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the defendants to recover, it wa Held
That the vesponsability of the defendan wis
governed by the law of Ontarlo Tait, J., 1858,

Glasgow and London In (o, vs Canadian Pa

Ry Co., 34 L. C.J 20 R
3. Contraets disposing of real estate or Im
movables are governed, as to thelr validity,
by the of the country in which real
estate is situated and by the law of the place
where the contract is made Stuart, J., 188,
Bélanger vs Mann, 11 Q. L. R, T1; 8 L. N.,

188; 14 R. L., 42

le marchandise

6. Le vendeur non payé de
vendues en Angleterre peut exercer le stoppa
in transitu reconnu par les lois anglaises bien
que nos lois ne Uadmettent pas :—Andrews,

Dominion

1888, K The Mississipi an
( 14 Q. L. R, 99; 11 L, N, 317

wgers vs

7. Les ¢ < ivantes loptées en Angle
terre sont des principes de drolt public et doi
vent otre suivies en Canada : 1o Le contrat de
vente qui a sa perfection dans un pays
atranger { exdeuté, et l'exécution peut
en &tre e devant les tribunaux an
glais, lors méme que I'une des parties au con
trat vait 1 la connaissance de lautre, l'in
tention, en achetant, de violer la lol anglaise

20 Pour qu'un étranger, qui a vendu
marchandises que U'acheteur voulait introduire
fraudul ment en Angleterre, ne puisse 1
couvre le prix des marchandi vendug I
faut n seulement quiil ail nnu In ma
vaise intention wheteur, mais qu'il ait
participé o la C. R., 1808, wvebauf
vs Lavallée, 5 de J., 382

0. A contract made by a physician and sy
geon duly qualified by the laws of the provin

ce of Quebee, where he has his domicile, to
render professional services in the State of
Vermont, by the law which State he Is
prohibited from practising, Is and he
cannot recover his charges fo

before the courts of this provinee W

1900, Rugyg vs Lewis, R.J. Q. 17 (

mariage

11 Wariage 10. Dans le cas d'un

un pays sauvage, d'aprs les usa

contracté ds

I'intervention d'aucun prétre

contrée on il

ges du lieu, sans

ou magistrat, dans une n'existe

pas rps de droit, lequel mariage a été sulvi

de cobabitation prolongée, il y a commu

nauté de biens entre les époux, quant aux
biens situés dans le B Monk, J.,
186 Connolly & Woodrich 0TS L
C.L J, 14; 1 L., 253 7,17 R
J. R Q., T H17, 5619 541, 544,

B50, 552 et

S et s, b

11. In the absence of proof of the laws of
the place where parties had their domicile
when they were married out of Lower Cana
da, the Court eannot take notice of or be gov
erned by any other laws than those In for

In Lower Canada in deciding upon the matri-
monial R., 18
dic & Cowan, 7 J.R.Q., 64

rights of the parties
L.C.J., 96

1
12, The parties in the suit were married in
the city of New York, where they then had
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their domicile. Later, they both established
thelr domicile in the pi ince of Quebee, but
the respondent since then has obtained a di
vorce before the Supreme Court of the State
of New York, and instituted the present action
against her husband in the province of Quebee,
without any previous authorization. Held :
That the divorce which the respondent has
obtalned in the State of New York does not
affect the appellant, who then had his doml
cile in the provin 1 Quebe C. B. R., 1883,
Fisk & Steven 27 L.CJ 228; O L.N.,, 7T9; 6
L.\ ;8 1 42, 53 14 R.L., 38: 16 R.L
61 D. C. A., 293

13. 1l n'y a pas de communauté de blens
entre époux marl sans contrat de mariage,
en Angleterre, ol fls étalent alors domiciliés

et qul sont venus résider en permanence dins

ct al. & Ro
L., 653,
, 65 3 L.
still & Hall 4 Q. L. R.;
Dalton & King, 9 R

i s Hackay, J., 18TH, Wiggins & Morgan
O R 1 6
14. The claim to customary dower Is a real
right and is governed by the law of the place
where the real property of the husband is
i C, B. R., 1880, & Cuvillier,

Evicksen
g )0,

15. C'est la loi de la situation des lmmen-

bles, et non celle du licu du mariage on de la
résidence et domicile des parties, qui doit pré
valoir quant xistence du douaire coutu
mier sur les immeubles du marl situés dans
cette provinee ot l'acte par lequel la femme

a renoncé A son douaire et qui a été falt selon

les formalités requises par les lois du Massa
chusetts of il avait été passé, est valide :—Gll,
J., 1806, Prunicr vs Minard et vir et al., 3 R. de

16. Denx Canadiens qui se marient & 1'étran

1 et qui s’y Gtablissent, sont censés renon
er i leur domicile d'origine et sont gouvernés
par la lol étrangiére quant aux effets clvils de
leur marin R., 1809, renv., Marchildon
vs Chandonnet, 5. Qu 1T 8,8

17. The defendant had selzed against the

plaintifi’s hushand, property which she claim

ed as being her own in an opposition. She
was desceribed in this opposition as  being
separ: as to property from her said hus
bhand. he opposition was not  contested,
except as to the costs thereof, inasmuch
as the defendant had acted in good faith
when seizing the property as belonging to her
husband. Her opposition having been maln
talned, she now claime damages for the ale
leged illegal selzure.

I8, The matrimonial rights of the consorts
are governed by the domicile, not by the mere
residence of the hushand at the date of the
marrings I'he original domicile of the hus
band therefore is not lost by mere residence
abroad

19. In this case, the plaintiff’s husband

merely resided in New Hampshive when they

Rt i




