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out as irelevaiit and embarrassing paragraph 5 o

meut of defence iu an action for libel whereby s a

plaintiff was dismissed f rom an office whih. 4hl.
pp. *237 and 288. After a eareffl perusal of the

the Registrar was of opinion that the. objcin
taken. O>ne way of testing the mattor would be to a

all the aliegations in paragraph 5 were admltted I.

would they constitute any defence or justifcation of

And, applying that test te this paragraph, could it bx

the. f sets alleged offered any de!ec or justification
net: for, admitting that the. plinitiff4 i*thod of coeid

office was a matter of comment, that furnished ne del
comment may have been mere idle goesip, ivithout

of justification; and, even if it were well-founded, 1

of conducting bis office, thougli bad, would net jusi
ticular charge éomplained of by the plaintiff. Wheu,
fact that the ruatter of hii. employment o! expert

providing for their pay, was discusd by newp e

justification? For aught that was alleged, ail such

May not have had a particle o! feundatioe n ufact. T!

may neyer have had anything te do with experts o

mnuneration; but the fact mlgiit be true, as alleged in

5, that the nmatter had been disese lu the newspa1

assumptie» that it was trxe. Paragraph 5, theref<

to present a -wholly immaterial issue. The. gravai

plaintiff's caim was, that the. aileged libel ci

with maifreasance in his office as City Solicitor. 114

fact that otiier newspapers had discussed the. mattei

publie iwtere.t had been aroused lu the. charge, in

way justify, excuse, or extenuate the. publication c

complained of, even if such comments had any fou

faet, and stili les. if founded on fiction? Order ina

eut paragraph 5, with cosits te the. plaintiff in any
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