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II. APPLICABLE RULES

5. Rule 90 (A) of the Rules of the Rules provides that “witnesses may give evidence
directly or as described in Rule 71 and 85 D.”
6. Rule 85 (D) is applicable to the present matter and states:
“Evidence may be given directly in court, or via such communications media,

including video, closed-circuit television, as the Trial Chamber may order.”
IT1. ARGUMENT

7. The Prosecution submits that the plain language of Rule 85 (D) imposes no
limitations on the parties for the use of video-link to elicit the evidence of their
witnesses through video-link technology. In other words, there is no threshold test
specific in the Rule for the applicant to meet before the procedure can be ordered.

8. The Special Court for Sierra Leone has not addressed this issue, so there is no
jurisprudence of this Court to inform the Trial Chamber’s decision on this motion.
However, the Prosecution submits that the Rules cited above are instructive.

9. The Prosecution submits that Rule 85 (D) only requires that a Trial Chamber
order the use of video link technology. The Trial Chamber has, in this regard, a
discretionary power, as indicated by the use of the verbs “may order”. The text of
85 (D) thus does not contain any conditions, contrary to the texts of the Special
Court Rules 71 (A) (which requires the existence of exceptional circumstances
and the interests of justice) and 75 (which requires a need for protection). The
Prosecution therefore submits that, had the Drafters of the Rule intended to
impose a condition to Rule 85 (D) other than the discretionary order of the Trial
Chamber, these Drafters would have set out such a condition in the text, as they
have done in the other provisions mentioned above. In this regard, it should be
noted that the Drafters of the present ICTY Rule 71bis included a condition that

video-link testimony be authorized if “in the interests of justice” while the
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Drafters of SCSL Rule 85 (D) did not include any condition.

10. As Rule 85(D) does not impose specific conditions which must be met before a
Trial Chamber may order video-link testimony, the Prosecution submits that the
party — be it the Defence or the Prosecution - opposing the use of video-link
testimony bears the burden of showing, on a case by case basis, good cause why a
specific witness should not be allowed to testify by video-link technology.

11. Of course, the Rules must be interpreted in a way that protects the rights of the
Accused. In the present instance, the right of the Accused which must be
considered is the right of an accused “to examine, or have examined, the
witnesses against him”.> The Prosecution submits that, as found by the
jurisprudence of the ICTY and ICTR, this right is not denied by the use of video-
link testimony.® Furthermore, such method of testimony allows the Judges to
examine the demeanour of the witnesses giving evidence, in order to assess their
credibility. In the Celebiéi case, the Trial Chamber clearly stated:

“It is, however, well known that video-conferences not only allow the
Chambers to hear the testimony of a witness who is unable or unwilling to
present their evidence before the Trial Chamber at The Hague, but also
allows the Judges to observe the demeanour of the witness whilst giving
evidence. Furthermore, and importantly, counsel for the accused can cross-
examine the witness and the Judges can put questions to clarify evidence
given during testimony. Video-conferencing is, in actual fact, merely an
extension of the Trial Chamber to the location of the witness. The accused is
therefore neither denied his right to confront the witness, nor does he lose
materially from the fact of the physical absence of the witness. It cannot,

therefore, be said with any justification that testimony given by video-link

? Rule 71bis provides: “At the request of either party, a Trial Chamber may, in the interests of justice, order
that testimony be received via video-conference link.” (emphasis added).

? Article 17 (4) (e) of the Statute of the Special Court for Sierra Leone.

* Prosecutor v. Delali¢ et al. (Celebiéi case), IT-96-21-A, * Decision on the Motion to Allow Witnesses K,
L, and M to give their Testimony by means of Video-Link Conference”, 28 May 1997, para 15, (“Celebici
Decision”); see also Prosecutor v. Nahimana et al., ICTR-99-52-1, “Decision on the Prosecutor’s
Application to Add Witness X to its List of Witnesses and for Protective Measures”, 14 September 2001,
paras 35-36, (“Nahimana Decision”).



12.

13.

14.

conferencing is a violation of the right of the accused to confront the witness.
Article 21(4)(e) is in no sense violated.” 5

The Prosecution submits that, by allowing the use of video-link technology to
present testimony, Rule 85 (D) acknowledges that technological advances can
enhance the important principles of judicial economy an efficiency, as also
reflected in Rule 4, according to which the President of the Court can authorize a
Chamber or a Judge to exercise their functions away from the Seat of the Special
Court, using inter alia video-link technology.

The Trial Chambers of the ad hoc Tribunals, relying on a decision of the Trial
Chamber in the Tadié case,’ stated that the general rule or preference is that the
witness be physically present in the Court to give his or her testimony, but
nevertheless allowed the testimony by video-link in those instances.” Since these
same Trial Chambers determined that video-link testimony does not violate the
accused’s right to examine or have examined, or to “confront”, the witnesses
against him, the Prosecution submits that this supposed general rule or preference
should not prevent the Trial Chambers of the Special Court to issue an order
allowing the general use of video-link testimony of witnesses by video-link
without a showing of any conditions precedent.

The Prosecution further submits that allowing a general use of video-link
testimony provides the flexibility required by the special circumstances in which
courts such as the Special Court operate.® It allows the Court to efficiently carry

out its duties, while keeping intact the fundamental rights of the accused.

5 Celebi¢i Decision, para. 15; see also Prosecutor v. Milutinovic, IT-05-87, “Decision on Prosecution
Motion for Testimony Of K58 To Be Heard Via Video Link Conference”, 1 November 2006, para 2: "The
jurisprudence supports the arguments that the testimony of witnesses by video-link conference should be
given as much probative value as testimony presented in courtroom, and that such measures do not violate
the rights of the accused to cross-examine the witness and to confront the witness directly.”

: The domestic jurisprudence of a Common Law country such as Canada, very attached to the principle of
orality in criminal proceedings, also confirms that video-links does not violate the right of the accused since
cross-examination is possible andtherefore the confrontation of the accused to the witness, is guaranteed
thanks to the quality of the liaison: see for example R. v. Turner, 2002 BCSC 1135.

® Prosecutor v. Tadié, 1T-94-1-T, “Decision on the Defence Motions to Summon and Protect Defence
Witnesses , and on the Giving of Evidence by Video Link”, 25 June 1996, para.21 (“Tadi¢ Decision”).

7 See for example Celebi¢i Decision, Nahimana Decision

¥ See Tadi¢ Decision, para. 18: "It is in the interests of justice for the Trial Chamber to be flexible and
endeavour to provide the Parties with the opportunity to give evidence by video-link."; Celebiéi Decision,

para 17.

4311



/8

15. The jurisprudence of the ICTY and ICTR also elaborated two conditions for the
permission of a video-link testimony: a) the testimony of a witness is shown to be
sufficiently important to make it contrary to the interests of justice to proceed
without it, and b) the witness is unable or unwilling to come to the International
Tribunal.’ The Prosecution submits that these conditions precedent are not
required, especially as it has been determined that the use of video-link violates
no fundamental right of the Accused.

16. Moreover, Rule 71bis adopted by the ICTY in 1999'? and a recent decision in the
MiloSevié case seem to have moved away from these two conditions and applied a
broader test, considering only whether “it [was] in the interests of justice to permit
the Prosecution to call the witness via video-conference link.”"’

17. The recent Appeals Chamber decision of the ICTR," in which the Appeals
Chamber excluded the testimony given by witness Bagaragaza, is not contrary to
the findings above. The issue at stake was the participation of the Accused at the
trial via video-link, as opposed to the participation of a witness at the trial via
video-link, and the question was whether the Trial Chamber properly exercised its
discretion in its restriction of the Appellant’s (which is the Accused) right to be
present at his trial.

18. Assuming, arguendo, that there is a general rule or preference for physical
presence of a witness in the courtroom, and that the use of video-link testimony
requires the proponent of such testimony to meet certain conditions precedent, the
Prosecution reiterates its position that the condition precedent should be only that
such method of testimony is in the interests of justice.13

19. The Prosecution submits that, at a minimum, it is in the interests of justice for the
following categories of witnesses to be allowed to give evidence by video-link:

a. Witnesses who will give evidence regarding the underlying acts charged,

? Tadi¢ Decision, Celebiéi Decision, Nahimana Decision;

%Rule 71bis was adopted on 17 November 1999.

Y prosecutor v. Milosevié, 1T-02-54-T, “Decision on Prosecution Motion for the Testimony Via Video-
Conference Link of General Ferenc Vegh”, 23 January 2004.

2 protais Zigiranyirazo v The Prosecutor, ICTR-2001-73-AR73, “Decision on Interlocutory Appeal”,
Appeals Chamber, 30 October 2006.

13 See this Motion, paragraph 14.



such as murder, rape etc.: Most, if not all, of these witnesses are likely to
be survivors of the crimes alleged and are vulnerable by virtue of the
trauma they have suffered. In addition, they are unlikely to be personally
acquainted with the accused, or to have had any significant contact with
him.

b. Witnesses who will give evidence regarding the contextual elements of the
crimes charged: Most, if not all, of these witnesses are also likely to be
survivors who are vulnerable by virtue of the traumatic events they have
survived. These witnesses as well are also unlikely to be personally
acquainted with the Accused or to have had any significant contact with
the Accused.

c. Witnesses who will give evidence regarding the Accused’s individual
criminal responsibility but who have had little if any, significant contact
with the Accused.

d. Witnesses who are unable to be physically present in the Court by virtue
physical incapacity or condition.

e. Witnesses who, because of the traumatic effect of the crimes which they
survived, are only able to give a full and candid account of their evidence

through the use of this technology.

20. Allowing video-link testimony of members of these five categories is in the

21.

interests of justice: it ensures that the rights of the accused are protected and the
opposing party still has the opportunity to object and show good cause why a
particular witness should not be allowed to testify by video-link. In addition, it
provides the flexibility needed by an international court such as the Special Court.
It ensures that evidence is brought before the Court in a manner that takes into
account the realities of the situation, the existence of a large number of witnesses
from geographically diverse locations, the physical condition of individuals, and
the emotional and mental aftermath of the crimes alleged.

The Prosecution wishes to reiterate its position that allowing the testimony by
video-link for these categories of witnesses does not limit other options for

presenting witness evidence, such as presenting such evidence in accordance with
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Rule 92bis. Nor, the Prosecution submits, does this position prevent a Party from
presenting evidence of other witnesses by video-link, even those who had been

closely associated with the Accused.

IV. CONCLUSION
22. For the reasons set out above, the Prosecution requests the Trial Chamber issue:
a. A general order allowing the Parties to present witness testimony by
video-link without the showing of any condition precedent, subject to
a showing by the party opposing the use of video-link testimony, that
there exists good cause for denying this method of testimony for
particular individual witnesses.
In the alternative, the Prosecution requests that the Trial Chamber
issue an order allowing the Parties to present video-link witness
testimony of the following categories of witnesses:
i. Witnesses who will give evidence regarding the underlying acts
charged, such as murder, rape etc.
ii. Witnesses who will give evidence regarding the contextual
elements of the crimes charged.
iii. Witnesses who will give evidence regarding the Accused’s
individual criminal responsibility but who have had little if any,
significant contact with the Accused.
iv. Witnesses who are unable to be physically present in the Court
by virtue physical incapacity or condition.
v. Witnesses who, because of the traumatic effect of the
crimes which they survived, are only able to give a full and candid

account of their evidence through the use of this technology.

b. A Practice Direction outlining the procedure to follow in presenting a

witness’ testimony by video-link.
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¢. An order to the Registry to act immediately to ensure that the adequate

technology, procedures and personnel are put in place before the

commencement of trial so as to guarantee the highest quality of video-
link.

Filed in Freetown,

9 February 2007

For the Prosecution,

Brenda J. Hollis
Senior Trial Attorney
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Annex A

List of issues the Chamber may consider addressing in a Practice Direction ‘

outlining the procedure to follow to present a witness testimony by video-link

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

What procedures will be followed while testifying in the trial proper?
Where will the location be?

How will the oath be administered? Will the clerk be present in The Hague or
Freetown?

Will a support person be present?

How will the integrity of the process and location be maintained?

Will there be a security person?

How will exhibits be handled? Will there be a document camera?

Who will handle the lens of the camera, the zooming capacity?

Will there be zooming? What will the size of the image be?

Will all persons in the room be on camera with the witnesses?

How will the evidence be recorded?

What if a video or audio recording is to be played to the witness?

Will there be off camera noises from within the room or outside the room?

How will spontaneous interpretation take place?

12
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L INTRODUCTION

Pending before the Trial Chamber is the Motion to Summon and Protect Defence
Witnesses (“Motion”) filed by the Defence on 18 April 1996. The Defence filed two
corrigenda to the Motion on 25 April 1996 and on 2 May 1996 respectively. On 1 May 1996
the Prosecutor filed a Response to the Motion (“Response”) objecting in part to the requested
relief. Also pending before the Trial Chamber in connection with this Motion is the Defence
Motion on the Giving of Evidence by Video-Conference Link filed on 20 March 1996. The

Prosecutor filed his Response to this motion on 27 March 1996.

Oral arguments on the motions were heard on 3 May 1996. The requests dealing with
protective measures for Defence witnesses were heard in camera while the other requests
were heard in open court. The Trial Chamber gave an oral decision on the motions on 7 May

1996, reserving the written decision to 2 later date.

THE TRIAL CHAMBER HAVING CONSIDERED the written submissions and

oral arguments of the parties

HEREBY ISSUES ITS DECISION.

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996
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IL DISCUSSION

A.  Factual Background

1. The accused is charged with crimes arising out of a series of incidents which are
alleged to have occurred in opstina Prijedor between May and December 1992. These charges
relate to events at the Omarska, Keraterm and Tropolje camps, an incident arising out of the
surrender of the Kozarac area in May 1992 and events in the villages of Jaski¢i and Sivci in
June 1992. The charges involve the commission of serious violations of international
humanitarian law including, inter alia, wilful killing, murder, wilfully causing grave suffering
or serious injury, persecution, torture, cruel treatment and the commission of inhumane acts.
These acts are alleged to constitute grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 12 August
1949 as recognised by Article 2 of the Statute of the International Tribunal ("the Statute"),
violations of the laws or customs of war as recognised by Article 3 of the Statute and crimes

against humanity as recognised by Article 5 of the Statute.

2. According to the Defence, its witnesses are exposed to serious risk of reprisals.
Indeed, the Defence contends that the very fact of contact between potential witnesses and the
Defence has resulted in threats to witnesses. Even when their testimony is innocuous,
witnesses are often fearful of arrest by the Prosecutor. Consequently, witnesses are often
unwilling or fearful to come to the seat of the International Tribunal to testify. Furthermore,
there are allegations that cooperation by the authorities in opstina Prijedor with the

International Tribunal is lacking.

B.  The Pleadings

3. The Defence seeks five categories of relief. First, it requests that the Trial Chamber
summon fourteen (14) witnesses to appear at the seat of the International Tribunal to testify
and summon other witnesses at a location other than the seat of the International Tribunal to
provide testimony by means of video-link. Second, it requests that the Trial Chamber issue
orders for the safe conduct of four (4) witnesses to travel to the seat of the International

Tribunal and testify before the Trial Chamber or, in the alternative, that the Trial Chamber

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996
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allow these witnesses to give testimony by means of video-link. Third, it requests that the
Trial Chamber order the giving of testimony by ten (10) witnesses by video-link. Fourth, the
Trial Chamber is asked to protect the identity of eight (8) witnesses from disclosure to the
public and the media, i.e. confidentiality. Fifth, the Defence requests that the name and other
identifying information concerning three (3) witnesses be withheld from the Prosecutor, ie.
anonymity. During oral argument the Defence joined the Prosecutor in his request to conduct

part of the trial in or near opstina Prijedor as an alternative to video-link testimony.

4. The Prosecutor agrees to the request of the Defence to summon certain witnesses but
opposes the requests for safe conduct, confidentiality, and anonymity. The Prosecutor asserts
that the requests for safe conduct, video-link testimony and the measures protecting the
identity of certain witnesses from disclosure to the public and the media lack specificity and
that the request for anonymity does not satisfy the criteria set out in the Prosecutor v. Tadic,
No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Prosecutor’s Motion for Protective Measures for Victims and

Witnesses of 10 August 1995, ICTY Tr.Ch. Il (“Protective Measures Decision”).

1. Summons

5. Rule 54 of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence of the International Tribunal (“the

Rules”) provides that the Trial Chamber “may issue such orders, summonses, subpoenas,

warrants and transfer orders as may be necessary . . . for the preparation or conduct of the
trial.”
6. The Prosecutor agrees to the request by the Defence for witnesses for the Defence to

be summoned. Considering that the Prosecutor joins in the request and pursuant to Rule
54, the Trial Chamber will issue summonses for the witnesses identified in the Motion as
witnesses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,6, 7,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27
and 28. Witness 16 will be summoned when his address becomes known to the Trial

Chamber.

7. The summons shall provide instructions relating to identification, insofar as

possible, specify the time and place for the appearance, and shall set out the penalty for

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996




non-compliance. It shall also indicate the approximate allowances payable and the
travelling and subsistence expenses which are reimbursable or pre-paid. See European
Convention on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters, 20 Apr. 1959, Art. 10 (2), Europ. T. S.

No. 99 (“European Convention”).

2. Safe Conduct

8. The Defence requests the Trial Chamber to provide for the safe conduct of four (4)
of its witnesses in order to secure their attendance at the seat of the International Tribunal.
In the alternative, the Defence requests that these witnesses should be heard by means of
video-link. Orders for safe conduct are not specifically provided for by either the Statute or

the Rules. An order in terms can, however, be made under the general power of Rule 54.

9. Orders for safe conduct as provided for between countries protect a person from
prosecution and restriction of liberty in the requesting country in relation to acts which
preceded his departure from the requested country for purposes of appearing and testifying
in response to a request. 3 Michael Abbell & Bruno A. Ristau, International Judicial
Assistance: Criminal (Evidence) § 12-4-4(13) (1995). Safe conduct provisions have been
included in nearly all treaties of mutual assistance and several multilateral agreements. An
example of a general safe conduct provision in a multilateral treaty is contained in section 1

of Article 12 of the European Convention which provides:

A witness or expert, whatever his nationality, appearing on a summons before
the judicial authorities of the requesting Party shall not be prosecuted or
detained or subjected to any other restriction of his personal liberty in the
territory of that Party in respect of acts or convictions anterior to his departure
from the territory of the requested Party.

10.  States have issued orders for safe conduct in order to secure the attendance of
witnesses from areas beyond their jurisdiction. The International Tribunal finds itself at
present in a similar situation because it does not have a police force of its own to secure the

presence of witnesses at the seat of the International Tribunal.

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996
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11. As stated above, the Defence requests, as an alternative to safe conduct, that the
witnesses concerned be heard by means of video-link. The evidentiary value of testimony
of a witness who is physically present is weightier than testimony given by video-link. The
physical presence of a witness at the seat of the International Tribunal enables the Judges to
evaluate the credibility of a person giving evidence in the courtroom. Moreover, the
physical presence of the witness at the seat of the International Tribunal may help

discourage the witness from giving false testimony.

12. It must be borne in mind that an order for safe conduct grants only a very limited
immunity from prosecution. Immunity is granted with respect to crimes within the
jurisdiction of the International Tribunal committed before coming to the International
Tribunal and only for the time during which the witness is present at the seat of the
International Tribunal for the purpose of giving testimony. The Trial Chamber regards this
limited restriction on the powers of the Prosecutor reasonable in light of the importance for
the administration of justice of having the witnesses physically present before this Trial
Chamber. Moreover, the Defence has stated that testimony by these witnesses is
innocuous. Furthermore, witnesses who the Defence claims will provide evidence which is
vital to its case, will not appear before the Trial Chamber unless granted safe conduct. In
these circumstances, the Trial Chamber holds the view that granting the request for safe

conduct is appropriate and in the interest of justice.

13.  The Trial Chamber acknowledges the need to provide guidelines with respect to the
procedure to be followed when witnesses appear before the International Tribunal pursuant to
an order for safe conduct. First, the summons served on the witnesses shall contain the
clause that safe conduct does not bar prosecution for offences which the witness might
commit after his departure from his home country. See Council of FEurope
Recommendation No. R (83) 12 of the Committee of Ministers Concerning Safe Conduct
for Witnesses in Application of Article 12.1 of the Eur. Conv. on Mutual Assistance in

Criminal Matters (23 Sept. 1983).

14.  Additionally, the safe conduct shall be limited in time. The safe conduct will

commence fifteen (15) days before the witness is to appear before the International

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996
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Tribunal. The safe conduct will remain applicable for a period of fifteen (15) consecutive
days from the date when the presence of the witness is no longer required by the
International Tribunal. In case of illness which prevents the witness from leaving the
Netherlands, the fifteen (15) day period will commence when the witness is able to travel
again. If the witness is detained because of a crime he allegedly committed while in the
Netherlands for the purpose of giving testimony, the fifteen (15) day period will start to run

from the day he is released from prison.

15. The Trial Chamber orders that, while in the Netherlands for the purpose of
appearing before the International Tribunal to testify, witnesses 3, 7, 14 and 20, shall not
be prosecuted, detained or subjected to any other restriction of their personal liberty in
respect of acts Or convictions prior to their departure from their home country. The
immunity shall cease when the witness, having had for a period of fifteen (15) consecutive
days from the date when his presence is no longer required by the International Tribunal an
opportunity of leaving, has nevertheless remained in the Netherlands, or having left it, has

returned. See European Convention Art. 12 3).

16.  During oral argument the Defence requested the Trial Chamber to include within the
order for safe conduct, protection in the countries through which the witnesses travel to
reach the International Tribunal. The Trial Chamber, however, declines the request of the
Defence to issue such a general order for immunity of persons in transit for the purpose of

appearing before the International Tribunal.

3. Video-Link Testimony

17. The Defence requests that the Trial Chamber allow the giving of testimony by
video-link in order to secure the evidence of witnesses who are unwilling to come t0 the
seat of the International Tribunal. The Defence envisages the giving of evidence through a
live television link with the courtroom which will enable all persons concerned to see, hear

and communicate with the witness, even though he is not physically present.

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996
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18.  The Defence relies on both Rule 4 and Rule 71 (D) in support of its request for
video-link testimony. Rule 4 provides that “A Chamber may exercise its functions at a
place other than the seat of the Tribunal, if so authorised by the President in the interests of
justice.” This Rule envisages the Trial Chamber sitting away from the seat of the
International Tribunal and does not cover the reception of video-link testimony from a
location elsewhere. Rule 71 (D) is not intended to provide for the giving of testimony by
video-link but is concerned with the admission of evidence taken by deposition for
subsequent use at trial. However, because of the extraordinary circumstances attendant
upon conducting a trial while a conflict is ongoing or recently ended, it is in the interest of
justice for the Trial Chamber to be flexible and endeavour to provide the Parties with the

opportunity to give evidence by video-link.

19. It cannot be stressed too strongly that the general rule is that a witness must
physically be present at the seat of the International Tribunal. The Trial Chamber will,
therefore, only allow video-link testimony if certain criteria are met, namely that the
testimony of a witness is shown to be sufficiently important to make it unfair to proceed
without it and that the witness is unable or unwilling to come to the International Tribunal.
The Defence has demonstrated the link between each witness and the time-frame in which
the alleged crimes took place thereby satisfying the Trial Chamber that the witnesses are
sufficiently important to the accused’s defence of alibi. In the affidavits concerning
witnesses 1, 4, 5, 6, 13, 26 and 28, the Defence declares that these witnesses fear arrest by
the Prosecutor and are therefore unwilling to come to the seat of the International Tribunal.
Accordingly, the Trial Chamber will allow the giving of video-link testimony by each of
these witnesses subject to the conditions set out in paragraph 22 and provided that the

necessary equipment is made available to the Tribunal.

20.  The Defence also requests that witnesses 9, 22 and 27 be granted leave to give their
testimony by means of video-link. However, the affidavits filed by the Defence in relation
to these witnesses do not fulfil the criteria set out above. The affidavit submitted by the
Defence in respect of witness 9 does not state that the witness is unwilling to come to the
seat of the International Tribunal. That submitted in respect of witness 22 gives no reason

for the unwillingness of the witness to come to the seat of the International Tribunal. With

Case No. IT-94-1-T 25 June 1996
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regard to witness 27, it is not clear whether the witness requires this measure as the
Defence has not as yet been able to interview him. For these reasons the Trial Chamber is
pot inclined to allow testimony to be given by these witnesses by means of video-link.
However, the Trial Chamber is willing to consider any supplementary affidavits concerning
these witnesses if filed before 25 July 1996.

21.  The evidentiary value of testimony provided by video-link, although weightier than
that of testimony given by deposition, is not as weighty as testimony given in the
courtroom. Hearing of witnesses by video-link should therefore be avoided as far as
possible. The Trial Chamber appreciates the difficult circumstances under which the parties
have to labour. Nevertheless, it is preferable for the Trial Chamber to have the benefit of
the physical presence of the witnesses at trial. For this reason and because orders for safe
conduct will afford these witnesses the same protection as giving testimony by video-link
and is less disruptive of the trial process, the Trial Chamber grants leave to the Defence to
amend its Motion to request, where appropriate, orders for safe conduct instead of orders

permitting testimony by video-link, before 25 July 1996.

22 The Trial Chamber acknowledges the need to provide for guidelines to be followed in
order to ensure the orderly conduct of the proceedings when testimony is given by video-link.
First, the party making the application for video-link testimony should make arrangements for
an appropriate location from which to conduct the proceedings. The venue must be conducive
to the giving of truthful and open testimony. Furthermore, the safety and solemnity of the
proceedings at the location must be guaranteed. The non-moving party and the Registry
must be informed at every stage of the efforts of the moving party and they must be in
agreement with the proposed location. Where no agreement is reached on an appropriate
location, the Trial Chamber shall hear the parties and the Registry, and make a final
decision. The following locations should preferably be used: (i) an embassy or consulate,
(ii) offices of the International Tribunal in Zagreb or Sarajevo, or, (iii) a court facility.
Second, the Trial Chamber will appoint a Presiding Officer to ensure that the testimony is
given freely and voluntarily. The Presiding Officer will identify the witnesses and explain
the nature of the proceedings and the obligation to speak the truth. He will inform the

witnesses that they are liable to prosecution for perjury in case of false testimony, will
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administer the taking of the oath and will keep the Trial Chamber informed at all times of
the conditions at the location. Third, unless the Trial Chamber decides otherwise, the
testimony shall be given in the physical presence only of the Presiding Officer and, if
necessary, of a member of the Registry technical staff. Fourth, the witnesses must, by
means of a monitor, be able to see, at various times, the Judges, the accused and the
questioner; similarly the Judges, the accused and the questioner must each be able (o
observe the witness on their monitor. Fifth, a statement made under solemn declaration by
a witness shall be treated as having been made in the courtroom and the witness shall be
liable to prosecution for perjury in exactly the same way as if he had given evidence at the

seat of the International Tribunal.

23, The Prosecutor in his Response requests the Trial Chamber to change the location of
the trial to opstina Prijedor at some time during the proceedings. During the oral arguments
the Defence joined in this request as an alternative to video-link testimony. The Trial
Chamber does not think it is necessary to change the location of the trial as the measures

allowed by this Decision are sufficient to secure the testimony of Defence witnesses.

4. Confidentiality

24.  The power to provide appropriate protection for victims and witnesses during the
proceedings is derived from provisions of Articles 20 and 22 of the Statute and Rules 69, 75
and 79. As was stated in the Protective Measures Decision, the Trial Chamber, in fulfilling
its affirmative obligation to provide such protection, has to interpret the provisions within the
context of its own unique legal framework in determining where the balance lies between the
accused’s right to a fair and public trial, the right of the public to access to information and the
protection of victims and witnesses. How the balance is struck will depend on the facts of
each case. See Prosecutor v. Tadic, No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Prosecutor’s Motion
Requesting Protective Measures for Witness L of 14 Nov. 1995 ICTY Tr. Ch. II (“Witness

L Decision™) para. 11; Prosecutor V. Tadic, No. I1T-94-1-T, Decision on the Prosecutor’s
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Motion Requcsting Protective Measures for Witness P of 15 May 1996 ICTY Tr. Ch. II

(“ Witness P Decision”) para. 6; and Protective Measures Decision, passim.

25.  As this Trial Chamber has pointed out previously, it has to ensure that the
curtailment of the public nature of the hearing is justified by circumstances such as the giving
of evidence by victims of sexual assault and genuine fear for the safety of the witness or
members of his family. See Protective Measures Decision para. 42; Witness L Decision
para. 16; and Witness P Decision para. 7. The right to a public trial is not only a right of
the accused. The world community has a right to be informed of the proceedings before the
International Tribunal. Similarly, the Prosecutor has an interest in the trial being conducted

in public.

26. In his Response, the Prosecutor asserted that prior media contact by a witness
should exclude such a witness from the protection of his identity from disclosure to the
public and the media. However, the Trial Chamber disagrees; prior media contact does not
necessarily exclude a witness from being granted the measures protecting his identity from
disclosure to the public and the media. The Trial Chamber must take into account the
witnesses’ fear of potentially serious consequences to them and to their family members if
information which may lead to their identification is made known to the public or the
media. In light of the general confirmation by the Prosecutor that the fear of reprisal
entertained by witnesses who will testify before the International Tribunal is well founded
(Response at 8) the Trial Chamber finds that the Defence’s request is appropriate with

respect to the witnesses who have indicated fear of reprisals upon their return home.

27 Therefore, the Trial Chamber grants the measures protecting the identity of witnesses
8, 9, 10, 15 and 24 from disclosure to the public and the media. The Trial Chamber denies
these protective measures to witness 23 as the Defence has not submitted an affidavit on her
behalf. The Trial Chamber also denies these protective measures to witnesses 26, 27 and
28 because no fear of reprisals against them or members of their family was expressed nor
any other circumstances justifying such measures. However, these decisions will be
reviewed should the Defence submit supplementary affidavits of these witnesses before 25

July 1996. The Defence asserted that fear of reprisals should be regarded implicitly to be
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part of all the affidavits submitted on the witnesses’ behalf. The Trial Chamber concludes,
however, that for a witness to qualify for protection of his identity from disclosure to the
public and the media, this fear must be expressed explicitly by the witness and based on

circumstances which can objectively be seen to cause fear.

5.  Anonymity

28. In addition to requesting confidentiality and video-link testimony for witnesses 26,
27 and 28, the Defence requests that the names and other identifying information regarding
these witnesses be not disclosed to the Prosecutor. Anonymity cannot be granted to witness
27 as the Defence has not interviewed him and thus his need for protection has not been
established. With respect to witnesses 26 and 28, the Protective Measures Decision sets out
five criteria that must be met in order for a request for anonymity to succeed. One of the
criteria for granting anonymity is that the measures taken should be strictly necessary and that
i a less restrictive measure can secure the required protection, that measure should be applied.
See Protective Measures Decision para. 66. Witnesses 26 and 28 expressed fear of arrest by
the Prosecutor. Fear of arrest, unlike the fear of retaliation expressed by the witnesses for
whom the Trial Chamber has granted anonymity, can be obviated by the granting of less
restrictive measures, e.g., by providing for safe conduct or for the giving of testimony by
means of video-link. Indeed, the Defence request for video-link testimony in respect of these
witnesses has already been granted. The Trial Chamber is therefore of the view that the fear
of witnesses 26 and 28 has been met by way of affording the opportunity to testify by way of

video-link and, accordingly, denies the request for anonymity.
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III. DISPOSITION

For the foregoing reasons, THE TRIAL CHAMBER, being seized of the motions filed by
the Defence, ORDERS AS FOLLOWS:

PURSUANT TO RULE 54,

) witnesses 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22,25, 26, 27 and 28 shall be summoned;

(2)  witnesses 3, 7, 14 and 20, while in the Netherlands for the purpose of
appearing before the International Tribunal to testify, shall not be
prosecuted, detained or subjected to any other restriction of their personal
liberty in respect of acts or convictions prior to their departure from their
home country. The immunity shall commence fifteen (15) days before the
witness is to appear before the International Tribunal and cease when the
witness, having had for a period of fifteen (15) consecutive days from the
date when his presence is no longer required by the International Tribunal an
opportunity of leaving, has nevertheless remained in the Netherlands, or

having left it, has returned; and

(3)  witnesses 1, 4, 5, 6, 13, 26 and 28 may give testimony through video-link
provided that the necessary equipment can be made available to the Tribunal

and subject to the conditions set out in this Decision.
PURSUANT TO RULE 75,
(4) the name, address, whereabouts of, and other identifying data concerning

witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24 shall not be disclosed to the public or to the

media;
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all hearings to consider the issue of protective measures for witnesses 8, 9, 10,
15 and 24 shall be in closed session, however, edited recordings and transcripts
of the session(s) shall, if possible, be released to the public and to the media after

review by the Defence in consultation with the Victims and Witnesses Unit;

the name, address, whereabouts of, and identifying data concerning witnesses 8,
9, 10, 15 and 24 shall be sealed and not included in any of the public records of

the International Tribunal;

to the extent the name, address, whereabouts of, or other identifying data
concerning witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24 is contained in existing public
documents of the International Tribunal, that information shall be expunged

from those documents;

documents of the International Tribunal identifying witnesses 8,9, 10, 15 and

24 shall not be disclosed to the public or to the media;

the testimony of witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24 shall be heard in closed session;
however, edited recordings and transcripts of the session(s) shall, if possible, be
released to the public and to the media after review by the Defence in

consultation with the Victims and Witnesses Unit;

pseudonyms shall be used whenever referring to witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24
in proceedings before the International Tribunal and in discussions among

parties to the trial;

the names of witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24 shall be released to the Prosecutor

immediately;
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the Prosecutor and his representatives who are acting pursuant to his instructions
or requests shall not disclose the names of witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24, or any
other identifying data concerning these witnesses, to the public or to the media,
except to the limited extent such disclosure to members of the public is
necessary to investigate the witness adequately. Any such disclosure shall be
made in such a way as to minimise the risk of the witness’s name being divulged

to the public at large or to the media;

the Prosecutor and his representatives who are acting pursuant to his instructions
or requests shall notify the Defence of any requested contact with witnesses 8,
9, 10, 15 and 24 or the relatives of witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24, and the
Defence shall make arrangements for such contact as may be determined

necessary; and

the public and the media shall not photograph, video-record or sketch
witnesses 8, 9, 10, 15 and 24 while they are in the precincts of the

International Tribunal.

Done in both English and French, the English version being authoritative.

ot XD 5]

abrielle Kirk McDonald

Presiding Judge
Dated this twenty-fifth day of June 1996
At The Hague
The Netherlands
[Seal of the Tribunal]
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