
162

and bename the action must standrights plaintiff,of the in whose
joined plaintiffsas inright of insurers to beThe themaintained.

Theythey arethat shall be.rightnot of the defendantinterest is a
appearance therein.action without actualparties privy to the

righthasnon-residents, defendant the thatbeing theThe insurers
8;3; 330,s. P. c. s.(P. L., 341, L.,.c.security for becosts furnished

security may be orderedcited)., but theHening’s Dig., 361, and cases
necessary parties.asappearancewithout their

rightsIt nodismissed. hasplaintiff’s motion should also beThe
by trustee-process, and theunlessagainst insurerthe defendant’s

right orif it therespect party interest,in even hasis in no ainsurer
action.agreedhas to defend the

be dis-action should notin a of thefacts of insurance trialThe
necessity. v.Piechuckjuryclosed to without unavoidablethe

ante,Parella, 81.429;82 H. Fine v.Magusiak, N.

discharged.Case

Branch, J., did not sit.
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byH. Amyot, plaintiff.Omer forbrief the

Frank R. Kenison, Attorney-General, D’Amours,and Ernest R.
byAssistant Attorney-General, brief as amici curiae and for the State

Tax Commission.

Joseph Betley, defendants,J. for the nofiled brief.

Per procedure improper. plaintiff’s onlyCuriam. The is The
by petitionrelief is for Bean Co. v. Jaffrey,abatement. &c. 80

343,N. H. by may344. bill peti-While the amendment be made a
tion for abatement, seasonablyit broughtwas not under the statute
(P. L., 64, 14) respectc. s. in to the 1940 and forassessment, this rea-
son alone that assessment can nohave consideration.

Without questions bearingattention to other on the claimed ex-
emption for 1941, (P. L., 60, 26) part: “Everythe statute c. s. inreads
soldier, residing thirty days. . . in this who forstate served or more
in armythe of anythe United States in whichin war the United
States has been engaged, dischargeand anreceived honorable . . .
shall exempt yearbe upon propertyeach from taxation his taxable to
the of plaintiff’svalue one thousand dollars.” The claim is that he

thirty daysserved for over in warthe which commenced in 1917.
positionThe defendant’s militaryis that inwhile he was forservice

about seven weeks, terminated,the war meaningwithin the of the
statute, on 11, 1918,November and therefore before he had served
thirty days in the war.

In thoughtcommon and understanding the Armistice of Novem-
11, 1918,ber ended onlythe war. Not did hostilities then cease

temporarily, but, shows, permanentlyas the event as to that war.
In popularthe mind it was complete Bythe definite and end. the

GermanyArmistice enemies, day,surrendered to her prac-as of its
tically effectivelyand on such mightterms as were and asthen later

plaintiffbe demanded. militaryWhile the inremained service after
the Armistice his war service was at end, ordinarythen an as the
person say.would If in aspectstechnical a state of war continued

peaceuntil was officially proclaimed, everyin practicalalmost sense
period negotiationthe was of and terms,settlement of and ofnot

actual war.
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special andin mind alegislature hadthat theThere is no evidence
popularthan theengagement in war rathermeaning oftechnical

toplaintiff’s contention would leadvalidity ofmeaning. The the
thirty daysforservicegrant exemption to a soldier whosethe of an

to thewholly subsequentpeace wasproclamation ofprior to the
clearly unintended.a result wasArmistice. Such

de-supportin of thethoroughly prepared brief furnishedThe
merit,its but it seemsreasons forexception sets forth otherfendants’

by of them.unnecessary fortify opinionthis statementto

dismissed.Bill
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