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INHIBITION,

1784. January 10. HAayY of Strowie against CREDITORS of SIMPSON.

INHIBITION executed at the market cross of Cupar against an inhabitant
of Kirkaldy (part of the regality of Dunfermline) found null, notwithstand-
ing Kirkaldy has purchased the heritable Baillary of their own town, and
that many hornings and inhibitions were so executed ; seeing it was not
universal, and the town were still called at the head Courts of Dunferm-
line. Vide inter eosdem voce JURISDICTION.

1787. June 29. CRrEDITORS of ROSEBERRY against GEDDES.

INHIBITION relevant to reduce a subsequent disposition, though no ad-
judication has yet followed.

1787. November 16.
LADY MARGARET and DOROTHEA PRIMROSE against COMMISSARY
' CLERKS.

INHIBITION ought not to go (at least not but causa cognila) against any
member of a Court, officer, or trustee, for what he does in execution of his
office; and therefore an inhibition against the Commissary clerks at Lady
Margaret and Dorothea Primrose’s instance, upon the process of damages
for receiving an insufficient cautioner in a confirmation (de guo vide Pus-
rIC OFFICER) was recalled.
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