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A eéét?lﬂ“tﬁé*@ouﬁxm?wmﬂoﬁ- unti} an action -of red uction; -inteated - Mefare: N& o
thdTionds; $0f redvicih g of the:sid testpmint; was first discussed, intented:at the | Commisxn{i'“
. mﬁ&ﬁée‘df hetsdid Oyee agtidseiehre Riedicts but the Lords assigneda day im . in conse-
quence of 2

December to the said ‘fedueess, (td discass the: smd redaetion, after the whigh depending -
day iy Rodld commller if any further day should be granted to end the re.. jeduction;

but, ina

duction, or if then the matter should be remitted. . like gase, a
- ~few days
Nota. Four days before this, the eontrary was done, betwaxt M‘Morahame after, advoca

and M‘Morahame, where 4 testament craved to be. confirmed, and desired to be ;:;‘c’ Jas e
advocated upon the like dependence of-a reduction, the same was refused, and s
tife rﬁ‘d’t{%r”kﬁsﬂted ‘tadhe Go\nmxssanes. ’ =

A;:t. ﬁap,{?’ “Il%ifv(h//. G Alt. Stuart. &‘J’ Nicolson. . . éki’k, Gibson.
Fol. Dic. v. 2. p. 329. - Durie, p. 228.
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1627. February 3. A. dgainst B. . - R Ne. 12
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Ix;; a ré u&uen h%he exttacyt‘_df a’ registrated writ’ doth sattsf'y the produ:etmn
though 1t Bc reglstrated after the intenting of the cause Otherwise in an mx»
probasipn, wherein the principal must be produced. >
: Spottuwood (REDUCTION) . 266.
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1627.. December 21. EARL’Of Marr agam.rt His VASSALS." - :
. Ivthe action of lmprobanon pursued by thc Earl ef Marr agamst h’la Vassals -
in Maf: aqd Gariach, he called for all writs by my Lord: Eiskine, of Eart of

Marr_ sigmingtim, or by Dame Isobel Douglas, ot Margaret -her mother; or by

Thomas brother to Margaret or by any othet of his successors, to whom he-

may su&c?ﬁd Jure. .ranguzm 1t was alleged He doald ‘not calk for writs made

by Margaset, Donald, or Thomas, because the Earl'of Marr, himself, prodii¢ed-

no elder, qght to instruct his title, but that which was made by Dame Isobel:
. Douglas “THE Lorps found that he had right and irterést to. pursue for redue.!

sion’ of the writs ‘called for in the imptobitfofr, but reserved to them. that pro«

duced. elder nghts than Dame Isobél‘s aIl their ﬂeFenCc’s to’ be produced“ in- tchd!

of improbation. .
action of imp o e Ached; MS. P 184,
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1628. "E"bruaryz.w* o A ag‘aimt'Bi.’” Co
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A SUMMONS of xmprobatlon and reducnon being pursued By No 14
_the detcndcr proc}am his writs,.to hm the improbation,, but mﬁxs toreason -



No 14,
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The defender
#n a reduction
must produce
his retour,
though it be
registered in
~Chancery.

’
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upon the reasons of reduction, and passes from his compearanee of that part of
the summons, by reason of some practicks past in that form before, which, not.
withstanding, they took hardly with, and wished the same may be mended
cither by ordinance of the Session, or by act of Parliament. '
. Auchinleck, MS. p. 184. -
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1628.  February 2. TELFER against Lapy OgiLvy.

WHERE 2 party is compeared and held pro confesso, he will not be heard to
give his oath although he crave the same by reduction of the first decreet.
y Auchinleck, MS. p. 184.
D e—— e ]
1628. February 11. A again.rtb B.-

-Summons of - reducuon of a retour for an error sustained, although it be not.
understhe. quarter-seal, bccause it concluded no pumshment of assizers for their

-QITOr.

Auchinleck, MS. p. 188.

*x The case here alluded to by Aucbenleck seems to be that which follows,-

1628. February 12. KERr ggainst Sqor.

\IN anaction of reduction Merk Ker contra Scot of Hertwoodmires, for reduc-
tion of a service and retour, with the execution thereof, wherein the Judge,
clerk, and assizers were summoned, it being alleged, That the summons could
not be sustained, being a summons written in English, and under the signet,
contrary to_the order of the chancellary, and the ancient custom and practice
ever kept in such actions and summonses of error, which used to be written in
Latin, and on parchment, and were under the quarter-seal. This allegeance
was repelled, and the summons sustained, because the summons concluded, or
was restricted by the pursuer, oply to the reduction of the retour, and conclu-
ded no punishment of the assizers, but was only pursued to have the retour
geduced and taken away. In this same process, the Logrps found also, that al-
beit the retour was registrated in the chancellary, whereby the defender alleged,
That the same being a public register, the pursuer ought to extract the same
himself, and."that the same could not be reduced, for not production, yet the
Lorps found, that except the defender should produce the retour, (if being his
own proper evident) that they would reduce it for not production. See No 29.

Act. diton. - Alt. Scot & Cunninghame, Clerk, Grson.
- Fol. Dic. v, 2. p. 326. Durie, p. 344.
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