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Plaintiff, aof New wasresident pas-Per curiam. a Hampshire,
Broderick, a Mas-defendantin a car byoperated Johnjsenger

resident, Ver-in accident ininvolved an Colbyville,sachusetts
mont, a resi-defendant Edwin G.with a car Hough,byoperated

servicePlaintiff obtaineddent of Vermont. personalWaterbury,
and to maintainin on defendant Broderick seeksNew Hampshire

an on defendantattachment trustee Hough’s liabilityby process
in New Plaintiff seeks to maintaininsurance Hampshire.company

the ofin defendant to extentrem overquasi jurisdiction Hough
motion to washis insurance Defendant’s dismissliability coverage.

Batchelder, hisdenied and was reserved and trans-by J., exception
ferred byJohnson, J.

Scieszka, weIn decided determinedCamire v. No. 7030 today,
of inwe thethat would standards assumptiongoverningapply

to of in remour exercise jurisdictionquasipersonam jurisdiction
trustee of a defendant’sattachment liabilityby by processsought

thethis The case differs frominsurance in State. presentpolicy



303

one,Camire in twocase the has obtainedrespects; plaintiff per-
sonal service in New on Mas-jurisdiction aby Hampshire

two,defendant; Vermont,sachusetts the in theaccident occurred
resident of whomState the defendant over seeks to haveplaintiff
us exercise in remquasi jurisdiction.

Tested the formula in the we noby established case findCamire
for thejustification exercise of in in thisremquasi jurisdiction

case. Our interest in the case is limited to the residenceplaintiff’s
and does not arise this minimal contact reason of thebeyond by

offortuitous circumstance service in ofNewpersonal Hampshire
the Massachusetts defendant. There is a of dualpotentialstrong
trials since Vermont theis forum for between theonly litigation
two defendants. the accident in the State of theFinally happened
defendant residence weand are toHough’s unable discern any
basis here to him to defendrequire himself in another jurisdic-

294,tion. 296,v. 626,114 N.H.Leeper Leeper, 319 A.2d 628
(1974).

sustained.Exception

Grimes, in theconcurredJ., result.
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