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In a process,
the pursuer
and defender
are conjunct-
ly and sever-
ally liable

‘to the clerks
of ‘Bession for
the fees of ex-
tract, al-
though the
Pprocess may
have been re-
moved out of
Court by ex-
trajudicial
transaction.
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g EXPENSES. [Arpenbix, ParT I,
The following interlocutor #as unanimously prorounced (6th February 1808.)
¢ Find the petitioners entitled to their fees of the within mentioned process, as

« if the proceedmg were extended into a decreet ; and therefore decern against

¢ the whole respondents, conjunctly and severally, for payment. to the peti-

¢ tioners of their dues accordingly as the same shall be certified by their col-

e Iector reservmg to the respondents, the said David Black and others; and
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The clglm of the Clerks of Sess1on arose in’ these c1réun‘1stafrces.

" yeat' i79§"Mr“‘ Rose Tnres of Neﬁierda‘fe, with coticutreired of her
husband ralsed an action agémst John‘Gordt{n; Fsq/ of Avdthie, vmter tb rhe
s1gpet concluding for payment of ceftain suni ‘of nfoney.

* Affer cons:derablé lmgatxon befbre the Lord Jusﬁce Clerk, Ordinary, an in-
terIocqtor was pronouuced in part sustalmng, and m parl’ repeiling tﬁé‘ ﬁdrsu-
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B(oth parnes reclalmed %o the. Court ;. and the mferlocueor oFthe Lord Ordi-
niary was adhered to ; but no expens,es* Were. fouﬁd} dire't8 éxthér atty. Ma.
tual reclaiming j petmons were again | presented. Both petitions’ were - appointed
to be answered ; but in cnnsequence of an extré Judlcxal settl‘emen no £ farther
proceédings took pIace in the action. ol

The clerks gave ina petmon to the Courx, and therem refierred to the argu-
ment and authormes stated in the case of Black, sufird. .~ '

The Court Were clLearIy of opiniofi, tha't' 'fhe clerks of Court’ could not be de-_
prived of threir dues by extrajudlcml transacnons 3 and thaf i “all processes,
whether pursued.to decree or not, theywere entltfed to_their regulated fees as
certiﬁed by thelr colIector ”But as, m conseq,dence of tfle(pr_cedlng deasxon, the
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*«* The same thing happened in the followmg cases .at“the same time : Snrhng
Bankmg Co.—C. Crighton and D. Mills~Arch. Johnston.—A. Robertson.



