28

R. C. Clute, KO, for plaintiff.

M. Houston, Chatham, for defendant,

Judgment of the Court wag delivereq by e

MEREDITH, C.J.—The first occasion was not ﬂerlleg.estj
and therefore proof of malice was not Decessary. The exi s
ence of a social or moral duty upon which the privilege rgslw
1s one for the Judge and not the jury: Stuart v, Bell, [18 i
2 Q. B. 341. There Was no such duty in the present case,
and the objection to the charge fails,” There is 1no groll\lﬁ 1
for the interference, and the damages are not excessive.
tion dismisgeq with costs. '

Scane, Houston, Stone, & Scane, Chatham, solicitors fo
plaintift,

W. F. Smith, Chatham, solicitor for defendant,
MEREDITH, C.J. JANUARY 91H, 1902
TRIAL.

McGOWAN . ARMSTRONG. 5
Limitation of Actions—731, by Possession of his Faﬁz?ﬂ;
Land by q Son who dges 1ot Pay Rent nor Acknowle t i
Title for 11 ¥ bars—Assessment of Son as Tenant and b0,'l
afterwards gg Owners~Tenancy at Will — Settlement 'U_
Lgnorance of Rights not Binding—Doe d. Bennett v. T %
ner, 7 M. & W. gag, distinguished—Fane v, Fane, L. R-
20 Eq. 698, followed. ¢
Action tried gt Toronto brought to recover paymentloe
the first instalment, $333.33, of 4 charge payable in twe Vf
annual payments, upon certain land in the township o
Chinguacousy, created by the will of Edward Armstl'o.ngé
deceased, who died i 1900, having devised the land, _SubJece
to the cha.rge, to his son, the defendant. The plaintiffs ar
the executors ang other beneficiarieg under the will, :
E. D. Armour, K.C, and W. B, Milliken, for plaintiffs.

E. F. B. Johnston, K.C., and J. D. Montgomery, for de-
fendant.

mined, and the defendant acquired title after eleyen years:
Sec. 5, sub-gec, ¥, There is no evidence that he was care-




