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and before. Tre Lorps found the letters orderly proceeded, notwithstanding
of the interdiction, and the party’s knowledge thereof, in respect of the bond
standing unreduced ; but suspended the execution of the sentence to a certain
day assigned to the suspender to do diligence, to-obtain his reduction discussed-

Clerk, Hay. . .
Fol. Dic, v. 1. p. 175. Durie, p. 558.

e

1662, February 13. RoBert LockHART against WiLLiam KENNEDY.

RoBert LockuART: pursues a . declarator ofr the: redemption -of some lands;
against William Kennedy of Achtefardel, who:all¢ged absolvitor ; because, be--

fore the order was used, the reversion. was discharged, and the discharge regis+
tered. The pursuer replicd, ought to be repelled, because the. granter of. the:
discharge was interdicted, before the granting thereof, and the same not grant-
ed with the -interdictor’s consent... The defender answered, Non competit by
way of reply, but only-by way of. action. of reduction, as is ordinary, in the,
case of inhibition .and interdiction.

Tur Lorps sustained the reply,: in respect- that it was not proponed, by de- -
fence to delay the pursuit, but by reply, which did only delay the pursuer him~ -
self ; and also, that they thought it hard, to cause the pursuer.quit his posses- -

sion, and then go to a reduction...
Fol. Dic.-v.1op: 175.. Stair, v. 1. p. 8. ..

o

1671.. Fune 20. Traomas CrRawFoORD against James HALIBURTON. .
Tuomas Crawrorp having charged James Haliburton upon a decreet-arbitral
for payment of a sum ; he suspends, and ‘alleges that hé. was interdicted at
that time, and that the interdictors did not consent to the submission; or decreet=
arbitral.. The pursuer answered,. First, That the allegeance was not. competent
by exceplion, but by. reduction.. 2dly, That interdictions had only the same

effect as inhibitions, and did operate nothing as to moveables, or personal exe-.

cution, even by way of reduction.:

Roth which defences the Lorps found relevant. See INTERDICTION. -

fol. Dic.v. 1. p. 175.  Stair, v. 1. p. 736,
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