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taken is that or not inall lumber stocktogether logs properly
trade are to be taxed the itunder second method. Accordingly

Mason, 359,was held in Russell v. 69 N. H. that lumber owned
sense, innot tradesmen within the as usedpersonsby statutory

7, 55, Statutes,6, taxedclause section Public could not bechapter
trade, 1,stock inas but should be taxed at its value underApril

16, 56. of to thesection the this casechapter Applying principle
facts, in held to taxable asthe were bequestionlogs properly

trade,stock in because were the raw material theof subjectthey
theof plaintiffs’ manufacturing.
The not manufacture withinthat the doplaintiffssuggestion

trade,state, for inthis a reason are not taxable stockas theywhy
Newton, 80, 84,H.67 N.has not been insisted v.Winkleyupon.

; 56,S.,P. s. 10. in85­ o. The controversy WinnipiseogeePaper
defendants,365, wasN. relied the67 H. byCo. v. uponNorthfield,

56,16,in under sectionwhether the taxed Northfield chapterlogs
inStatutes, Franklin undernot have been taxedPublic should

a tax have beenthe same Whether mightsection 18 of chapter.
raisedin was a notthem as stock trade questionassessed upon

considered, thecould not have been raised byand obviouslyor
thattheir contention the propertywithout abandoningplaintiffs

56,S., e. s. 10. The excep­in Franklin. P. plaintiffs’was taxable
ofa to a their petitionto order demurrer parttion the sustaining

waived.and understood to benot ishas been argued

overruled.exceptionDefendants’

All concurred.

Cheshire,
5, 1909.Oct.

v. Stockwell.Winchester

byunpaid may at ortaxes be collected suit lawstatutory provision thatThe
per-S., 60, IV) the rendition of a(P. does not authorizeequity c. s.inbill

delinquent.against a non-residentjudgmentsonal

real estate ownedAssumpsit, taxes assessed againstto recover
wasTrial the court. A verdictbyof Yermont.a .residentby

and heindividually, excepted.defendantthefound against
term, 1908, of the courtsuperiorthe OctoberfromTransferred

Chamberlin,J.by
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Allen,John E. for thebrief and orally,by plaintiff.

Madden and Arthur P. for theJoseph Carpenter (of Vermont),
defendant.

“Peaslee, J. The which renders avoid statuteprinciple pro-
for the of a non-resident to a tax of thispersonal liability payviding

which fromnature is the same a stateprevents taking jurisdiction
courts, statute, over aits virtue of non-residentbythrough any

state,with within the enforce anot served to mereprocess per-
and where no of thesonal non-resident has beenliability, property

. .or under the of the court. .seized control Thebrought
inlot-owner never or otherwise of thevoluntarily appeared any

to the of the assessment. Heleading upproceedings levying
no consent which anamounted to of thegave acknowledgment

of the or common council over his Acityjurisdiction person.
without aservice non-resident is sojudgment against only good

itfar as affects the which is ortaken under theproperty brought
control of the court in anor other tribunal action toordinary

aenforce and no ispersonal liability, therebyjurisdiction acquired
theover of a non-resident further than theperson respects prop-
so taken. This is in of anas true the case assessmenterty against

one,a non-resident of such a nature this inas as the case of a
formalmore The to tax inexistsjudgment. jurisdiction only
to and or businesspersons done within theregard property upon

state, and such cannot be reason ofjurisdiction a stat-enlarged by
which toute assumes make a non-resident liable topersonally pay

a tax of the nature in Moines,of the one v. Desquestion.” Dewey
193,U. S. 203.173

While the above was used a solanguage quoted concerning
“ tax,” incalled betterment it is the case ofequally applicable any

tax assessed one not within the Theagainst jurisdiction. assess­
Boardman,ment of a tax is a 580;act. Edes v.judicial 58 N. H.

State, 87; Watson,Boston etc. R. R. v. 60 N. H. v. 64 N. H.Boody
;162­ v. Board N. H. 2.74Wyatt 55­Equalization,of

It seems to have heretofore been inunderstood this state
that the here to be enforcedliability could not besought

;Stratford,created. v. 42 N. H. 282­ BowlesDewey v. 55Clough,
S.,N. H. 389. 60, 17;Whether the in c.statute question s.(P.

1881, c.Laws authorizes a in rem28) theproceeding against prop­
after the lien lost,enforceable a tax saleerty has beenby or

state,other found within theagainst property are notquestions
the case as it now stands.presented by

sustained.Exception
All concurred.


