
LOGAN v. DREW.

ferences between thei, and that lier alimony aetion was in
prospect on l3th July, 1905. On that day John Logan camne
to the office of bis own solicitor, Mr. John R1. Logan, a gentle-
mnan not related to the parties, and mnade an assignmcnnt
to defendants of each of the three nîortgages mcntioned.
These mortgages were made by James Logan, Spetz, and
Drew, ainounting in ail to about $5,400.

1It is contended l)y plaintiff . . that these assigu-
nients, though absolute ini forni, were ini fact inade to de-
fendants as trustees.

Plaintiff eaims by assignient dated 27th Auigust, 1906.

lt seems quite elear that the father, John Logan, was
not willing to go to Iaw with his daughters. It is not too

strong to say that the litigation, whether for weal or woe, is

that of plaintiff. He lad ohtained the house and1( lot in

Sarnia; he says lie, oughit it, and probably bu did, for he

says that ont of the proceeds lie settled the aliiiîony action

against his fatiier, and the father got soine inonev f romn tc

sale of this, property. On 8tI June, 1906, befo*ýreý settlinent

of alimony action and before the ai>sigimiient from his father,
plaintiff wrotc to his >ister, Mrs. Drew, a thireateîîing letter

deinandîng a settienient of his share of the iortgag 'Les , 1)e-

fore the l5th o f that iyionth. Thew threat was of a er1imtinal

prosecution for sornethiiig whichi plaîntiti sa\, eedn

knew about.
The writ of sunirons was issnedI ii, tlîis case on 31st

August. On the next day plintifl wrote agaiÎn to his sister

threatcniflng the eriniinal prosuecttion, sta1tinlg that every-

thing was j( ready,Iand, unless settledl, pirosecution would go

on. Il(e said: -1 arn not at il nxoa for dIisturbance,- and

a niee quiet settiemenvtt would iiit iie butter, and if' Thi1 isý

not donc bY oewve rroiln to-day' , I wýill tr at the fooWt

Df the ladder andi( expose aiin lirî1ecîte al]l that is inillîy

power, and, as you know, and sonie of the rest of tho and

know, thati is a goold dleal."
These letters 4hew that plaintiff is not the îx'rson on

whose behialf the Court needs to be astulte to find imînrpr
motives or fraulent11i initent onl the1 par-t of those whloin

plaintifT is prosecut1inii in this ion Ir plainftifi'. lv wrlt-
ing and sending thlese letters to isý sisterr, one of tlii de-

fendants, with tlie objeet (>f obtiinlg a seticîen vy lleans

of tbreats of vriniinal poetiolas nol 1(Iought 11ilseif

within the Criineil Code, Ile lias co1i- -ey loe to it.


