CSATURDATY, 26th APRIL; 1803.

‘unhappy -fituation of the Prifoner.
It was true, the life of an old inha-
bitant, whom they had ‘all known for
years was in their hands; and his
general Chnrn&ur might, perhaps,
incline them in his favor. He had-
o objection that every advantage of
this kind fhould be extended to him;
he would only requeft the Jury to
fuspend their Judgment, unril they-
had heard the evidence which he had
to produce. ¢ Give him,” faid the-
Attorney General, ¢ the full prefump-
« tion of innocence, to which at
this moment heis entitled; but;
ar the {fune tme, give to the evi-
dence the . weight to which that
alfo is entitled; believe it to be
improbable that the Prifoner has
Committed  the crime imputed to
him, but do nct believe it 'to be
impadible ; follow in one word the
rule of your duty, hear all that
fhall be -offered in proof, without
biafs in his favor, and without
nejudice againft him, but decide,
as your oaths require according to
the evidence.” IR o
The Attorney General then f{iated,
that the firft Count of the Indictment
charged, thaty the Prifoner” had forg-
el a certain receipt or acquittance
for money, with .intent to delraud
one ik Grent, in thefe words:
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and thit the . jecond Count charged
him with ‘attering” the fame. receipt
knowing "it to be forged ;. he begged
the Jury to remark, that:to’alter a
writing and make- itappear to have
becn done at a'time when 1t avas not
- done,. ad by that altération to- give,
. or attempt.‘to give, it an operation
“which in truth- and juftice ‘it ought,
“not o have; was forgery: This.was

|-by the Prifoner, been charged in-his

{in the year 1793, to. make up for

precifely the cafe of the Prifoner:
He had been - a tenant’of Mr, Wi
Liam Grants,  for many years, = they.
had alfo had confiderable dealings to-
gether. In the courfe of laft fall,

Mr. Grant inftituted an aétion in the

King’s Bench againft the Prifoner for
a balance of £130. due him, at that
time. ‘To -this a&ion the. Prifoner
pleaded payment of part, and in fup-
port of liis Plea fyled two-Receipts:
the one, that which wascharged -in
the Indi¢tment, purportingto' have
been given on the 21t July 18023
the other, a receipt for £25, purport-
ing, to have been given, on the 1ft
of Auguft, 1802. The laft receipt
would be produced, as they would
fee from the evidence, that it was
connefted with the other; but he
fhould not offer’ any proof to fhew
that it was forged, as it .was not at
prefent -the fubjeét matter of inquiry’;
but with refpet to the firft, he thould ™
prove,. that it -was figned by Mr.
.Grant -and given to the Prifoner, fo - -
long- ago as the year 1792 ; and, had

account current of 1793, againft Mr.
Grant, and: credited by him. .~ -

* To fubftantiate this falt,  which =
would prove the forgery, he fhould"
produce a witnefs, Mr. :Keable Sar- .
jeant, to.whom the Prifoner” applied- - -

him his account current” with Mr.

Grant 3 to him, - the Prifoner then -
delivered . the two, receipts, with -~
other. papers;- and from them, ‘he' -
made up the: account:. this witnefs
could identify the receipt in queftion; ™
more © particularly, - becaufe: " at -the

time when hie made up the account, -
'he'indorfed upon ity in his otn hand
writing, the amount 6f that and of the’
other receipt 3 which indorfement,
was ~ ftill.vifible, though an' attempt:
had been made  to .obliterate it with
ink ; it.was yet fo vifible, that-the
whole, or very nearly the.Avhole was

legible; - the W itnefs could” - prove



