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Hanover District Court
No. 7133

Denis S. Ransmeier v.

CorporationTime Share & a.

Peter B. Martin

v.

CorporationTime Share & a.

30, 1975May

Hollis, Esf and (Mr.Soden C. RansmeierSulloway, Rans-Godfrey John
meier for theorally) plaintiffs.

LaurenceF. Gardner and IT William (Mr.Clauson forClauson orally)
defendants,the Time Share and InteractiveCorporation Learning

Inc.Systems,

Per Thecuriam. inissues these contract actions areemployment
whether the Hanover District Court found wereproperly plaintiffs
in the of Time Shareemploy and that theCorporation corporation
wasliable for the commissions are entitled toplaintiffs asallege they

for their work.compensation
Trial heldwas without a and both waivedtranscript, parties any

objections have had. Theevidentiary District Courtthey might
dismissed InteractiveJ.) Inc.(Ingram, from theSystems,Learning

suit, thesince court concluded that it was without Be-jurisdiction.
verdicts,wecause the Timeuphold Share weagainst Corporation,

need not decide whether this dismissal was proper.
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toheld liable the RansmeierTime Share was plaintiffCorporation
for the ofof and to the Martin sumfor the sum plaintiff$398.75

In its the court that “[t]heconcluded important$734.24. findings,
wereis ‘Whom did the in faith believeplaintiffs theyquestion good

thereboth andOn this indirectly,by?’ question, directlyemployed
aIn thedeal of Court’stestimony.was a opinion preponder­great

that were ofcontentionance of the evidence theysupports plaintiffs’
Theof Timewere Share Corporation.”the employeestheyopinion

no costs to be either Extensivecourt also ordered paid by party.
and otherof fact were made at the of allrequests partiesfindings

decision im­to the district court’s arenecessary supportfindings
688,454, 455,Plastics,v. 108 N.H.Davis American 237 A.2dplied.

158, 383,159,99 106 384(1968); Lincoln v. N.H. A.2d690 Langley,
(1954).

Massachusetts,of wereBoth residents originally emp­plaintiffs,
Inc.,Interactive a Massachusetts corpo­loyed by Learning Systems,

of were to asration. Part the be commissionspaidplaintiffs’ wages
Infor the or abouttheir in contractsfor efforts securing company.

Inc.,1971, sold its assets toNovember Interactive Learning Systems,
Time a which onShare carriedMaryland corporation,Corporation,

Hanover,in New Evidence was alsobusiness presentedHampshire.
thethat Time for all afterShare practical purposes acquisition

the ofcontrolled a number of financial matters torelating payroll
court, therefore,Inc. TheInteractive districtSystems,Learning

ledthe were incould have found thatreasonably plaintiffs good
that,to believe after the werefaith byacquisition, they employed

InteractiveTime Share that Time Share used Learn­Corporation,
Inc., it itswhichinstrument performedas aning throughSystems,

business, and were in fact Time Share.that byplaintiffs employed
therefore,Annot., 1102, case,§ (1971).38 4 This not aA.L.R.3d is

the of the veil order to reach Timeinrequiring piercing corporate
Co., N.H.Share Cote v. Granite 105Brothers LakeCorporation. Realty

111, Florist,Previte,(1963);193 A.­ seePeter R. v. McAllister2d 884 Inc.
579,Inc., (1973).113 N.H. 311 A.2d 121

The district court denied for costs and attor-requestplaintiffs’
III, ourfees. the hasUnder RSA 275:53 legislature providedneys’

courts with the to award costs and reasonablediscretionary power
infees claimsto who maintain wagesuccessfullyattorneys’ plaintiffs

however,We the court abused itsour courts. cannot that districtsay,
in case.in to and fees thisdiscretion ref allow costs attorneys’using

overruled.exceptionsDefendant’s


