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award,Notwithstanding alimony plaintiff’sthe the testi­
findingmony supported the master’s that the defendant had an

“irregular job history,” justified awardingwhich could have the
greaterplaintiff proportionate proceedsshare ofa the residence

greater security.forthat she could invest financial Hazen v.Cf.
Hazen, 836, 838, 398, (1982) (award122 N.H. 451 A.2d 399 of three-­

proceeds family plaintiffoffifths of sale residence to not abuse of
light gamblingpropensity possi­in ofdiscretion defendant’s for and

parties’ joint Accordingly,savings).conversion ofble we find no
byabuse of discretion the master in instantthe case.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Tobin, Jr.,Hampshire LegalNew Assistance E. and Michael{John
brief,A. Fuerst on orally), plaintiff.the and Mr. Tobin for the

Smith,Gregory attorney general Mullen,H. attorney,J. on{Daniel
orally),the brief and for the State.

Batchelder, question plaintiff’sJ. The before us is whether the
eligibility unemployment byfor is bebenefits to determined the law

benefits,applicationin effect at the time of her for or whether a
subsequent statutory change amending eligibility requirementthe

apply preclude receivingplaintiff’s unemploymentwill to the com-
pensation. legislature statutoryWe hold that the did intendnot the

apply retrospectively depriveamendment to so as to an individual of
already qualifiedshebenefits had for and received.

Harris,plaintiff, jobThe Pauline was laid off her as afrom shirt
17,presser laundryat ina Littleton on June 1978. She later

Inn,employment laundrywoman Waysideobtained as a at the and
1978, season,in at end ofOctober the the summer tourist she was

again During 1978-79, plaintifflaid off. the winter of the was
recovering,unable to work of illness. Afterbecause she was unable

work, applied unemployment compensationfindto and she for in
early August reviewing application,1979. After her the New
Hampshire Department Employment Security (department)of

statutorymade a determination that she had satisfied the minimum
quarterly earnings requirementsannual and inthen effect. The law

required applying unemploymentthen in effect an individual for
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quar­earnings in twoof each of calendarcompensation to have $300
282:2,1977, B(1)).(formerly at RSA441:16 codifiedters. See Laws

1979,21,receiving August forbegan on thebenefitsplaintiffThe
18, August 29, departmentAugust the issuedending 1979. Onweek

ineligible anyplaintiff furtherwas forthat thea determination
statutory earningsan the annualamendment tobenefits because

August 22, 1979,requirement, increased thewhich became effective
earnings requirement of calendarquarterly to in each two$600

plaintiffperiod, did not meet thisquarters the base and theof
1979, 282:2,(formerlyrequirement. codified at RSASee Laws 348:4

B(1)).
declaratory injunctiveplaintiff petitionfiled for and reliefThe a

County hearingSuperior was held before aCourt. Ain Grafton
no(Walter Murphy, Esq.),L. who that there was indi-foundMaster

requirementlegislature eligibilitythethat the intended newcation
persons plaintiff whoapply retrospectively to such the hadasto

receiving prior newto date of the law.been benefits the effective
report accepted by (Johnson, J.),Superiorthe CourtThe master’s was
appealed.the Stateand

applicationdepartment’sthat ofThe State first contends the the
1979,statutory August 22, retrospec-was notamendment effective

collecting unemployment compen-It that antive. claims individual
statutory eligibility requirements (includingmeetsation must the

requirements) everyearnings week in order to show that she isthe
unemployment compensation rejectWethat week.entitled to for

argument.this

case, applicationdepartment’sIn ofthe instant the the
22, 1979, amendment,August earningsrepealedwhich the old

higher earnings, extinguished plain­requirement requiredand the
right compensationto continued after she had been found totiff’s

earnings requirement application.hermeet the at the time of Once
department plaintiff statutorydetermined the met thethe that

earnings requirement,annual she was entitled to receive unem­
compensation longployment each so she toweek as continued meet
statutory Accordingly,requirements. department’sother thethe

earningsapplication requirement retrospectivethe wasof anew
241, 249,application. Daly,See Amburn v. 81 Wash. 2d 501 P.2d

178, (1972).183
argues department’s applicationThe State next that if theeven of

retrospective, retrospectiveis to suchthe amendment found be
plaintiff rightapplication is not has vestedunlawful because the no

receipt compensation.unemploymentin the ofcontinued See RSA
(Supp. 1981) (reservation right repeal)of to or282-A:174 amend
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(formerly 282:18). argumentcodified at RSA The State’s assumes
legislaturethat the intended the apply retrospectively.amendment to

presumesThe law that statutes operateare intended to
prospectively. Foster, 701,699,Shannon v. 591,115 N.H. 349 A.2d

(1975). presumption593 “The that a applies prospectivelystatute
only is purpose contraryreversed when its is remedial or a intent is

Pepin Beaulieu, 84, 89, 151 230,shown.” v. 102 N.H. (1959).A.2d 235
requiringThe earnings eligibilityamendment increased for is not a

remedial legislaturestatute. Nor has Statethe shown that the
apply eligibleintended this amendment to to those under the old law

currently receiving unemploymentand compensation. We find it
unnecessary argumentto plaintiffaddress the State’s that the has

right unemployment compensation,no vested to because there was
legislative applyno intent retrospectively.to the statute Accord­

ingly, departmentwe find that appliedthe iterred when the
retrospectively plaintiff.amendment to the

holding departmentIn appliedthat the retrospec-the amendment
tively below,affirmingin casethis and the decision we do not decide

eligibility unemploymentwhether for compensation is to be deter-
by period employmentmined law at the thethe time of base of or at

applicationthe time of the for benefits.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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