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Rockingham,
No. 3159.May 7, 1940.

Roop v.Donald Fraser

Virginia Roop.RaymondFrances

Wyman, Starr, Booth, Wadleigh Langdell (Mr. Wyman& Eliot U.
orally), for plaintiff.the

Page, J. “In the of defining requirementsabsence a statute the
of jurisdiction, it depends upon principlescommon-law which are
recognized adoptedand in equity. Turner v. Turner, 85 N. H. 249.
The statute here involved does not purport to state the conditions
necessary jurisdictionto . .. The defendant was at time ofthe

marriage,the and has ever since remained a resident of this state.
The courts of jurisdictionthis have powerat all times had to control
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has now submitted to theirplaintiff himselfstatus. Theher marital
jurisdiction recognitionwhichrequisites of receivedAll thecontrol.

present.” Foster,Foster v. 89appear to bein Turner v. Turner
N. H. 376.

been,or has a resi-proceeding is, everparty presentto theNeither
to their intojurisdiction control entrancethere wasdent. While

said that the of thismarriage here, it cannot be courtsstatusthe
. . of“power to control. marital status”had at all times [the]state

here. In Foster v. Foster it wasthe contract was madeeither since
language of“to the broad the statuteunnecessary decide whether

powerthe of286, Superiors. reference to the CourtL., c. with5][P.
nonage, asmarriages for should be construedto annul voidable
jurisdiction uponrequirements dependof whichabrogating” the

recognized Turner,in supra.Turner v. De-principlescommon-law
no thepoint required.now There is evidence thatof that iscision

Superior jurisdic-legislature upon anyto confer the Courtintended
parties to a heremarriage status where both contracttion over the

offoreign Upon principlesofalways been a state.have resident
jurisdiction merelynot assume to annulcomity, our courts should

notmarriage contracted here. Jurisdiction shouldthe wasbecause
partyone resides here.be unless at leastexercised

Petition dismissed.
All concurred.


