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Burnett,. Kinyon, Green, P.A., (BethBradley, Femald & of Keene R.
on orally),Femald the brief and for the petitioner.

Goodnow,Arme, Ayer, Kane, P.C.,Prigge, Hoppoek & of Keene (Joseph
S. on the brief and forHoppoek orally), respondent.the

DALIANIS, The respondent, RegionalJ. the Monadnock DistrictSchool
(Monadnock), J.)anappeals (Morrill,order of Superiorthe Court

anappointing agent directing that agent conveyand to Wilcox Schoolthe
(Town) (1999)toproperty the Town of toSwanzey pursuant RSA 195:16-c

(amended 2003). We reverse and remand.
litigation long-runningThe current stems from a dispute thebetween

Town and Monadnock. See Town Swanzey v. Monadnock Regionalof
(CheshireDistrict, No. 31,School 95-E-0013 County Superior Ct. Mar.

1999) 1925,In(Swanzey). C.Allen Wilcox deeded real located inestate
Swanzey to SwanzeyCenter the School District. The Wilcox School was
constructed on the property 1962,and used for educational Inpurposes.
the Swanzey joinedSchool District school formingother districts in the
cooperative Monadnock Regional School District. At the oftime its
dissolution, schools,the School DistrictSwanzey includingowned three the

School,Wilcox formally appraisedand ofand transferred two those school
buildings not,to however,Monadnock. The Wilcox School was formally

transferred,appraised and and no canrecords be found whatindicating
action, if any, Swanzeythe School District took with toregard the Wilcox

property. Nonetheless,School Monadnock took over the use of and
responsibilityfinancial for the Wilcox School at the time of the dissolution.

Litigation ofsurrounding ownership 1995,the Wilcox inbeganSchool
when the legalTown initiated forproceedings a declaration that it was

to ownership rightsentitled in the Wilcox School. In theSwanzey,
J.)Superior Court (Mangones, thatruled neither the Town nor

Monadnock legal School,demonstrated of theownership Wilcox and that
record title inremained the name of the Swanzeynonexistent School

SwanzeyDistrict. was appealed.not
2000,In petitioners, Jr.,Beauregard,the Charles E. Robert A.

Faulkner,Beauregard, Jr.,and Francis thenwho were selectmen of the
Town, filed a underpetition RSA 195:16-c the ofseeking appointment an

toagent act on behalf of the former DistrictSwanzey School for the
ofpurpose of thedisposing Wilcox property. AlthoughSchool RSA 195:16-

1963,c not yearwas enacted until a after the DistrictSwanzey School
dissolved, the trial court found that the statute applied retroactively, and

the appointment Thus,concluded that of an agent proper.was courtthe
appointed an agent dispose“to of the inWilcox School the interests ofbest
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theby conveyingDistrictSwanzeythe former Schoolofthe members
Swanzey.”to Town oftheproperty

directingorder, bythat it erredarguingthe court’sappealsMonadnock
195:6,1because, under RSAto Townproperty theagent conveyan to the

onpetitioners,Thebelongs to Monadnock.(1999), property properlythe
For195:16-c,alone, dispute.thisgovernshand, that RSAarguethe other

follow, agree with Monadnock.wethe thatreasons
designed tolegislationlegislature comprehensiveIn enacted1963 the

school districts.cooperativecreatethe thatsimplify proceduresandrevise
(1963). legislaturesimplification,that thepart794 As ofSee N.H.S. JOUR.

195:6,1, states:RSA which nowenacted

the functionsallschool district assumescooperativeaWhenever
outstandingdistrict, theit shall also assumea pre-existingof

operatingdate ofthereof as of theobligationsandindebtedness
theoperating responsibilitydate ofand on suchresponsibility;

dissolved, allany andandshall be deemeddistrictspre-existing
ofdisposedassets, previouslyrecords thereof notandproperty

district, otherwiseschool unlesscooperativein theshall vest
existing arrangements.of oragreementin the articlesprovided

195:16-c, nowenacted which states:The also RSAlegislature

ofrequire doingthean occasion which shallIf there shall arise
a district whichthing pre-existingor in behalf ofany byact or

cooperativeits in abyto exist reason of inclusionhas ceased
upondistrict, power,have thesuperiorthe court shallschool

of theterritoryin theregistered residingof 3 votersapplication
district, who, toagent subjectto anappointschoolpre-existing

oncourt, the behalfsuperior powerof shall haveapprovalthe the
actanyto doin of the school districtpre-existingof and the name

just under the circumstances.thing mayor that be

I,195:6,in andto this case whether RSAbe answered isquestionThe
so,and, if howapply retroactively,statutes thatRSA 195:16-care remedial

meaningof of a statute asare the final arbiter theapplyto them. We
construing meaningin the theexpressed the words of statute itself. When

and,statute, in wherea found the statutelanguageof we first examine the
to theplain ordinary meaningsthe and words used. Whenpossible, ascribe

notunambiguous, meaningits isin the statute is clear andlanguage used
H., 150In re N.H.subject by judicialto construction. Sandramodification

634, (2004).641
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When, case, legislatureas in this tothe is silent as whether a
statute should orapply prospectively retrospectively, our interpretation
turns upon whether the statute affects the parties’ substantive or
procedural Hamel, (1994).rights. 392,v. 138State N.H. 394 The general

is liabilities,rule that where a law affects rightssubstantive and it is
action;presumed apply onlyto to future causes of Id. presumptionThis

reverses, however, when the statute is onlydetermined to affect
procedural or remedial of Id.rights party.a Unlike statutes affecting

rights, proceduralthose affecting or arerightsremedialsubstantive
usually apply retroactivelydeemed to to yetaccrued cases not filed or

pending'those cases which on the yeteffective date of the notstatute have
gone beyond procedural stage id.;the to which the pertains.statute See

Co., (N.M.v. Liberty 1223, 1225 1995).Cruz Ins.Mut. 889 P.2d

begin I,We our analysis by determining 195:6,whether RSA and
RSA 195:16-c are in “A designedremedial nature. remedial statute is one

laws____”to acure mischief or a inremedy existingdefect Carter v. Fred’s
490, (Vt. 2002)Plumbing Heating Inc.,& 816 A.2d 493 (quotation

omitted); Stearns, 367, 369 (1950).see also v. 96Wallace N.H. RSA 195:16-­
c, in revision,added the a1963 is catch-all toprovision designed provide a
remedy any i.e.,for in which pre-existing district,situation a school one

was mergedthat into a cooperative exists,school district and no longer
action,to take anyneeds but takecannot such action itbecause has been

195:6, I,dissolved. Similarly, RSA was adesigned provide remedyto for
the in dissolved, but,situation which a reason,school district has for some
had not ofpreviously disposed assets,and allany andproperty records.

195:6,We find that I,both RSA 195:16-c and RSA merely provide
proceduresremedies that simplify creatingthe for schoolcooperative

districts, inremedy 195:6,1,and defects the pre-existing law. Neither RSA
nor RSA 195:16-c legislativeevinces a for prospective application.intent

note, contrast, 1963),We that inby RSA in(Supp.195:18 enacted the same
legislation 195:6,1, 195:16-c,as 1963, 258,RSA and seeRSA Laws ch. the
legislature expressed its intent for prospective application by stating,

30,1963,“After June cooperative school districts solelyshall be organized
in accordance with the following procedure,” section,entitlingand the
“Cooperative Thus,School Districts Hereafter Formed.” we conclude that

I,195:6,RSA and RSA and,195:16-c are remedial in nature absent
legislative contrary,intent to the apply retroactively.

We turnnow to the issue of applying these statutes to the facts of
petitionersthis case. The argue alone,for the ofapplication RSA 195:16-c

toand ask us uphold the trial court’s appointing agentorder an and
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interpretthe Town. Weproperty toto transfer thedirecting agentthat
inand notschemestatutes, however, statutoryin of the overallthe context

(2004). RSA520,Coyne, 150 N.H. 523Barrett &In the Matterisolation. of
statutoryof a broader195:6, I, component partsare195:16-cand RSA

statute toof theand, thus, integral partsastogetherworkscheme
I, cooperative195:6, whenever athatprovidesresult. RSAgenerate a

district, “anyof andpre-existingfunctions aall theschool district assumes
disposed of shallpreviouslynotassets, and records thereofpropertyall

indistrict, provided theunless otherwisein schoolcooperativevest the
case,In this Monadnockarrangements.”existingof oragreementarticles

District. TheSwanzeypre-existingthe of the Schoolassumed all functions
In accordanceof to the dissolution.disposed priornotWilcox School was

ofin the articles195:6, I, contrary provisionanywith RSA and absent
the Schoolarrangements, we hold that Wilcoxthen-existingoragreement

ofthe of the dissolution thein Monadnock at timeproperty vested
Swanzey District.School

byis barredargued that MonadnockpetitionersAt oral theargument,
195:6,1, appliesestoppel arguingfrom that RSAthe doctrine of collateral

not, in theirhowever, argumentthispresentThe didpetitionersto its case.
We,court.superiorthebrief; bynor and consideredwas it raised below

Seeargument.the Statetherefore, petitioners’reach the merits ofdo not
(1999).Scovill, 409, 414v. 144 N.H.

“ifagentan there shallprovides appointment195:16-c for the ofRSA
or inthing byact orrequire doing anyan which shall the ofarise occasion
ofbyto reason itsbehalf of district which has ceased existpre-existinga

Furthermore, that “shall have thecooperative agentinclusion in a school.”
to doon in of the school districtpower pre-existingbehalf of and the name

195:16-c.thing justor that be under the circumstances.” RSAany mayact
arisen, ie.,ease, conveyIn an the need to thethis such occasion has

topre-existingfrom the School District the nowproperty Swanzey
we hold that RSAexisting RegionalMonadnock School District. Because

though Swanzeyit theapplies retroactively, applies195:16-c here even
to the of 195.T6-C. OnpriorSchool enactment RSADistrict dissolved

remand, of directagentcourt shall order the an andappointmentthe trial
Monadnock, any furtherconveyto to makeagent propertythat the and

to resolutionopinion necessaryare with this and theorders that consistent
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case,of this which may appraisalinclude the and ofassessment such
property, see RSA 195:9.

Reversed and remanded.

DugganBroderick, C.J., Nadeau, Galway, JJ.,and and concurred.
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(ConstanceKelly Ayotte,A. attorney general Stratton,N. senior
attorneyassistant ongeneral, orally),the brief and for the State.

Johnson, defender,Christopher Concord,M. chief appellate of on the
orally,brief and for the defendant.

NADEAU, defendant,J. Solutions,The James Moran Exteriord/b/a
(1995appeals a of chapter 2003),conviction RSAviolating 358-A & Supp.

Hampshire (CPA),the New Consumer Protection aAct benchfollowing
J.).trial in Superior (Morrill,Court affirm.We

trial 25,2001,The court could found followinghave the Onfacts. October
defendant,an ofemployee Lawrence,the Darryn intoentered a contract

to sidinginstall on the home of Richard and TheTherese Robidoux.


