Burke v Toothaler 1 Ma App Ct 234,295 NE  2nd 184 (1973) see also MGLA c211A s5 (Appeals Ct subject to appellate juris, sup and superint of SJC) Appeals court: unlike the SJC, it can't change settled rules of common law. [I believe keeping a non-custodial, unequal parent by not overruling these common divorce decrees, changes settled rules of common law]

This was from Jail Law Library research no less.

Also:
MBLA c211Bs15 in response to federal amendment to SS Act 42 USCA s667 Appeals court can suspend or stay a trial court order/injunction pending an appeal

Domestic relations exceptions wrt fed courts
Exclusive role of the state in litigating matrimonial disputes, subject only to the mandates of the federal constitution.  Sosna v Iowa 419US 393,95 S.Ct 553 42L Ed 2d 532 (1975)

Hague Convention on the Abduction of Children 10 USCA s1408 see s 13.4

Some fed courts have shown a willingness to assert jurisdiction when the claim is based on a federal constitution or civil rights violation and complete relief does not seem to be available in the state court Hooks v. Hooks 771 F 2d 935 (6th Cir 1985) [domestic relations exception is not applicable to civil rights claims under 42 USCA s1983; Ruffalo by Ruffalo v. Civiletti, 702 F2d 710 (8th Cir) 1983

Interlocutory review might be permitted when there is good reason to do so and it would contribute to reasonably prompt disposition of the case and protect substantive rights.  Custody of a Minor 368 MA 460, 436 NE 2d 392 (1982) Commonwealth v. Vader 373 MA 397, 367 NE 2d 621 (1977)

"...Marshall of the Supreme Judicial Court (SJC)[MA] observed in the 2003 decision that legalized gay marriage, ``The [MA] Constitution is...more protective of individual liberty  and equality than the federal Constitution; it may demand broader protection for fundamental rights; and is less  tolerant of government intrusion into the protected spheres of private life."

In fact, the issue whether to limit cross-examination was never reached by the judge because he allowed no cross-examination at all.  The judge abused his discretion in denying the defendant the opportunity to present testimonial evidence and cross-examine the plaintiff.
815 N.E.2d 582, 442 Mass. 648, C.O. v. M.M., (Mass. 2004)

