wmm“w

WM In Supreme Court on,

,qumﬂiun which he sald "may
Lwdn be the tumn;.g ‘point (85 o)
"whether this survives
'pm;'l‘ Justioe Wn‘d WIS
ring to the claim of apprmﬁmt&
Uy $40,000 for anticipatory dam-
ages In the  S500,000 Mﬂnul
hmught bg Fancher ll,,!!. |

room & ‘apart
joints in ﬂ:m future und m i
tmqed to “the plaintiff concern
wpmr ne :népl.umnwut Cwis
under ~ vigorous objection by
Ulvsses 8. ' Grant, New’ York
City, trial counsel for' the de
fandant,
Mr, Grant contended that no
expert had  testified for tl.-ue
plaintiff to establish how mAny
it any, pioces would bo retmfi
and over what pericd of time in
the future: He said, “The- statute
|(referring 1o breach of wmm-

e 1¥) ;maclnﬂut _proof

mtnmﬁd}haﬂdﬂﬁgﬂhm
Ijm;;r tive  to wmnt o oA

i mmt
lhu fumm:rﬁ concern, Was asked
a long hypothetical quuﬂﬁn un-
der direet questioning by Mr.
=mith, ending, "have you reachad
an opinion with reasonable cer-
tainty @s to the length of time
aver which 1[‘H‘ A E'II:IM nr! l'u-r.

The court dﬂi niot mit an
answer to thik quuﬂnt: t did
oot render a final declsion.

Virtunlly the entire Thursday
afternoon session was given aver
to argument by ecounsel in the
absence of the jury of mine
women and three mon.

Mr. Smith said his cllent would
be precluded (rom ever suing for
the damages whigh it antleipates,
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