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Lampron, RSA 510:2 “allthat writs and otherprovidesJ.
shall be served to the defendant orprocesses by giving leaving

thereof,at his anabode attested in otherwisecasescopy except
for.” These are v.provided provisions mandatory. Rogers

Buchanan, 58 N. H. 47. The returnsheriff’s of non est inventus
theattests to fact that there was no service onmade the defend-

ant in eitheraccordance with the the above statutemandates of
Bradstreet,in or 55,at his abode. v.Clark 99 H.person N.

57.
service,Absent such over the defendant on the basisjurisdiction

of his domicile or inresidence this state cannot be obtained by
without aother statute suchprocess Restate-granting authority.

Laws, 79,ment ofConflict s.(Second), comment b Draft(Tent.
3,No. aSuch statute in order to with the1956). re-comply

ofquirements due would have to forprocess “noticeprovide
calculated, circumstances,under all thereasonably to apprise

ofinterested the ofparties the action and afford thempendency
an to theiropportunity present v.Schroederobjections.” New
York, 208, 211;371 U. S. 457;v.Milliken 311 U. S.Meyer,

909,L.73 Harv. Rev. 917.
We find no statute which togrants ourjudicial jurisdiction

inhabitant,courts over an resident or of this statedomiciliary
who cannot be served in accordance with the of RSAprovisions
510:2 service on hisby insurance carrier at itsliability place
of business in New Hampshire.

Plaintiffs RSAalso on 510:8 which readsrely as follows:
“Other notice. When the defendant is not an inhabitant of the
state, and no mode of the writ is orserving serviceprescribed,
thereof cannot be inmade the mode the actionprescribed, may
be entered in court and such notice ordered as the case requires;
and notice of the suit,of the topendency thegiven according
order, shall be sufficient service.” This statute in substantially
the same was first enacted 1852,in 1852.language Laws c.

It that,1297. was then the law where conditions ofexcept the
status of one of its citizens towards a nonresident was involved
or the aof nonresident inproperty situated this state had been
attached and therein were to berights noadjudicated, jurisdic-

be obtained totion could render a apersonal judgment against



310

nonresident unless service hadpersonal been made on him in
Shaw,New v. 22Hampshire. 277;Downer N. H. v.Eaton

228;33 N. H.Badger, v. 714;95 U.Pennoyer S.Neff, Re-
Laws,statement 78,Conflict of s.(Second), acomment (Tent.

3,Draft Rev., 909,No. 73 966,Harv. L.1956); 980. Later
cases have been decided on the same basis. Maryland Casualty

Martin, 346,v. 347;Co. 88 N. H. Bradstreet,v.Clark 99
55, 57;H.N. Rosenblum v. 267,99 269,N. H.Company,

270; Conlon,v. 100 N. H. 70.Sampson See Parsons &c.
Southwick,Lumber v. 258,Co. 101 N. H. 259.

are familiar with the in the as toWe rule statechange juris­
diction over corporationsforeign the Unitedpromulgated by
States in v.Court International Shoe Co. StateSupreme of

310, 316,U. S. 317.326 For the former doctrinesWashington,
of consent and in a state theas basis forpresence jurisdiction
over this case substituted “certain minimumcorporations,foreign
contacts with such that the maintenance of the suit[the forum]
does not offend ‘traditional notions of fair and substantialplay

v.International Shoe Co. Statejustice.’” Washington, supra,of
The extent to which this316. from on terri­change emphasis

torial state courts tolimitations of on the contacts ap­emphasis
willdue bein to nonresidentprocessdefining appliedproach

individuals in a flux. v.is still state of Benson Brattleboro
Retreat, 28, 30; Co.,v.103 N. H. International Ins.McGee Life

220, 222, 223; Denckla, 235,355 U. S. v. 357 U.Hanson S.
250-253; 909,73 L.Harv. Rev. 935.

We hold that in thisservice state on the insuranceliability
carrier of a nonresident whose car was here was notregistered
intended when RSA 510:8 was and does not now inadopted
the of the in the of due con-requirementslight change process
stitute sufficient toservice to our courts in angrant jurisdiction
action of tort residents of Maine from anbrought by resulting
accident occurred inwhich Massachusetts. See Annot. U. S.

1664;Ct. 2 L. ed. 2dSup. 16 U. L.Chi. Rev. 523.
Plaintiffs claim that the defendant has waived his to con-right

4, 1963,test on motions tojurisdiction by filing April dismiss
because were not their to theplaintiffs prosecuting appeals grant-

6,of defendant’s motions to on 1960 anding quash September
that the had other actions for the sameplaintiffs causebrought
in another further such a waiverjurisdiction. They allege by
defendant’s to a motion for filed theresponding discovery by

to determine the whereabouts ofplaintiffs the defendant.seeking
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to the jurisdic-defendant pertainedtheactions bytheseofAll
relatedid notTheythereof.inand were pursuanceissuetional

defend-of thea waivernot constituteand couldissuesto other
been upheldhad alreadywhichnoof jurisdictionant’s claim

167;H. Rosen-97 N.v. Academy,Trial Court. Lyford,theby
267, 268.H.99 N.v. Company,blum

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.
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for& Sullivan A.Manning Manning orally),{Mr. James
Nudd,Christine G. plaintiff-in-interest.

andR. Scammon G. WhitmanRobert WhitmanGeorge {Mr.
Chase,for Donald F. defendant surety.orally),

Duncan, This is a suit on a bondprobate thegiven byJ.
2,defendant administratrix on 1945 herOctober upon appoint-

bondment as administratrix of her late husband’s estate. The
$750,is in the sum of twoand was executedpenal by personal
deceased, defendant,and the other thesureties. has since isOne


