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judginent was reversed by the Court of Review, The mis

en cause appeals and as stated in his factum and at the

argument hefore us, the sole and only question to he de-

cided is whether or not the affidavit of the memorial of

priviledge could he validly sworn to hefore a notary, this
affidavit having been made prior to the Aet T Geo, 'V,
h. 52: art. 26 R. N, Q., | 1909] says U'nless otherwise
specially provided, whenever an oath is ordered to be ta-

noor received, such oath =<hall be received, and the
certilieate of itz having heen taken shall be g Woany

lee, magistrate or commissioner autherized for that
purpose, having jurisdiction in the place were the oath

< 1aken, or by anv notary,

I am clearly of the opinion that the judgment of the
Court of Review is right,  The enumeration of a justice
¢ Peace or a commissioner of the Superior Court in
the Aet 39 Viet, ¢h, 12, <. 3 (C. (', art. 2103) does not
specially provide that the authority to administer an
ath

< specially limited to these two officers, and unless

otherwice provided, the oath mav, hy the provisions of
the general law, art. 26 R. S, Q.. [ 1909], above cited. be
received i,_\ anv notarv. The holdines in the cases of
Flewry v, Dufresne, (1Y The Massey Harris Co,, v. '/‘/I'w//)-
son & Thomnpson: (2) ‘Iwrw/'u//r v. (Torp. il )‘ll///rl\'/’,'!l,‘

(3) Lapointe v, Berthiawme ; (1) support this view.

I would dismiss the appeal with costs and confirm the

judament of the Court of Review,

(1) 19051 7 Q. P R, 140, (2)  [i%09] 11 Q. P. R., 140

(3) [1802]) 228 (. 8. 151 (4) [1904] 26 ¢, 8., 36.
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