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1155, 1159-60,(quoting(1983) Cyr,1206 122 453 A.2dState v. N.H.
1315, 1318 (1982)).

trial,testimony lightin mostWe hold that the at viewed the
verdict,prosecution, supportto the and that afavorable the would

jury proof beyond thatrational could have found a reasonable doubt
liquor.intoxicatingthe defendant drove while under the influence of

Affirmed.
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II,Johnson, (Anthonyof Concord M.Law V.RobertofOffices
plaintiff.brief), by foron brief theAmbriano the

Smith, (Russell Hilliard on theUpton, of Concord F.Sanders &
Henry Shepard.brief), by M.for the defendantbrief

Batchelder, superior an defaultJ. The court enforced Ohio
against Henry Corporation.judgment ShepardM. and Forest-All

Henry alleging judgmentShepard appealed, that the Ohio wasM.
bygiven Hampshireentitled to be full faith and credit the Newnot

judgmentcomplaint,the which the default wascourts because on
based, againsta of action him as an individual.did not state cause

judgment full faith inhold that the Ohio is entitled to and creditWe
courts and affirm.our

1976, plaintiff complaintfiled a in the Court ofIn November the
Ohio, defendants,Pleas, County, against HenrytheRossCommon
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Corporation, allegingShepard breach of contract.M. and Forest-All
in Novemberan and a counterclaimThe defendants filed answer

they Aprilin When the defendantswhich later amended 1980.1977
court,appear, oncomply with a court order to the Ohiofailed to

17, counterclaim,July 1981, the the deemed thestruck answer and
complaintallegations a trial on thein the admitted and scheduled

damages.issue of
judgment, andfiled a motion to vacate theThe defendants then

ifthe motion the defendantsthe court ruled that it would consider
pleadings. to asthe defendants failed filefiled certain When

17,1981,July judgment.requested, After athe court reinstituted its
trial, plaintiff damages $10,686 andcourt the of coststhe awarded

severallyjointly from the defendants.of to be recovered and$26.50
plaintiffThe superiorfiled suit in the court to enforce the Ohio

judgment against 1983,,the defendants. In March the Trial Court
(.Souter, J.) granted plaintiff’s judgment,the summarymotion for
holding judgmentthat the Ohio was entitled to full faith and credit
in Hampshirethe New Henrycourts. ShepardThe defendant M.
appeals.

arguesThe Sheparddefendant judgment,that the Ohio default
holding jointly severallyhim damagesand resultingliable for from

contract,the breach of is not entitled to full faith and credit because
responsiveit complaint,was not to the Ohio which failed to state a

personal liability.claim for argueshis He onlythat he was sued as
agent and,an of Corporation law,the Forest-All under Ohio is not

personally corporation’sforliable the breach of contract.

IV,Article section 1 of the pro­United States Constitution
“[f|ullvides that givenfaith and credit shall be in each tostate the ...

judicial proceedings everyof other state.” order to fulfill this“[I]n
mandate, judgmentconstitutional ‘the of a state court should have

credit, validity effect,the same everyand in other court of the Unit­
States,ed which it had pronounced.’”in the state where it was

691,Underwriters Assur. Co. Life,v. North Carolina 455 704U.S.
(1982) (quoting McConnel,Hampton 234,v. (1818));3 Wheat. 235 see

DeRosier,Ely 249, 251,v. 280, (1983).123 N.H. 459 A.2d 282 How­
ever, the full faith and credit clause does not demand

judgment bya jurisdic-“that rendered a court which has
person, waytion of responsivethe but which is in no to the

byissues pleadingstendered the and is rendered in the
defendant, recognizedactual absence of the must be as

anyvalid in the courts of other State.”
Reynolds Stockton, 254, Rather,v. (1891). enforcing140 264U.S. the

may inquirecourt judgmentas to “whether the so rendered sowas
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by pleadings to be athe asresponsive issues tenderedto thefar
renderingpart it.”of the courtjurisdiction on theproper ofexercise

at 265.Id.
answer, therefore, is whether thequestion we mustthatThe

plead-responsive to theby court wasjudgment the Ohiorendered
plaintiff both the Forest-complaint, namedings theit. In hisbefore

allegedHenry Shepard defendants. HeasCorporation and M.All
Corporation andForest-Allwith theinto a contracthe enteredthat

sawmill, the sawmillpurchase a thatHenry ofShepard for theM.
ordered, was returnedthe sawmillthatnot what wasdelivered was

defendants, delivered a conform-had notthe defendantsto the that
that because the defendantsdeposit, anding or hissawmill returned

damages.contract, plaintiffthe sufferedcomply with theirfailed to
againstsought judgment defendants.theHe then

reading complaint thatmakes cleargeneral wholeof theA
corporation andtheobject to hold bothscope of the suit wasandthe

damages resulting offrom their breachHenry Shepard liable forM.
ground on whichAlthough complaint not state thedidthecontract.

agentliable, forwhether anmight personally asShepard foundbe
corporation, inde­ego or as anof thecorporation, the alterthe as

contract, acomplaint sufficient to stateparty waspendent to the the
Stephens Boothby, 40against personally. v.Seehimof actioncause

535, (a complaint197, 199, (1974) is536App. 2d 318 N.E.2dOhio
affirmatively appears8(A) itRule unlessOhio Civilsufficient under

mightno set of facts whichcomplaint that there can befrom the
requested).plaintiffthe to the reliefentitle

damagesplaintiffjudgment to be re­awarded theThe Ohio
Corporationjointly severally Forest-All andfromcovered and

plaintiff’sofHenry of a return theShepard.M. The award consisted
punitivedamages anddeposit, for of the use of the sawmillloss

say judgment responsivedamages. was not tothat thisWe cannot
againstpleading. action the defendants wasA breach of contractthe

againstjudgment the defendantspled renderedand the Ohio court
alleged only theplaintiff thatof If the hadon that cause action.

agent corporation theof and courtas an thedefendant was liabile
ego corporation,theliable as the alter ofthe defendanthad found

faith and credit. Seejudgment not be entitled to fullthen that would
limitingStockton, 254, (1891). no271 But suchReynolds 140 U.S.v.

judgment.complaintin or thecan be found thewords
againstargues plaintiff limited his claimtheThe defendant that

corporation,agent of and thereforethe defendant to that of an the
against Aungsthim. v.of action Seedid not state a valid cause

551, (1905). complaintifCreque, 1073 Even the72 Ohio St. 74 N.E.
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limited, judgmentis so the an ofand is based on “invalid” cause
action, applicable.fullthe faith and credit clause is

Reynolds validityv. Stockton was not concerned with the of
underlying judgmentthe cause of the butaction with the relation­

ship complaint judgment. judgebetween the and the If the Ohio
allowing plaintiff remedyin Shepard,erred the to recover from the

Shepard system,appealavailable to was an in athe Ohio court not
judgment Hampshireon incollateral attack the the New courts.

precludes anyfull faith and credit clause of the Constitution“[T]he
inquiry validityinto the merits of the ofcause of action ... or the the
legal judgmentprinciples on Meyer,which the is based.” Milliken v.

457, (1940); Overmeyer v. Realty,311 U.S. 462 see Eliot 371 N.Y.S.2d
246, (1975) (although judgment liability256-57 Texas fastened on

contraryplaintiff court,opinion higherto earlier of that error of law
ground denyingwas not a for full faith credit inand New York

courts).
Therefore, judgment against Shepardthe Ohio default Mr. and

CorporationForest-All is entitled to full faith and in thecredit New
Hampshire courts.

Affirmed.
Douglas Souter, JJ., sit;and did not the others concurred.
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