OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
AUSTIN

Mr., A, £. Nickerson
County Auditor
Montgonery County
Conroe, Texas

Dear 8iri:

n\opiniod of this Depertment as to whether
by of tha diytrict elerk to meke a col-

ORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED
« that the Plainti{ff, State of Texas,
40 hav | recover of apd from (eo, Botain, the
defendant in said cause, the sux of Eleven and
£2/100 ($11.28) Dollars, plus six (6%) per cent
interest per annum from date until paid, be

the full amount of taxes, interest and penaltlies
due on said real estate ebove desoribed, for all
of the aforesajd years, as set out in This Decsres

and 1in prhipit A, sttached to Flaintiff's Original
FPetition. : .
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*IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND
DECREED by the oourt that upon the payment
of the sum of Xleven and ($11.28) £2/100
Jollars dy the Defendant to the Plaintifrf
and tpe cgunt_y gg _llonfsolnery! the.ug.;udg-
ment nereln snall bde qedglarsq savisrieq
and paid in full, and that the tax lien upon
the above descrided property to secure the
payment of seid sum, shall be extinguished
and satisfied in full for each and every year,
as set out in Plaintirf's originel Petition,
and that the Plaintiff have its execution
and order of sale."

It will be noted in the first paragraph herein-
above quoted that the recovery is for an amount of Eleven
and 22/100 (£11.22) Dollars plus six {6%4) per ecent per
anmum from date until paid, The secornd paragraph above
quoted provides that the payment of the sum of Xleven and
£22/100 7011.88) Dollars shall satisfy such judgment and
makes no reference to the peyment of interest. These
two paragraphs, thersfore, are apparently repugnant.

A oconsent judgment 1371rr1tton agresment and
should be interpreted as a oontragt. Ses Frazier vs,
Hanlon Casoline Company, 29 SW £2nd 461. (Writ of error
refuseld), In eccordance with familiar rules of eonstruo~
tion & judgment will bde read as a whole, See 10 Tex,
Jur., 282, and ¥agnolie Petroleum Company vs. Caswell,

1 SW 2nd 597 {(Com. of App. re-hearing denied). If there -
are apparent repugnant clauses in a Judgment by reason

of which the meaning is obscure the slause first appear-
ing will eontrol. Prince vs, Yrost-Johnson Lumber Com-
pany, 194 SW 121 (Writ of error refused).

Applying the sbove mentioned rules of construc-
tion to the judgment involved in this inquiry, it is the
opinion of this Department and you are 80 advised that
the six (6%4) per eent interest provided in the first
paragraph hereinsbove quoted will prevall and govera
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this judgment and that it is the duty of the district
clerk to meke the collegticn of the interest therein
gro;i:od for before releases can be properly issued

) 4

Trusting that this satisfactorily answers your
inquiry, we are

VYery truly yours
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
2y . ‘

1loyd Armstrong
Agsistant
LA AW

APPROVED:

{sgd) CERALD C. MANN
A'r'rm GENERAL OF 'rms



