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specific performanceequityobjection bill in anthat a to enforce ofThe oral
sufficiently identify premisesconvey is definite theland not tocontract to

bymay obviated amendment.is one that be
conveyance made,agreedIf which an of land is to beno time is fixed within

performancepromisor timeto a reasonable for thethe is entitled of his
contract.

conveyance realty granteeoffor a is that“Wherethe consideration the shall
purpose goingpresent aof to distant land remainabandon her and in the

resides, agreement contemplatestheshe then suchtown where residence
period, havinga to the naturefor reasonable reference of the contract.

specific performanceequityIn in enforce of ana bill to oral contract to con-
land, plaintiff, byvey allegation promise,thatan the induced the entered

premises,possession expended largethe improvements,into of sums for
management property,in the and controland has continued of the is suffi-

operationthe case from the of thecient to statute ofwithdraw frauds.

Entev,Writ of for the of certain inpossession premises
disclaimed,H.Hanover. William Poole L.and Annie Poole

answered a bill in to enforceby filing equity specific performance
of an oral to land.agreement convey

testator,The bill that the White,II.Williamalleges plaintiffs’
thatthe defendant if she would herpromised abandon ofpurpose

Cuba, in Hanover,to remain and husbandgoing induce her to do
same,the build Hanover;he would and her ato house in thatgive

thereon,in inconsideration of this and reliance thepromise defend-
ant and her abandoned Cuba,husband their toofpurpose going

Hanover,remained in and there ofcontinued to the date the filing
bill; White,of the that in of the selectedpursuance aagreement,

her, it,lot to for and took inpaid the deed his ownsatisfactory
defendant,inname but for thetrust as a reason Msgiving desire

to transfer the lierto when he had built acomplete property house
thereon; that afterward Whiteshortly erected the lot aupon house

in 1900,which was and its thecompleted upon completion defend-
ant, in contract,of the moved intopursuance the house and has

it,ever since and with the and assentoccupied ofknowledge
andWhite has hertreated it as and hasregarded causedproperty,

to be thereon 8500 inexpended andimprovements repairs; and
1903,at death,that the Ms intime of White was to con-arranging

to her.thevey property
The term,demurrer was overruled at theplaintiffs’ 1905,May

J.,Wallace,■ofthe court C.superior by tosubject their exception.



v. Poole.White404 [7P>

Hall, for theand Prescott F. jilaintiffs.F. HollisHenry

Lane, for the defendant.and Edward A.Smith Smith£

thein this case arise onBingham, plaintiffs7J. The questions
to the writ of entryfiled as an answerindemurrer to a bill equity

thedefendant to recover pos­thethe plaintiffs againstbrought by
contendin Hanover. Thereal estate plaintiffssession of certain

in thethe relief forentitled to prayeddefendant is notthat the
set are-­the contract there outbill, the terms offor the reason that

decreea court of toequity specificdefinite to enablenot sufficiently
sustained.have beendemurrer shouldand that theirperformance,

bill,of the the contractthat, to theaccording allegationThey say
was that he shoulddefendantand the simplythe testatorbetween

Hanover, towithout anyin referenceher a housebuild and give
Buthouse was to be built.which thelot of land uponparticular

madethat the defendantthe bill isfair ofwe think the meaning
thetowhich he was to conveythe testator bya contract withparol

contractwrit of If suchin the entry.the land claimeddefendant
definiteness, asks leavethe defendantnot with sufficientis alleged

and will renderbe madeamendment mayto amend the bill. Such
thisof objection.the considerationunnecessary

a deedtestator was towhich the givefixed withinNo time being
time in which to doato reasonableof he wasthe entitledproperty,

ante,Flanders,61, 62; Kidder v.Prescott, N. H.63so. Brown v.
345.p.

definitethe defendant seemsto be byThe consideration given
ofabandon her purposeshe should presentIt was thatenough.

induceHanover, and that she shouldand into Cuba remaingoing
were to remainThe time that theytheher husband to do same.

time, to thereferencehavingin Hanover would be a reasonable
nature of the contract.

defendant, induced thebyin that theIt is the billalleged
theofinto the property,entered possessiontestator’s promise,
and has con­ofin the improvements,sums wayexpended large

time,theto present managing-in the of the sametinued occupation
are tosufficientown. These allegationsand it as hercontrolling

of frauds.of the statutewithdraw the case from the operation
;Drake, N. 393­; 62 H.Tilton, 385, v.9 N. H. 390­ SeaveyTilton v.

67 N. H. 584.61;Prescott, Stillings,N. H. v.StillingsBrown v. 63

overruled.Exception

All concurred.


