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profferedinis not found the evidence.comparative testelement in a
wholly irrelevant, and thereforeIf the evidencethis did not render

law, asof it at least left it so inconclusiveas matterinadmissible
inadmissible if found toand thereforeplainlybe immaterialto

332,H.Wilkins,Crossv. 43 N. 334.be useful.”be “too remote to
justice plaintiff.found in favor ofpresiding theUpon issue thethis

fact, questiondetermined, as matter of that theAfter it was
inadmissibility in that trialexcluded,” its was established“should be

Darling Westmoreland,52 N. H. 401.v.as matter of law.

Exceptions overruled.
■All concurred.

)Strafford,
7,March 1911­ .

a. v. & a.Maisch & Cobb

yearperformed within a is out of thenot to be not takenA contract for services
by nothingmemorandum which states further than theof frauds astatute

consideration; parol supplypecuniary evidence is not admissible to theand
writing.agreementparts omittedof the which are from theessential

speciala for' notAssumpsit, to recover under contract services
year. byTrial the court. Transferredperformed within ato be

bySeptember term, 1910, superior Pike, J.,of the courtfrom the
plaintiffs’ exception to an order of nonsuit.theon

Margaret Maisch,A. had beenplaintiffs, Charles andThe
employmentfor for the term ofnegotiating with the defendants

agent followingyear, and defendants’ sent Charles theone the
your“They give you and hundred.telegram: will wife twelve

Kinney.” plaintiffsJohn The understood thatLet Mack know.
employment they about, accepted theto the had talkedthis related

day, upon the work about two weeks later.offerthe next and entered
employ plaintiffs year, andfailed to the for a thisThe defendants

•damages by such failure.brought to recover the causedwassuit

(of Massachusetts), theGallowayPierce and Curtis Metzer for&
plaintiffs.

Hughes,& for the defendants.Kivel
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necessaryPeaslee, J. It will not be to consider whether a
signed princi-worded and as this one is will bindmemorandum the

Concedingpal. purposesfor of the it maythe case that be treated
dulywriting defendants, questionon behalf of theas a executed the

presented sufficientlyis whether it states ofthe-terms the contract.
plain upon authority.it does not do so is both reasonThat and It

purport anything beyonddoes not to thestate offered.consideration
giventhe hundred” beWhat “twelve is to for is neither stated nor

suggested. supplied byeven This defect cannot be oral evidence.
(consisting“A writings)memorandum of one or more may read,be

documents, lightlike other in the of the in whichcircumstances
written, explanationit was for the of ambiguitiesits andlatent

application personsthe of things sufficientlyits terms to the and
described in it. But parolthis rule does not admit evidence to
supply an part contract,essential of the the omission of which is
patent on the face of the Whipple,memorandum.” Brown v.

H., 229,58 N. 233.
plaintiffs rely uponThe Fernald,McDonald H. 171,v. 68 N.

promiseeswhere the were described in the as “all-memorandum
men B.such as are now at work for R. theCondon.” There issue

byto proved testimonybe oral plaintiffwas whether the was one
personsof the indescribed the Daniels,memorandum. Usher v.

206,73 N. H. 209. principleIt is not different in from a case where
plaintiffthe testifies that he is John Dover,ofBrown to show that

personhe is the who was so described in the Itmemorandum. is
merely application writing.an of the present plain-In the case the
tiff prove subject-matterseeks to bythe of whollythe contract oral
testimony. nothing interpretThere is to apply.or memoran-The
dum does not contain “all contract,the essential terms of or athe

somethingreference to from they ascertained,”which can be and
satisfytherefore requirementsfails to the of the statute. Webster

Clark,v. 60 N. H. 36; Grimes,Chellis v. 72 N. H. 337.

Exception overruled.
All concurred.


