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Ex/ratﬁ?rbn:—ﬁaém.r Cat;)u:.—-Fargery.—ijia‘al knowledge
of Orders-in-Councsl (a.)

Prisoner was Ehnrged with committing forgery in the State of Minnesota.

‘

Held, 1, Upon t}le evidence, that a 2rima facie case had been made out,
2. Judicial notice must be taken of Orq@rs-in-Council bound up with
the Dominion Statutes, in pursuance of 38 Vic.c. 1.
N. F, Hogel and Ghent Davis for Stanbro,
S. Blanchard, Q.C., and J- S. Ewart, Q.C., coniva. ;
- [2nd -Detmder, 7884.] :
Dusuc, J.—The first ground. on which the diséharge of the:  *
prisoner is moved, is that the evidence did not establish any
crime under the Extradition Act. In support of that ground,
- thé counsel for the prisoner referred to the evidence of the pro-
fessional witness who stated that, under the laws of Minnesota,
if a man obtains money by false representations, without signing
thiflg, he commits the offence of obtaining money under
f bé:p:epegces- and if he goes back and signs a receipt for said
money previous,l} obtained, but gets nothing more, it would only
be evidence to sustain the first offence. But it is not a parallel
case to this ope. Here, the evidence shews that the prisoner
already had the' money lawfully in his possession, and when' he
signed the name of ¢ Hulgeson'’ to the receipt for the purpose
of appropriating the money, he then committed the crime com-~
Plained of, and that crime is forgery. :
The learned Chief Justice, sitting as a judge under the Extra-
dition Act, having so found, we think that his finding should
be maintained, and that the objection is not sustainable;

(a) See article in 2 Man, Law Journal, p. 1,
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