
v.JACKSON HIGGINS. 637N. H.]

Coös,
Dec., 1900.

Higgins.v.Jackson

Assumpsit. and for the Inverdict plaintiff.Trial by jury
to1900, the defendantwas employed bythe plaintiffJanuary,

The defendantnot infarm. contract was writing.Thesell his
evidence,the of insufficientfor a nonsuit onmoved (1) ground

wasof the of frauds. His motion over-because statuteand (2)
and he excepted.ruled

1900,ina thedefendant letter to plaintiff January,The wrote
find athe if he would pur-offered toin which he pay plaintiff

Thisfarm it was time to work.for before begin springchaser his
evidence, defendantin and the excepted.letter was admitted

Rich, for the plaintiff.Chamberlin&

Twitched,S. for defendant.Albert the

of law.Young, raises noJ. The first exception question
law;evidence, of but whetheris is a questionWhether there any

sufficient,is a of fact.it is question
ofto hiringstatute of frauds does not contractsThe apply

be within one year.which may performed
The letter was admissible.clearly

overruled.Exceptions

Paksons, J„ did not sit: the others concurred.


