ofthe

pertinent Alanguage following:Its is the “In Residence ...
building exceptdistricts no any purposeor land shall be used for

one following. Single residence, includingor more of the 1. family
purposesother theaccessory residences, bytheir use as ownerto

or tenant, architects, lawyers,such as doctors, engineers,offices for
or the personsothers where number theemployed premises,of on

the owner,besides beshall not more than two.”
The questionfirst transferred is exceptedwhether the above

accessory singleuse of a family appliesresidence as an office realto
agentsestate and brokers.

Defendant’s brief states that he home,maintains within his in an
“A” district “an office for purposethe carrying negotiationsof on
and prospectiveconferences with purchaserssellers and of real
estate who for reason or another,one notmay have been able to
consult himwith during normal business hours principalat his
real estate office which is located in the business district of
Hampton.” He maintains employeesno at the officein his residence.

The defendant has erected and maintained for about two and
one half years signone in front of his residence which does not
exceed square“six feet in total (1).area.” Art. IY-A According to
plaintiffs’ brief signthis “contained the name of defendant’s em-
ployer, a local real estate broker with central inoffices the business
district, featured in large display letters, while the defendant’s
name as an ‘associate’ appeared in small letters at the bottom.”
The complaint brought against him was for a violation of the
zoning ordinance of the town resulting from the erection and
maintenance of this sign.
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residencesaccessory use ofauthorizedthat themaintainPlaintiffs
architects,doctors, engineers,for“such as officesan “A” districtin

1) so-called(Art. Ill, is to thes. restrictedlawyers or others”
comenotbrokers doreal estateprofessions” and that“learned

intent ofthat theDefendant contendsthat classification.within
singleaor tenant ofpermitto the ownerordinance, wasthe

therein an officeforto maintainin such a districtfamily residence
itsretainedprovided propertytheof his businesstransactionthe

a home.use asprimary
lies inpartiesbetween theThe of the above differencessolution

the “others” in that section.interpretation givento be to wordthe
responsible for thebodyin the of thedependsThis turn on intent

Webster,in Manchester 100fairly expressed it. v.ordinance as
susceptible of a double409,H. When used areN. 410. the words

adoptedconstruction, here,is the case that sense is to be whichas
apparent policywith andbest harmonizes the context and the

objects legislation. Company, 204,of the Davis v. H.88 N. 207.
unless the a wholeConsequently purpose,act as indicates a different

general specifica which in enumeration,word follows words an
Ill, Hamptonlike that in Art. s. 1 of the isordinance, usually

objectsconstrued to embrace similar in thoseonly nature to
specificenumerated theby preceding Small,words. State v. 99

H. 349,N. 350.
'It is professionala matter of knowledge personsthatcommon

doctors,such as engineers, architects, lawyers, dentists and musicians
very frequently maintain their inoffices their residences. State v.

(St.Holekamp, Mo.)Louis A.,C. 151 685, ZoningS. W. 2d 689.
ordinances recognizing frequently permit profes­that fact such a

personsional to maintain officeinan his home accessoryas an use
in a residence district. Perron v. 34;102 Mc­Concord, 32,N. H.

Purcell,Guire v. 407;7 Ill. 2dApp. Dumaissee v. Somersworth,
N. H. 111,101 113. Real brokerageestate has been held to be a

business rather professionthan a as are occupationsthe specifically
enumerated in Art. Ill, s. 1 and therefore not per­within asuch
mitted accessory use. Riverside v. Kuhne, 547;335 App.Ill. Jones
v. Robertson, App.79 Cal. 813;2d Seaman v. 340Holliston, Mass.
488, 489.

Real estate brokers must now be licensed requiredand are to
furnish goodevidence of repute before obtaining a license which
can be suspended (Lawsrevoked or for cause. c.1959, 222, now

chRSA (supp);331-A 213).Laws c.1961, requirementsSimilar
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in their classificationchangebeen held however not to effect ahave
Jones v.profession.in abeing engagedas in a business rather than

supra.Robertson,
thewording “or others whereDefendant maintains that the

owner,besides thepersons employed premises,number theof on
pro­enumeratednot be more than two” follows theshall which

superfluous1 itIll,fessions in Art. s. the is unless wasof ordinance
permittedto broaden the definition of use thereunder.accessory

inadoptedIf this view were it would as an use theaccessoryallow
any typemost restricted residential under thedistricts ordinance

of business which can be more thancarried on in a home not twoby
persons besides the plainthe owner. This would be tocontrary
intent of the Foo 346, 350;ordinance. See v. 97 N. H.Manchester,
Dumais v. Somersworth, 111, 114; Concord,101 N. H. Perron v.

32,102 H.N. 35.
are of the opinionWe that it permitwas not intended to the

defendant to maintain an officein his home as an accessory use of
it as a residence. We negativeanswer in the the firsttherefore
question transferred, whether the accessory permitted byuses

Ill, 1Art. s. agentsinclude real estate and brokers.
The above answer renders unnecessary a consideration of the

second questiontransferred whether “the againstRestrictions the
erection Signsof in a Residence A and Residence AA District, set
forth in IV-A,Article Section I permit Agenta Real Estate or
Broker to Sign uponerect a premiseshis advertising his office.”

Remanded.

All concurred.


