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7 Times U. R. 599; Turner v. Green, [1895] 2 Ch-. 205;
Baker v. Blaker, 55 L. T. 725; liakes v. 1{odgkins, 17th May,
1877, umreported, referred to ini Eden v. Naisli, 7 Ch.. 781.

Eden v. Naish, 7 Ch. D. 781, îa the onily case in whcý
the Court appears to have deait upon sumniofl witl que
fions raised as to the validity of an agreement for com-
promise, and to have enforced an agreement for comproiai
ýiiumarily notwithstanding such objections. The Court

found, upon examinations of the parties and wituesss, t
there were no cireumsataflce8 which entitledl the party oppo-
ing the motion to resiet its performance, and that the. gro-nd
upon which the validîty of the agreement was questioe
were not weIl founded. The agreemuent did not conai a

provision that it should be rae a mile of Court, and this
deciion is, perh.aps, inconsistent with that of Barn«e, J.,
in. Graves v. Gaesupra, f ront which Eden v. LÇaishin ay,
however, be distinigiiished because, in the latter, judgmneut for
dissolution of partnership had been.pronoumced snd a efr
ûee directed to take accounts, pending whicii the com-

promise was; effected, whereas in Graves v. Graves the, aton
had been discoutimied. The compromise in Eden~ .
Naish, mnoreover, was couflned to an adjuatmeut 4yith
inatters involved iu thue refereuce under the judgm.unt;
that, in Graves, v. Graves went beyond the. reoro
Seither does the coursýe taken by Rail V.-C., in de
v. Naish, seema, ta bc iu entire harmnonyv witii the views of
Fry, J1., as expressed in In re Gaudet Frères S. 'S. Go., 12

Ch. D. 882. at p. 885. Rie directed that a summions to er-

f orce a com)promnise should stand over until the vàlidity of
the agreemuent. which was, denied by the respondent, ,Zhoulçl
b. ascertained, saying: '<It is not ulleged that there i. auy

quesition of fraud or misrepresefltatioii. If there vere, It

miay b. that 1 should not b. able ta dispose of the, whole mat-

ter on this summons. But, if there is no such question or no
question at all as to the validity of tiie comnpromuise, Rt apF

pears to me that 1 eau dispose o! the whole matter onuh
stimmofls. nhe simnmons miust, however, stand over to en-
able Ie1lie te inale out, if he eau, his case against the. validity
of the. agreement."

Neither iu In re Gauidet Frères S. S. Co. nor in Fdeu
v. Naish dia the. terms of thi. compromise iucludi- matter-
1-eyond those in issuie upon the record. the, suggestion of


