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16472 VIRTUAL, SecT. 8.

apprising and infefiment could not defend him, because the person from whom he
apprised being a vassal of the Earl of Argyle’s, and his right not being confirmed
by the King, the same could not exclude the pursuer, the King’s donatar, and the
appriser could be in no better case, because he being infeft by the King before the
pursuer’s gift, when the King had both superiority and property, it is equivalent
to him as if the King had confirmed his author’s right. It was answered, That
infeftments upon apprisings that pass in course, and are not noticed in Exchequer,
cannot prejudge the King, and take away the benefit of the gift, which must pass
by a several signature.

Which the Lords found relevant, and repelled the defence and duply, and
decerned. ;

Stair, v. 1. fi. 568,
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Virtual Discharge.

1628. December 10. La. ELpHINSTON against Mr. James Orp.

Found, That a decree-arbitral ordaining to dxscharge is equivalent to a dlschargc:

etiam guod assignatun.
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A bond to dtscharge a reversion was found equwalent toa dlscharge in prejudics
of 2 third- party..
Durie.  Kerse.

* “Thi§ case is No. 8. p: 18540: voce REGISTRATION,
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