
4 could be inferred: And with this declaration it is further order-
4 ed and adjudged, that the said order o f the Jury Court o f the
4 15 th o f January 1829, and alsoithe said interlocutor o f  the Lords
4 o f  Session, o f the Second Division, o f the 14th May 1829, also
4 complained o f in the said appeal, in so far as it declares the ver- -
4 diet final and conclusive in terms o f  the statute, and finds the
4 respondent entitled to the expenses incurred by him in discussing
4 the bill o f  exceptions, be reversed; and it is further ordered,
4 that with this declaration and reversal before-mentioned, the
4 cause be remitted back to the Court o f Session, that the same
4 may be sent by the said Court to the Jury Court, with an order

. 4 that a new trial may be allowed, if  the respondent shall so de-
4 sire/ • *
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R o b e r t  W h i t e h e a d ,  Appellant.— Murray.

J o h n  R o w a t ,  Respondent.— Brown.

Process.— On a recommendation by the H ouse o f  Lords, a question o f  disputed ac­
counting for work done settled by amicable adjustment o f  parties, and the ad­
justment made the subject o f  the order and adjudication o f  the H ouse.

W h i t e h e a d  employed Rowat, carpenter and builder, to build 
certain premises for him in the town o f Hamilton. On the work 
being done, Whitehead disputed the amount charged. After a
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great deal o f procedure, the Court o f Session decerned against 
him,* whereupon he appealed.

On the appellant’s Counsel having proceeded some way in the • 
opening, Lord W ynford suggested, that the case from its nature 
was one highly fitted for adjustment by the parties, and recom­
mended that they should confer together with the view to an ar­
rangement. A  consultation accordingly took place, and this ad­
justed order was issued.

6 It is ordered and adjudged, that the interlocutors complained 
4 o f  be, and the same are hereby reversed; and it is declared, that 
‘  the respondent is entitled to demand from the appellant the sum 
c o f L. 1402. 9s. 3d., being the sum concluded for by the respon- 
6 dent in the action instituted by him in the Court o f Session in 
‘ the month o f October 1817, with the legal interest thereon from 
6 die date from which interest was allowed by the said Court, un- 
6 der the second action brought by the said respondent, under de-
* duction o f all payments made to him on account, in consequence 
i o f interim decrees or odierwise: And it is further ordered, that
* with tills declaration die cause be remitted back to the Court o f
* Session, to do therein as shall be just.’

M o n c r e i f f , W e b s t e r , an d  T h o m s o n — R i c h a r d s o n  an d
C o n n e l l ,— S olic itors .

G e o r g e  B r o w n , Appellant.— Lushington— Brown.

A l e x a n d e r  E w i n g , and O t h e r s , Respondents.

Bankrupt— Sequestration.— A  petition for approval o f  composition by a bankrupt hav­
ing been refused by the Court o f  Session, and the opposition by the creditors who 
appeared in that Court having been withdrawn,— the H ouse o f  Lords reversed, but 
remitted to allow a scrutiny i f  required by any opposing creditor.

T he estates o f die Dalmarnock Dye-work Company, and o f 
the Greenhead Foundry Company, and o f George Brown and 
Thomas Buchanan, the individual partners, having been seques­
trated, an offer o f composition both on the Company and indi­
vidual estates was made, and a petition was presented to the Court 
for approval. No opposidon was offered in so far as regarded 
the composition on the Company estate; but the petition for ap­
proval o f the composition on Brown’s individual estate having
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