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"HIS LORDSHIP: Subjeet to objection.
"WITNESS: They had been returned £rom that &

Liberty Street, New York, so all we could do was to
according to what information was there. "

Juis Lordship in his reasons for judgxnent suinmari,
versation. "Jackson told Fleming whiat was the trut
-that lie had sent on notices (the letters> hinseif to 1
this address, 136 Liberty Street, New York, and tha
been *returned to the post-offie, not having been called
being so the address of the owner was not kxnown t
surer. "

-With great r~espect, 1 amn of a different opinion.
clear to me Fleming was inforined that, (1) the owvne
was 136 Liberty Street; (2) that letters so addres
were received back by thé sender.

Mr. Fleming had knowledge that certain lettfr ai
the plaintiff at 136 Liberty Street, New York, had i2
the plaintiff; but lic also had knowledge that 136 LibA
New York, was the address of the plaintiff. With ta

in is mind, lie chose not to transmit Wo the plaintiff
dress the notice required to be sent under sec. 165, an(<
it instead to Toronto-a course lie eould properly pY
when the address was not known to him.

The whole salutary purposes of sec. 165-the last 0
for, redemption 'Sbetwixt the stirrup and the ru
pontein et fontem," would, in my opinion, bc end


