
Mf'LEOD v. CRAWFORD.

caus or mnatter." The limitation imposed by the wordS

which 1 quote exclude$, in my opinion, f rom, the purview of

thia section, such extraneous xnatters as the parties have ini-

cluded in the. latter portion of the agreement of 3rd April,

While it niay be--and I tbink it îs--mnst regrettahle

that, by raising objections apparently unfounded and devoid

of mnert, the parties opposing the present motion should be

ah tgo puit thie othier persons interested to the expense, trou-

ble, a.nd delay of a fresh action to enforce their agreement,
that is not a reason why the Court should assume a jurisdic-

tion which, however advantageous and desirable to enable

it to do spee&dy and effective justice in sucli a ceue as that

now before ne -in other cases it might be found emibarras-

aing, if flot dangerous--did not exist before the Judicature

Art. and was; not, 1 think, conferred by that euactment,

1u n n)y opinion, 1 have not jurisdiction, upon this sum-

niary, motioni, after final judgment bas been entered in the

acion. to pronouince a judgment or order for the enforce-
menit of the unperformed terrs of this compromise (the

validity of whiich is Ieied)-terins not covered by such final

judlgnient--te-rms whicli the parties have net agreed, and ap-

parently did not, intend, should be muade a ruie or judgmnent

of thi. Court in these action-sud, above ail, termis which

wére net incIlded( ln the relief claimiedl in the actions them-

gelv-es, and are not iich as are "wNithin the ordinaryrne
of the Court in suncb an action," and in enforcing wich the

C,,Ourt Il mnust adjudicate upon equities distinct from, thios

.pp.ariflg on the records?>'

The. motion muet, therefore, be refused.

Inaamneh as the costs incurred upon thie application
have been verýy Ia.rgely increased by issues raie by defend-
*nt Crawford upon which he entirely Wals, 1 do not. tluink

b. if, entitled to an order for cost8.


