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of for is notconditional,condonation a cause divorce a anderal rule
absolute, forgiveness, being partycondition . . . atan “the thethat

guilty Paille,no Pailleshall be of further misconduct.” v. 91fault
repetition252. A of249,N. H. the offense after condonation revives

groundsoriginal and makes it available as for divorce.the offense
441;Cabral, 1354,v. Mass. Anno. 98 A. L. R. 1359.See Cabral 323

followingExcept period separation,for a brief the first the husband’s
substantially past.conduct as in For-actions and were the same the

tendencyingiveness is favored the law because of its to effect recon-
protectsits conditionalciliations but at the same time nature the

right to a is un-spouse’sinnocent divorce where the reconciliation
guilty spouse’sdue to the continued or future misconduct.successful

present supportto ofIn the case there was evidence the decree
findingcompeldid not a of condonation and the order iswhichdivorce

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.

Carroll, No. 3­70.4,April 1950. 8­

F. v.John Thistle Frances Adams Halstead.
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(Mr.F. Thistle of MassachusettsCooperand JohnCooper, Hall &
plaintiff.Cooperorally), for theBurt R.

GradyFrederick J.andE. Crawshaw of MassachusettsEdward
(Mr. orally), for the defendant.Crawshaw

to theby defendantexceptions briefed theBlandin, The firstJ.
bymadefindings thosethanCourt to rule that differentrefusal of the

The evidencewithout merit.byhim the evidence arewere warranted
requir-in our lawfindings principleis nojustified made therethe and

otherruling that certainthrough ofing go processto thethe Court
refusaldid Court’sNeither thefindings or were not warranted.were

contraryrulingimply a that therequestsgrantto the defendant’s
of law.findings required as a mattermade were

anyreceiving evi-inCourt errednext claims theThe defendant
especially evidenceandfiling requestsof as ordereddence after the

of whetheronly questionin raises thewas not rebuttal. Thiswhich
H.N.94Ricker v. Mathewshisthe Trial Court abused discretion.

There283, 285.279,N. H.also, Twardosky Company,v. 95313. See
here.appearsnohe and errornothingis in record to show that didthe

asofferedexceptions tomany generaltook evidenceThe defendant
relationship includ-theirbearing upon partiesthe situation of andthe

plaintiff.by thecharges dishonestying defendant’s of fraud andthe
intro-for which it wascompetent purposeforThis evidence was the
takesits effecthaving sought to limitduced and the defendant not
404,399,N. H.nothing by exceptions. Coleman,v. 95these Welch

and authorities cited.
thetoplaintiff asobjections testimonyto of theThe defendant’s

of ourthe effectpapersof before him misconceivecontents certain
sought toplaintifftheprimarybest evidence rule. The fact which

factwritings theprove of these butwas not the existence or contents
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$100 hadplaintiffhad thanthe received more and thethat defendant
papers in courtkept apparentlymonies. The were and couldnot her

requested. excep-had the so Thesedefendanthave been introduced
H.unavailing. Walker, 434;v. 85 N. C. J. S. 713.are 32tions Pulsifer

deposition plaintiffwas introduced testi-After defendant’s thethe
parts deposition. wasin of of the His counselfied contradiction

exception, to with reference to an answer of thesubjectallowed to ask
“anything by wayif ofdepositionin was denialdefendant her there

encouragedquestions are notyou wish make.” While such to beto
rulingdiscretionaryCourt’s isprejudice appearsno here and the

upheld.
byFinally claims verdict is not warrantedthe defendant that the

pleadingsor the and is inconsistent with thethe evidence under
plaintiffthatspecial findings. The Court found the rendered services

request agreed histhat she basis ofto the defendant at her and to the
findings inconsistencycharges. supports these and noThe record

findings. Furthermore, ifappears the verdict and the neces-between
issary, proofto the to conform toan amendment declaration the

arguedhas in this v.proper even after the case been court. Gosselin
Lemay, H. This of the fails and85 N. 13. contention defendants

disclosing theexceptionsof the record no other of meritexamination
isorder

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
No. 3887.4,April 1950.

Theodore S. v. C.Bourn John Duff.


