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situa-of thewould obviate many hypotheticalfacilitating escape
tions posed.

overruled; remanded.Exceptions

Bois, sit;not the concurred.did othersJ.,
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de-in case is whether aThe issue this MarylandPer curiam.
from Annhis wife shouldEdward Braun a divorcecree granting

non-effect in this anbe State notwithstanding apparentlygiven
decree, entered to the deci-New Marylandfinal priorHampshire

sion, Edward.Ann divorce fromagranting
In thefacts are as follows:The somewhat 1962complicated
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tomoved Marylandin New andwere married JerseyBrauns
Onno children.havefor twelve Theywhere lived years.they
for6, 1974, to NewEdward and came HampshireMarch Ann left

Newofintentionwith the makingten allegedapproximately days
herIn after teachingfinishingher new domicile. May,Hampshire

D.C., to Newreturned Hampshirein sheWashington,assignment
3, 1975, filed asheOn Marchand has here ever since.resided

haddifferencesirreconcilablethatlibel for divorce on the ground
of thebreakdown marriage.arisen which caused the irremediable
libel wasthe first1975). that prema-RSA 458:7-a (Supp. Fearing

458:5,ture in view of RSAthe domicile requirement,one-year
14, Edward to dis-Ann filed a second on 1975. movedlibel April

thenot satisfiedAnn hadmiss on the thatboth libels ground
of 458:5.RSAjurisdictional requirement

inown inof hisdivorce MarylandEdward began proceedings
Annthe trial inon of desertion. At1975 July, ap-May grounds

on thatthe court’s theand contested jurisdiction groundpeared
courtThethere in Newwas a divorce suit pending Hampshire.

defend on thetoher and Annrejected arguments proceeded
merits.

Perkins,5, 1975, denied Edward’s motion toJ.,On November
Thereafter, from thewithdrew action. OnEdwarddismiss.

25, inAnn a divorce the uncon-Perkins grantedNovember Judge
no of andbut he made division propertytested proceeding

read,of his orderno The final sentence “Thisawarded support.
final, all, ofnot if at until the decision thedecree shall become

is made on the matter ofCourt New[of Hampshire]Supreme
16, 1976,On March the Circuit CourtMarylandjurisdiction.”

the The courtEdward a divorce and divided all property.granted
it did not need to consider the New orderstated that Hampshire

because, terms,Perkins’ own it was not final. One monthby Judge
later, filed with this court a motion to dismiss the NewEdward

decisiondivorce on the that theHampshire Marylandground
rendered it moot.

the 1975 NewAnn Braun that Novemberargues Hampshire
or,ofdecree was final for the res judicata alternatively,purposes

November,in our affirmance will relate backif it was not final
event,of In themake the order final as of the dateand entry. any

decree, fullshe is not entitled to faith and creditMaryland argues,
inin this because it was not effective first time.State

A the full faith and credit clause is un-decision based upon
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decreewe the Marylandin this case because recognizenecessary
notfull faith and credit clause doesof “Theas a matter comity.

ofthecourts finalitylimit extent to which state may recognizethe
minimumIt sets aor onlyeither sister state judgments.foreign

which are free tothe statesof gobeyondrequirement recognition,
R. Lef-constitutionalso violate no other guaranties.”as theylong

1,lar, of AmericanAnnualConflict of Laws in 1974/75 Survey25
theover(1976). court had parties,Law The jurisdictionMaryland

Ann’sand of the involved. pendingthe matter all propertysubject
court ofthedid not Marylandsuit in New depriveHampshire

32,Drake, A.N.H. 78Drake v. 76Edward’s suit.overjurisdiction
1,Sworoski, (1908).N.H. A. 11975 70(1911); v.1071 Sworoski

toBraun, chosethedefendant inAnn as Maryland proceeding,
thecase pendencythe merits of the notwithstandingtherelitigate

court, afterTheown action in New Marylandof her Hampshire.
re-divorce, Itsthedivided equally.Edward a propertygranting
notwasdecreeNewto the Hampshirefusal to accord finality

court’sof the explicitin view superiorobjectionable especially
note that thisnot Wedecree was final.its divorcestatement that

forof counselat thein decreecaveat the suggestionappeared
it was unnecessary.counselAnn Braun. The husband’s thought

thethe caveat hadthat uponcannot now avoid theShe impact
ofoutcome the Maryland proceedings.

decree isno whichdivorced matter givenThe will beparties
here, Ann Braunis notIf the decreeeffect. recognizedMaryland

How-settlement.from more favorablebenefit a propertymight
ever, not divide thecourt did prop-the Newbecause Hampshire

a sec-would makedecreeof the Marylanderty, nonrecognition
deci-is a finalThe decisionond settlement necessary. Maryland

confu-In interest of unnecessaryon merits. the avoidingsion the
anddecree is validwe hold that the Marylandsion and litigation,

in this State.will be recognized

Remanded.

sit;Bois, concurred.not the othersdidand JJ.,Grimes


