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1168; KBW, Bennington,235, 115 N.H.at 371 A.2d at Inc. v.N.H.
here;392, agree applicable342 A.2d 653 We that the rule is(1975).

no case the not that theit makes difference that in this board asks
unimproved.improve parcel he itdeveloper a of land but that leave
inHowever, developwhen an owner intends to his land a manner
communitysignificant people formingresult in number of athat will a

land, space necessity. Inadequate requiringon that recreational is a
space,I Mere-through openthat lots No. 1 4 section be left as theof

Planning moving into the sub-clearlydith Board intends that those
adequatedivision will have an recreational area. Thus the limitation

beneed notby the subdivision itself andin use is necessitated
compensated.

Exceptions overruled.

sit;BROCK, J., did othersnot the concurred.
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orally, plaintiff.forRailed, Wolfeboro, by brief and theofJames J.

P.A., (Claudiaof Manchester C.Sheehan, Phinney, Bass & Green
fororally),Damon the defendant.

Hildaplaintiff,in G.Lampron, is an action tort. TheC.J. This
neg­Country Inc.,Club,Ahem, defendant,that Laconiaalleges the

her toworkplace causing husbandunsafeligently maintained an
recovery7, ofMayon She seeks1972.injuriessuffer work-related

filed aconsequential loss of consortium. The defendantdamages and
Com­on 281:12 of the Workmen’srelyingmotion dismiss RSAto

court’sby the After thisLaw, denied court.pensation which was
261Grocers, 132,117 A.2dN.H. 370ruling in O­ v. Associated’Keefe

dismiss; motionmotion thisfiled a second to(1977), the defendant
mo­excepted of thegranted. seasonably grantingwas to thePlaintiff

bytion to of law were reserved and transferredquestionsdismiss. All
Batchelder, J.

281:121971, 539:5), legislatureIn the amended RSA(Laws1971
by “TheCompensation addingof the Law this sentence:Workmen’s

chapter shallspouse employee entitled to benefits under thisof an
employer toagainsthave common law the ...rightno of action at

1973, 481:3),consequentialrecover for Indamages.” (Laws1973
law”legislature replaced phrase “right at commonthe the of action

pertinentof so sentencephrase rightwith the “direct action” that the
under thisspouse employeereads: entitled to benefits“The of an

chapter right .employerhave no direct of action the . .againstshall
con-consequential damages.”to RSA A woman’srecover 281:12.

bylaw,action, did not exist at common was createdsortium which
statute in 1967. RSA 507:8-a.

legislature’s 1971presentedThe sole is whether thequestion
plaintiff’sthisCompensation Law barsamendment to the Workmen’s

was1972,for in when her actionsuit loss of consortium which arose
statutoryof not law.”making,one one “at common

legislatureofIt is that the intention thewell-established law
Plymouthexpressed meaning.in the is the to itsas statute touchstone

74, (1972).289 A.2d 73Ed.,School State 112 N.H.Dist. v. Bd. of
Thus, language primemust of the itselfwe look to the statute as the

ofdetermining interpretation. languagethe afactor in its Where
beplain unambiguous, givenstatute the statute must effectis and

meaning. 322according plainto its obvious 82 C.J.S.and Statutes §
meaning of(1953). legislature presumedThe must be to know the
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Jur.advisedly. Am.73of a statutewords, to have used theand words
legislationrightno to redraftCourts have(1974).1962d Statutes §

therein.fairly expressednotan intentionconform toto make it
665,473, 478, 33 A.2dExeter,Academy 92 N.H.v.Trustees &c.
107,Concord, 112Son, N.H.v.& Inc.R. Vachon(1943);669 A.

113, 646, (1972).289 650A.2d

husband, RSAplaintiff’stheinjuryof the tothe timeAt
hadwhich helaw”of at common“right actionany281:12 barred

offor losshusband’s suitinclude aemployer. wouldagainst the This
atnot actionanof consortium wasfor lossA wife’s suitconsortium.

Thus,inby 1967.created statutelaw, an actioncommon but rather
islanguage of the statuteThenot be barred.the wife’s action would

legisla­hold that thenot inclined tounambiguous. We areclear and
right of action createdabetweenture did not know the difference

byby law one enacted statute.common and

ofintentthat it was thedefendant, however, contendsThe
by spouses of em­offorms actionslegislature extinguishthe to all

insubsequent amendmenttheployees. The defendant maintains
law,” thewithreplaced words, “action at common1973, which the

technical error.action”, only corrected arightswords, “direct of
legislature oughtus not thebefore is whatNevertheless, questionthe

did, ex­but it asto when it enacted this statute whathave done
Cutting, 114pressed itself. See State v.in the words of the statute

court add terms200, Nor is it for this to(1974).N.H. 317 A.2d 553
Sigelfit include. v.legislatureto the did not see tothe statute that

R.R., 8, 82 C.J.S.(1966);216 A.2d 794Boston & Maine 107 N.H.
upon anyspeculateto328 It is not our function(1953).Statutes §

expressed in itself. Re­supposed appropriatelynot the actintention
sought through furtherlief must beinappropriateness”“from its

478,Academy Exeter, 473,92legislative Trustees &c. v. N.H.action.
33 665,A.2d 669 (1943).

AssociatedFinally, contends that v.the defendant O’Keefe
Grocers, ac-132, (1977), plaintiff’s370 261 bars the117 N.H. A.2d

element, distinguishableis fromof the timetion. Because O’Keefe
following the 1973 amendmentplacethe case at bar. tookO’Keefe

clearly barred fromplaintiffto and therefore wasRSA 281:12 the
husband, atrecovery. plaintiff’s however,to occurredinjuryThe the

common theonlythe the an “action at law.” Astime statute barred
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plaintiff’s bycause of statute, grantingaction was created the of the
motion to improper.dismiss was

sustained;Exceptions remanded.

sit;BROCK, J., did not the others concurred.
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