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known and: per gggx}t-resridepce within, the, state, the
holder is bound fo make a demand-at such’ résidence,
in order to charge the endorser.” On this subject see
also 2 Caine 125; '8 Kenf's Coni. 96; Anth. Nisi
Prius 1 ; Gillipsic v. Hanpahan, 4 McCord 506.

In the latter case, the court say, it may seem un-
reasonable that a demand should be dispensed with
when the maker had only removed across an ima-
ginary line separating two, countries} but that it would
be equally unreasonable that the holder should be
compelled to follow him to St. Petersburg to make the
demand.” A removal from one state to another is re-
moval to a foreign country. 9 Wheaton 598.

All these authoritics relate to cases where the
maker was a resident when and where the note
was drawn, but I sec no reason why the same rule
should pot govern, when the makeris a nonresident,
and temporarily here when he executes the note.
And so the rulcis held to be in Judge Story’s new
work on promissory notes, pages 282 and 236. He
says, “it seems also that if the maker of a promissory
note resides, and has his domicil in one stafe, d4nd ac-
tually dates and makes and delivers a promissory note
in another state, it will be safficient fof thé holdet to
demand payment thexeof at the place yhere it is
dated, if the maker cannot personally, upon reagonable
inquiries, be found within the state, and has no kngwn
place of business there.” Vide also 10 Mgréin's Rep.
643, where the same doctyine is held in the statg of
Louisiana, and Chitty on Bills 180, 181. I think no
demand of payment, from the maker was necessary,
and the nonsuit must be set aside, and a newtrial
granted with costs to abide the result.

Ney trial grante.
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