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the drawar has no reason to “elisve that ihe
chegue would be peld when pr=zented (Bills of
mxchange Act, sect. 46),*. The answers of the
otner Governaents are, as a rule, tu.at the
holder of a cheque not presented within ihe
1egal delay must lose his rscoursse against
the indorsers in ans case, and against the
drawer when the deposit-morey in bank did dis-
appear by the fault of the drawes after the
delay specified by law for the presentment to
the scid drawes has expired {(French) or even
in any cose (German). As a conclusion, 1f the
Enélish Law mekes the delay czainst.ihe drawer
the =~me 28 eivil prescription against the
holder, the generazal tende:cy 18 to “ix =2 short-
er delay but to let it ~zain to the special
consideration of the coniry concernad.
consequently, 1t eppears that the delays
stated in sections 1106 ard 1107 can be speci-
fied in ecch countiry after due consideration
of the local recuirements. It belorngs to the
Siamese members of tne comnicsion to examine
the point end to consider if the said delays
are t0o he extended or recuced to meet the best
requirements of the country, - Peing understood
that Siam is a countly where the use of cheques
js widespread (like in Fngland or U.b.A.; and
contrary to continental countries of Turope).
The .Committee of Redaction will have no ob-
jectlon to the delays proposed, 80 much the
more if they remind that the delay of section



