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whether he intended to make. ufe of Mr. Grant, and credited by the latter?
5tand, ifhe fays that he never had any and from hence it wasinferred thar ir.
ich intention and immediately with- couid not of courfe have been made
draws it which was the condua of the in 1802; and that the prifoner, muif
Prifoner, the fyling can only be confi- have known it : and therefor, if he ut.
dered as a miftalke in the Attorney. tered it, thit he uttered it klowing it

The a Chicf Jlice fiIid that this tobe falfe and- forgd. As to the utte-
objeaion could not prevail if. what ring, the Court le fid, had already
Mr. Ker had urged, was in this i1- declared that they had no doubt, that
fiance the fa&, it ought to have the fyng of the receipt was an utte-
bèen proved; the Evidence was now ring n law, ani to enable the Jury to
before the Jury, and they muift de-. fay whcther it had been uttered knw.
cide upon it. At the fimie time, he ingly, and with an intention ta defraud
fhould not do juftice to the Prifbn- IVIr. Gra,:t, he fhould lav before themn
er's Counfel, if he did not fiw that the the evidence which had been. given.
objeCion was extremelv ingenious.
The learned Judge, then' frtated to the [Here t1e /earned juige reapitu/ated
Jury, that the altcring as well as the t in i c e upon0f tkoje

naking of a falfe *writing, was forge- part.r whic particulIn-l ac7ed th pI.-
ry, and there could bc no doubt that JIn"", ''lbn in irf I cragain/m.]
adding a date to a recCipt and mak-
ing it thereby import, that it was He concluded, by ohferring that as
made ten years after it was made, it was evident that the receipt eharged

i&fa, with an intention to de- had been uttered by the Prifoner, their

fraud an Individual, a ounted t inqiiry was reduced to two points Ifn,
forgery; but there wvas no evidence he whether the prifoner had uttcred it

faid in the prefent cafe ta hey by knowmg it tobe forged; and. 2dly whe-
whom the alteration wis mace upon ther he had fo ttered. t with inten-
the Receipt in queftioi ; that fuch an tion to defraiud Wf'i//iam Grant; and if

alteration :had. been macle no mnan they were fatisfcd that thefe tw-o

w]ho looked at the papur could deny points were againf the Prîfoner, they
but that there- was nothing which would find a verdia of, Gilty; but
the Jury had heard in evidence, from on the other hand, if they vere not

whence the flightet prefumption faticd on thefe points, they Waouild
could be .raifed againfi the Prîfon- fay that he .as, not Guilty. If th'
er, there was nothing. to fhew that fcalevas equally balanced, they cer-
he had either forged, or caufed tao tainy fhould incline ta thedeo

frged, or had a.f.fned in the forging mecfrfi h ere uge,

of the Pccipt charged in the Indic- happens often " That what n pri
ment: he therefare direed then to « vate is luflicient to convince us that

lay the firft Countof the Indiament « a man is guilty of a crwi, will
afide, nd to confine their inquiry C not fintisfy the oath, or fupport. the

w holly.to the fecond Count. clvIiOlòn of a Jury."

ie charge ii that Count as for - at retirintg r an
uttering a forged receipt for money, hur returod vth their verdic
knowvimýg it ta bc. forged. Tlie fiubs
tance of the evdcence, w'as ifthe wit
ieffes %vére to be. credited) tlat this
rúeipt vas given by bVr. Grant in pe: îdd tengilh of this Trial

S92, chat it yas thon i the prifonuer sJ. 'Y 'i I fIln e f linq

pJfcion was charged by hin aga c -


