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Befm-e Mr. Justice Sale.

, ’ 902 Xn re D U K SH IN A  MOEUN ROY, Decbasbd. *Januarj^ lb.

Praetiee— Suit— Plaintiff's case doted— Both difendanls'wiih same interesls—
Might of feconA de/emhint to cpen case before or a/ter evidence has been
gone into on behalf o f first dffendant.

ivlien there are two sets of defendnnfa and tlieir interestn are the
Siime, both ehould nddtess the Court before any evidence ia taken.

DnaiNG the hearing of this case, in .which there were two 
sets of defeudauts, after tlie pbiatifif’s evidence had concluded 
and after the first defendant had opened Lis case, Ooonse] for 
tlie plaintiff raised the question as to whether or not the second 
defendant should open his .case before the first defendant’s evi
dence had been gone into.

Mr, Jackson for the plaintiff: I submit that the second defen
dant should open his case before the first defendant commences 
to examine his witnesses.

Mr. Chakravarti for second defendant: 1 oppose Mr. Jackson’s 
contention, and submit that it is not necessary for the second 
defendant to open his case, until after tho first defendant has 
closed his case.

Saib  J.— My view is this, that, where there ar« two*sets .of 
defendants and their interestsj are praclicaliv the same, both 
should address the Court before any evidence is goue jnto.

Attorneys for the plaintiS: G. C. Chunder tf' Co.

Attorneys for the first defendant: iV. C. Bural S( Co.

Attorneys for the second defendant: B. X , Bose.
R. G. M.
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