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ormed. But in using the roller they were bound equally
with the city to take notice that it was likely to cause danger
0 the public. And their failure to take proper precautions
to prevent the danger occasioned the accident which caused
the plaintiff’s injuries.

The appeal nrust be dismissed with costs.
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~ OsLERr, J.A., gave reasons in writing for the same con-
ion.

MACLENNAN, GARROW, and MAcLAREN, JJ.A., con- é
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MereDITH, C.J.—Tt is, I think, reasonably clear that 4
~ since the Judicature Act the Court has jurisdiction to enforce e
~in the action a compromise of it to which the parties have
eed: Daniell’s Chancery Practice, Tth ed., p. 16; Seton
1 Judgments, p. 2284; Snow’s Annual Practice. 1904, vol.
~P. 342, and cases cited, especially Alliance Pure White -
d Syndicate Limited v. MacIvor’s Patents Limited, 7
imes L. R. 599. . . . : ,
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