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by them, submittingno error inher there was the case to theowed
jury-

uponquestion cross-examination,asked Dr. Shedd as to theThe
excluded,whichcertificate,of a was does not seemform death

upon any mightin the case. While it beenmaterial issue have
admitted, isits exclusion or admission not reversible error. The

uponcross-examination collateral matters beextent to which should
Morse,judge presidingis for at the trial. Guttersoncarried the v.

N. H.58 165.
expert permittedbeen informIf the defendants’ medical had to

inability expressjury opinion,of an in to thethe his to answer
where, stated,thehypothetical question as to under circumstances

contracted,“gripa been no error of would beencold” had law have
opinion point nothingthispresented. But his on would have added

testimony “grip” acute,an to ahis that is infectious fever dueto
maygerm only exposure germ,to whichspecific produced by the

anywhere. Gilbert, 60 N. H. If Mrs.found Green v. 144.be
solely exposure“grip cold,”a due to to aCrawford’s cold was

station, itgerm exposureto in theand not due the defendants’
entirely it was exclusionimmaterial where contracted. Thewas

may upon ground.question been thatof the have

Exceptions overruled.
All concurred.
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state,proceedingnisi in a in another which does not haveentered divorceA decree
broughtdissolving marriage,the is to an forof not a bar action divorcethe effect

pendency byduring priorthe of the suit the libelee therein.in this state

September 10,Divorce, filed 1909. The libeleeeorLibel
alleging, substance,an in thatspecially and filed answerappeared

begun aproceeding shelong present was institutedbefore the
against libelant,in the who didasuit for divorce Massachusetts

1909, nisi was10,that on December a divorceappear, andnot
hearing, February 17, 1910, the foundgranted her. At the court

granted libelant,true,be but a to theallegations to' divorcethese
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state, subjecta of to exception.who is resident this the libelee’s
January term, 1910,from the superiorTransferred of the court

by Plummer, J.

Page, Mitchell,Bartlett & for the libelant.

Brown,Burnham, GeorgeJones & Warren and W. Anderson
(of Massachusetts), for the libelee.

Walker, J. It is contended in behalf of the libelee that
the decree nisi entered in the suit in precludesMassachusetts

prosecution jurisdiction, groundthe of the suit in this on the that
judgment upon parties.a the status ofit is the isIt conceded that

dissolving marriage, which,it not have the effect of thedid under
state, onlythe statute of that expirationcould follow after the of

from of L., 152,six months the date the decree. Mass. R. c. s. 18.
During time, upon application of any partythat the interested,

question preliminarythe whether the decree should even then
might bybecome absolute be theconsidered court. “A decree

of nisi marriage.”divorce entered does not dissolve the Chase
228, 230;Webster, Wales,v. 168 v.Mass. Wales 119 Mass. 89.

was, therefore, binding judgmentnoThere of divorce in favor
libelee, deprive jurisdictionof whichthe would this court of or

barconstitute a to the themaintenance of libelant’s suit. The
gone judgmentlibelee’s action had not to when this suit begun,was

hearing. merelyor of It pending.at the time the was The mar-
riage partiesbetween the still Itssubsisted. dissolution was con-
tingent might place.and never take Under such circumstances,
it in Sworoski,was held the recent ease of Sworoski v. 75 N. H. 1,

pendency proceedings bythat the of divorce in another state the
byishusband no bar to a similar action in this state the wife whose

domicile is here.
Exception overruled.

All concurred.
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