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“whether he intended to make. ufe of
it and, if he fays that he never had any
fuch inténtion and immediately with-
draws it, which was'the conduft of the
Prifoner, the fyling can only be conii-
dered as’ a miftake in the Attorney,
.The Chief Fiuffice faid that this
" objection could not prevail : if what
. - Mr. Ker had urged, was in th.s in-
I ftonce the fa&, it ought to have
ﬁ been proved; the Evidence was now
i - before the Jury, and they muit de-
" cide upon it. At the fame time, he
fhould not do juitice’ to the Prifon-
er’'s Counfel, if he did not fay that the
objedtion was extremely ingenious.
L The learned Judge, then fiated to the
Jury, that the altering as well as the
- -amaking of a falfe writing, was forge-
ry, and -there couid be no doubt that
addmg a date'to 2 receipt and mak-
~ing it thereby xmpmt, that it wasg
made ten years afrer it was made,
i fad, with an. intention to de—
fraud an Individaal, amounted-
forgexy, but there was.no evidence hc
“faid in the prefent cafe  to fhew by
“whom the alteration was made. upon
"~ alteration s had . been- madé no masn
. but that there was nothmg which
" - the Jury-had heard in evidence; from
- whence the. flighteft prefumption
could be raifed againft the Prifon-
..er, there was nothing to fhew that
" . he had either forged; or caufed to be
_"forged or had aflifted’in ‘the forging

" lay*the firft Count of the Indifiment

. \vholly to the fecond Count.

- knowing it to be. forged.
tiance of: thc evidentce; was (ifthewit

receipt.’ was given: by  Mr..
792; that it was then in the prlfoncx s

' the Receipt in queftion ; that fuch an’

~who looked at'the paper could deny ;-

‘of the Receipt c]nrged in the Indiét-
" " ment: -he therefore diréfted them to.

'.'_aﬁde, and to’ confiné: their -inquiry

.The char ge in that' Count was for
'uttermg a. forged receipt for money,
-The ﬁ'bq-'._

'nefTes wcrc to: be-. cxcdued) that tlns_-
Grant in.{°
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Gramt, and credited by the lattes:
'md from hence it was.inferred thar it
could not of courfe have been made
in 1802;-and that the prifoner, muft’
have known it :and thert.fmx, ifhe gt~
tered it, that he uttered it knowing. it.
‘to be falfe and for goed.  As to the oute-
ring, the Court e faid, had .1hc'1df
declared that they had no doubt, that_
the fyling "of the receipt was an utte-.
ring in hw and to en 1‘:le the Jur yto
fay whether it had been nttered knov--:
ingly, and with an intention to defr: aud”
Mr. Grazt, he thould lay before them
.the evidence which had been. given..

[ Here the Learned j‘/'fge recapitidated
the evidence avith comments upon those
paris aubich par ticulurly ajfeéted the fi .
fam‘) , cither m his f Je avor or ngnng/? /wn ]

He concluded, by ob I'Lrvmq that as .
it was evident that the receipt Lh'uged
had been uttered b) the Prifoner, their-
inqiiry was reduced 1o two points 1Y, .
whether the prlfoner had urtered it
!-“ncwm-r it tobe forged; and. 2dly whe-
ther ke had fo-uttered. it \\uh intén-
tion to. defraud ¥ illicm Graint; and if’
they were fatisficd that thefe two
points were againft the Prifoner, tlac\"
would find'a - verdilt of, Gux‘tv, but -
on the’ other Land, if’ they were not
fatisfied on thefe porms, they would”
fay that Ke was, not Guilty. If’ tlu.
feale was-equally balanced, they cer-
tainly fhould incline 1o the. ﬁde of
merey, for faid the lc'u-necl Juugc it”
lnppcns often -¢¢ "That ‘what ‘in : pri--
vate is {ufficient to'convince us-that
a man-isguiley of -2 crime, will®
_not fatisfy:the oath, or. fupport the
convlélxon, of a. Jurv

_The Juxy' 1(ch .rctumg for™an .
'l_mur, rctuu)cd thh thcn' vnrdx&
« 7\‘:! G:u(l) -

L TL! une \[fﬂ:({ [cnal/) qf l/,vzr Trml’
aned w/ur cir .un_,iuncu camlc[h'l l/'ut‘:.nlﬁ
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