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We do net thind 1t neceszary to esll upon you,
My Heumor,

This appallant cone belorse ildn J, oand a

Jury 8t Aucliland In November last, faslunp eight counts of

false prebences, forgery, and utbering. On the Tlrst five

aof these he was agguil by bhe Jurys Wb he was convicbed

28 by mesns of a false

o
i

o count No. & obbaining the sum of §2

pretence they o ceriedn oy was hils own property snd on

sownts 7 epd 8, rvelatlog to the forgery énd wtbering @f ]
chegue purporting to be slgoed by D, R, Brown for the sum
of §81:80, He wes sentented by the learned Jdudpge to twalve
months! Inprisongent on ssth of the three counts of which bhe
was found gullby, the senteénces beilng concurrent,
He now appesals againgt both conviehion and sentence,
The grounds which he gtubed ln his notice of appesl, which
he appears to have prepared himself; being somewhat obscure;
ine bhe mﬁﬁ@@?‘

wa bhought 1t proper to g an Sounpel bo ew

saeh subnilosions ok he could




therelron, Hr Pethle woes snbrushed with this beak, and

gané belore dg having wedes his cosbomary csrelul
sxamination of the ¢ease which he appeared to supporb,

The appeal as £1led nppeardd to rest prineipslliy,
if not entively, upen sn appliication which appellant proposed
to meke Yo call a numbsr of witnessses vhon he named, whe
would, e gald, be able bto glve evidenve ol sowme promise that
Bhe mopeys owlng on ﬁ&@’ﬁ&% wowld be or hed been repaid.
Before us, Mr Péthipg felt unable to pursue any such
submission., He informed vg that be had dillzgently stbenpted
bo consider the evidence propused bo be led from all the

pergons whose testimony wag pubd forwvard in the nobice of

appeal as relevanbt,  Some, he seld, whom Mr Hawk, the Coungel
sppearing for appellant at the trial, had sctually
Interviewed; had proved on such an dnberview to be unable or
wnwilling bo say anyihing which would agsist eppellant
materially at all., Others had dissppeared, and 4did nob

vaspond to lebbers Torwvaried to then at the addvess

nomineted, the sorrespondenes belng veburned by the Posbt U0flce

Hr Pethilz seld that he could nob submit he could be assisted

by eny adjoursment dn this regeards He bad done all ¥
gould reszopably be done to lavesbigate whether or not the
witnesses® evidence could aselsgh the pppedlant, and he had

come to the comeluslon that he eould not meke any helplful

submission in this repard. It Purther sppeared, and indesd

this is falrly evident from even s casual perusal of the nobes

of evidence; and the notice of appeal, that really ne othey
ground can be put forward in support of the sppeal; ‘&%@ W
have come to the conelusion, without ealling wpon Mr Neazor,
that 1t is inevitable that the appesl apainst conviction

should be dlsmissed.



3.

&z to the w@nﬁ@m@wy the senbtenve luposed by
the lesrned Judge wes o very noderate one having regavd
o thehature of the offences, and the record of the
appellsant as demonstrabed by the @ww%&ﬁimm Officerts Roport

does not encourage this Court, any more then 1Lt could heve

encouraged the learned trial Judge, to vegard the case &s
reguiving or supporbing any excepblonal exbension of nmersy
towerds this offender. e bas besn before the Court on

5 of Talse prelences,

munerons ovoasions In the past on charg

and other offences lnvelving dlehonesty, and has besn

imprisoned on seversl yrevious oucasions. We ses no

resson et all b0 conalder interfering with ¥ nbence
imposed, snd the appesd agsinst sentence is likewise

dismissed.



