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challenges urges upon superiorit our Wenow court. affirm the trial
Davis, 115, 398Leighton v. 119 (1979).court’s action. See N.H. A.2d 845

Exceptions overruled.
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GRIMES, assumpsitJ. This is a insuit in which the town of Haver-
hill, damagesHampshire,New seeks and other relief from the defend-
ant, City Company,Bank and Trust a corporation.Massachusetts The
question we decide is maywhether the courts of HampshireNew
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corporation.jurisdiction the defendant Wepersonam overinexercise
may.theyfacts thathold on the

action,Haverhill, plaintiff1974, approveda in thisthe town ofIn
plan the of in aa subdivision for sale lotsthrough planning boardits

developerThe Townthe Section. wasdevelopment known as Crestfield
Homes, (hereinafter Country),& aCountry Town Massachu-and Inc.

financingCountry received from the defend-corporation. Town &setts
by mortgagebank, property.loan a on theitsant which secured

approval that the of con-was costof the subdivisionOne condition
thestructing water mains to lots be secured. Conse-roads andthe

town, Country, and the defendant bankplaintiff Town &quently, the
furnishingagreement purposefor the of thataninto escrowentered

agreement Countrythatstates Town & hadsecurity. The written
development, planningthat the boardapproval lots forapplied offor

mains,security of and water andrequired the construction roadsfor
$78,000. agree-totalled Theagreed such constructionthat cost ofthe

willing that the costs bethe town was securedment states thatfurther
setting uponCountry’s a certain sum the sale eachby aside ofTown &

development, and that the bank wasin theof the lots Crestfield39
retention,agent receipt,for the andwilling disburse-to act as escrow

ment those sums.of
Country $2,000depositto theagreement required Town & withThe

agentrequired escrow investThe bank was as tobank each"lot sold.for
planning inthe board of the balance theand to advisethe funds

request, not often than aupon but more once month. Anaccount
required aaccounting by the board was not less than oncethe bank to
completed,were the bank was toyear. roads and water mainstheAs

byCountry uponmoney named& certification athe to Towndisburse
anengineers, with established formula.firm in accordance Onof

roads, payallcompletion of the bank was to over theofcertification
Country; completionbut if no certification of wasbalance to Town &

any remainingyears, paytothe bank was overwithin threereceived
mightpublic utilities commission direct.the town and thefunds as

by Countrysigned representativesagreement of Town &wasThe
Massachusetts, by Planningand the Haverhillin Boardand the bank

agreementHampshire.in The states that it wasand selectmen New
day1974,signed spaces left for the month and are left blank.in but the

13, 1976, planningBy January the town and the boardwrit dated
Countyagainst Superiorinbrought defendant bank Graftonthesuit

agreement by Country’sTown &alleging of the escrowbreachCourt
by notifyagreement, and the defendant’s failure tofulfill thefailure to

Country’splaintiffs pay escrow account.of Town failure to into the&
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by Hamp-onsubstituted service the Newmade on the bankwasService
per-forSecretary bank to dismiss lack ofof The movedState.shire

300:14,plaintiff long-armjurisdiction, relied on RSA aand thesonal
grantedforeign corporations.dealing The court defend-withstatute

exception. plaintiffsplaintiffs’ Thereafter movedmotion overant’s
quasiamend, requested of to obtain in remand a writ attachmentto

request tojurisdiction. motion to amend and the attach wereThe
>granted, was made of th interest of theand an attachment defendant

Hampshire upon mortgages.itreal estate which heldin New
quasi jurisdic-the exercise of in remThereafter the court found that

reasonable,proper, principleswith thetion was and consistent of fair
justice, heldplay and substantial and that the minimum contact re-

Heitner,quirements (1977),of 433 hadv. U.S. 186 been satis-Shaffer
Batchelder,exceptions byfied. Defendant’s were transferred J. We

jurisdiction.personaminthat there isdecide
plaintiffsfirst determine are entitled toWe whether have the courts

Hampshire personam jurisdictionin overof New exercise the defend-
pertinent partpursuant provides:That statute inant to RSA 300:14.

foreign corporationIf a performedmakes a contract to be in
part bywhole or in partyeither in HampshireNew . . .

such acts shall doingbe deemed to be business in New
Hampshire by foreign corporationsuch and shall be deemed
equivalent appointmentto the secretary... of the of the

Hampshirestate of New ... to be its attorney upon.. .
maywhom be processserved all lawful anyin actions . . .

arising growingfrom or out of such contract ....

previouslyWe have objectivestated that the of this isstatute “to
jurisdictionallow the exercise of foreignover corporations to the full

extent of the constitutional limit.” Engineering Associates v. B & L
Liquidating Corp., 508, 511, 345115 900,902N.H. A.2d (1975);Leeper

Leeper, 294,v. 114 296-97, 626,N.H. 319 A.2d (1974).627-28

disputeThere is no that defendant entered into the contract
question.in applicabilityThe of RSA 300:14 does depend uponnot

performance parton the of the State,defendant in maythis but rest
upon performance Hampshire byin New any party to the contract. The

agreement,escrow which the defendant admits into,it partentered is
larger arrangementof a business from which the expecteddefendant

gainto from loans made to Town Country.& The success of that
venture, however, depended upon Town Country’s& ability lots,to sell

in dependedwhich upon obtainingturn approvalthe town’s of the
plan meetingandsubdivision the of the imposed. per-conditions The
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planning allow saleand its board was to the of theof the townformance
Indeed,Hampshire.inlots, to be done Newperformance wasand that

that furnished consideration for the defend-performanceit was this
addition,agreement. Country,In Town apromise the &ant’s under

Hampshire byagreement, perform in Newwas to build-party to the
mains, performancewaslaying and it this thating waterroads and

agreement. Finally,by the defendant toescrow wassecured thewas
filingby annually plain-Hampshire at with theleastperform in New

into, on,moneys andreceived earned disbursed froman account oftiffs
regardrequiredperformance of defendant with toaccount. Thethe

although Massachusetts,moneys, indone was con-ofcollectionthe
contract, again performedto at inwhich was be leastnected with the

bring provisionsufficient toHampshire. This is the ofinpart New
and, impediment,play some constitutional toabsent300:14 intoRSA

jurisdictionpersonal over the defendant.provide
remains, therefore, require-thequestion whether constitutionalThe

Heitner, Denckla,(1977);186 Hanson v.433 U.S.of v.ments Shaffer
Washington,v.(1958); and International Shoe Co. 326235357 U.S.

been met.(1945), have310U.S.
require requirementsmeet thethat to constitutionalThese cases of

must have sufficient minimum contactsprocess, the defendantdue
exercising personam quasi jurisdic-in or in remthatthe sowith State

playoffair“traditional notions and substantialdoes violate thetion not
205;Heitner,v. 433 at International v.justice.” U.S. Shoe Co.Shaffer

review of the facts before us convincesWashington, at 316. A326 U.S.
dealings of defendant inthe this State arecontacts andthat theus

Co.,test. See McGeev.International Ins. 355meet thissufficient to Life
Court, (holdingSuperior (1978)v. 436 84(1957); U.S.220 KulkoU.S. cf.

insupport that courts could not exercisechild Californiain action for
nonresident, nondomiciliary parentjurisdiction over a ofpersonam

State).thedomiciled withinchildrenminor
required partiesthe in Hampshireofperformances supportNewThe

necessary requirementsto meet the constitutionalminimum contactsthe
has a substantial connection withprocess. contract Newdue Theof

addition,supra. In theHampshire. Ins. Co.McGeev. International Life
makingengaged Hamp-loans onin the business of Newwasdefendant

Hampshireofrequiring the assistance New lawsproperty, thusshire
way mortgages paymentby and toof enforceloanssecure theto

Hampshirethrough law would also control the saleNewforeclosure.
primary paylots, be the source of funds toin turn wouldthe whichof

principal. theand Thus entire businessits interestdefendantthe
upon Hamp-ofdependent the assistance Newenterprise was
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byacceptancelaw plaintiffsshire and the the of requestedthe forms of
security performancefor the of the conditions.

Moreover, seriouslywill bethe defendant not byinconvenienced
having Boston,to defend action inthe this State. Massachusetts is

easy driving distance highwayswithin over excellent with beautiful
scenery Countyto the EngineeringGrafton courthouse. See Associates

Liquidating Corp., 508,B 512,v. & L 900,115 N.H. 345 A.2d 903
(1975).

sum, opinion subjectingIn we theare of that the defendant to the
jurisdiction Hampshireof courts inNew this case does not violate

play justice.’’Internationalof fair“traditional notions and substantial
Washington, 310, 316(1945),Co.v. 326Shoe U.S. and we therefore hold

subject jurisdiction.personalthat defendant tois
validityThe questions pretrialdefendant the of the attachments in

case inthis view of the fact that the BankruptcyUnited States Court in
injunction againstissued anMassachusetts has anyattachments of

Country. Havingof groundassets Town & decided the thecase on of in
validityjurisdiction,personam we consider the ofneed not those at-

Country party to andtachments. Town is not a this action the attach-&
ment of its assets is irrelevant to the issue decided.

exceptions to the dismissalPlaintiffs’
personallack jurisdiction arefor of

remand,ed.sustained;

All concurred.
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