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1565. January 29. 'The ConvenT of St. ANDREW’S against The Bisuop.

Tue Bishop of St Andrew’s alleging the profit of the priory thereof to belong
to him by the Prior of St Andrew’s, his being at the horn year and day ; made
arrestment of the whole farms and duties of the priory. This arrestment was
sought to be loosed at the convent’s instance, who alleged that the bishop
could not, by virtue of his regality, arrest the profits of the said priory, nor in-
tromit therewith as escheat, for any fault done by the prior, without the said
convent had consented, and had been partakers thereof’; for all the lands and
teinds, &c. doted to their place, were given for the upholding of the place
and convent serving God therein, and nothing given to the prior in particular,
who was but a minister and officer to them. The Lords found this allegeance

relevant, and assoilyied them.
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1565. July 6. Umpnarey CunNINGHAM against N. MackcALLOT.

In an action of spulyie, pursued by Umphrey Cunningham against N. Mack-
callot, the pursuer, in termino ad probandum, produced four witnesses. Ex-
cepted, That they were at the spulyie libelled, and partakers of the same; so
that they might relieve themselves by their depositions. Replied, That in
spulyies and other crimes, all were alike guilty ; and one being convict, that re-
lieved not the rest. In respect of which reply, the Lords admitted the wit-

nesses.
Page 89.

1565. July 30. Dunreace against Lorp OCHILTREE.

In an action of warrandice moved by Dunipace against my Lord Ochiltree,
for warranting to him the lands of Sethes, sold by the defender’s father to Mr
David Spence, minister of Flisk, who had resigned the same in the king’s hands
for infeftment of the same to be given to the pursuer’s father ;—the pursuer, to
verify his allegeance, produced a charter, given by the defender’s father to Mr
David Spence, but had no sasine to show thereupon. Alleged, That a bare
charter, though it was sufficient to give a day to call a warrant, and would also
give action to compel the giver to give a sasine, yet it was not sufficient to ob-
tain warrandice, because it was not plena venditio, nulla sasina et traditione sub-
sequuta. Answered, That emptio et venditio solo consensu perficiuntur, et talis
emptio parit actionem de evictione ; and so the buying and selling, being verified
by the charter, warrandice behoved to follow, especially an obligation of warran-
dice being contained in the charter. The Lords found that the defender was
not subject in warrandice by virtue of that charter, whereupon there was no sa-
sine produced ; because, the naked charter did not transfer dominium, et sic non
erat perfectus contractus; though it appeared, by Mr David’s resignation and





