
1879 agent, and as such had large mercantile apd monetary traus-
[Ikeralall actions with different persousj and that all such transactions

V, were entered ia the books and documents which he had pro-
Loll. duced, and he contended that the phiintifF was only entitled to

inspect such portions of the books as related to specific trans­
actions between hiniseif and the defendant. The plaintiff stated 
that it was absolutely necessary for him to inspect the whole of 
the books in order to prove his case against the defendant.

Mr. Phillips in support of the rule.

Mr, Branson showed cause.

PoNTiFEX, J . —I  shall appoint an officer of the Court before 
whom the plaintiff will lay his particulars in confidence as to 
why he wants to inspect any other part of the books, and he 
will reportj after looking at the books, whether he is able to say 
whether and in what way any part which the defendant wishes 
to seal up is material to the case of the plaintiff. £lach party 
will have a week to say what parts he wishes to seal up or 
inspect.

Attorney for the plaintiff: Mr. Gregory.

Attorney for the defendant: G. C. Ghose.

^6 'I'HK IN D IAN  LAW  RI5P0RTS. [VOL. lY .

Before Mr. Justice Wilson.

1879 G O S T O  B E H A K Y  P A L  J O H U ll L A L L  P A L .
April 8.

Evidence—Interrogatories—Practice.

A  party whose instance interrogatories have been administered must put 
in the answers as part of his evidence if he wishes to use them at the 
hearing.

I n this case interrogatories had been administered to the 
defendant at the instance of the plaintiff. At the hearing the 
question arose whether the plaintiff', if he wished to read the 
answers to the interrogatories, must put them in as part of his 
evideiicej or might read *so much of th em as he thought fit.
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Mi;. IBonneijee and M r. Trevelyan for the plaintiff. ^ "̂9

M r, Woodrafe, Mr. Jackson, and M r. Mill for tlie defeudaut.

M r. Bonnerjee.— There is no settled practice as to the way 
in which iaterrogatories are to be treated. In  the old Supreme 
Court the party adininisteriog iuterrogatories m ight read so 
much of the answers as he thought proper. B u t if  interrogato­
ries are to be treated as commissions, they will form part of the 
record, and as such the whole will be evidence. Section 147 of 
the Code treats interrogatories as part of the record; it provides 
that issues may be framed from allegations in the plaint and 
written statement, or in answer to interrogatories.

W i l s o n , J .— Answers to interrogatories are simply aiEilavits 
obtained in the way which the Code provides, and the party 
wishing to use them must put them in as his evidence.

Attorneys for the plaintiff: Swinhoe, Law, §■ Co.

Attorney for the defendant: G, C. Ckunder.

Q o s t o  

B e h a k t  P a I
V .

JOHCH LaIX

APPELLATE CEIMINAL.

Before Mr. Justice Birch and Mr. Justice Milter.

In th e  h a t x b s  of t h e  P btition  of CHUNDER NARAIN v, J . Q , PAR* J879

QUHAESON.* 28.

Criminal Trespass.

j4, who had been warned off the lands of B, stitsequeatlj, having sliot a 
deer near tlie boundary of B's land, and tlie deer bavitig run on t(> B"s land, 
followed it on to such land for the purpose of kilKng it. Seld, that his doing 
so was not a criminal trespass.

The petitioner in this case had been warned by tlie com­
plainant, who was the manager of a tea garden, not to come

* Criminal Motion, Fo. 22 of 1879, against the order of G. S. McLeod* 
Esq, Assistant Commissioner of Kamroop, dated'the 8th August 1878.
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