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not, Decker,and does inas was the case seek to contort the rules
beyond their mission.

Ill

Finally, reject that,we the town’s contention because the
agreement Gardner publicdrafted has become a document and was

publicdiscussed at thehearings, longer anydistrict no has interest
protected by contrary,Rule 1.9. To the an attorney’s duty to protect
confidential information gleaned from a client does not disappear
simply portionsbecause of that information have been included in
public documents or discussed in public forums. See v.Rogers

(W.D.Co., 350, 1992),Pittston F. Supp.800 354 aff’d,Va. 996 F.2d
(3d 1993);1212 Cir. Corp.Motion v. Wabash Nat. Corp., 764 F. Supp.

(N.D.1320, 1991). Further,1323 n.3 Ind. even in anythe absence of
confidences, an aattorney duty loyaltyowes of to a former client

preventsthat attorneythat from attacking, or interpreting, work
the attorney performed, or supervised, for the former client. See
Brennan’s, Restaurants,Inc. v. Inc., 168,Brennan’s 590 172F.2d
(5th 1979);Cir. Associates,Casco Northern Bank v. JBI 667 A.2d

(Me.856, 1995); Brands,860 G.F. Industries v. American 583 A.2d
(N.J.765, 1990).768-69 Super. App.Ct. Div.

Reversed and remanded.

JOHNSON, J., sit;did not the others concurred.
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(EdwardPC., Jr.Philpot, Philpot,of Laconia D. on theLawson &
orally),and for the plaintiff.brief

se,Moran, filedproand Carole no brief.Philip

Brock, Association,The South Downplaintiff,C.J. Recreation
J.)(Huot, ofappeals the Laconia District Court dismissal the

defendants,plaintiff’s against Philipaction the and Carole Moran.
personal jurisdictionThe ruled it did not havetrial court that over

processthe of was not indefendants because service accordance
(1983 1996).long-arm Supp.with the statute. See RSA 510:4 & We

affirm.

the inplaintiffThe sued defendants district court for
payment condominium and See RSAof dues assessments. 356-B:15
(1995). Salem,The defendants are residents of Massachusetts. The

bywrit served on the defendants’ abode in Salem an Essexwas
County, appearMassachusetts sheriff. The defendants did not and
were defaulted.

entered, court, sponte,the suajudgmentBefore final was district
personal jurisdictionof ruled “thatquestionraised the and nonres-

bymust the ofSecretaryident defendants be served service on
unsuccessful,mail in first If that isState and certified the instance.

forapplication may be made to the court alternative service.” The
plaintiff appealed.
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510:4, 1996)appeal, plaintiff arguesOn the IIthat RSA (Supp.
providedoes not the exclusive means of serving nonresident

defendants, (1983)510:4,thatcontending RSA V and RSA 510:2
(1983) authorized the inservice it effected this disagree.case. We

RSA 510:4 long-arm Transairco, Inc.,is our statute. RoySee v.
171, 173, (1972).605,112 N.H. 510:4, I,291 A.2d 606 RSA provides

impliedfor Hampshire jurisdictionsubmission to New when a
state,nonresident “transacts any business within this commits a

state, use,tortious act within this or has the ownership, or
possession anyof real or personal property situated in this state.”

Lee, 85, 87-88, 68, (1979).See v.Hutchings 119 N.H. 398 A.2d 69-70
510:4,RSA II provides:

Service Process on Secretary State. Service of processof of
upon any person subjectwho is to the jurisdiction of this
state, section,as inprovided maythis bybe made leaving a

thereof,copy $10,with a fee of in the hands or office of the
secretary of state. Such service shall be of the same legal
force and effect as if served on the defendant at his abode

placeor of inbusiness the state or country where he resides
accordingand to the law of that state or country, provided

that notice thereof a copy processand of the is forthwith
mail,sent by registered postage prepaid, by plaintiffthe or

his toattorney the defendant at his last known abode or
place of inbusiness the state or country in which the
defendant resides. The defendant’s return and anreceipt
affidavit of the plaintiff or his attorney complianceof with
the section shall be appended processto the and entered
therewith. In the event that the notice and a copy of the
process are not defendant,delivered to or accepted by the
the may notice,court order such additional if any, justiceas
may require.

510:4,RSA V states that the ofmethod service inprovided RSA
510:4, II “is not exclusive and service on nonresident individuals
may be made in any providedother manner by law.” (Emphasis
added.)

Proper processservice of is a necessary prerequisite to
obtaining jurisdiction over an out-of-state defendant. Hutchins v.

Rosso, 421, 423, (1976).Del 127,116 N.H. 365 A.2d 129 If personal
State,service is not effected within the boundaries of the see RSA

510:2, “jurisdiction over a nonresident onlycan be ifobtained the
legislature providedhas another method of process.”service of
Hutchins, 423,116 N.H. at 365 A.2d at 129. requirementThis is
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havethat the defendantrequirementprocessfrom the dueseparate
that the maintenancejurisdiction “suchcontacts with theminimum

fair andplaynotions ofnot offend traditionalthe suit doesof
U.S.Washington,Shoe Co. v. 326justice.” Internationalsubstantial

(1945) Williams, 121omitted); see Williams v.310, (quotation316
dismissed,(1981), 455728, 731, 1316, appealA.2d 1318-19N.H. 433

Ltd.,Armstrongv. B.L. Co.(1982); IndustriesU.S. 930 Cove-Craft
(1980).195, 1028,198, 412 A.2d 1030120 N.H.

jurisdictionpersonalstatutesAlthough providingwe construe our
limit,” Leeper,v.Leeperfull constitutionalover “to thenonresidents

626, (1974),294, 296, consistentlywe319 A.2d 627-28 also114 N.H.
offor servicestatutory requirementswithrequire compliancestrict

479,478,N.H.Goffstown,v. Town 134E.g., Lachapelleprocess. of
Cline, 4661152, (1991); Bank Marietta v.First593 A.2d 1153 cf. of

1984)(Ohio (where out-of-­567, statute authorizes568-69N.E.2d
mail, publication servicebyin or out-of-statepersonstate service

points out ajurisdiction). “Where a statuteinsufficient to confer
. method must beserving processof . . suchparticular method

419,Inc., 420, 77.” v. 96 N.H.Alpine,. . . Bissonnettefollowed
(1951).586,A.2d 587

statutes, meaningthe ofinterpret plainwe look toWhen we
298, 300,138 639Spectacular,words used. Astro N.H.Appealthe of

(1994). the249, lightin ofgoal applyA.2d 250 “Our is to statutes
them,enacting light policyin and in of thelegislature’s intent

statutorybe the entire scheme.”sought by Appealto advanced of
98, 679,Dist., 100,Reg.Mascoma School 141 N.H. 677 A.2dValley

omitted).(1996) (citation analysis,In “we on the681 our will focus
whole, v.phrases,”statute as a not on isolated words or Roberts

536, (1994),532, 956,Motors N.H.Corp.,General 138 643 A.2d 958
legislature “superfluousthat the did not use or redun­presuming

69,words,” Assoc., 71,Derrydant Educ. 138 N.H. 635Appeal of
omitted).(1993)465, (quotationA.2d 467

510:4, provides explicitRSA II no authorization for out-of-­
personal provides jurisdictionstate service. It that when is vested

510:4, I,in ofHampshire byNew courts virtue RSA substituted
service, by secretarymade mail and service on the ofby registered
state, thelegal“be of the same force and effect as if served onwill

in . Id.defendant at his abode ... the state . . where he resides.”
This language personaldoes not authorize out-of-state service.

4(e)510:4, R. P. (specificallyRSA II with Civ.Compare Vt.
in the“maythat out-of-state defendants be served ...providing

state”)the andsame manner as if such service were made within
(Michie 1982)§Ann. that(specifically providingGa. Code 9-10-94
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“mayout-of-state defendants be inserved ... the same manner as
state”).service is made within the

arguesThe plaintiff permissive “may”that the use of the in RSA
510:4, II a tosuggests legislative intent authorize alternative

service, law,” 510:4, Y,methods of “provided byas RSA without
complete 510:4,incompliance requirementwith the RSA II that

secretary C.,service be made on the of See Instate. re Russell 120
260, 934,264,N.H. 414 (1980);A.2d 936 ThirdWebster’s New

Dictionary 1961)(unabridged (definingInternational 1396 ed.
however,“may”). plaintiff,The failed to serve the defendants in a

“provided bymanner law.”
manyOur provisionsstatutes contain for of processservice on

See, (service(1993)nonresident e.g.,defendants. RSA 260:68 on
director of ofdivision motor vehicles under nonresident motorist

293-A:15.10(b) 1996)statute); (Supp.RSA on(process foreign
corporation may by mail);be orregisteredserved certified RSA

(service(1995)356-A:19 attorneyon general under Land Sales Full
Act); (1983 1996) (service406-B:4,Disclosure RSA :5 & Supp. on

commissioner of insurance or statesecretary of under Unauthorized
421-B:30, 1996) (serviceAct);Insurance RSA VII-IX (Supp. on

Act).secretary of state under Securities With exceptionthe of RSA
510:8, however, these other inprovisions apply connection with suits
against arising particularnonresidents under sets of circumstances

See, (1993)applicablenot this e.g.,to case. RSA 260:67 (“Any person
. . uponwho . drives a waysvehicle the of the appointsstate”

service).director of ofdivision motor vehicles for
The only other manner servingof nonresident defendants found in

510:8,chapterRSA 510 is RSA which provides:

Other Notice. When the defendant is not an inhabitant of
state,the and no servingmode of the writ is prescribed, or

service thereof cannot made in prescribed,be the mode the
action bemay entered in court and such notice ordered as
the requires,case notice of suit,and the thependency of
given order,according to the shall be sufficient service.

118, 120, (1996).Barton v. Hayes, 694,See 141 N.H. 677 A.2d By695
terms, (1)its appliesRSA 510:8 ifonly no mode of service is

(2)prescribed, or the plaintiff cannot effect in theservice mode
case;prescribed. Neither condition was met in the instant nor did

court thethe order notice that was given.

510:2,plaintiff arguesThe that RSA providing for abode
generally,service is another “manner forprovided by servinglaw”

defendants, 510:4, V,nonresident RSA and thus that it authorizes
the service in disagree.made this case. We
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writs, notserving does510:2, “manner” ofto therelatingRSA
construed thisWe have neverdefendants.refer to nonresident

of Newoutsideor abode servicepersonalto authorizeprovision
(1955) of RSAversion(prior510:4RSAborders.Hampshire’s Cf.

on non­servicepersonalout-of-stateauthorizedspecifically510:4
had beenproperty previouslyin in rent actions whereresidents
430,429, 75 A.Co., N.H.QuinlanJ. & 75attached); v. J.Whitcomb

(1910) (same). common lawThis with the traditional525, accords526
writ ofof a court’spowerjurisdiction-conferringtherule that

ofof the State itsboundariesonly to thesummons extended
Martin, 346,N.H.Co. v. 88E.g., Maryland Casualtyissuance.

(under(1937) in prede­346-47, 162, languageA. identical189 163
insufficient);510:2, out-of-state serviceholdingRSAcessor to

Judgments (1980);(Second) § c4 commentofRestatement
(1990).305,§2d Process at 997-9862B Am. Jur.

jurisdiction overpersonalextent our courts’Although the of
510:4, I, of servicebroadened, RSA the mannerseenonresidents has

must be followed. Seeby legislature stillprescribedof theprocess
1153; Bissonnette,479-80, 96at 593 A.2d at134 N.H.Lachapelle,

587; Cline, The manner420, N.E.2d at 568-69.77 at 466N.H. at A.2d
in cases whereby legislaturetheprocess prescribedof ofservice

510:4,I, II. If510:4, via RSAis under RSA isjurisdiction acquired
fails, superiorthe court toplaintiffs may requestthenthat method

ofeither virtuerequires, bynotice the caseorder such additional as
This510:4, II RSA was notpathRSA or 510:8.the last sentence of

and, courtcase,in the the district didaccordingly,followed instant
over the defendants.personal jurisdictionnot have

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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