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determine a complaint against the return of & member to serve
in the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba otherwise than in pro-
ceedings under the Manitoba Controverted Elections Act,
R.S.M. 1902, ¢. 34. Regina v. Prudhomme, ¢ M.R. 259, followed,

The court has power, however, to deal with the defaults and
misconduet of election officers and compel them to perfori: their
public Auties. '

An riorim injunction had been issued restraining the defen-
dant, the eturning officer, his servants and agents from deliver-
ing his return to the elerk of the Executive Council. Defendant
had already handed the return to an express company for trans-
mission, and the agent of the company was notified of the in-
junetion, but delivered the return in spite of it,

Held, that such agent was liable to he committed, not tech.
nically for a breach of the injunction, but for a contempt of
court tending to obstruct the course of justice: Xerr on In.
‘unetions, 599,

Hudson, K.C., and Coyne, for plaintiff, Dennistoun, K.C,,
for defendant.

Mathers, C.J.] [August 1.
Re Scurigee aAnp City or WINNIPEG.

Railway company—Compensation—Land injuriously affected,
though wnot encroached upon by work—Winnipeg charter,
1 &2 Edw. VII. ¢c. 77, ss. (¢) added to s. T08 by s. 15 of
3 &4 Edw. VI, ¢. 64. .

‘Where the statute under which a elain was made for damages
to land, caused by the construction of certain works and the
closing up of certain streets, provided that any advantage
which the real estate might derive from the contemplated works
should be deducted from the sum estimated for damage done
to the land in arriving at the compensation to be paid, and it was
found that the detriment to the elaimant’s property caused by
the closing of the streets was more than offset by the advantage
accruing to it from the constriction of the works, it was

Held, 1, The claimant could not recover anything in re.
speet tn such detriment.

2. Even if the detriment to the claimant's land should alona
be considered, he is not entitled to compensation by reason
only that he is, by the construction of a public work, deprived of
& mode of reaching sn adjoining distriet from his land and is
obliged to use a substituted route which is less convenient, if the
corsequent depreciation in the value of his property is general




