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was elected vestry clerk of the parish. Thec two offices were incompatible. He,
published a letter accepting the office on condition that he should flot be re.
quired to act as vestry clerk until bis term of office as churchwarien had expire,....
H-e neyer acted as vestry clerk. A Divisional Court (Wright and Cave, JJ.) dis.
missed the application on the grotind that the mere acceptance of a non-corpor.
ate office %vas insufficient to ._ ake proceedings by quo warraiito applicable,ad
that iii sucb a case there must be something more than an acceptance of the
incompatible oflice, thotigh the court guards itself against the view that an actUal
user of the office is nece.ssarx'. In the present case the conditional acceptance,
inasrnuch as the condition was contrary to law, was held not to be an accept.
ance at all.

I'RACTCF-CRIMINLLWCSSRC0N~ciAQfTAL ON SOMI,, A.NI) CON VICTIDN ON (%UtER

COTJNTS.

In The Quecu v. Bayard (IS 9 2>, 2 Q.13. 181, an indictmnent containing several
caunltz was renioved inito the J-Iigh Court by rertiorari, the prosecutors entering
iitto a recognizance conditioned to pai to the defendant, in casc she should be
acquitted upon the indictrnent, lier costs incurred subsequent to the remnoNal.
The defendant was çoni'icted on sonie of the counts and acquitted on others;
she ilhcn claimied to tax costs against the prosecutor on the counits on which she
had been, acquitted, buit a Divisional Court (Mte n rgt J eU tliat
she had not bL-eet < acquîtted on the indictinent " within the meaning of the
recognizanice, and Nvas therefore not entitled to aniy costsagainst the prosecutors.

ADIULTENATIOY-S3A.Nl'.E OF MILt. PPocoiED FOR~ ANA[xYSIS-POwRT10o OF SANIPLIC ONt.? gUBIITTED TO

ANALYST-42 & 43 VICT., c. 30, --, 3 .- (RS.C., C. 107., gs. 7, 9).

RoI/e v. Thomnsoi (T892), 2 Q.B. 196, was a case stated by magistratcs. l'he
prosecution was for selling adulterated mnilk. The English Act, 42 & 43 Vi t.,
c. 30, s. 3, provides that an inispector may procure "at the place of delivery any
saniple of any milk in the course of delivcry " to a purchaser or consignee, and if
hie suspect it to be adulterated " shall subrnit the same to be analyzed." The
inspector in the present case had taken a sample, part of which lie had submitted
for analysis and thc rest he had retaiined. The question xvi.s whether he was
bound to submit the whole sample for analysie in order to convict the seller;
and the court (Graiitham and Chai-les, 1J.) w'ere of opinion that hie was flot.

TROVER ANODEIt-JON OWNERS OF CIIATrEL-ROXIIT TO POSSESSION DY ONE COOWNFS-

CONVERSION 13Y CO-CAVNER 0F CHATTEL.

4 a Nyberg v. Handelaar (I892), 2 Q.3. 202, was an action of trover and detinue
bv the owner of a haîf share i n a Pold enanel box. The plaintiff was originally
sole owner of the box; he sold a half share in it to one Frankenheim, and it wvas
agreed betwr-een theii that the plaintiff should retain possession of the box until
it shotild be sold. Subsequently the plaitiif entrusted the box to Frankenheim
for the purpose of taking it to an a.ictioneer for sale, but instead of doing this
he pledged it to the defendant fo-- bis private debt. The action was tried before
Smith, Jwbo held that the plaintiff could not recover, and that the special :


