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ficient evidence of the drawn teind (albeit it was in part owing to the heritors turning
the grounds into grass, and keeping them all so from 1736, and a great part of them
from 1732,) yet we thought his valuation could not stop on that accoung, and we valued
the teinds at a fourth of the rent of the stock, which however we were ®nsible behoved
to be short of the true value of the drawn teind with deduction of the King’s ease, as it
must be in all grounds that are not able to pay a rent equal to third and teind, which
very few lands in Scotland are; and here the defender the titular insisted that he had
proved by the opinion of the tenants, that the drawn teind was equal to the whole rent,
22d Yebruary. 7th November 1744, Adhered unanimously except Arniston.

No.21. 1744, Dec.5. COLLEGE OF GLASGOW against SIR J. MAXWELL.

THE first question was concerning large grassums regularly and immemorially paid,
viz. L.2400 for a 19 years tack of a farm of L.560, and 400 merks for 1..160 rent, and

the Lords ordered a 19th part to be added to the rent; though in small grassums they
would have been of a different opinion. Next as to costly improvements, by building
new farm-houses, dikes, ditches, and planting hedges, which eost. L.2500, and raised the
rent from L.48, with 27 acres of muir, to about 400 merks for several years, and they
are now worth onfy 200 merks; and the titular insisted that he was already repaid those
expenses by the increased rent ; which the Lords repelled, and found that none of the
increased rent arising from those expenses should be computed in valuing the teinds, and
therefore valued the old little farm at L.48, and the muir at 1s. per acre. The third
question was anent dry multure, payable to the Bishop their superior by their charters ;
and the Lords found that the dry multures ought to be deducted from the rent, 5th
December. 6th February 1745, Adhere to the last as to lands not then thirled to any
mill, but none of the lands thirled to Sir John’s mill of Pollockshaw. |

No. 22. 1744, Dec.1,12. THE DUKE OoF ROXBURGH against SCOTT.

Tur Minister of Mow and Morbottle having in 1635 obtained decreet of valuation of’
the teinds, and a modification of the stipend, upon which two decrects were extracted ot
the same date, the first finding that such was the truc extent of the teinds then and in
. all time coming ; it was. objected that a Minister had no title to pursue a valuation to
any other effect than to obtain a modification and locality, but not to bind the titular and
the heritors i questions among dlemselv,eg-; and so we found 20th June last. DBut upon
reclaiming bill and answers, and a hcaring in presence, we this day altered, and repelled
that objection unanimeusly except Arniston, (and the Bench was full ;) and the clause in
the act 1633, especially with the addition in the commission 1641, ¢ that the valuation of 1lk
parish be closed before modifying stipends,” and which was left out of all the subsequent
acts, had great weight with us. And though the Minister’s interest extended indeed no
farther than his. stipend, yet it appears that the King’s Advocate in the high commission,
and the Procurator-Fiscal in sub-commissions, were in use to pursue valuations not for the
King's interest in the annuity only, but to bind titular heritors, and all others concerned

‘that were called..





