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than a parol declaraton of payment. In
Graves v. Key, 1 B. & AId. 313, 318, where

hoholder of a bill had written on it a receipt
Sgenerat ternis, and the question was

Whether the receipt was conclusive evidenco
that the bill had been satisfied, the following
reasons were prepared by the court for de-
hIery: " A receipt is an admission onty,
and the generai rule is that an admission,
althougli evidence against the person who
ni&de iL, and those ciaiming under him, is not
cOflclusive evidence, except as to the person
Weho may have been induced by it to alter his
eOnidition. Straton v. Rastal, 2 T. R. 866;
WYiatt v. Marquis of Ilertford, 3 East, 147;
erne v.* Rogers, 9 B. & C. 586. A receipt,
therefore, may be contradicted or expiained,
anid there is no case, to our knowledge, in
Which a receipt upon a negotiable instrument
h8.s been considered to be an exception to the
genieral ruie."

Lord Ellenborough's dictum in Aimer v.
George, 1 Camp, 392, that a receipt in full,
'fhere the person who gave it was under no
Ilisapprehension and cazn complain of no fraud
Or imposition, operates as an estoppel and is
bîdingr on him, ns accordir.g to Pollock,

. ,in Boives v. PFoster. 6 W. R. 257; 2 H.
& N.74, where the receipt in full is given as
for als receipt and discharge. Aimer v.
George, moreover, is distinctly overrulcd by
Graves v. Kfey, 8up., and is not law. As
kaCtiof B., explained in Boives v. -éoster, the

fcofa release may ho pleaded; but a re-
eeiPt cannot be pleaded in answer to an
action, iL is only evidence on a pIea of psy-
t4ent; and whcre the defendant is obligcd to
elOve payment, a document not underseal is
l'O bar as against the fact that no payment
~'% mnade. Thus, the effect of a receipt is
de8troyed on proof that iL was obtained by

f'U;(Farrer v. ilutchinson, 9 A. & E. 641),
Or that iL forma part of a transaction whîich
WM ruerciy colorable (Bgwes v. 11oster, sup.),

a rcceipt indorsed for the purchase-
40rIey, although signed by the seller is of no

1 n equity if the moncy bc not actuatly
ea5id (Coppin v. IJoppin, sup.; sec Gr4ffin v.

t0 08 20 Beav. 61), though the receipt in
tebody of the deed, being under seal,

a'nOunts to an estoppel, and is bindiing on the
earties at law. Rountree v. Jacob, 2 Tauint. 141.

dThe question between the plaintiff and the
efendant company in Lee v. Lancashire and

rO?,kshi?.e Railitay Companyi, sup., was,
Whether the receipt covercd future and con-
.Oquontial injuries or not. The rcceipt was
!tl terns a discharge of the plaintiff's dlaim.

ui upon the company, but the plaintiff
di e that ho signcd it on the express con-

ý1tnthat ho should not thereby excludo
Ileffrom further compensation if his

lIjtlr1 e8 eventually turncd out to ho more
beOtiou than was thon anticipated. A receipt,
#4 e1 have eon, is an admission only, which
4 ho beCOntradicted, or explained (Graves y.

ke? 8UP.), and it ivas accordingly open to
t"Plaintiff to traverse the plea by denyiflg

that ho received the money paid him in satis-
faction and discharge of his injuries, except
the injuries then known; in wbich. case it
would be properly left to the jury to say
whether or not hie receivcd the money in fuit
satisfaction and discharge. But if the plain-
tiff' had given a release under seal in similar
terms, and the defendant company had
pieaded it, his evidence couid not have been
received to explain the instrument. In that
case, if fraud had been imputed to the defen-
dant company, two courses wouid have been
Open to the plaintifi', viz. : either to meet the
plea of the release by a replication of fraud .at
law, or to file a bilt charging fraud, and pray-
ing that the defendants might be restrained
from relying. on the plea. Such a bill will
lie, aithoughi iL does not, go on to pray for
compensation or any other relief (Stewart v.
0Great Western Railway Company, sup.), al-
though there is a concurrent remedy at law.
But in Lee v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Rail-
'taY Company, sup., fraud was not imputed,
and. there wa no relief in respect of the
receipt, which the court could give plaintiff,
,which hie could not cqually welt obtain at law
by rectifying the plea, and adducing evidence
to show that the receipt was not ititended to
exclude him from further compensation.-
,SoiicitoI08 Journal.

PROSECUTIONS AND THE POLICE.
The Police have been severcly censured for

their conduct of the prosecution in the Eltham
inurder. It is said, that having constriicted
a theory at the commencement of the case,
they devoted their entire attention to the pro-

crfgof evidence to confirm. their suspicions.
Tfhey belicved they hiad got the riglit man,
and, S0 believing, they couid recognisO n0
evidence that did not fait in with their precon-
ceived views.

Undoubtedly there was much in the -con-
duct Of the case for the prosecution that
proved the need for a profession. publie

proSecutor. The proper business of the police
is to gather together every fact affecting a
crime, alid place iL in the hands of some eomn-
petent solicitor, by whomf ait may ho sifted-
what is Nvorthless put aside, and the ciao foi-
lowed Up whcre the evidence is wcak. The
Greenwich police are not Iawyyers, and they
were flot advised 'by a lawyer. On the first
aspect of the facts, there were strong grounds
for suspicion. it must be remerrbered, in
their justif1cation, that they were informed of
a great deal that was not legal evidenco, and
that in the pursuit of justice it is necessary to
pick up every thread that xnay guide to dis-
cOvery. The commentators on the conduct
of the. case appear to forget that the police
,were in possession of a great dcai which,
though flot admissible in the witness box, is
yet what is calied "lmoral evidence "-that
is to Say, evidence which influences the judg-
mient, though not legaily control ling it. IL is
right to exciudo such evidenco at the trial,
because it is open to a certain amounit of quos-
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