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1. Technology.

2. Internet.

3. Cyberspace.
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1. Accused.

2. In absentia.
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Decision on Interlocutory Appeal (Appeals Chamber, Oct. 30, 2006), para. 11).
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v. Nzirorera, Case No. ICTR-98-44-AR73.10, Decision on Nzirorera’s Interlocutory Appeal

Concerning his Right to be Present at Trial (Appeals Chamber, Oct. 5, 2007), para. 15).
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(Prosecutor v. Ayyash and Others, Trial Chamber, Case No. STL-II-OIIPTITC, 27 July

2012 and Ayyash and Others, Appeals Chamber, 24 October 2012, (STL-11-
O1/PT/AC/AR90.1)).

4. Procedural.

5. Merit.

6. Defendant.

7. Data.

8. Sattelite image.
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1. Evidence.

2. Testimony.

3. Video conference.

4. Witness proofing.
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. Criminal justice.
. Inability.

. Unwillingness.

. Bandwidth.

. Hardware.

. Software.

. Hack.

. Face to face.
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3. Statute of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, art. 21 (4)(e);
Statute of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, art. 20(4)(e), Statute of the
Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL), art. 17 (4)(e); Rome Statute of International
Court of Justice, art. 67(1)(e).
4. Immediacy.
ol (Nuremberg) « jﬁ»)}_',» NEAN L;LA;-\:_«U 03 Al Dol d Oral (viva voce) .0
.(Schabas,/2016: 1081) ks 6..51....&\4& Aol esylge CAel s g bl sl
Gido o ol ol (g maSals  Madlo 0lys ades 51 Ml 6,457 8 slaolals .5
SR YAY Sl Dlsle) Wpls sl Olge 4 Cosled

O S\re) sl

\W 3)\.«.&/\\"6\,\ Q\Z'Ma\’i_)\.@;/&;ﬁs



...&\&5\#0\?:\:%5;3 w\)ﬂ.s}?.\ij&)a)\bb\.@

i sl SNy o 5l Waolsls pl (6 b b (gl Slzh kL Bloss
NGI PN

laan 5l Madlopw (5,48 Glaolsls Slsnl b b ol 0l 305 Hladg pl s
Ol Goms Sed 53 gy ol 5l 35 0315 Ol Jae 53 Dol plee Sl
S oS0l (b s METy Ml A4S o013 35y (4 by
5 n 4513 Ol e 0519 B0l 5 (5,8 Ml Ol Ty el

Gob 5 Caled o pdy 55 oS Ml wolsls 4y, Y
o AS S 9
380 g A i ke iy o7 Sleie filae 5 53 Taad ) 5
Sy o 53 Lkt 5 il (53550 51 0ol) (6 kS Al oS s
TAn 4 6,5 Olas gy o) ST a5 g0 atlny LS Sis b 51 sled
sl Bl s sMSy slp s a8 Ml ols sla S 53 s

b n w13 o005 pl gy 4 1

\&3‘..4 633“»«?}3 el S o&sls )Y
Sl S S s G b 5 Dol bl 6 g 50 16 paS Malli G 5
alw 6 S el 628 o&sls s (o) oy me 4 53 )l yiesss
Sloy e gred Olsd Al g gwysls &J;A)}b S 54 I 53l s .\isjfcjb
013 ol Sy e (SN 0deB) S o oy o3 Ol L B o sl 3
o Loyl oL aSEas g b ol Al s dalss 1) OSGl o g 55 Olgs Ul
e 348 Jyeme 8 bl 5 G an Lal o)lis o sy sl (glsl oSl
il 3 U dlad oo 5506 i dlanil 3,555 S b Ol o513 355 Shemy
Sy SLacs b (sl 1y 2 s Bl b 5l sl a)) e p ole )|

4 Gl same 5 35 b 2 sl Sy Ml 6,48 Bl
£35S £ 4 (glae pozen 5 3] b ol Jb s e g5ME s Mol Esls .\
ATV DRF (033 S S e 53 9 55 1 OF ol B el 457 sl ol i i



s OLas aslg '«Cf’\.u SS90 a8 Ay ames cpl 4 Ol ppimean "l 2l
ol T o B3l 5 s o3 53 ypiam (sl OltaLE a3 e e oS
Soygo 4y OLissled (il (6 5ME g 55 (glaate 31 Aala 1) b 5ls o3| Ol ¢ ula
Ceed 41 Ol L (Ivkovic, 2004: 268) Lules 451 "(aa¥y s Ol e dy il &S S
ey 2 s S3leh lsl IS 5 (s pale o Sy sl 53 535 ekt
S s oill ) el aS e 5 b ol Oolgd sl g A o eel Olge>
glozel 05t r§> 035 6Wslel 5 Doslgd s sn Coanl dbax 31 asiie sla)las
oyas 55 Olys 00338 S Olgs 4 drrlye p3 dals L o b Slsb 5 Soslgd
23 Al Dolgh oS S a8 0 S5 D3lgh plonil o 4 by eSS Ll
b 5 i 28 4 Aals b3 s 1l ol b b lin Jre emlin 0K S
A salyh b 4l Solgd uoman 54h Lis ;.x:,»)v((o‘l,:)) 3 9«;@\» 935
(sl (glsl 31 i Aol 5558 150 (ol el Syl o g (lslT

1. Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence Motions to
Summon and Protect Defence Witnesses, and on the Giving of Evidence by Video-Link
(ICTY, June 25, 1996), para. 18.

2. Defense counsel.

3. Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence Motions to
Summon and Protect Defence Witnesses, and on the Giving of Evidence by Video-Link
(ICTY, June 25, 1996), para. 19.
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5. Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence Motions to
Summon and Protect Defence Witnesses, and on the Giving of Evidence by Video-Link
(ICTY, June 25, 1996), para. 19.
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6. Safety.

7. Solemnity.

8. Voluntarily.

9. Freely.

10. Presiding officer.
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1. Monitor.

2. Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence Motions to
Summon and Protect Defence Witnesses, and on the Giving of Evidence by Video-Link
(ICTY, June 25, 1996), para. 22.

3. Bantekas & Nash, 2003: 305.

4. Prosecutor v. Vlatko Kupreskic and Others, Case No. IT-95-16-AR73, Appeals Decision on
Appeal by Dragan Papic against Ruling to Proceed by Deposition (15 July 1999), p. 3.
5. Prosecutor v. Kvocka and Others, Case No. IT-98-30-PT Decision to Proceed by Way

of Deposition Pursuant to Rule 71, para. 15. November 1999.

6. Prosecutor v. Zejnil Delalic and Others, Case No. IT-96-21-T, Decision on the Motion
to Allow Witnesses K, L and M to Give Their Testimony By Means of Video-Link
Conference (May 28, 1997), paras. 14-15.
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(Prosecutor v. Ante Gotovina, Case No. IT-06-90-T, Reasons for Decision Granting
Prosecution’s Motion to Cross-Examine Four Proposed Rule 92 bis Witnesses and
Reasons for Decision to Hear the Evidence of Those Witnesses via Video-Conference

Link (ICTY, Nov. 3, 2009), para. 8).
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1. Interests of justice.

2. Rules of Procedure and Evidence of ICTY, U.N. Doc. IT/32 (Feb. 11, 1994), Rule 81
bis.

3. Prosecutor v. Radovan Karadzic, Case No. IT.95-5/18-T, Decision on Prosecution’s
Motion for Testimony to Be Heard via Video-Conference Link, paras. 5-6 (ICTY, June
17, 2010); Prosecutor v. Jovica Stanisic, Case No. IT-03-69-T, Decision on Prosecution
Motions to Hear Witnesses by Video-Conference Link, para. 8 (ICTY, Feb. 24, 2010);
Prosecutor v. Ante Gotovina, Case No. IT-06-90-T, Reasons for Decision Granting
Prosecution’s Motion to Cross-Examine Four Proposed Rule 92 bis Witnesses and
Reasons for Decision to Hear the Evidence of Those Witnesses via Video-Conference
Link, para. 7 (ICTY, Nov. 3, 2009); Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-T,
Decision on the Defence Motions to Summon and Protect Defence Witnesses, and on
the Giving of Evidence by Video-Link, para. 19 (ICTY, June 25, 1996).

4. Unable.

5. Unwilling.
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(Prosecutor v. Jovica Stanisic, Case No. IT-03-69-T, Decision on Prosecution Motions

to Hear Witnesses by Video-Conference Link (ICTY, Feb. 24, 2010), paras. 12-14).
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1. Prosecutor v. Ante Gotovina, Case No. IT-06-90-T, Reasons for Decision Granting
Prosecution’s Motion to Cross-Examine Four Proposed Rule 92 bis Witnesses and
Reasons for Decision to Hear the Evidence of Those Witnesses via Video-Conference
Link (ICTY, Nov. 3, 2009), para. 12.

. Fact.

. Case by case.

. Discretion.

wn A W DN

. Rules of Procedure and Evidence of United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for
Rwanda (ICTR), Rule 90(A).
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1. Prosecutor v. Bagosora, Case No. ICTR-98-41-T, Decision on the Prosecution Request
for Testimony of Witness BT via Video-Link (TC) (Oct. 8, 2004), para. 8; Prosecutor v.
Nizeyimana, Case No. ICTR-00-55C-T, Decision on Prosecutor’s Extremely Urgent
Motion for Testimony via Video-Link (Feb. 14, 2011), para. 5.

2. Burden of proof.

3. Prosecutor v. Nizeyimana, Case No. ICTR-00-55C-T, Decision on Prosecutor’s
Extremely Urgent Motion for Testimony via Video-Link (Feb. 14, 2011), para. 6.

4. Prosecutor v. Ndahimana, Case No. ICTR-2001-68-T, Decision on Defence Motion to
Hear the Testimony of Witnesses BX7 and FB1 via Video Link (Feb. 25, 2011), para. 16.

5. Last Resort.

6. Prosecutor v. Muvunyi, Case No. ICTR-2000-55A-PT, Decision on Prosecution’s
Motion to Have Prosecution Witness NN Testify by Video-Link (Dec. 30, 2008), para. 2.

7. Prosecutor v. Bagosom and Others, Case No. ICTR-98—41-I, Decision on Prosecutor’s
Motion for Deposition of Witness OW (5 December 2001), para. 12.
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2. Prosecutor v. Rukundo, Case No. ICTR-2001-70-PT, Decision on the Prosecutor’s
Urgent Motion for Witnesses BPA and BLR to Give Testimony via Video-Link (Mar.
1,2007), paras. 5, 13, 14.

3. Prosecutor v. Zigranyirazo, Case No. ICTR-2001-73-T, Decision on the Prosecution
Joint Motion for Re-Opening Its Case and for Reconsideration of the 31 January 2006
Decision on the Hearing of Witness Michel Bagaragaza via Video-Link (Nov. 16,
2000), para. 24.

4. Prosecutor v. Nchamihigo, Case No. ICTR-2001-63-T, Decision on the Prosecution
Motion to Hear the Testimony of Witness LM by Video-Link (Jan. 25, 2007), paras. 5-6.



\-5}*5 b g5, £

ol @ AS s XY
13l el s oL 55 (S sl 5 anynls T Sy e 53 b ptedivs sy
S S Olgms adl 5 w3l ol Dol e 53 L ES HAy s 3 b ol Soslgd
5 el ol Sly e (OFY 0del ulul .58 515 sl 5yse Ml
o3l o3l ol Sn L8 93 51 51 ey Ol ¢ Ml 6 AST Ol o)
Ol S sl axdls |y Subls -l enlizal 3)50 (55l tal [y g b o s
V.A‘JJ él.\_» 555 " (lwslan Olgs Gl 1y Doolgd Glsl e 5o dall Sb )
aS Wl Jool el im0 S be oS Sk ans Syl 5 1S
OLa « o) 5 oo | (ol (el Cyley 5 Sndly Slebl (5l Sosled (slsl 0K
i 4S5 5o Olan Vol delas dals ;((d,a}.p;'- ) ,O«c,al;» 3
asoly 3l Dsled Sud ose s s el (6,48 Olss 3l
S S oLl 5 3w (NS Ml (58S o051 5 i lante
el ;83 B o ol 53 gadaie JYs el ol fas 1Ty My
Olgws Sdlad Olay 53 (o slags sl abi>De bl Ly (Collam! ol ool L5
= 4l ol 1Ty 5 6 5MS (laolls b avglin yoo Ml o ,a8
6o Olgss doliwbind (3, (sl ss aSCyl Comsis 23513 599 5 3k
S5 ) e \)_.LAL&)\A((V.WJ)) 58,8 Lim 355 Sonlgd 4 ditn e

1. Prosecutor v. Rukundo, Case No. ICTR-2001-70-PT, Decision on the Prosecutor’s
Urgent Motion for Witnesses BPA and BLR to Give Testimony via Video-Link (Mar.
1,2007), para. 15.

. Prosecutor.

. Registry.

. Well-being.

Dignity.

. Privacy.

. Rules of Procedure and Evidence of International Criminal Court, art. 67(1)(3).

. Oath.
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1. Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court 1998, art. 93(1)(b).

2. Impunity.

3. International community as a whole.

4. Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court 1998, Preamble.

5. Mobile.

6. Prosecutor v. Lubanga Dyilo, Case No. ICC-01/04/01-06, Redacted Decision on the
Defence Request for a Witness to Give Evidence via Video-Link (Feb. 9, 2010), paras.
3, 14-16.

7. Tturi.
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1. Prosecutor v. Bemba Gombo, Case No. ICC-01/05-01/08-947, Redacted Decision on
the “Request for the Conduct of the Testimony of Witness CAR-OTP-WWWW-0108
by Video-Link”, (Oct. 12, 2010), paras. 5-15.

2. Communications media.

3. Closed-circuit television.

4. Rules of Procedure and Evidence of the Special Court for Sierra Leone SCSL, art.
85(D).

5. Prosecutor vs. Charles Ghankay Taylor, Case No. SCSL-03-01-PT-217, Decision on
Prosecution Motion to Allow Witnesses to Give Testimony by Video-Link, paras. 22-27.
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1. Prosecutor v. Charles Ghankay Taylor, Case No. SCSL-03-1-T, Decision on Public
Prosecution Motion to Allow Witness TF1-303 to Give Testimony by Video-Link, 3.
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(Prosecutor v. Charles Ghankay Taylor, Case No. SCSL-03-1-T, <d,ds <35 03,5 Jo o,
Decision on Public Prosecution Motion to Allow Witness TF1-303 to Give Testimony
by Video-Link (Nov. 18, 2008)).
3. Pseudonyms.
4. Prosecutor v. Issa Hassan Sesay, Case No. SCSL-2004-15-T, Decision on Prosecution
Motion for Modification of Protective Measures for Witnesses (SCSL Trial Chamber 5
July 2004).
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1. Legal formalism.

2. Constituent instrument.

3. Prosecutor v. Dusko Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence Motions to
Summon and Protect Defence Witnesses, and on the Giving of Evidence by Video-Link
(ICTY, June 25, 1996), para. 21.
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(Prosecutor v. Zejnil Delalic and Others, Case No. ((@_W;n 4zd ys ) o Ssls s Soslgd
IT-96-21-T, 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. 18)
.(Schabas, 2006: 475) 313 |3 3des ASG 3,56

4. Prosecutor v. Ante Gotovina, Case No. IT-06-90-T, Reasons for Decision Granting
Prosecution’s Motion to Cross-Examine Four Proposed Rule 92 bis Witnesses and
Reasons for Decision to Hear the Evidence of Those Witnesses via Video-Conference
Link (ICTY, Nov. 3, 2009), para. 8.
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Sierra Leone (SCSL), rule 80)

2. Prosecutor v. Ante Gotovina, Case No. IT-06-90-T, Reasons for Decision Granting
Prosecution’s Motion to Cross-Examine Four Proposed Rule 92 bis Witnesses and
Reasons for Decision to Hear the Evidence of Those Witnesses via Video-Conference
Link (ICTY, Nov. 3, 2009), para. 8.

3. Expeditious trial.

4. Proprio motu.

5. Prosecutor v. Ante Gotovina, Case No. IT-06-90-T, Reasons for Decision Granting
Prosecution’s Motion to Cross-Examine Four Proposed Rule 92 bis Witnesses and
Reasons for Decision to Hear the Evidence of Those Witnesses via Video-Conference
Link (ICTY, Nov. 3, 2009), para. 12.
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13. Bantekas, Ilias & Susan Nash, International Criminal Law, 2" Bd., United States,
Cavendish Publishing, 2003.
14. Boas, Gideon, “Creating Laws of Evidence for International Criminal Law: The ICTY
and the Principle of Flexibility”, Criminal Law Forum, Vol. 12, 2001.
15. Calvo-Goller, Karin N. The Trial Proceedings of the International Criminal Court:
ICTY and ICTR Precedents, Netherlands, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2006.
16. Combs, Nancy Amoury, “Evidence”, in: Routledge Handbook of International Criminal
Law, William A. Schabas & Nadia Bernaz (Eds.), New York, Routledge, 2011.
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