No 230.

No 260,
It 1s comype-
tent in the
Cout o5 Ses-
ston to re-
ceive evi-
dence expla-
nalcry o a
claimant’s
tidde, 10 re=
move an ob-
_]\,C 1617 sus-
tained in the
Coowt oof
Frecholders,

8326 MEMBER or PARLIAMENT, D VL

1758.  Felruary 23, — against Reio of Logie.

Reip of Logie claimed to be enrolled a freeholder of Forfar at Michaelmas
1764, and produced as his titles; 1mo, Charter of the lands claimed on i fa-
vour of Alexander Stormonth ; 240, Disposition from Thomas Stormonth, the
son of Alexander, in fuveur of the claimant, containing an assignment to the
unexecuted precept of the charter; and, 3o, His own instrurnent of sasine in
virtue of that precept.  But, when the claha was moved, Thomas Stormonty’s
general serviee to his father, a necessary hink to connect Thomas with the pre-
cept, and to enable him to convey it, was not to be found. The frecholders,
however, overruled the objection.  The Court of Session altered this judgment.
Buc the House of Lords, on appeal, in respect that tiie retour of Thomas’s ser-
vice was in ti:e hands of the clerk to the mecting of -frecholders, on the morn-
ing of the day of their meeting, and was then lost by accident, so that an ex-
tract could not be got therect during the sitting of the meeting, but wiich ex-
tract was produced to the Couart of Session, ordered tue interlucutor to be re-
versed, ———See APPENDIX.
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1793, March 11.
Avrexanp:r Goroon of Wiitley, against General Jamrs ABERCROMBY,
and Gthers,

Mg Gorpon claimed to be carolled as a frecholder in the county of Danff,
upon ceitain lands, and among vilers. ¢ the lands of Inveiaurie, and the lands
¢ of Inveihebit, form iy calied qudie, or Litile Inverhebit, and now cailed

RBeilch rach of Invernebit.” Lo prove the valued reit of these particular lands,
Le referred to an aiticle in the Valuatia:m-roll, made up in 16yo, stuted thus:
¢ inverwurie and Inverhebit, L2520 To this claim it was objecied, iner alia,
thit there were three < erent fuoms of the name of Inverhebii, viz, Eister, West-
er, and M.ddl:, or Little Inveri
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