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INTRODUCTION

. Pursuant to Rule 73 and Rule 48(B) of the Special Court Rules of Procedure and

Evidence (hereafter “the Rules”), the Prosecution hereby moves that the Accused
Sesay, Kallon, Brima, Gbao, Kamara and Kanu be jointly tried. The requested
joinder is in accordance with the language and spirit of Rule 48. It also serves the
interests of justice and does not deny the accused persons of any fundamental right.
Should the motion for joinder be granted, the Prosecution further moves that the
Trial Chamber order that a consolidated indictment be prepared as the indictment on

which the joint trial will proceed.

BACKGROUND

On 7 March 2003, Judge Bankole Thompson approved the indictments against
Accused Sesay, Kallon and Brima. On 16 April 2003, Judge Bankole Thompson
approved the indictment against Accused Gbao. On 28 May 2003, Judge Pierre
Boutet approved the indictment against Accused Kamara. On 16 September 2003,
Judge Pierre Boutet approved the indictment against Accused Kanu. The indictment
against each Accused charges the Accused with acts of terrorism, collective
punishments, extermination, murder, violence to life, health and physical or mental
well-being of persons, rape, sexual slavery, child conscription, enslavement, pillage,
attacks against humanitarian assistance workers or peacekeepers and taking of
hostages. The time period of the indictment against each Accused is between about

1 June 1997 and about 15 September 2000.

On 15 and 21 March 2003, Accused Sesay and Kallon each made an initial
appearance before Judge Benjamin M. Itoe. Accused Brima made his initial
appearance before Judge Itoe on 15, 17 and 21 March 2003. On 25 April 2003,
Accused Gbao made his initial appearance before Judge Bankole Thompson. On 4
June 2003, Accused Kamara made his initial appearance before Judge Pierre Boutet.
On 23 September 2003, Accused Kanu made his initial appearance also before

Judge Pierre Boutet.
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4. On 17 April 2003, the Prosecution transmitted to the Registry disclosure material for
Accused Kallon, Sesay and Brima, pursuant to Rule 66 (A)(i). On 26 May 2003, 2
June 2003 and 3 June 2003, Defence Counsels for Accused Kallon, Sesay and Brima
respectively received the disclosed material. On 26 May 2003, the Prosecution
transmitted to the Registry disclosure material pursuant to Rule 66(A)(i) for
Accused Gbao. On 4 July 2003, the Prosecution transmitted to the Registry
disclosure materials pursuant to Rule 66 (A)(i) for Accused Kamara. On 24
September 2004, the Prosecution filed a motion for protective measures in the Kanu
case and a decision on the motion is pending. Disclosure pursuant to Rule 66(A)(i)

for Accused Kanu has therefore not yet been effectuated.

5. The Prosecution brings this motion seeking a joint trial of the Accused Sesay,

Kallon, Brima, Gbao, Kamara and Kanu.

III. THE LAW

6. Rule 48(B) of the Rules states that “[p]ersons who are separately indicted, accused
of the same or different crimes committed in the course of the same transaction, may

be tried together, with leave granted by the Trial Chamber pursuant to Rule 73”.

7. The term “transaction” is defined in Rule 2(A) as “[a] number of acts or omissions
whether occurring as one event or a number of events, at the same or different

locations and being part of a common scheme, strategy or plan.”

8. Rule 82(B) of the Rules provides that “[t]he Trial Chamber may order that persons
accused jointly under Rule 48 be tried separately if it considers it necessary in order
to avoid a conflict of interests that might cause serious prejudice to an accused, or to

protect the interests of justice”.

9. The provisions of Rule 48(B) and the definition of “transaction” contained in Rule
2(A) of the Rules of the Special Court are respectively identical to Rule 48bis and

Rule 2(A) of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence for the International Criminal
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Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) as amended 23 May 2003. The definition of
transaction contained in Rule 2(A) of the Rules of the Special Court is also identical
to the definition of transaction contained in Rule 2(A) of the Rules of Procedure and
Evidence for the International Criminal Tribunal for Yugoslavia (ICTY) as amended
24 June 2003. The rule which provides for joinder at the ICTY, Rule 48, is also
similar in material respect to Rule 48(B) of the Rules of the Special Court.

10. Jurisprudence from the ICTY indicates that the “same transaction” in the context of
a joinder is defined within the meaning of Rule 2(A) of the ICTY Rules of
Procedure and Evidence and joinder requires proof that (a) there was a common
scheme or plan and (b) that the accused committed crimes in the course of it. See
Prosecutor v. Kordic and Cerkez, IT-95-14/2-PT, Decision on Accused Mario
Cerkez’s Application for Separate Trial, 7 December 1998, paras. 8 and 10.

11. Consistent with the ICTY interpretation of “transaction”, recent jurisprudence from
the ICTR also requires proof that there was a common scheme or plan in order to
meet the “same transaction” requirement. See The Prosecutor v. Elizaphan
Ntakirutimana et al., ICTR-96-10-1, ICTR 96-17-T, Decision on the Prosecutor’s
Motion to Join the Indictments ICTR 96-10-1 and ICTR-96-17-T, 22 February 2001,
para. 23.

12. Previous jurisprudence from the ICTR had established guidelines for determining
whether the “same transaction” requirement is met. These guidelines require proof
that the acts or omissions of the accused which are alleged to form the same
transaction satisfy the following:

1. be connected to material elements of a criminal act. For example, the acts of

the accused may be non-criminal/legal acts in furtherance of future criminal
acts;

2. the criminal acts which the acts of the accused are connected to must be
capable of specific determination in time and space; and

3. the criminal acts which the acts of the accused are connected to must
illustrate the existence of a common scheme, strategy or plan.

The Prosecutor v. Ntabakuze et al., ICTR-97-34-1, Decision on the Defence Motion
Requesting an Order for Separate Trials, 30 September 1998.
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In deciding whether a number of acts or events were committed in the course of the
same transaction, a Trial Chamber must base its determination upon the factual

allegations contained in the indictment. /d.

The trials of two or more accused may be joined in circumstances where they are
“accused of identical crimes committed in the course of the same transaction within
the same time frame and in the same locations”. Prosecutor v Krajisnik, Prosecutor
v Plavsi}, IT-00-39-PT and IT-00-40-PT, Decision on Motion for Joinder, 23
February 2001, para. 4.

The decision to grant a motion for joinder is discretionary. See Rule 48(B). See
also The Prosecutor v. Bagosora, ICTR-96-7, Decision on the Prosecutor’s Motion
for Joinder, 29 June 2000, para.142. In exercising its discretion to grant a joinder
the Trial Chamber must weigh the overall interests of justice and the rights of the
individual accused. Id. The Trial Chamber should take into account a number of
factors, including those listed in Rule 82(B) of the Rules, as well as, infer alia, the
promotion of judicial economy, the avoidance of duplication of evidence and
minimizing hardship to the witnesses. Prosecutor v. Kvocka et al., IT-98-30-T and

IT-95-4-PT, Decision on Prosecution Motion to Join Trials, 14 April 2000.

The rationale for joinder of offenders was aptly stated as follows:

[t]here are reasons of undoubted public interest why joint offences should be tried
jointly. Savings in expense and time are a factor of importance. It is also
desirable, and in the interests of transparent justice, that the same verdict and the
same treatment should be returned against all the persons jointly tried with respect
to the offences committed in the same transaction. It is also to avoid the
discrepancies and inconsistencies inevitable from the separate trial of joint
offenders. Hence, the principles of administration of criminal justice have always
accepted the practice of trying joint offenders irrespective of the attendant
inevitable minimum prejudices.

Prosecutor v. Delalic, Mucic and Delic, IT-96-21-T, Decision on the Motion by
Defendant Delalic Requesting Procedures for Final Determination of the Charges

Against Him, 1 July 1998, para. 35.

The Prosecution is cognizant of the authority of the Special Court to develop its own

jurisprudence, free from a slavish and uncritical emulation of the principles and
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doctrines of the ad hoc tribunals. However, the Prosecution submits that the
extensive body of jurisprudence on the subject of joinder from the ad hoc tribunals
should serve as persuasive authority to the Court in that the requirements for joinder
are guided by legal principles which are not affected by the uniqueness of the

Special Court.

IV. ARGUMENT

A. THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THIS CASE MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR JOINDER

18. The Prosecution submits that the requirements for joinder under the Rules of the
Special Court are clearly met by the circumstances of this case. The crimes alleged
against the Accused Sesay, Brima, Kallon, Gbao, Kamara and Kanu are crimes
which formed part of a common scheme to gain effective control of the territory and

population of Sierra Leone, as alleged in each of their indictments.

19. The indictments against the Accused Sesay, Brima, Kallon, Gbao, Kamara and Kanu
are almost identical. The material facts alleged in all the indictments are the same,
except for personal particulars. The offences charged are exactly the same. Except
for the indictments against Kamara and Kanu, the time period and locations alleged
in the indictment against each Accused are the same. The indictments against
Accused Kamara and Accused Kanu contain two additional locations for Counts 3-
5, and one additional location for Counts 6-8, 9-10, 12 and 13, due to evidence
obtained from additional investigation. These locations are of equal relevance to the
indictments against the other Accused, and though not specifically mentioned in

those indictments are covered by the general language of the indictments.

20. Further, the Accused are commonly alleged to have been members of the senior
leadership of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) and/or the Armed Forces
Revolutionary Council (AFRC), and of the RUF and AFRC alliance during the
relevant time period. Each Accused is alleged to be liable for the crimes charged, in
part, because of the individual authority and control derived from his participation in

a superior body, organization, or entity within the RUF or AFRC or the RUF/AFRC
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alliance, by virtue of having acted in concert with other senior leaders and/or
perpetrators in those factions, bodies, organizations, entities, and by virtue of
participating in a common criminal plan, purpose or design (joint criminal
enterprise) to secure effective control of the territory and population and resources

of the Republic of Sierra Leone.

21. In addition, the facts of this case also meet the guidelines for granting joinder
established by the ICTR jurisprudence and bear similarity with cases which have
qualified for joinder under these ICTR guidelines. For instance, in the
Nyiramahasuhuko case where the Prosecution sought a joint trial of six accused
persons who were commonly alleged to be officials in the government, who were
alleged to have participated in crimes during the same period of time and who were
alleged to have conspired with each other and participated in a national plan to
exterminate the civilian population, the Court held that the “same transaction”
requirement for a joinder had been met; the allegation that the accused persons held
official positions in the government was held to satisfy the first requirement; the
specification in the indictments of the dates and locations of the alleged crimes was
held to meet the second requirement; and the allegation that the accused persons
participated in a national plan to exterminate Tutsi members of the civilian
population was held to meet the third requirement. See The Prosecutor v.
Nyiramasuhuko et al, ICTR-97-21-1, ICTR-97-29A and B-I, ICTR-96-15-T, ICTR-
96-8-T, Decision on the Prosecutor’s Motion for Joinder of Trials, 5 October 1999,
paras. 10-12.

22. In the instant case, the accused persons are all alleged to have been members of the
senior leadership of the RUF and/or AFRC, and of the RUF/AFRC alliance, thus
meeting the first requirement of the test. The indictments indicate that the alleged
crimes occurred between about 1 June 1997 and 15 September 2000 and in locations
such as Kono, Bo, Bombali and Kailahun Districts and Freetown, thus the alleged
crimes are determined in space and time. Finally, the indictments allege that each
Accused person shared a common plan, purpose or design (joint criminal enterprise)

with the AFRC and the RUF to gain political power and control over the territory of
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Sierra Leone and that the alleged crimes were actions within the joint criminal

enterprise, thus meeting the third requirement of a common scheme.

A JOINT TRIAL WOULD SERVE THE INTERESTS OF JUSTICE

The interests of justice are best served by trying together these five Accused. Given
the similarity in the facts of the case against each Accused, a joint trial would reduce
the risk of contradictions, inconsistencies or discrepancies in decisions rendered in
separate trials. See The Prosecutor v. Kayishema, ICTR-95-1-T, Decision on the
Joinder of the Accused and Setting the Date for Trial, 6 November 1996. There is a
fundamental and essential public interest in ensuring consistency in verdicts, and
nothing could be more destructive of the pursuit of justice than to have inconsistent
results in separate trials based on the same facts. Prosecutor v. Brdanin et al., IT-99-
36, Decision on Motions by Momir Talic for a Separate Trial and for Leave to file a

Reply, 9 March 2000, para. 31.

Separate trials could lead to other severe practical difficulties were the judgement in a
first trial to be appealed with subsequent trials yet to start or in progress. A situation
could arise where the same factual issues are being considered simultaneously by a
Trial Chamber and by the Appeals Chamber. Likewise, were Trial Chambers in
separate trials to reach different decisions on the same questions of law the weight to

attach to the decision from any one particular Trial Chamber could become an issue.

Further, as the indictments are identical, the majority of the evidence that will be
tendered by the Prosecution against each Accused will invariably overlap, and
typically be the same. If the trials are not joined the same evidence will be presented
multiple times in separate trials. A joint trial would avoid duplication of the

evidence. See Prosecutor v. Kvocka et al., supra.

One of the primary considerations for a joint trail should be the impact of separate
trials on witnesses. As stated, the criminal liability of each accused person was
incurred in part, by his individual participation in a joint criminal enterprise. The
Prosecutor therefore intends to lead essentially the same evidence against each

accused person, particularly the district-based evidence of crimes. Therefore, with the



Prosecutor Against Gbao, SCSL-2003-9-PT 4’5 Z

27.

28.

29.

possible exception of strictly biographical witnesses, potentially all the witnesses,
numbering over 160, whose statements have been disclosed, could be called upon to
testify in all 6 trials should the Accused be tried separately. Clearly this is not an

efficient administration of justice.

Further, because the Prosecution witnesses to be called to testify are common to all
accused persons, should the accused persons be tried individually, these witnesses
would have to reappear on several occasions and give testimony on the same facts,
thus putting the witnesses under extreme mental suffering by having to recall and
explain some of the most painful experiences imaginable. Separate trials would
require these witnesses to relive their painful experiences multiple times, and would
also force them to disrupt their lives multiple times to provide the same evidence to
the Court. A joint trial will minimize re-traumatization of these victims and
witnesses and would better protect their mental and physical well-being. See
Kayishema, supra. 1t would also eliminate the need for witnesses living outside of
Freetown, to make several journeys to Freetown, the seat of the Court, to give

testimony.

A joint trial would also alleviate concerns regarding the physical security of
witnesses related to their testimony. Despite measures granted by the Chamber in
accordance with the Rules, the Prosecution submits that the risk associated with a
single appearance before the Chamber can only be greater as the witness is forced to
reappear in separate trials. A joint trial lessens the likelihood of exposure of the
witnesses by eliminating the need for repeated contact, travel and absences from the
community. See Kvocka et al., supra. It would also reduce the overall time the

witnesses spend in the witness protection program.

The Prosecution further submits that a joint trial would most efficiently use scarce
Court resources. By nature international trials involve vast amount of human and
material resources. Given that the mandate of the Special Court is limited in
duration, time is also a limited resource, on which even a single trial will make

heavy demands, given the complexity of cases before the Special Court. Judicial
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economy is a factor to be considered in granting a motion for a joint trial of several

accused persons. See Kvocka et al., supra.

C. A JOINT TRIAL WOULD NOT DENY THE ACCUSED OF ANY FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT
30. In the present case, joinder is not precluded by Rule 82(B).

31. The Prosecution submits that a joint trial would not deprive any of these Accused of
any fundamental right that would otherwise be accorded in a separate trial nor of the
right to a fair trial guaranteed by Article 17 of the Statute of the Special Court.
Indeed, a joint trial would more fully protect each Accused’s right to be tried
without undue delay, as required by Article 17(4)(c). Currently, there is only one
Trial Chamber and the Prosecution understands that in the future there will be a
maximum of one additional Trial Chamber. Separate trials would therefore almost
certainly delay the trial of some of these Accused for an extended period of time.
Joinder, on the other hand, will result in a shorter and more consolidated overall

timetable.

32. In addition, the Prosecution submits that a joint trial of the Accused would not result
in a conflict of interest leading to serious prejudice to the Accused. Trials before the
Special Court will be held before professional judges, not before lay juries. The
risks of confusion of evidence associated with jury trials are deemed to be
minimized in a trial by professional judges who are “able to ponder independently
without prejudice to each and every case which will be brought before them”. See
The Prosecutor Against Augustine Gbao, SCSL-2003-09-1, Order on the Urgent
Request for Direction on the Time to Respond to and/or an Extension on Time for
the Filing of a Response to the Prosecution Motions, 16 May 2003, page 2. See also
Prosecutor v. Delalic, et al., IT-96-21-T, Decision on the Motion of the Prosecution
for the Admissibility of Evidence, 19 January 1998, para. 20, stating that “the trials
before the International Tribunal are conducted before professional judges, who by
virtue of their training and experience are able to consider each piece of evidence

which has been admitted and determine its appropriate weight.” Therefore, the Trial
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Chamber would be able to appropriately and impartially evaluate the evidence
adduced at trial, even in the context of potential conflicts of interest, such as
conflicting defences. The Prosecution submits that conflicts of interests of any kind
can be effectively dealt with by ensuring that each Accused is represented by

independent, competent counsel.

33. Finally, the Prosecution submits that joinder of cases would be consistent with the
evolving international jurisprudence, as reflected in decisions rendered by the

international ad hoc tribunals. See the decisions cited above.

34. The Prosecution submits that the interests of justice and the requirements for a fair
trial in accordance with Article 17 of the Statute are best served by a joint trial of

Accused Sesay, Brima, Kallon, Gbao, Kamara and Kanu in a joint trial.

Y. CONCLUSION

35. For all the reasons discussed above, the Trial Chamber should grant the Prosecution
motion and order that the Accused Sesay, Brima, Kallon, Gbao, Kamara and Kanu
be jointly tried. The Prosecution further requests that the Trial Chamber order that a
single, consolidated indictment be prepared as the indictment on which the joint trial
shall proceed and further order the Registry to assign a new case number to the

consolidated indictment.

Done in Freetown on this 8" day of October 2003
For the Prosecution,

A L2

- /
de Célé Robert Petit
Chief of Prosecution Senior Trial Counsel
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Part | - GENERAL PROVISIONS

Rule 1: Entry into Force

These Rules of Procedure and Evidence as first amended on 7 March 2003, are applicable
pursuant to Article 14 of the Statute of the Special Court for Sierra Leone, and entered into

force on 12 April 2002.

Rule 2: Definitions

(A) In the Rules, unless the context otherwise requires, the following terms shall mean:

Accused: A person against whom one or more counts in an in

approved in accordance with Rule 47,

Agreement: The Agreement between the United Nations and the Government of
Sierra Leone on the Establishment of a Special Court for Sierra Leone signed in

Freetown on 16 January 2002;

Arrest: The act of apprehending and taking a suspect or an accused into custody;
Council of Judges: the Council of Judges as referred to in Rule 23;

Defence Office: The Office established by the Registrar for the purpose of ensuring
the rights of suspects and accused in accordance with the Statute and Rules of

Procedure and Evidence,

-
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dictment have been
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The Deputy Prosecutor: The Deputy Prosecutor appointed pursuant to Article 3 of
the Agreement;

Designated Judge: a Judge designated for a certain period of time pursuant to Rule
28;

Detention Facility: the Detention Facility of the Special Court shall include all
premises where suspects or accused are detained in accordance with these Rules and
with the Rules of Detention;

Investigation: All activities undertaken by the Prosecutor under the Statute and the
Rules for the collection of information and evidence, whether before or after
approval of an indictment;

Management Committee: the Committee established pursuant to Article 7 of the
Agreement;

Party: The Prosecutor or the accused;
Principal Defender: The Principal Defender as appointed by the Registrar;

Pre-Hearing Judge: A Judge of the Appeals Chamber responsible for the pre-
hearing proceedings of an appeal as designated pursuant to Rule 109;

President: The President of the Special Court as referred to in Article 12 of the
Statute;

Prosecutor: The Prosecutor appointed pursuant to Article 3 of the Agreement;

Public Holiday: A Public Holiday shall be an official public holiday of the
Republic of Sierra Leone or of the United Nations;

Regulations: The provisions framed by the Prosecutor pursuant to Rule 37 (A) for
the purpose of directing the functions of the Office of the Prosecutor;

Rules: The Rules referred to in Rule 1;

Rules of Detention: Rules Governing the Detention of Persons Awaiting Trial or
Appeal or otherwise Detained by the Special Court;

Special Court: The Special Court for Sierra Leone established by the Agreement
between the United Nations and the Government of Sierra Leone of 16 January
2002 and consisting of the following organs: the Chambers, the Prosecutor and the
Registry;

Statute: The Statute of the Special Court annexed to the Agreement;

Lo
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(1) The Judge may, at the request of the Prosecutor, issue such orders and
warrants for the arrest, detention, surrender or transfer of persons, and any other
orders as may be required for the proceedings in accordance with these Rules.; and

(i)  The suspect shall have the status of an accused.

(I)  The dismissal of a count in an indictment shall not preclude the Prosecutor from
subsequently submitting an amended indictment including that count.

Rule 48: Joinder of Accused or Trials

(A)  Persons accused of the same or different crimes committed in the course of the same
transaction may be jointly indicted and tried.

(B) Persons who are separately indicted, accused of the same or different crimes
committed in the course of the same transaction, may be tried together, with leave granted
by a Trial Chamber pursuant to Rule 73.

Rule 49: Joinder of Crimes

Two or more crimes may be joined in one indictment if the series of acts committed
together form the same transaction, and the said crimes were committed by the same
accused.

Rule 50: Amendment of Indictment

(A)  The Prosecutor may amend an indictment, without prior leave, at any time before its
approval, but thereafter, until the initial appearance of the accused pursuant to Rule 61,
only with leave of the Designated Judge who reviewed it but, in exceptional circumstances,
by leave of another Judge. At or after such initial appearance, an amendment of an
indictment may only be made by leave granted by a Trial Chamber pursuant to Rule 73. If
leave to amend is granted, Rule 47 (G) and Rule 52 apply to the amended indictment.

(B) If the amended indictment includes new charges and the accused has already made
his initial appearance in accordance with Rule 61, a further appearance shall be held as
soon as practicable to enable the accused to enter a plea on the new charges.

(C)  The accused shall have a further period of fourteen days from the date of the initial
appearance on the new charges in which to file preliminary motions relating to the new
charges.

Rutle 51: Withdrawal of Indictment

(A) The Prosecutor may withdraw an indictment at any time before its approval
pursuant to Rule 47.
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(B) The Trial Chamber may order the removal of an accused from the proceedings and
continue the proceedings in his absence if he has persisted in disruptive conduct following

a warning that he may be removed. In the event of removal, where possible, provision
should be made for the accused to follow the proceedings by video link.

Rule 81: Records of Proceedings and Preservation of Evidence

(A) The Registrar shall cause to be made and preserve a full and accurate record of all
proceedings, including audio recordings, transcripts and, when deemed necessary by the
Trial Chamber, video recordings.

(B) The Trial Chamber may order the disclosure of all or part of the record of closed
proceedings when the reasons for ordering the non disclosure no longer exist.

(C) The Registrar shall retain and preserve all physical evidence offered during the
proceedings.

(D) Photography, video-recording or audio-recording of the trial, otherwise than by the
Registry, may be authorised at the discretion of the Trial Chamber.

Section 2: Case Presentation
Rule 82: Joint and Separate Trials

(A) In joint trials, each accused shall be accorded the same rights as if he were being
tried separately.

(B)  The Trial Chamber may order that persons accused jointly under Rule 48 be tried

separately if it considers 1t necessary 1n order to avoid a conflict of interests that might
cause serious prejudice to an accused, or to protect the interests of justice.

Rule 83: Instruments of Restraint

[nstruments of restraint, such as handcuffs, shall not be used except as a precaution against
escape during transfer or for security reasons, and shall be removed when the accused
appears before a Judge or a Chamber unless otherwise ordered by the Chamber.

Rule 84: Opening Statements

At the opening of his case, each party may make an opening statement confined to the

evidence he intends to present in support of his case. The Tral Chamber may limit the
length of those statements in the interests of justice.
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Rule 2 l {

Definitions
(A) In the Rules, unless the context otherwise requires, the following terms shall mean:

Rules:
The Rules of Procedure and Evidence in force;

Statute:
The Statute of the Tribunal adopted by Security Council resolution 827 of 25 May 1993;

Tribunal:

The International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Serious Violations of International
Humanitarian Law Committed in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since 1991, established by Security
Council resolution 827 of 25 May 1993,

* % %

Accused:
A person against whom one or more counts in an indictment have been confirmed in accordance with Rule 47;

Ad litem Judge:
A Judge appointed pursuant to Article 13 zer of the Statute;

Arrest:
The act of taking a suspect or an accused into custody pursuant to a warrant of arrest or under Rule 40;

Bureau:
A body composed of the President, the Vice-President and the Presiding Judges of the Trial Chambers;

Defence:
The accused, and/or the accused’s counsel;

Investigation:
All activities undertaken by the Prosecutor under the Statute and the Rules for the collection of information
and evidence, whether before or after an indictment is confirmed;

Parties:
The Prosecutor and the Defence;

Permanent Judge:
A Judge elected or appointed pursuant to Article 13 bis of the Statute;

President:
The President of the Tribunal;

Prosecutor:
The Prosecutor app