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ollhe defence evidence, for leave 10 call1urther wllnesses. 
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'lBE BAILIFF: In aeu~a~Hg whether to allow this application, the Court 

could not overlook the fact that in a prosecution of this nature, 

where supplying of is it would, in our 

view, have been reasonably foreseeable that the question of the 
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value of those would arise and therefore it would also have 

been prudent for the prosecution to have obtained a valuation of 

their street value in advance of the trial. That information 

would have put the prosecution in a 

accused when he gave his explanation. 

to cross-examine the 

Under the circumstances we are not prepared to allow the 

additional evidence. 
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