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' 3;and R. S. 0. ch. %24, sub-sec. 3. 'Sec. 46 of the con-

solidation of 1904 provides (sub-sec. 6) that in case any
person furnishes the assessment commissioner, or if none
the clerk, with a notice in writing giving the address to
which the notice of assessment may be transmitted to him,
requesting the same to be so transmitted to him by regis-
tered letter, the notice of assessment shall be so trans-
mitted. Then the last cited enactment proceeds; ‘“and
any notice so given to the assessment commissioner or clerk
as the case may be shall stand until revoked by writing.”
The provision in sec. 3 and sec. 46 of the earlier Acts is “ It
shall not be necessary to renew such notice from year to
year but the notice shall stand until revoked or until the
ownership of the property shall be changed.”

It is in evidence and uncontradicted that the plaintiff
notified the treasurer of the town of Toronto Junction that
hig address was 136 Liberty St., New York. Upon the col-
lector’s rolls of each of the three municipalities which had
in succession the right to impose and collect taxes on the
lands of the plaintiff that address appears unrevoked. Mo
him at that address, as required, “if known,” were
sent the statutory notices of his assessment. To him at
that address were also transmitted from time to time the

- “statement and demand of the taxes charged against him in

the collector’s roll,” necessary to be “addresged in accord-
ance with the notice given by such non-resident, if such
notice has been given: sec. 101 of 4 Bdw. VIL. ch. 23. Here
I venture to express the opinion that the plaintiff was not
required by sec. 101 to file a new notice of his address. Hig
address stood unrevoked upon the assessor’s and collector’s
rolls and the statement and demand called for by the
statute were required to be sent to him there. They were
in fact so sent. The plaintift produced at the trial statu-
tory notices from the town of Toronto Junction for 1906
and 1907; from the city of West Toronto for 1908, and
from the city of Toronto for 1909, 1910 and 1911, each
and all addressed to him at the address standing unre-

voked upon the assessment and collector’s rolls of the sev-

eral municipalities as the address and the only address of
the plaintiff.

That he had in fact a different address in New York I
regard as wholly immaterial. His address as formg.lly
made known to the municipality—as known and recognised
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