
LIMITED v. DUFI? AND ALWA

ried without a jury at Hamilton.
,and W. L. Ross, K.C., for the plaintiffs.

for the defendant Duif.

D.J.K.B., in a written judgment, &-iid that it
no notice of dishonour was given te the de-

the only question was whether a suffieient
s shewn 1>y certain letters which passed be-
plaintiffs.
vember, 1915, Duif wrote te the manager of
department that Alway haid requested him

;arding the note yen held against hlm, which
he would like you te wait a few <laya
can give an extension of time. " The plain-

on 'the 9th Deceinher, saying, "W intend
uxnless Mr. Alway's acceunt is satisfactorily
,December l3th. " On the 1 lth Deember,
the plaintiffs' manager, saying that the note
ipast due. . . . It is hardly possible to

Lwo <lays' notice. But 1 think 1 can promise
eceive it ini a short tiine. " There were »o
luif, but the plaintiffs wrote te him on the
i, and again on the 8th January, 1916. This

written


