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AUGUSTINE AUTOMATIC ROTARY ENGINE CO
LIMITED v. SATURDAY NIGUT LIMITED.

Li-bel - Newspaper - Pleadiag - StatemerLt of Dot ence -

Comment-Partt&lars.

*Appeàl by the plaintif company from an order of the IV
in Chambers refusing a motion by the plaintiff company to
out the particulars delivered by the defendant company c
better particulars under a paragrapli of the statemei
defence.

The action was for libel, the writing complained of bei-
artiele published in the defendant compauy 's newsps.pet

The defendant company denied the publication and t]
nuendo alleged by the plaintiff company, and pleaded that,
defendant company did publiali the words complained of,
said words, in so far as they consist of allega.ious of fac
truc in substance and in f set, and, in so f ar as they eonk
expressions of opinion, are fair and bonâ fide comments,
ini good faith and without mialice upon the said faets, whi4
matters of publie interest, and the publication of the. sani
for the publie benifit.-

An order was made by the Master in Chambers directii
de! endant company Wo deliver particulars under the
graph quoted, and the. partieulars now complained of we
livered pursuant to that order, which was flot appealed ai

W. J. Elliott, for the plaintiff company.
G1. M. Clark, for the. defendant coxnpany.

CLU'rz, J., Said tha.t the. plea under which the parti
were dellvered was not one of justification but of fair coir
Digby v. Financial News Limited, [1907] 1 K.B. 502;
Walker & onuLimited v. Hodpson, [ 19091 1 K.B. 239; L3
Flinancial News Limited (1909), 53 Sol. J. 671. Particular
bs relevant te the issue; if they are irrkelevant or vague

baramigth.y will bc struek out: Markham v. WernbE
andi Co. (1902), 18 Times L.R. 763 (H.L.) ; Higginbotl
Lah (1842), 10 M. & W. 363. A defence which beave
doùbt what the dlefndant justifis and what h. does n,


