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fin) 4 the circmatmeos under which the appellunt p).udod
o “ty nothing wich coalé Justify thie Gourt i.n tamg a
cowrze vhich will mmmt to 2lloving hie to reverse hias plea
after sentence,  He had-adviee froz counsel, and it cannot be
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sald that there wae any misunderstanding es to its offect, or
as to the effsct of the ples, Nelther do we find in the facts
of t&a cﬂm .‘d;aalf. as proved by the depositions, nor in the
aeco:mt of tﬁa& !.n ad affidavit tendered to usz by appellant,
anything which would warrant any intorfercnce with the
conviction, Loave o appoal agsinst conviction is refused

accordinslve ;
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of inforuation beforo this Court whiek was not befors Kenry Jee
Az a recult wo are satisfied that the involvesent of the
eppeilant fn the viclence which waz used towards the petsd
station cttenisnt was eonsiderably leas than that of his ;
co=o Tfenders, faving rogard to this, and saloo because (unlike
his co-offendaru) the nppellent had mo provious ceavictions for
viclance, wo are of opinion that eooe reiuciion in hde ?
sentence 18 called for, lLeave to appesl egninst geatence is
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