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DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A REmCEIPT AND A RELEASE UNDER SEAL.-GRAND JURIES.

and a receipt indorsed for the purchase-
nloney, although signed by the seller is of no
avail in equity if the money be flot actually
paid (Cloppin v. Coppin, 321P. ; see Grifl1n v.
Clowes, 20 Beav. 61), though the receipt in
the body of the deed, being under seal,
amounts to an estoppel, and is binding on the
partiesatlaw. 1?ountreev. J(sob, 2Taunt. 141.

The question between the plaintiff and the
defendant comp-any lu Lee v. Lancashire and
Yorliire 1Railway Company, sup., was,
whetber the receipt covered future and con-
sequential injuries or not. The receipt was
ini ternus a discharge of the plaintiff's dlaim
in full upon the company, but the plaintiff
alleged that hoe signed it on the express con-
dition that hie should flot thereby exclnde
himself fromn further compensation if his
injuries eventually turned out 10 be more
serious than was then. anticipated. A receipt,
as we have~ seen, is an admiss-ion only, which
may be contradictod or explained (Graves v.
Key, xup.), and it was accordingly, open to
the plaintiff to traverse the plea by dGnying
that hie receîved the money paid hlm in satis-
faction and discharge of his injur-es, except
the injuries then known ; in which case it
woull hoe properly left to the jury to s-ay
whether or flot hie received the money in foul
satisfaction and disclharge. But if the plain-
tiff' had given a release under seal in similar
terni-, and tho Mefndant company had
pleaded it, bis evidouce could nI have beeu
received to explairi the irîsaruniîent. In that
case, if fraud had been imputed to the defen-
dant company, two courses would have been
open to the plaintiff, viz. :either to meet the
pieu of the release hy a replicatin of fraud aI
law, or to file a bill chargiutg fraîîd, and pray-
ing that the defen'lant, iuight I e restrained
froin reil ing on the pie-i. Such a bill n il
lie, although it doos not go on to pray for
compensation or any other relief (Stewart v.
Great lJestern J? utway Oompapy, 8up'), ai-
thoughi there is a coucurrent rernedy at law.
But in Lee v. Lancasfîîre and Yorkeshir'e Rail-
way Company, sup., fraud was flot imputed,
and there was no relief in respect of the
receipt, whieh the court conld give plaintiff,
which hoe could flot equally well obtain at law
by rectifyiug the piea, and adducing evidence
to show thiat the reccipt xvas flot intended to
exclude hlm fromn further compensation-
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GRAND JURJES.

The Grand -ury lately sitting at the Central
Criminal Court, impressed with their useless-
ness, expressed a wish for their own destruc-
tion. They made a presentment to the effect
that "in our opinion the office we have been
called upon to occupy is useless, and ought as
speedily as possible 10 o aholished. We con-
Rider that the ends of justice are flot served by
the presentatiou of iudictmnents before us, atter

the decision of the magistrates who have had
the advantage in the hearing of each case of the
legal assistance engaged by both parties. The
evidence adduced in ail the cases shows how
carefully the matters are investigated, and
the necessary endorsement of a grand jury
under, the presenit system appears to involve a
reflection ou the decision of the magistrates,
and a uaeless sacrifice of valuable timie on the
part of the jurymen. We, therefore, beg re-
spectfully to express our hope that steps may
speedily ho taken to abollsh altogether the said
office." There can ho 'tory little douht that
when a case has once been investigated by a
qualifled iragissrate, a secondary preliminary
examination before a grand jury iS flot much
botter than a waste of time. And it probably
rarely happons in cases coming hefore the
Central Criminal Court that un innocent man
is committed for trial throuigh any incompe-
tence or default on the part of the cnunmitting
magistrate. It will eusily ho conceived ton by
any one who read the evidence taken before
the House of Comtuous Select Committee on
juries, two or three years ago, as to the con-
stitution of London grand juries, that their
investig-ationl of the charges hrought before
theui lia3 not always been ofthe mostsearching
oir intelligent nature. But though we are no
dispnsed to quarrel with the general esîlînate
whieh the laite grand jury forni of the value of
thonr ouvu srvice , lu revicxin tutic decisi tus
ofntx,,gi;tr-ates, and tluougli xx quito sympathise
in their complaint of the lo..s of time wliich
they ha~ve therns dves to incur, àt does no fl-
lov that the case m-t to ho muýt by the pure aud
simple abolition of the gr-and Jury wlthont
eithe r qnalificitin or t1c rorvision cf a

su iluc t ultist ou'mn-c that, mtot-
witih 4artdiIng tlic Vexationes Indictiments A ct,
indi'-tments nî'y stili in many cases hoe pue-
ferred withnut any î)reliininary investigation
before amagistrate. There are unany offences,
for instance, to whilh the Act does not apply at
ail, and of which an accusation may be brought
without any previnus investigation ; and in
sncb cases it would, we think, ho 'tory nde-
sirable that a prosecutor shnuld be able to cal
upon an -accused person to stand his trial before
a petty jury without some proviens security
that there is ut loast a prima facie case against
hlm. Again, prisouers may ho and are corn-
mitted for trial on the verdict of a coroner' s
jury. And, assuming a coroner and bis jury
to ho as fit a tribunal for iruvestigating charges
of crime as a magistrate, it must be remetn-
bered that the ohject and character cf the
magistrate's inquiry and blic corner's are
wholly different. The magistrate examines
directly the very question which bas atter-
wards 10 ha tried hy the petty j ury-the guilt
or innocence of the accused person. '[ho cor-
oner inqoires geuerally into the cause of death
of the person on whoun the inquest is held;
the question of guilt or innocence in any
particular person arises only incidentally,
aad the inqoiry into the latter question is
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