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quent Act, 44 Vic. C. 28. This statute, which, by the way,
does flot appear to have been alluded to either in the argu-
ment or in the judgments of the court, provides that "prima
facie evidence of any proclamation, order, regulation or ap-
pointment. ... may be gîven ... in ail or any of the modes
hereinafter mentioned, that is to say:-i. By production of
a copy of the Canada Gazette purporting to contain a notice
of such proclamation, order, regulation or appoifltment;
2. By the production of a copy of such proclamation, order,
regulation or appointment purporting to be printed by the
Q ueen's Printer for Canada."

A means, therefore, is provided whereby the existence of
Dominion orders-in-council mayi beprovled. It does not relate
to Imperial orders-în-councjl, and does not provide that judi-
cial notice shahl be taken evefl of Dominion orders. Before,
therefore, a judge can know anything judicially of a Dominion
order-in-council its existence mnust be proved before him ; for
it can hardly be contended that a statute was passed providing
an easy means of proving documents of which the judges had
judicial notice before the Act was thought of.

But we think that the decisiofi in Re Stanbro. although
flot supportable upon the grounds mentioned in the judg-
ment, is good upon 'another ground. Under the Imperial
Act P1 & 32 Vic., c. 37, " The Documentary Evidence Act,
1 868," proof may be made of Imperial orders-in-coun'cil,
"'by the production of a copy of such proclamation, order or
regulation purporting to be printed by the goverfiment
printer, or, where the question arises in a court in any
British colony or possession, of a copy purporting to be
printed under the authority of the legisiature of such British
colony or possession." The order in question was printed
under the authority of the Dominion parliament. It could,
therefore, have been proved by the production of the volume
of the statutes in which it appears, and that volume was
produced. The Imperial Act, just quoted, was cited upon
the argument of the case, but the judges seem to have over-
looked it, or not perceived its applicability.


