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110DG0N -, J.A., in a written judgment, said that by the instru-
nat executed by the defendants, they jointly and severally
îrateedl the payment of any and ail sums of money which,
ht at any time be owîng and payable by a certain company,

en organised, to, the plaintiff bank, not exceeding $6,000 at any
-time, upon notes, acceptances, endorseinents, overdrafts to,
meade by the company when organised, or upon any account
atsoever. "Acceptances of this guaranty, notice of default,
owal, or extension of limne for payment of any part of said
ebtedlness-, any release thereof, addition thereto, or change or
er forrn of secu.rity, are hereby tvaived and agreed to. This

*. is a contînuing guaranty, covering aîl indebtedness of
1company " when organised to said bank, flot exceevdinc $6,000

iny one trne, upon any account whatsoever, untîl revoked by
ioe given to said bank." The recitals precedîng the operative
t of the instrument were: (1) that the company " wishes and
ects te borrow . . . divers sums of money from time to
e. R9t te exceed $6,000 at any one time, upon notes, endorse-
,ita, acceptunces, and any account %vhatcver." (2) That the
ik sgreed to lend to the company "sums of money, f rom. time
Lime as above stated, not exceeding $6,000 at any one time,
,r notes, acccptances, endorsements, overdrafts, etc., made
wadorsedý or upon any account whatsoever, provided that the
ment of the said boans be guaranteed by*the undersigned.",
The defendants contended that the guaranty, properly con-
tod, preverited the bank froma exceeding the li'nit of $6,000 at
one tim<e.

it appeared that at odd times, f romn a Saturday to, the following
nday, ther-e was an unauthorised overdraf t of somnethrng like
1which was promptly covered on Monday. These trivial

p*Irafts net being authorised, the credîtor (the bank) was not
rgalewithbhaving increased the aniount of the company's

ijfty by these amounts. They were imvoluntary, so far' as the
ptiffs were concerned, and were promptly disavow,,ed, being
ediately covered by the debtor. See Davey v. Phelps (1841),

*. G. 300.
Me evidence further shewed that when the company sold
or, they brought in their custoners' notes, endorscJ 1w

nsve, and either discounted or sold them te, the bank, the
.1ayremaining liable as endorsers. These transactions, if


