
M'LEOD v. CRAWFORD.

mlary order for the enforcement of a compromise: Graves
v. Graves, 69) L. T. N. S. 420.

I have examined ail the cases referred to by counsel and
many others>, both in Engiand and in Ontario, in which the

iight to efforce, upon suflUofls or motion, an agreeinent
for the compromise of an action lias been coInre. l

no case ini wichI the Court lias mnade sucli au order as the
applic-ants ask il( the eiensac~ at ail resemMel those
with, which 1 biave to deal.

Ilere, whethiePr with justification or itut, üounsel for

Thomnas Crawfordl contests thec vaiidity of the agreeýinent for
comproise; Mr. (2iarke >ays, tliat it is not binding upon huîni

personiallyý; the agreennt dents with matterswhc ui

not fha-e t'e 1vi tubee of ;11V judgmenýt pronounced uipon

the issues invýolved in the cin.ljokiîng fit the agreenien'1t
itsf, it m mnifeýSt thlat ail that the parties e'ontem-

plated] Shoul1d be muadt. the 01jeto a jiudgmut is otic
wn tbe first sentviwi-- W agý ree that al ape ari, i, lx,

disamissed withiout costs hiere or below." Thus f ar the agre-(-ý

muent deait with thev prosecution of the litigation ami wiîth

the. very *niatter of that litigation; the rest of thie ar

ment, proi'iding for the formation of a company anl thie
apportioinex't of its stock among the interesied parties,

covers mnatters quite dehors the records in thie actions. Nnt

.ùly is there nu provision in the agreemnent thait its; latter

termns shall beconie a ride of Court, or shahtak the formn

or a judgiuent or oýrde(r of the Court, but thie very formi of

the agreemuent itacif, w1iieh appears to iistiinctly secparate

that whieh is to be embodied in the judgmnent froni the

.tii.r ternisý, indicates an intention that as fo sucii other

tems the parties were content to rely upon whtvrirghts
tbE. a-gr,,,eemet 1l1ight give them,îîar fro am' judigmlent
in thle pen1ding ac-tions,. If it hiad been intendled terie

Ilo djoubt ant effort woid h1ave be,1n ilade. to h1avo the 1lattýr
termes of thie agreemont emboied iii Ilii Judigmeut of the

Supreme Court of Canadla dimsigthe appeals. Thiat

this was not doncl aiffords PPbrong101 prempiveeiece thint

it waax not intended thiat thesep tenus of thie aigreinient should

b'e mnade effective 1by n udnntin thýe pnigactions.

[Beference, te Seully v. liord, Diundonald, 8 Ch. D. 68
Alliance Pureý White Lead Syndic-ate v. Mrlvor's Patentsa

voi.. x. o.w.a. vo. 21-4la


