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notice, admittedly properbut not writtenfactThere was in actual
Levesque require a formalnotice. To the extent that and Martel

theywritten arenotice overruled.
uphold and the court’sWe the labor commissioner’s trial

Bowlandetermination that claim is barred and thatAdrien’s not
generalTravelers, generalLumber andand as contractor the

carrier,compensationcontractor’s workmen’s are liable for the
payment of benefits. RSA 281:4-a.

Affirmed.

BROCK, J., sit;did not the concurred.others
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Concord, orally,Greenhalge, by and for theof briefFrederic T.
plaintiff.

Prunier, Nashua, orally,by forof brief and theGerald R.
defendant, Stephen E. Blum.

BROCK, in this casefor considerationThe sole issue ourJ.
topresentedwas at trial holdevidenceis whether sufficient

personally the of twoStephen liable for debtsBlumE.
wascorporations he We hold that the evidencewhich controlled.

Blum,againstset the verdict enteredinsufficient and aside
individually.

Blum,1976, negotiated StephenwithplaintifftheIn November
Co., Inc.,agent Stephen prepare mail ordertoas for the Edward

catalogues Pridecraft, Stephen both theInc. Blum controlledfor
exchangedpartiesCompany TheStephen Pridecraft.Edward and

wherebyagreement thecorrespondence and into anentered
catalogues Stephenbillprint andplaintiff would the Pridecraft

catalogues, butCompany, the dueInc. Plaintiff deliveredEdward
corporation tendereddispute quality,a over their neitherto

action,brought and trial thepayment. then this afterPlaintiff
(Robert Carignan, Esq.) for therecommended a verdictMaster A.

Blum,Stephenagainst corporations andplaintiff both
J.)individually. Superior approved the(Johnson,The Court

defendantmaster’s recommendation and reserved and transferred
exceptions.Blum’s

presented indicated that Blumevidence was at trial thatNo
fact,incorporated. Insuppressed that werethe fact his businesses

of hismailed allthe exhibits show that the defendant
Co., andcorrespondence Stephen Edward Inc.on letterheads of the

Plaintiff, turn,Blum, sent itssigned “Stephen inthem President.”
correspondence Stephen EdwardStephento Blum at the

Moreover, ever madeCompany. no was that Blumevidence offered
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any agreement responsible for hispersonallyholdto himself
Hayes,corporations’ 119Ashland v. N.H.debts. See Lumber Co.

440, (1979).402 A.2d 201

argues personallyPlaintiff that Blum controlled the
making them, effect,corporations, egos.in his alter Plaintiff

personallyconcludes therefrom that Blum is liable for their debts.
doctrine, however,ego piercing corporatetheUnder alter the veil

permitted solelynot corporationis a is abecause one-man
operation. States,SupplyFarmers Feed & Co. v. United 267 F.
Supp. 72, (N.D. Bagowa,1967);78 Iowa Nantan Ltd.IZE v.
Scalia, 439, (Ct.118 App. 1978). Similarly,Ariz. 577 P.2d 725 the

personthat corporationsfact one controls two is not sufficient to
corporations controllingmake the two and the stockholder the

person Bros.,same the N.C.,under law. N.A.,Inc. v. BankWaff of
198,N.C. (1976).289 221 S.E.2d 273

In egoorder to avail itself of the benefits theof alter
doctrine, veil,thereby plaintiffpiercing corporatethe the must

corporate entity promote injusticeestablish that the used to anwas
Quarles Industries, (10thfraud. Fuqua Inc.,or v. 504 F.2d 1358

1974); Elia, 480,Cir. v. (1975);Norman Del 111 Ariz. 533 P.2d 537
Kahili, Yamamoto, 267,Inc. (1973);v. 54 506 9Hawaii P.2d

Corp. Boggio, 84, 88, 367,App.Rosebud v. 39 P.2dColo. 561 371
(1977). determining appropriateIn applywhether it is to the alter

doctrine,ego inquired corporationother courts have whether the is
undercapitalized, Bagowa, supra;IZE Nantan Ltd. v. Scalia

Curtis, 614,v. Rptr. (1970),Harris 87 Cal. 8 andC.A.3d 837
usingwhether corporationthe stockholder is the to further his own

private corporation.business rather than of thethat House of
Inc.,Cosmetics,Corp.Koscot Dev. v. American Line 468 F.2d 64

(5th 1972); Henderson,Cir. (W.D.Supp.Holahan v. 890277 F. La.
denied,177, (1968);3931967), F.2d cert. U.S. 848394 Kirk v.aff’d

777,Corp., (1972).H.G.P. 208 Kan. 494 P.2d 1087
transcriptreview plaintiffOur of the trial reveals that the

offered no which Stephenevidence tended showto that Blum used
corporate entity promote personalthe to his own business. Nor did

plaintiff any concerningoffer capitalizationevidence the or
solvency corporations. onlyof the two Plaintiff’s evidence was that

agents,its corporations,who were aware of the existence of the
corporationswith throughdealt the Stephenthe defendant Blum.

disregard corporateWhile we not fiction,are hesitant to the
Company, Hayes, 440,Ashland Dumber Inc. 119 402v. N.H. A.2d
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Inc.,Florist,Previte, 113McAllisterInc. v.(1979); R.201 Peter
121, solely579, 581, (1973), we not do onN.H. 311 A.2d 123 will so

operationis if is nocorporationthe that a a one-man therebasis
fraudulently,conveyed propertyproof that hethat the defendant

“suppressed incorporation misled thethe fact of or[his] [that he]
Company,plaintiff corporateto the assets.” Ashland Lumberas

441, 202, Previte, Inc., suprasupra quotingat 402 A.2d at Peter R.
582, atat 311 A.2d 123.

sustained; judgment againstExceptions
Stephenthe Blum vacated.defendant

All concurred.
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