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judgment was reversed In tile Court of llev iew. Tliv mis 
vu vausi- appeals ami us statnl in his I'avtum ami at the 
argument before us. the sole ami only question to lie de­
villed is whether or not the affidavit of the memorial of 
privilcdge eould lie validly sworn to In-fore a notary, this 
affidavit having liven made prior to the Act Î (leo. V, 
eh. Ô2: art. 20 If. S. (j.. | l!K)!i| says:—I nless otherwise 
specially ]irovided, whenever an oath is ordered to he ta­
ken or ri‘eeived, <ueli oath shall lie received, and the 
certificate of its having been shall lie given by any
judge, magistrate or commissioner authorized for that 
]iur|mse, having jurisdiction in the place were the oath 
is taken, or by any'notary.

I am clearly of the opinion that the judgment of the 
Court of Review is right. The enumeration of a justice 
of tlm Peace or a commissioner of the Superior Court in 
tin- Act Vt Viet. eh. 12. s. :i (C. C. art. 2103) does not 
sjiecially provide that the " .to administer an 
oath i< sjiecially limited to these two officers, and unless 
otherwiee provided, the oath may, liy the provisions of 
the general law. art. 20 1?. S. (j.. | lt)00], above cited, lie 
received liy any notary. The holdings in the eases of 
/•'/can; v. Dufrrsnr, ( I ) 77/e Massey Harris Co., v. Thomp­
son & Thompson : (2) Mondou.r v. Cnrp. dr Yamaska; 
(3) l.n/ioinlr v. Brrthimnnr : ( |) support this view.

I would dismiss the appeal with costs and confirm the 
judgment of the Court of Review.
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