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the deed, that it is rendefed void ; Stair, B 4, Tit. 42.§ 19+ nth Decetnber
1621, Hamﬂten,No 157.:p. 169§5§4¢hDecember 1629, Wirvhath, No. 172,
p. 6749 ;. 14th December 1627, Hepburn, No. 23.°p. 12273 ; 11th March
1758, Durie, No 175: p. 16986 ; 5t March 1760, Lockhart, No. 176.p. 16939

"Coke’s Reports;_ p. 66. ‘Goddard’s Case, p.'825. H. Pigot’s. Case ; ' Bacon’s

Abrxdgment, voi. 5. p. 159*. vol‘ 7. pp 299, 306 307, 308, 809, 310. $40..

3942, 349,

edly, ‘At atiy'rate; as the: words of the date; ¢ Sevemeemhundred and eighty
© o+ l.remain entire'and unvitiated ;'the deed inrfavdur of the-defender
must have been: frosterior, an& 50 preferable to-the dxspomuon 1777, founded

on by the i pursuer. - © e
: La:tf_y, There is evary Teason 1o suppose that the &&e was wot: vxﬁated at
the time of the granter’s death, and thereisno- ground for suspecting,-far less
any eyidencé,that:the vitiation was done by the defender, av with his privity ;

* and to annub the deed under these circumstances, would srov.only; be artended .

~with“mirch’ hardship to the defender, but might also- open a dooron-otheroc-
‘casions - to' very gross frauds. . Persons in the pursuer’s situation might be
tempted, either by themselves' or their agents, to get-hold of ’ deeds to their

pre)udice, and vmat?e them; for rhe very purpose of getnng them'- afterward.

setasides <17 v Wy ST T AL LD
’ After a heanng in presence, the Lords thinkmg the vitmtxon of ‘the date
*msapmble dﬁjecnon to the deed 5. sustamed the reasons” of reﬂuc-
€6 ton %y o T G
A recia:mmg petmon ﬁne the defender was: refused wnhout answm, 27th

February ;) and a secoﬁd reclaammg petmon was (15:!1 May 180‘1) refused as.

mcompét‘enta i
. Loovd Qrdinarys Armadalers:. i - Act.: s«zmp.amél;mm Er)h‘n};m
Al H. Erskine, Haggarh . Clerk, Colguhewn. - . L
Ri D B AL i “Fat. Ooll (A*pp.) Na”xap Qc.

RS ¥ Thxsjudgementwas appealed, TheHouse of Lords; (17th March 1806,) .

Oxmnm and ADIUDGED, That the appeal be dismissed, and the mterlocu.
- tors complained’ of be: affirmed. ko

1

1801, February 24. RONALDSON chxson lfgmrm‘ S?‘ME. ’;"“’f o

- Tuis objection to an mstrument of sasine; thiat 'the ddquet of the ntary

bore ‘the. mstmment to have beén  writ iﬁuy the ’hand of' an‘other ahhough :

the d'ate and’ names of ﬂle Procurator,

and w:tnesseé Were wmten t;;y
the notary hxmself was repelIed
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