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holder is bôundr Ïo mÀ1ke a lemand- at such reÉidence,
in order to chargç thç end.orser." On this subject sc
also 2 Caine 125; 'S tKeni's *Com, '96; A.ntk. Nisi
Prius 1 ; Gillipsie v. Han paan., 4 1\'cCord 506.

In thie lqtter case, the c6iart say, Ilit may seem un-
reasonable that a deinand should be dispensed with
wlien the maker had only removed across an ima-
ginary line separating two, cogntriesl, but that it would
be equally unreasonable that the liolder should be
compelied, to, follow him to St. Petersburg to make the
demand." A rcmoval from one state to another is re-
ýioval to aforeigu country. 9 T17jeeatoù 598.

AUl these *'authot'es r*e1o: to.&sswh
pnlçèr wyas a resident when and wh*.r the notq

wdrawn, btIsec no reason whyti se
should no.t govern, iyhen the niakier is a nonresieee,,
andi temporarily here when lie executes the note.
And so the rule is held to bc in Judge Story's new
ivork on prornissory notes, page*és 28,2 and 236. He
says, "lit see'ms also that if the maker of a pr9missory
note resides, and lias lis domicil ihi one"stat.è, tnU fac-
tually dates and makes and delivers a promissory note.
in another state, it wýill be sûmèjcent foE -thé -lioIdý-r to
demand payrnt thiei:eqf at the placp ýîyhfl-e , t is

4acl if th~e ný?.1cer cannot pano.nplly, iýpon i.:açp4ble
inquiries, be found within the state, axnd ha.s4l 1çý
place of business there. " Vide a1ýo 10 Mri4n'qeep.
643, wliere the same doçtýipe is held in the sý,tg o^f
tqi4siana, agid Cldtty on Bills 1$0, 1j81. I ýbink no
demand of payne nt, ftom the maker was lisp y
a4d the, .no»suit m4ut be set aside, v a n.ew, çtrial
granted with costs to abide the resuit.
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