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THE BAILIFF: The accused is 

supplying LSD; and the 

supplying Amphetamine Sulphate. 

with the importation of LSD and 

irn:pa,rt,ation of S and 

An ~~~Q,~ion has been made by his that the trial 

should be heard in camera. The reason is that of 

the evidence for the prosecution is a confession of the accused 

that he did so and supply the' drugs in question. But he 

says - and we will have to have a voir dire on this ~ that two 

ice officers told him (according to his that if he did 

not plead guilty to ~he importation and the Bupplying, the 

would say in open Court that he had co-operated with them in 

catching Or attempting to catch drug dealers. 

His counsel has stressed that without her having complete 

freedom to cross-examine the on this , and 

without the accused being able to tell the Jurats his side of the 

as to whether the confession was voluntary or not, 

could not be done. 

The question is really whether an in oamera hearing is 

necessary so that the paramount consideration that be done 

should prevail over the general rule; and the general rule is 

clear, - there is no doubt about it; both Mr. Whelan for the CrOwn 

and Miss Sowden are on this: in criminal cases all evidence 

communicated to the Court should be communicated publi (~ 

[1983] Crim.L.R. 564). 

It seems to the Court that the proper way to proceed is to 

open the case in public, but when we to the evidence of the 

about the confession, we should have a voir dire in camera 

whiCh would entitle the accused to his story through counsel 
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to the and for him to on the question of 

voluntariness. 

If, at the end of the voir Ithe Court rules that the 

confession is inadmissible, that really disposes of the,matter. 

If, on the other hand, the Court rules Ithat it is admiss it 

will then have to be re heard and we thitk it should be reheard as 

much as possible in open Court, but whe the time comes to cross­

examine the police officers - and we should add that the 

questioning by Mr. Whelan of the police should be very ciycumspect 

at that , when he is laying the ound for the confession; 

but when Miss Sowden, as I hftve said,' 10mes to cros we 

think that that cross-examination s ould be in camera. And 

likewise when the accused gi ,es evidence he should 

start in open Court, if we get to the uestion of his confession 

having been admitted or allowed to be p t in by the Court, then at 

that 

the 

that 

but 

he should be a110we to 

that part of the 

We think and we hope that these 

that part of the 

in camera. 

will both 

rule but at the same time ensure, as far as we can, 

will be done. 
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