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plain ciff's faveur was in faet the resuit of compromise or agree-
ment, notwithstanding the, records shew that the dismissai was
based on the prosecutor's stateinent that he did nlot have any
eviderice to offer.

Baxici- v. Gordon Ironsides fFarcs Co., 13 OU.R. 598, ap-
piied.

A favourable terwination of a criminal prosecution for ob-
taining chatteiti with intert to defraud, sa aG 'o permit the re-
covery of daniages for malicious prowecution, is not shew'n where
the prosecution wvas disrnissed only upon terins of the prisoner
giving security to pay for the property.

In an, action for abuse of crimal proeess by causing an
arrest in order to coercc paynment of ai lebt, it is necessary ta
show% that the proceeding terininated in J!1-- plaintiff's favour. .

McUlermont, for plaintiff. 11'ashiiugtoi?, K.-C., for defendant.

(Mute, Riddell, Sutherland and Leit eh, JJ.J f12 D.L.R. 541).

DixoN, v. DUN'M,).

1. l>artics- 1 ases as ta re'al et eSpcfef(rm r-~r
son agrcecilg 14*11 Veidor Io cr.nVeýy ýo latter's nd.

A landowner w~ho contracted to sell land to P. purehiser, wvho,
ml) tiln-li. d ru t seil t ta the pi iti.f i4 a projwl' party to alu
action for specifie performance of the latter agreeinent. where,
ýwith full kniowledge of such controat, lie had agreed with bhis
vcndee te convey the land te the plaintiff in furtheranc, of the
eontract of ne-sale.

2. ConrcsýIii liyCet.,t for sale of land.

Where the defendant, who had contracted to seli land to a
purehaser, agred with hir' ta convey it directly ta the plaintifi,
to whoin the defendant 's vendee had ne-sold it, upon the re-
mainder of thc purchase inoney due being paid ini, there is
sufficient nutuality between the plaintiff and the defendarit ta
permit the specifle performance of the agreemient to canvey to
the plaintiff.

J. J. Gray, for plaintiff. Bradford, K.C , for dlefudant.
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