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against the original indebtedness, although the sulmequent ad.[1 ~ vances had beeri paid off. Lloyd's Bank v. Cook (1907), 1 K.13.
794, and Brockelsbury v. Temperttnce P.B. Co. (1895), A.c.7,
followed.

'~~~ Coyne, for plaintiffs. DnituK.O., and Craiq, for de.
fendants.

KING 'S BENI.

3fathers, C.J.J AmwS v'. BARLO0W. FJulie 12,

Conternpt of court-Injunctn, disobedi<nce of-Notic(' of in.
'~' ~' ,junct ion by telepitone anud telegraph-Agent-Company

---- o ntternpt Lornmitted hy its o/Jieer.

The defendant, as returuing offleer at an eleation of a. ieut.
ber of the Provincial Legisiature, liad deposited his returil with
the Canadianl Xorthern Express do. at Neepawa, for tratsmis.
sion to the clerk of the Execuitive Couneil at Winnipeg. Later
in the sanie day a judge of this court made an interiini injune.
tion order restraining the defendant, his servants and aigents
front naking the return. The defendant was 9erveil wit1î the
order in sufficienzt tintie before the actual deliv'ery to enable hiim
to instruet flhc express eomnpany by telegraph or telephione flot
to deliver the retîtrr, but made no effort to dc., si), saying that
hie supposed lie cotild not stop the delivcry.

11id, tiiet tht' defendant ivas huund to tht' uitiost diIic.-c'ncc in
cc arrymiig out the order and ivas gulity of eontenipt, of court,

for whieh lie was crdored to pay thre osis of the moticcn. lI1ard.
ing v. Tingley. 12 W.R. 684, fo]lo-ecl.

The offleer of tlie express eoiipitijy %viiue duty cst
attend t0 the delivery of parcels wias notified of the iNsue oct the
injunetion both by telephone and telegraph. the day it Nvi s îssue
but nevertheless delivcred the retutri tlie next mornînk, sîlt-tly
before the order itself wa.s serv'ed upon hint.

IJcid. that. the express eonipany was guilty of a Serions con-
tempt of court and eould not excuse itself hy shewing tic the
disobedienee wa a et of ite officer (lotie without instrcio
or even ini breaeh of duty. Siaucomib v. Trowbridgs, Urban
Cou nril (1910) 2 Ch. 184, aîid Ranime v. kothschilis, 13 L.T.
.399. followed.

Ilis Lordship flned the expressl cmpany$100
A. . Huid-so)i, for plaintiff. i)rnibitei. K.C., for defen-

datf. (!larke, K.C., for the express eoinpany.


