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Strafford,
No. 3300.6,Jan. 1942.

Sadie Lemire Haley,v. John Adm’r.

Hughes & Burns A.Walter Calderwood fororally), the{Mr.
plaintiff.

Cooper,Hall & Grimes fororally),Grimes the defendant.{Mr.

Per Curiam. settingThe new declaration is indefective forth
a quantumclaim based on meruit. anIt avers amount based on
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itself,and resolvesof held unenforceableterms the contractthe
of that contract.for breachanalyzed, into a declarationwhen

regardlessone,fair butnot contract was ais whether thatThe issue
plaintiffthe shouldis how muchprovisions compensation,of forits

rendered and in-expensesfor andfairly her servicesbe awarded
made. Aif wascontract ituponin in reliance thecurred action

supplementedifupon counts is sufficientthe commondeclaration
duly in advancewill inform the defendantspecifications whichwith

of trial what is claimed.the
dispensesliability, itadmission relates tofar the defendant’sSo as

proof of thethe need of offer of contract.with
inexpedient andis consideredremaining questions, itAs to the

of the re­contrary to them. The coursegood practice answerto
may renderanticipation and its outcometrial is too uncertain in

of fairnessanyin which issuesquestions case is onethe moot. The
of thanby processnormal reviewmayof be decided thetrial better
611;H. Morse v.by rulings. Fellows,v. 68 N.preliminary Fellows

398,H.Murphy, 78 N.622; Mt. Co. v.Morse, 71 N. H. &c.White
Railroad,185, 190;H. Watkins v.403; Fitzhugh Railway,v. 80 N.

v.Company, 88, 93;81 H. Stocker468, 469;80 H. Goudie v. N.N.
Railroad, H. 401,83 N. 407.
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Clayton Sterling.B. v. ArthurMonroe


