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for not doing so, he Inay remove she objection, by afterwards producing it in
this Court.

The objection to Mr Proctor's sasine, is neither sanctioned by the statute
1693, nor by practice.

THE COURT unanimously repelled the objections.

For the Complainer, Lord Advocate Dundar, Solicitor-General Blair. Geo. Fergusson, Ar. Campbell,

jun. Alt. H. Ersine, Hay, M. Ross, Gillies, Robertson Scott. Clerk, Home.

Fol. Dic. v. 3- P- 434. Fac. Col. vo 214. p. 505-

SEC T. IV.

Whether the Court of Session may admit Evidence not laid before the
Freeholders.

1755. 'anuary 17.
Mr JOHN CALLENDER of Craigforth, Advocate, against Mr ROBERT BRUCE

of Kennet, Advocate.

THE defender was enrolled in the roll of freeholders of the county of Stirling,
at their Michaelmas meeting 1753.

The pursuer, one of the freeholders, complained, and made sundry obiec-
tions against the decreet of the Commissioners of Supply, dividing the vaiuation
of the defender's lands from the valuation of the barony of Kerse, of which they
were a part.

The defender admitted, that the Commissioners had not proceeded so regu-
larly in the division of his valuation ; but ropresented that, since giving in of
the complaint, a General Meeting of the Commissioners of Supply had made a
new division of the valuation of the whole barony, and otieced to produce an ex-
tract thereof, by which it would appear, that none of the pursr's objectios,
nor any other objection, lay against this new division, according to which the
valuation of the defender's lands exceeded L. 4 :o Scots ; that the de Ar h d
been enrolled without any objections offered to the Meeting ageinst his enrol-
mient, and that he was, at the time of the enrolment, as wlel as now, the
Crown's vassal in lands of the valuation required by law ; so tnat the Meeting
did right, both formally and materially, when they enrolled him, and therefore
he ought to continue on the roll.

Ans-wercd for the pursuer, That none are entitled to be enrolled, unless they

produce to the Meeting legal evidence that their lands are valued at or above
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Fol. Dic. V. 3- p 44 Fac. U. N 13c j. s

1767. Fbruary 17. SIR JOHN GORDON agalinSt FRASER, &C,
No -257.

Sri' JoHN GRoow claimed to be enrolled at Michaelimas 1766, but negIected
to produce a retour to show the old extent of the lands on which he claimed_
Having complained against a judgment of the freeholders, rejecting him, he pro-
duced a retour with his petition, from whence it appeared that his lands were
of the full legal extent. THE CouRT dismissed the complaint.

1767. 3ay 4.-THE HOUSE or LORDs affirmed the decree, and declared
That the titles produced by the complainer to the freeholders, upon which he

claimed to be enrolled, were essentially defective, for want of showing a retour;
fcr which reason the freeholders did right in refusing to enmi him; and that
unon his pezition, complaining of such rlfusal, the Court of SCssion was con-
fined to the titles laid before the freeholders, having ro ju t'on by the sta-
tute in that case made and provided, to order a claintnz to be enrolled uport
any title originally produced to them, and not laid Leore the freeholders in the
first instance."-See APPENDIX. See No 17. p. 1700.

Fol. Dic. v. 3- P 435,

1767. December 19.

Captain JAMES STEWART gl/.nst ALEXANDER ROBERTSON,
No 258. Writer to tie Sgnet.

In reviewing
ofe fudgment AT Michaelmas Head Court 1767, Cyptain James Stewart claimed to be en-
ers, the rolled as a freeholder in the county of Forfar, upon the lands of Nevay; andColart of SeS-
sion cannot he produced a certificate from two Commissioners of Supply of that county,bearing, that these lands stood valued in the cess-books at L, So Scots.
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