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T here is anobvious.difiin 9"11 between the drawer and, mdorfgrﬁ of an aecqmmo-

dation bill : The former receiving the money, has no right to xelicf, from-any gne ;.

but if ap indosfer fhall pay, he has right to. gperate mlxcﬁ a,gamﬁ. ppth the. drawey
and previous indorfers, - Thig intereft is the crmerlqp by, Whmh to Judga Whether
ftrt@c negotiation is neceflary e not. _

- Some of the Judges doubted whether a bill mdm{ed, in order qnly to. gwe 1t
credit, thet it might be difcenrited by the drawer, and., which, did ngp at all pafs
in commereis:from indosfer to indorfer, was entitled to.the privilegss ¢ of r2gotiation,
Such méorfers, it was argued, were never ¢autioners. Seme, thought accommo-
dation bills pﬁoceeded e tarps causa, Qthers were of panx%tmre was no turpi-
tudein fuch. bills. Ment parties, it was faid, - mxght fau:ly ralfe money n this
way ; and being able to repay it, they did no wreng. -~ .- - ..

THE COURT refufed the pctme,n, and aﬁ'ollzled the mdorfer

@rﬂmary, ‘Lord Henderland. A& R B Cay.” CIAMUR. Corbeti 77 Clerky: M::ebdm.ﬁ
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An aéhon. of recourfe Was, brqught againft the mdorfer of a bill" \To regﬁr}at‘
mnmaftlon of the difhonour, h@d been given; yet,. from private knowledge, the
indorfér could not Be ignorant. of the difhonour. THE LORD ORDINARY foun&
him liable ;. which, the Cougt confirmed, and found- expence§ due o

Ob.r;rwd op the Bench Wpem an mdorfer hears, nothmg of & de FOr fome
timeafter the term of payment he is entitled to prefume it-1s pard‘ : ’hence in
general, without intimation, an indorfer canpot be made liable ; but, in. the pre-

fent cafe, the parties faw eacly other every day, and the whole circumftances

come to be equivalent to regular intimation, The indorfer knew, from circum-

ftances,. that the bill was d,lﬂgqnpmed In part;pul,ax, hu was prefent When, the :

agceptor-made a partial payment..

"The defennder was. on.the poears roll ;- but thxs Was c;pnﬁderecl as.no reafon for‘

preventing a decree againft him for.expences.  Sec Poow. 1
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'CREDITORS Of MACALPINE and’ Company agazmt PARSONS and Gow:rr. -
R

fFuomas JEfraEv of London aecepted a- bill dravm o him¢ by M‘acalpmd and-
Company of Perth.. It was afterwards: indorfed: ﬁ}téeﬁivﬂy to theee. dlﬁ'erenb(

parties in England, thelaft of whom were Parfons- and GéVeftt
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No 175.
An indorfer
found liable
in recourfe,
who had cer-
tain private
knowledge of"
the difhonour,.
although no
regular noti-
fication.

No 146.
Regular ne-
gotiation not
required in
accommoda~
tion-bills,



