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A person
who, inti.
mating his
right to a
tenant’s
moveables
and house-
hold plenish-
ing, by an
mstrument
of possession,
debarred the
proprietor
from poind-
ing them for
his year’s

6224 HYPOTHEC. Srct. 4

1688. Fuly 28. LamineToN against James OswaLp,

Founp, that the receiver of thirty-eight bolls of corn, of a.crop nineteen years
‘before, from a tenant, was liable to the master Jure bypothece, for the rent of
that former year, if not exceeding the value of the bolls received, unless it
were made appear, that corns and ‘goods were then left upon the ground suffi-
cient to satisfy that year’s rent. But there was some speciality in the case, and
other reasons concurred.

Harcarse, (HYroTHECATION.) No 704. p. 1435.
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1700. Fune 25. SALTON against CLus.

A suBTENANT being pursued by the landlord upon his hypothec, not only for
the rent of the farm which he possessed, but for the whole tack duty owing by
the principal tenant, the Lorps found, that the whole fruits growing upon the
subset ground were impignorated to the landlord for the rents, as well as the
fruits and goods upon the rest of his ground, unless he had accepted him as
subtacksman.

Fol. Dic. v. 1. p. 4147. Fountainball,

*.* See this case No 13. p. 1821,
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1708. Jame zo.
WiiLiam Serkric, Writer in Edinburgh, against JonN French, Maltman

in Glasgow.

I the action at the instance of William Selkrig, against John French, for
payment of L. 80 Scots, as a year’s rent of a house in Glasgow pertaining to
the charger, and set to William Drew, innkeeper there, to whose moveables and
househould plenishing John French had right by disposition intimated by in-
strument of possession, and debarred William Selkrig from poinding the same,
for his year’s rent, by virtue of his hypothec ;

Alleged for the defender; He could not be liable for the year’s rent; be-
cause, albeit he, as creditor to Drew, took a disposition to the household plenish-
ing, and got an instrument of possession, yet he never intromitted with the
same ; but did only, by virtue of his disposition, oppose the pursuer’s poinding



