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Coram Monk, J.

No. 902.
*

i ofdonbtftil villdlty. yet, ItjtUd. the
Td beyond navigable waten of the

idion'g Bay tcrritoriei, did not apply to
I nor did it 8upeir«edo or abrogate even
1 customs of tlie aborlginpg

;

' than that introduced by King Charles'

Connolfy V8. Woolrich .„d JoA„«,« et al., defeadanf L r^rise dinstance
Indian Mabriaoe-^Qukstion as to \>lidity.

'^MEib :-l o
,
That thoogh the IIad«>n> Bay Company's Charter t

Chartered limits of the company did not extend wegt»
rivers flowing into the Bay

;

20
.

That tlie English Common law prpvalliibg in the n
natives who were Joint occupants of the territories
within the timits of the Charter, tlio laws, usages, an

'

30. That no other portions oftheEngliRh Common I

Charter obtains in Hudson's Bay Territories
;40

.

That the English law was not introduced into/hemrth West territories bv thi.<»«i„„ k

50 Zt ne^t"ht' «
• T' "' 'T' '•"""•"•"•onB^bsoquont to fhatd^tef"'^

*'•"*""" "'

norSeW.^M.I^i^™'!^
""'*'

T""" **7^"*' »•" '"« ""I'""""™ <" the French kings.

*
«.t^H.'v I'h'^'^^!!?*.""'**"'

''herethere^ no pribsts, no magistrates, no civil or reli«lou.

«HicI 7omW„r-^,"*"' T^ •** provedV oral evidence, and that he .Z«ln Khe
7o*^Tat,„^ham.^L.r°''f

'*'*'"" '"" """"'^ '"' •» "« "«'" "^Wence;
^^

8«B« "mt S^iv»r, "".*r""P'"'*'''^*"'i.'«"'^""^ "valid.

..Indians who^reS^n'::''*'""'
"" '''"''^' "' ""'"'"•^° " ^"•' P-»" -on^the Cr^

^notwri:Sdrxr«i^trr^?;s;r.s?ar^^^^^

*
Canldr.h/i!?l!l?"?r"^'"' ' "'""* •*«•«»'»« to their usages, cannot exe.*i«. in Lower

^ro:;x si:?'''°"^"'"*"'''»"°°
"*"•' ""-•f'* 8-«-« =-"«-u have sz

-(i^.
'n>«t»nI»><ll«nin«rriage.acoordingtothensageoftheC«econntrT.follow«dbTeohaM

Ittion a^d repute, .nd the bringing'up of a nume^us family. wiU beTSKLrSmarriage by our Courts, and that such a marriage is valid •

™»>«n"ea as a valid

'"^"toiy
?'* ^'^"'' °«»«« '**'"•«>««»'««« of«>Wh and never acquired one in the Indteu Terrt-

"hiI- wi*
^'^"'*'*''*' «'"""?.'*"'««''*«o""»»n«ty PfPropertyexlrtedbetweeh bim and hta In.dten wlft or squaw, aa to aU property subject to such law in Lower Canada.

»'"•"•

Ihe facta of this most important case appear from the remarks of the Court
(Mr. Justice Monk) in giving judgment for plaintiff, at Montreal, the .9th Julv
1867, as follows

:

»

"
This is an action instituted the ISth of May, 1864, for the rcooveiy by the

plamtiff of the sixth portion of one-lialf of the e«t«t, in .^nf,nd>nt'fl
]
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