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Article 69
Evidence’

1. Before testifying, each witness shall, in accordance with the Rules of Prf)cedure and
Evidence, give an undertaking as to the truthfulness of the evidence to be given by that
witness.

2. The testimony of a witness at trial shall be given in person, except to the extent
provided by the measures set forth in article 68 or in the Rules of Procedure and Evidence,
The Court may also permit the giving of viva voce (oral) or recorded testimony of a
witness by means of video or audio technology, as well as the introduction of documents
or written transcripts, subject to this Statute and in accordance with the Rules of
Procedure and Evidence. These measures shall not be prejudicial to or inconsistent with
the rights of the accused. .

3. The parties may submit evidence relevant to the case, in accordance with article 64,
The Court shall have the authority to request the submission of all evidence that it
considers necessary for the determination of the truth.

4. The Court may rule on the relevance or admissibility of any evidence, taking into
account, inter alia, the probative value of the evidence and any prejudice that such
evidence may cause to a fair trial or to a fair evaluation of the testimony of a witness, in
accordance with the Rules of Procedure and Evidence.

5. The Court shall respect and observe privileges on confidentiality as provided for in
the Rules of Procedure and Evidence.

6. The Court shall not require proof of facts of common knowledge but may take
judicial notice of them. .

7. Evidence obtained by means of a violation of this Statute or internationally recog-
nized human rights shall not be admissible if:

(a) The violation casts substantial doubt on the reliability of the evidence; or
(b) The admission of the evidence would be antithetical to and would seriously damage
the integrity of the proceedings.

8. When deciding on the relevance or admissibility of evidence collected by a State, the
Court shall not rule on the application of the State’s national law.
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A. Introduction/General remarks

I. Historical development

L. Paragraph 1 (an undertaking as to truthfulness)

Apart from the addition of the words ‘of Procedure and Evidence’ after the word ‘Rules’, 1

- Paragraph 1 remained unchanged from article 44 para. 1 of the International Law Commis-

. Sl0n Draft Statute. However, the ILC Draft Statute did not grant the Court itself the power to
?uﬁish false testimony before the Court!. Article 70 para. 1 (a) of the Statute now gives the

_Collrt the jurisdiction to punish the giving of false testimony when an undertaking under

dtticle 69 para, 1 has been given. There was little discussion of this provision after the
\

Article 69

1 G
1994 1LC Draft Statute, article 44, p. 120.
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Article 69 2-3 Part 6. The Trial

Preparatory Committee on the Establishment of an International Criminal C(l)urt decified to
leave the form of the undertaking and any supplementary-rules,zsuch ;:s (ti 1eﬁquest1;)n of
undertakings by children, to the Rules of Proce.dure .and Evidence?. In t ell ra 1r}1:c1;l (;) sub-
rule 66(2), consensus was reached on giving discretion to the Qourt toa 0(;/\/ o Eenb({r
persons with an impairment to testify absent an undertgk}ng. This was \'fleweC as preferable
to creating an arbitrary bar on such testimony f)r requiring corrob(irat(;oni)t, m:selzimf1 “f,as
achieved by making explicit reference to the beyonq a reasonab.e oul ;an ard for
conviction in article 66, such that the Court could consider such evidence in the context of
evaluating all of the evidence admitted.

2. Paragraph 2 (testimony shall be given in person)

. 3 .
Paragraph 2 did not have any counterpart in the 1994 ILC Draft Statgte . Foﬂowmg a
eneral discussion of a number of procedural law issues at the Marc.h—Aprll 1996 session of
;ghe Preparatory Committee, a number of proposals were made at its Augu.st 1996 session,
which are the origins of paragraph 2. These included a proposal that witnesses shall in
principle be heard directly and in person, unless a Chamber orders that the witness be heard
by means of a deposition®, and a proposal that
i i i i ini t of a person other than the
i t, audio recording, or video recording containing a statement of a person ot
accife?lcﬁl??h :vlzlls given befo;ge a judge of the court of a State Party, is adml.ss.lble in evidence when
that per’son is not able to testify before the Court because of death, illness, injury, old age or other
good cause’.

The proposed article 44 was not considered again until the December 1997 session when a
paragraph 1bis was added:

“The testimony of a witness at trial shall be given in person, except to the extent prowded. bY. tb?
measures set forth in Article 43 or in the rules of evidence. These measures shall not be [prejudicia
5 6
to] [inconsistent with] the rights of the accused’™®.

Debate in the Committee concerned the possibility of Witn.esses testifying Wlt}éou:‘t .relveall;
ing personal data, and the Committee therefore added the hpk to the. ;Lroposet 5 a éz Es:d
protection of victims and witnesses but with a 'caveat regarding the rlgil ts9(;8 e ;ia % the:
Shortage of time prevented any further discussion. At the Ma.rch—Apr 1. sfe:s (t)in,lon
second sentence of the present paragraph 2 was added to permit the rec;:lptl(‘)nt 0d ecstion 0};
through live or recorded video and audio technology,. as well as t de int ro1 L:i o
documents or written transcripts. Although some delégatlons had wanted to h;lnc1 u i
Statute a list of the justifications or limitations concerning when elecp;omc tectako ;%}11 S
be used (e. g., illness, injury, age or other justifiable reasoq), the decision was c(zi et
matters could be left for the Rules of Procedure and E\‘fldencle, or the )‘urllspé'.u "
Court. At the Rome Conference, there was again some dlscus§1on about 1n§ 1(11 tm%irnnon i
Statute the justifications for the use of technologically transmlttec.i or re;lorReL:11 ef) e é’om-t
the final decision was to confirm that these were matt(ers gf d.e.tall fo’r the . es e il
to elaborate. The two options regarding the phrase.s pre].u'dlcxaI. to’ and 1ncpn; -
the rights of the accused were resolveﬁ uniforr'nly in a disjunctive manner in

i hout the Statute where the same issue arose. .
art"ll"c}llzs cl;t:ll;‘z;legover the optimal balance between the rights of the accused alff tgierlit::o:;
victims and witnesses continued during the development of tl.1e Rules by g rl1161387 -
Commission. The result was an approach to the use of protective measures 1n

UN Doc. A/
2 See Report of the Working Group on Procedural Matters, UN Doc. A/AC.249/1998/L.17, and
AC.249/1998/WG.4/CRP.2.
3 See 1994 ILC Draft Statute, see note 1.
41996 Preparatory Committee Report II, pp. 217 and 220.
S Ibid., p. 217.
6 Preparatory Committee Decisions Dec. 1997, p. 37.
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Evidence 4-5 Article 69
emphasized protection of the identity or personal matters of witnesses and victims from press
and public exposure rather than protection from disclosure to the accused. However, an
element of ambiguity on the possible use of anonymous witnesses was preserved in rule 88
on special measures.While this rule is generally designed to assist vulnerable witnesses rather
than protect them, the list of special measures available to the Court was made non-
exhaustive and the rule permits ex parte and in camera hearings on the adoption of special
measures.

Rule 68 on prior recorded testimony emerged from the Preparatory Commission in a form
that would preclude the use of recorded testimony in the absence of a meaningful opportu-
nity by the defence to directly examine the witness. This places more stringent conditions on

the use of prior recorded testimony at the ICC compared to the practice of the ad hoc
Tribunals.

3. Paragraph 3 (submission of evidence)

The original ILC Draft Statute had no provision similar to paragraph 3. During the 1996
Preparatory Committee, Germany proposed a new paragraph to what was then article 447,

When the Preparatory Committee debated the article for the first time, Germany reworded
its proposal to read as follows:

‘The Court has the authority and duty to call all evidence that it considers necessary for the

determination of the truth. The Court’s decision shall be based on its evaluation of the evidence and
the entire proceedings’.

Some delegations believed, however, that the emphasis on the Court’s duty to call
additional evidence was too strong. As the main point for the civil law countries was to
ensure that the Court was not restricted to consider only that which was offered by the
parties and could itself call evidence, the reference to ‘duty’ was dropped. While the first
sentence was incorporated with this change in the Draft Statute for an ICC as article 69
para. 3%, the second sentence was thought to be better placed in the article dealing with
quorum and judgment. It was incorporated there as the first sentence of article 72 para. 2°.

The issue of judicial authority to call evidence was often regarded as one of the main
differences between civil and common law jurisdictions. In reality, the concepts in the two
systems are not all that different. Even in common law jurisdictions judges have the authority
to call evidence. Given the adversarial nature of the proceedings, however, they rarely
exercise this authority. The difference is one of legal tradition and the perception of the role
of the judge, rather than a strict difference of legal authority. In the context of the Statute,
this paragraph became an indicator regarding the role that delegations wanted to give to the
judges in trial proceedings. In the Preparatory Committee, it became clear that the majority
of delegations were prepared to accept that the judges should have a more active role than in
traditional adversarial proceedings.

During the Rome Conference, the emphasis of the paragraph shifted from the apparent
controversy between civil and common law to the specific question of whether the Court
should be allowed to call evidence or rather have the authority to order the parties to submit
additional evidence. As the main effect of the provision was to confirm the Court’s ability to
play an active part in that stage of the proceedings, the civil law countries accepted the change
in the wording to authorize the Court to request the parties to submit additional evidence. In
addition, Canada proposed a new first sentence to assist in clarifying the roles of the Court and
the parties in the submission of evidence, which was added in the Conferencel.

71996 Preparatory Committee Report II, p. 207. The proposal read: ‘In order to determine the truth, the court
shall, ex offi

cio, extend the taking of evidence to all facts and evidence that are important for the decision. The
court will decide on the taking of evidence according to its [free] conviction obtained from the entire trial’.
& Preparatory Committee (Consolidated) Draft, article 69.
l(’Ibid., para. 72; in the final text the article was renumbered 74.
UN Doc A/CONF.183/C.1/WGPM/L.23.
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Article 69 6-7 Part 6. The Trial

The Rules of the ICTY have also recognized the need to incorporate some of the guiding
principles of the civil law system into what is predominantly a common law framework in
the Tribunal’s procedure“. Rule 98 ICTY provides as follows: ‘A Trial Chambe.r may order
either party to produce additional evidence. It may proprio motu sqmmon witnesses and
order their attendance’!2. It is unlikely that the lack of a similar proprio motu power for the
judges of the ICC will make any practical difference, given the Court’s power to order the
production of evidence from the parties.

4, Paragraph 4 (relevance or admissibility)

Articles 19 and 20 of the Nuremberg Charter provided that the Tribunal shau admit any
evidence which it deemed to have probative value, shall not be bound by technical rules. of
evidence and may require the parties to inform it of the nature of the ev1depce before ruling
on its relevance!®. This source appears to be the origin of the proposed article 44 para. 3 of
the 1994 draft of the ILC’s Draft Statute which provided: ‘Thev Court may require to be
informed of the nature of any evidence before it is offered so that it may rule on its relevance
or admissibility’*%. .

During the Preparatory Committee, a number of p.ro'p.osals were made to recognise that
relevancy should not be the sole determinant of admissibility and that oth.er factors.needed to
be considered, including a fair trial, the rights of the defence and a fair evaluauop of the
testimony of a witness'®. As early as 1996, there was also a commonly shareq view that
‘fundamental or substantive principles of evidence should figure in the Statute .1tself while
secondary and subsidiary rules could appear in the Rules of the Court or other instrument.
This approach would be more flexible since the Ia.tt.er could be more easily a.mende?d than Fhe
Statute and would also allow the Court the flexibility to adopt rules according to its practice

irements’'®.

anéirjeqnugleenzfzst number of articles that needed to be debated, it was not un.til the Prepa'ratory
Committee session in March—April 1998 that this view was put into effect with a much s.unpler
formulation that left all of the detail to be determined in the Rules of Procedure anc.i Ey@ence.
Proposed paragraph 4 provided that the ‘Court may rule on the rele’:;ance or adn.usmbllll)ty of
any evidence in accordance with the Rules of Procedure and Evidence’"’. However, it was by no
means unanimous that this formulation was sufficient as many delegations were of the view
that other fundamental principles should be included in j[he Statutg, such as the' n;n-
admissibility of ‘evidence where its probative value is substal?tlally outwelghed b).; its prejudice
to a fair trial of an accused or to a fair evaluation of the tesnm‘ony of' a witness, 1nclud1?g any
prejudice caused by discriminatory beliefs or bias’, and the e).(clusmfl .of evidence o P;or
sexual conduct of a witness, evidence protected by the lawyer-client privilege, as well as o : ;r
grounds of exclusion’. Additionally, ‘many delegations also felt that the R~ul§:s.s.hould p.rcclm e
sufficient flexibility to enable the Court to rule on the relevance agd ?gmmmb]_hty of evidence
where no other rule provides guidance on the standards to be applied’™®.

e ; : ol 55.

11 Bassiouni and Manikas, The Law of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former( Yugo:laga (;]992)19{}]‘3

12 Rules of Procedure and Evidence, as amended (adopted 11 Feb: 1994), Inte@a@onal TrlCu;mmed in
Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Serious Violations of International Humanitarian La;N ﬁla&er el
the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia Since 1991, 2nd Sess.. UN Doc. IT/32 (14 Mar. 1994) [here
Rules]. ) ' ) e
A /]\greement for the Prosecution and Punishment of the Major War Criminals of the European Axis, 8 AUS:
1945, 82 UNTS 280.

141994 ILC Draft Statute, p. 122.

2 reparator i r .214-217; Report of the Preparatory

151996 Preparatory Committee Report II, pp.214 e .
Establishment of an International Criminal Court, UN GAOR, ?3"1 Sess., UN Doc. A/AC24
(1998), p. 131, fn. 15 [hereinafter: Report of the Preparatory (;ommlttee (1998)]. ;

16 1996 Preparatory Committee Report I, p.60; Report of the Preparatory Committee
p. 131. )
17 Report of the Preparatory Committee (1998), see note 15, p. 131.
18 Report of the Preparatory Committee (1998), see note 15, p. 131, fn. 15.

Committee on the
/ 1998/CRP.7

(1998), see note 15,
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Evidence 8-9 Article 69

At the Rome Conference, the decision of the Preparatory Committee to leave everything to 8

the Rules was revisited, and a number of the matters that had earlier been proposed for
inclusion were added, but in a flexible manner which stated the underlying fundamental
principles while leaving the detail to be determined in the Rules. A decision was made that
some statements of principle were necessary to guide both the development of the Rules and
the adjudication of the Court. For example, a particular provision on privilege was added as
paragraph 5, with the details to be determined in the Rules. Paragraph 4 was amended to
read as it is currently provided in the Statute, which provides a general principle that
relevance is not the sole determinant of admissibility and that other factors need to be
considered as well, such as inter alia the degree of probative value of the evidence and any
prejudice that such evidence may cause to a fair trial or fair evaluation of the testimony of a
witness. No specific or rigid standard such as ‘substantially outweighed’ was included, due to
the desire to state principles, permit flexibility and leave the details for the Rules or the
Court’s own jurisprudence.

Maintaining the Statute’s delicate balance in the development of the ICC Rules was a
challenge. An initial French draft of rule 63, setting out the general provisions relating to
evidence, would have established an overarching principle of admissibility for all evidence,
effectively undoing the compromise reached in Rome!®. After a June 1999 drafting meeting,
the pendulum swung in the other direction, with a proposed version of the rule that would
have obligated the Court to assess all evidence for the purpose of admissibility. At the second
session of the Preparatory Commission, the current form of the rule was developed, which
authorizes rather than obligates a Chamber ‘to assess freely all evidence submitted in order to
determine its relevance or admissibility in accordance with article 69°. At the fifth session of
the Preparatory Commission, an attempt was made to include reliability as a factor to be
freely assessed by a Chamber in determining relevance or admissibility. No consensus was
reached on this proposal, with the result that the Rules are silent on the issue?’. ICTY judicial
decisions, however, provide support for the view that an assessment of the prima facie
reliability of evidence can form part of an inquiry into probative value?!.

Rule 64 was drafted to clarify the procedure for challenging relevance or admissibility and
to clearly state that a Chamber was not to consider evidence found to be irrelevant or
inadmissible. It provides that such challenges must be made when the evidence is submitted
to a Chamber or, exceptionally, immediately after the issue has become known. The
Chamber can require that any challenge be made as a written motion, which must be
communicated to all participants in the hearing unless the Court orders otherwise. A
Chamber must give its reasons for any ruling on evidentiary matters.

The admissibility of evidence in cases of sexual violence was one of the most contentious
issues for the Preparatory Commission in formulating the draft Rules, requiring months of
extensive negotiations. Agreement was finally achieved in the form of rule 70 that prohibits the
drawing of certain inferences based on sexual stereotypes, and rule 71, that makes evidence of
prior or subsequent sexual conduct by a victim or witness inadmissible?2, A special procedure
for considering any evidence falling under rule 70 was elaborated in rule 72.

Rules 70-72 emerged after a sharp debate over what could constitute evidence of consent
In circumstances that were inherently coercive. There was a parallel debate in the negotiation
of the Draft Text of the Elements of Crimes. There also, drafters raised serious concerns

about the relevance of consent to any charge of sexual violence in the context of war crimes
Or crimes against humanity.

"9 See Piragoff, in: Lee (ed.), The International Criminal Court: Elements of Crimes and Rules of Procedure and
Evidence (2001) 349, 351-352.

* Finalized draft text of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence, Report of the Preparatory Commission for the
International Criminal Court, UN Doc. PCNICC/2000/1/Add.1 (2 Nov. 2000), rule 63.

! Prosecutor v. Staki¢, 1T-97-24, Provisional Order on the Standards Governing the Admission of Evidence
and Identification, Pre-Trial Judge, 25 Feb. 2002.

* Rules 70 and 71 ICC. See also see note 19 for a history of the negotiations.
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Article 69 10 Part 6. The Trial

In the final version of the Draft Text of the Elements of Crfimes, lack of voluntaq consent
was not directly incorporated as an element for e1.ther crimes against hum.amty or war
crimes. This provided additional support for delegations arguing that it }\lwgs inappropriate
and damaging to engage in an inquiry about purported consent in that such inquiries tend to
blame and re-traumatise the victim. The final draft of' the Rule%s crea-ted an approl;ich that
broadly prohibits this type of inquiry, while 1eav1r}g a c1rc11.mscr1bed discretion to the Court
under rule 72 to admit some evidence of consent in exceptional circumstances. g

The related issue of evidence of prior or subsequent sexual conduct of vlctln?s and
witnesses is dealt with in rule 71. This rule provides th.at the Court shall not gdmlt suc'h
evidence, subject to article 69 para. 4. The reference.to article 69 may seem red;mh ant, but 1.n
fact was inserted to signal a constructive ambiguity in the Rules. The drafters of the Rules fhd
not want to create any explicit exceptions to this r.ule out of concern that' oy exception
would invite abuse. However, by making the rule subject to the statutory provision, the Court
retains a narrowly defined discretion to not apply the rule. should they .dﬁtelrrrlnnel,)ll.n some
exceptional circumstance, that it was impossible to r‘econcﬂ.e the rule w1t. '[d heir o hlgatlons
under article 69 para. 4. In effect, the reference to article 69 is a subtle remin e; to the Cc;urt
that article 51 para. 4 requires the Court to prefer the Statute over the Rules in tde event of an
irreconcilable conflict and, in such case to conduct an analYSIS of the prf)ffere evldepce in
the manner set forth in article 69 para4. Rule 72 provides that ev1den§e olf prior or
subsequent sexual conduct cannot be admitted except through Fhe procedura ng}'e?nu;lg
mechanism set out in the rule even though rule 72 makes no mention of rl..ll(:‘ 71. This is the
case because rule 72 references sub-rule 70(d), which covers evidence of prior or subsequent
Sexllrllal)rcgf?rdtli)cieach agreement on the approach take'n iI.l rules 70-72, negotiators mgudedha
provision in the explanatory note to the Rules indicating that the Rules do notf ad ect the
procedural rules for any national court or legal system for the purpose of domestic

23

Pr‘;;;ﬁl;iisg t.o the more general issues involving probati\fe value and relevapce,}llt shoul)c(it bef
noted that the ICTY has extensively interpreted the meaning of thefe terms in the czg.et o

rule 89 lit. C and DICTY. Rule 89 lit. C of the ICTY provides t}}at a Chambtf,r may a fli Zﬁy
relevant evidence which it deems to have prob.ative value’. .Rgls 89 lz(;. D s.(p;eq d:atz
acknowledges that relevancy is not the sole determma.nt of adm%smblhty an hpzoxl;l :}sle it
‘Chamber may exclude evidence if its probative value is substantially outxyelg e1 ¥y e

to ensure a fair trial’?%. ICTY decisions regarding relevance and ;.)roba.tlve va 1;1e V\tn y
prove influential with judges of the ICC and are referred to extensively in this chapter.

5. Paragraph 5 (privileges on confidentiality)

The discussions in the Preparatory Committee and ip the Diplomatic Conf.er.enceofrn;nﬂli)r'
focussed on the lawyer-client privilege. Several Delegatloles.urge(.i the recogr;ltli)lile o |
established privileges, such as the privilege or; c(iqnﬁde?lixietlalll‘;{e \gf;;?mlt';esgetcl:at(iv e e
profession or to priests. There were attempts at ln. ing a RN privﬂeges £ ; -
all these privileges?®. The Holy See proposed wordlr}g to the effect tha e '

tiality’ should be respected®. In the end, it was fel.t .that the term “classic’ p
i?onﬁge:dd ntcz,thing to the rather shorter, but still open definition now contaflrtlﬁtei i:wt;l:rixi;m

The Preparatory Commission extensively considered the parametershot -
privilege in the development of rule 73. Sub-rule 73 para. 1 establishes t 3 o o
between the accused and his or her legal counsel are privileged, where made 1

i i e note 19,369
23 For a full discussion of the negotiating history of rules 70, 71 and 72, see Piragoff, Evidence, se o',

¢

% 89 lit. C and 89 lit. D ICTY. . : b mite AR e
= gil);sosal slubmitted by the Holy See, UN Doc. A/CONF.183/CJAVGPiM/L.14; Proposal sul L

SyrianArabRepublic, UN Doc. A/CONF.183/C.1AVGPM/L.22. :
26 UN Doc. A/CONF.183/C.1AVGPM/L.14.
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Evidence 11 Article 69
their professional relationship, and where the accused has not already voluntarily consented
to disclosure, either to the Court or a third party. In the latter case, the communication may
be introduced through the testimony of the third party.

The Preparatory Commission continued the work begun in Rome of expanding the notion
of privilege beyond the lawyer-client relationship. The final form of rule 73 creates a hybrid
approach of listing specific additional privileges concerning communications while providing
the Court with a principled framework for establishing the parameters of listed privileges and
recognizing additional privileges beyond those enumerated. The criteria for a finding of
privilege are outlined in sub-rule 73 para. 2 and require that the relationship in question in
which the communication was made: 1) involve a reasonable expectation of privacy and non
disclosure, 2) that confidentiality be essential to the type of relationship concerned, and 3)
that recognition of the privilege would further the objectives of the Statute and Rules.

The listed classes of professional relationships in sub-rule 73 para. 3 benefit from a
presumption of privilege. The listed categories comprise professional relationships with 1) a
medical doctor, 2) a psychiatrist, 3) a psychologist or counsellor or 4) a member of a religious
clergy. The professional privileges as a whole (excluding lawyer-client) require a finding by a
Chamber that they are part of a class of relationships that meet the general criteria for
privilege articulated in sub-rule 73 para. 2. This was intended to provide a Chamber with
adequate discretion to define certain classes appropriately, especially that of ‘counsellor’. A
specific reference in sub-rule 73 para. 3 to relationships involving victims was included in
order to highlight the particular importance of privilege in the context of support to victims.

The clergy privilege, while included in the list of professional privileges subject to judicial
discretion, becomes mandatory, unless waived, if a Chamber finds that the communication
took place in a context where sacred confession is an integral part of the practice of the
religion concerned.

Another specific issue that preoccupied the Preparatory Commission was the privilege that
should be accorded to the ICRC with respect to its operations under its statutes. Privilege for
the ICRC was a live issue before the ICTY during the development of the Rules and had been
the subject of an ICTY Trial Chamber decision that recognized the ICRC’s right to
confidentiality under international law?’. The Preparatory Commission accepted the exis-
tence of the privilege, but did not want to foreclose the possibility of obtaining evidence from
this important source. The solution was to include a complex consultation procedure in the
rule that recognized the privilege, but placed the onus on the ICRC to positively assert any

privilege if the Court should request consultations with it on a particular request for ICRC
information.

6. Paragraph 6 (judicial notice)

The wording of this paragraph has remained unchanged from article 44 para. 4 of the ILC
Draft Statute. The provision is derived from article 21 of the Statute of the International
Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. The only difference is that the Court ‘may’ take judicial
notice whereas under the Nuremberg Statute the Court ‘shall’ do so?. The Preparatory
Commission did not draft any rules on judicial notice per se, although the provision for
dgreements as to evidence under rule 69 provide a vehicle for admitting facts and evidence
that are not contested by either party.

It should be noted that rule 69 allows the Court to insist on a complete presentation of
evidence, even where there is no dispute between the parties. Rule 69 reflects the role of the
Court in establishing the historical record and, in particular, providing victims with a full

27 il it s 4 . >
Prosecutor v. Simi¢ et. al., IT-95-9, Decision of the Prosecution Motion under Rule 73 for a Ruling
Cozl;cermng the Testimony of a Witness, 27 July 1999.
There is no general standard for judicial notice in international adjudication. The International Court of

!us'sic.e is silent on the issue in its rules. The ICTY has adopted the Nuremberg wording (‘shall’) in its rule 94 on
Judicial notice.
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understanding of what occurred. This ‘truth commissior?’ rgl? is a d.istincti\{ehfe:.ature of the
ICC and requires a Chamber to balance its concern for ?udlClal efficiency with its responsi-
bility for establishing the historical record. Such a balancing process may prom;l)]t a Chhamber
to take judicial notice in one context and decline to do so in another, even when the same

facts are at issue.

7. Paragraph 7 (mandatory exclusion of evidence)

Neither the Charters for the International Military Tribuna.ls at Nuremberg nor of the Ear
East contained any provisions for the formal exclusion of evidence, the collec.jtlon of which
violated human rights or the Charters®. It appears that relevance and probative value were
the determinants of admissibility’. . ;

The Statute of the ICTY also did not contain. any forrr}al exclusionary rule,lbgt its Rules
adopted by the judges contained a rule that Prov1ded that ‘A Chamber may efx; u ? T,\Bnldence
if its probative value is substantially outweighed by. the need to ensure a fair trial>l, The
ICTY Rules underwent a number of revisions, and in 199(5 an‘addltlonal exclus1on?1ry rule
was added to permit the exclusion of evidence that was o.btalr.led by methods whlch cast
substantial doubt on its reliability or if its admission is antithetical to, and would seriously
damage, the integrity of the proceedings’. ‘ s . 4

The ILC in its Draft Statute for an International Criminal Court anfi its Commenvturzes also
provided for an exclusionary rule. The 1993 Draft provided an exclus'lonary rgle trlggere(?l by
the obtaining of evidence ‘directly or indirectly by illegal means which constitutes a serious
violation of internationally protected human rights’**. The 1994 Draft droPped the refc:rences
to direct or indirect means and to internationally protected burnan‘ rlgh‘ts, and instead
founded a broader rule that evidence shall not be admissible ’1f obtained ‘by means of @
serious violation of this statute or other rules of intentional law’*, presumably on the basis
that human rights were incorporated by reference to both the statute and rules of interna-
tlogﬂrliivg- the sessions of the Ad hoc Committee on the Establishment of Ry Intgrpational
Criminal Court, a number of delegations expressed support fF)r the ILC’s p‘rovmtjml-,l I:}lllt
others expressed the view that ‘careful attention should be paid to the way in dIv:ll?lc.bﬂi e
provision would operate in practice and it was suggested that the grounds for ina issi thty
of evidence should be more narrowly circumscribed’®. Du.rmg the early debate u-1d te |
Preparatory Committee, no firm theoretical basis or expression for the rl;ﬂe wfas i\ir;ﬁzrrlls.
Proposals ranged from the ILC proposal, the rule of the IgTY to a number (3)7 vCa .
thereof*6, as well as specific proposals concerning the obtamm.g of confessions .h t(l)lnc o i
were also raised about the inter-relations between an)i exlclu;wnary rule and whether

i d been obtained in accordance with national rules™. g
eVl?EI;C;SthS were again considered at the Preparatory Committee’s session in Dgf:gl:;:

1997 and four (disjunctive or conjunctive) philosophical base§ for. exclusion were posi o'ther
means of collection of the evidence constituted a serious violation c?f t'h.e Statute 01"dem:e
rules of international law; substantial doubt would be cast on the reliability of the evi

i , 19 Jan.
29 Agreement 1945, see note 13; Proclamation by the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers, 197

1946, T.I. A.S. No. 1589. s Forty-Fifth
30 See Report of the International Law Commission to the General Assembly on the Work of its Forty :
Session, UN GAOR, 48! Sess. Supp. No. 10, UN Doc. A/4S/10 (1993), p. 122.
31 Rule 89 lit. DICTY. |
32 [CTY Rules, UN Doc. IT/32/Rev.3 (as revised 30 Jan. 1995), rule 95.
331994 ILC Report Draft Statute, article 48 para. 5, p. 123. >
3 Ibhid. 5
35 Ad hoc Committee Report, p. 36 at para. 84.
361996 Preparatory Committee Report I, p. 218.
37 Ibid., pp. 215 and 216.
38 1996 Preparatory Committee Report I, pp. 60-61, and Vol. 11, p. 208.
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due to the manner of its collection; the detrimental effect on the integrity of the proceedings
that would result by the admission of the evidence; and/or the means of collection
constituted a serious violation of internationally protected human rights or a violation of
the rights of the defence®. There was, therefore, no consensus on whether the basis of the
rule should be the manner by which the evidence was collected (i. e. a violation of the Statute,
a violation of rules of international law or a breach of internationally protected human
rights) or the effects of such collection on other values such as the reliability of the evidence
or the integrity of the proceedings. Neither was there consensus on how human rights should
be defined or referenced. Several concerns were expressed about the inter-relation between
the Court’s adjudication and national law; in particular, whether the Court could or should
consider national law in determining relevance or admissibility of evidence collected in a
state. The ensuring debate resulted in a separate paragraph being proposed to address this
particular concern (i. e. paragraph 8, infra)®.

During the March-April 1998 session of the Preparatory Committee, debate continued
primarily in informal sessions. A small informal working group, chaired by Canada, was
established to develop consensus on the outstanding issues within article 69 and to report
back to the Committee. After significant discussion, consensus emerged that the predicate
event to the exclusion of evidence should be the means by which it was obtained (i.e a
violation of the Statute or internationally recognized human rights [or other relevant rules of
international law]), but that the evidence should not be excluded unless the means of
collection also had a detrimental effect on the reliability of the evidence or the integrity of
the proceedings. The phrase ‘internationally protected human rights’ was also changed to
‘internationally recognized human rights™!.

This formulation was subsequently adopted by the Rome Conference, but with the deletion
of a reference to the phrase ‘other relevant rules of international law’ as being a predicate
event to exclusion. Concerns were expressed that this phrase was too vague and might
incorporate many rules of public international law that had little to do with human rights or
the provisions of the Statute. Some discussion also occurred over the qualifiers to the
reference to human rights. The basic philosophical structure of the provision, however, was
not altered in light of the consensus achieved in the Preparatory Committee in March-April
199842,

Another change that took place at Rome broadened the scope of the exclusionary rule. Up
until the Rome Conference, the draft language required that any violation have the effect of
both casting substantial doubt on the reliability of evidence AND damaging the integrity of
the proceedings. At the Rome Conference, these effects requirements were made disjunctive,

making it possible to invoke the exclusionary rule if either 7(a) or 7(b) alone was the effective
result of the violation.

17

18

8. Paragraph 8 (application of national law)

During the course of debate in the Preparatory Committee on article 44 para. 5 [now
article 69 para. 7], the question was raised regarding the inter-relation between the Court’s
ability to exclude evidence on the basis of a violation of the Statute or human rights and the
fact that the evidence may have been obtained in accordance with the national law of the
state in which it was collected, likely by the state’s own authorities. A few delegations raised
the question of whether the Court would be required to inquire whether such evidence had
been obtained in accordance with national law, which might necessitate the Court to
adjudicate the national law. ‘Tt was suggested that a mechanism should be created whereby
the Court, in cases of allegations of evidence obtained by national authorities by illegal

3 ' -

2 Preparatory Committee Decisions Dec. 1997, p. 38.
“ Ibid.

*! See discussion

under Part B, mn. 65 ef seq.
© Ibid, o
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r 23-25 Article 69
|

means, could decide on the credibility of the allegations and the seriousness of the ’
‘violations”®3. On the other hand, it was also suggested that the Cour.t shoulfi.presume that
the national authorities acted in accordance with their own domestic provisions, bgt that
such presumption could be challenged and, if 59, the Court- ciould refer the‘ guestlon of
compliance to the national courts for a decision with a tral?smlssmI.l of that flec151on back to
the Court*. A proposal giving effect to part of this suggestion was mcludgd tho the Statute,
within brackets, at the December 1997 session of the Prep?ratory Committee®. !

20 According to another view which was widely supported, ‘the Cou1.rt should not get involved
in intricate inquiries about domestic laws and procedures apd it sbould rather rely on
ordinary principles of judicial co-operation™. It shoul'd apply international law and should
exclude evidence on the basis of a violation of international standgrds, regardless of w‘hat' the
national standards might be concerning the manner of its collection. In support of this view,
a concern was raised that the Court would be interfering with the st.)ver.elgnty of a Stz'ite if it
were to adjudicate a question of national law, as oppose'd to applying its fown1 lavY (i.e. the
applicable law pursuant to article 21) to the facts regardmg the mann.er of collection of the
evidence. This view gained support and in the March-April 1998 session of the Preparatory

rules in a select number of areas and are silent in others where Commission members were
prepared to rely on the discretion of the Court.

B. Analysis and interpretation of elements

L. Paragraph 1

Rule Cross-Reference:rule 66 (solemn undertaking), rule 171 ( refusal to comply).
1. ‘Before testifying’

The witness shall give the undertaking before starting to give evidence. The scope of the 23
provision is to enhance the reliability of the testimony. The failure to give the undertaking
before testifying does not render the evidence inadmissible. The witness will, however, not be
under an obligation as mentioned in article 70 para. 1 (a) and will therefore not be liable for

Committee the previous proposal was deleted and replaced‘by a proposal which provided
that, ‘when deciding on the relevance or admissibility of ev1d.enc.e collected by a’ State., the
Court shall not rule on [, but may have regard to,] the application of the State’s national
law¥”. The outstanding issue was whether the Court may, nevertheless, haye 'r(?gard to the
application of the national law in making its decision on relevance and admissibility.

punishment for giving false testimony. The probative value of the statement will thus be
diminished and the Court will be entitled to take this into account when considering the
value and weight of the evidence. Refusal to give the undertaking without good reason may
also amount to misconduct under article 71 para. 1 of the Statute.

. < s >
' 21 At the Rome Conference the bracketed reference to having regard to national law was 2. ‘undertaking
deleted. While some delegations argued that it might assist th.e Comit -~ ﬁlanri;and W?):it},le The form of the undertaking is provided by rule 66" I solemnly declare that T will speak the 24
; national authorities acted in the manner in Whl_Ch they dldf espjlcdlaby 2 ,;y Ecllcbe t}lln truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth’. This form is identical to that of the ICTY
accordance with national law, other delegations believed th;t tcl;115 Ctob - eali(l)en:(l) }i:/e rey ars (rule 90 lit. A) and takes into account the fact that some religious beliefs do not recognize the
Court as a factual matter without any express reference to the Court being % ¢ taking of an oath. National legislation of many States accommodate this concern by providing |
i to the national law. Concerns were also expressed that any expllqt re.ferensels t;’l - ap;; 1(c a) for an affirmation of the truth of testimony in a way that still alerts the conscience of the ‘
% tions of, national law should be governed only by the procgss.outl{ned My fpara.h abcle: witness to the seriousness of the occasion?. The solemn declaration to speak the truth also
A reference to national law in article 69 could lead to s.pezleﬁlze}ii u;terff r:sta;(ir}llse gtaﬁfe 5 enables the Court to punish a witness who gives false testimony. The Court must inform the |
law in the evidentiary context, a result that was not desired by the drafte : witness of the offences under article 70 in order to establish its authority to punish a witness
who gives false testimony. Offenders are liable to imprisonment for up to five years under
article 70 or a fine of not more than € 2,000 per occurrence based on rule 171.
II. Purpose : : s B i .
A child or a person with an impairment may testify without an undertaking so long as they
" are able to communicate their evidence and understand the meaning of a duty to speak the
: i istori evelopment, a decision was taken that the Statute ) . m )
29 As noted in the.sec’ﬁon ﬁfnd:;slteirtl:lal (riinciplzs governing evidence, and that the details, truth. Unlike sub-rule 90 Iit. C ICTY, rule 66 does not prohibit a Chamber from convicting
e i Cont:r}dt' : :les should ll))e further elaborated in the Rules and through the based solely on child testimony or the testimony of impaired persons admitted without an
.sei:onda:ytiancsl :lridSIa dljalzicration of the Court. “This approach would be more flexible since undertaking, so long as the judges are convinced of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.
interpretation s
the latter could be more easily amended than the Statute and would4:.lso allow the Court the
flexibility to adopt rules according to its practice and requirements™. - I1. Paragraph 2
In the course of drafting the Rules, the Preparatory Commission faced a similar dile -
in deciding what needed to be included in the Rules and what would be t.)eFt‘er left to l:ir‘il e Rule Cross-Reference: rule 65 ( compellability), rule 67 (audio or video-link technology), rule
directions and any regulations of the Court. Here again, the goal of ﬂembﬂl‘ty.predll € a 68 (prior recorded testimony), rule 69 (evidence by agreement), rule 86 (general principle —
creation of a comprehensive rule book. Instead, the Preparatory Commission S(Zlugl?thin victims and witnesses), rule 87 (] protective measures), rule 88 (special measures), rule 91
provide additional guidance primarily in those areas where discussm.n at Rome an Vzll 0 (participation by victim’s representatives in proceedings).
the Preparatory Commission had revealed unresolved tensions touchmg on l?a51c Pl;il?np
and judicial values. As a result, the rules that relate to article 69 provide detailed evi ) L. “The testimony of a witness at trial shall be given in person’
The requirement for testimony in person reflects the desire that the primary source of 25
43 1996 Preparatory Committee Report I, p. 60. eVlC.ICIICe of a witness (i. e. his or her own testimony presented before the Court) should be ‘
#1996 Preparatory Commg‘e? _Ref’og 1L, 11’9'92702 5 ailable for the purposes of the trial. This permits the best opportunity for the parties to
45 pPreparatory Committee Decisions Dec. > p- 38.
46 1996 Preparatory Committee Report I, pp. 60-61. 1994 11,0 Draft St . : S : ’ i
: : 15, p. 132. atute, article 44, p. 120. Examples of national legislation are the United Kingdom, Oaths [
47 Report of the Preparatory Committee (1998), see note 15, p Act § 5 (1); Germany, Code of Criminal Procedure § 66 d. |
48 1996 Preparatory Committee Report I, p. 60. l
|
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ine the witness and for the Court to ask questions and evaluatc? the den'leanourhand
exan‘m}? f the witness. It also furthers the right of the accused ‘to examme', or~ ave
Credll')lhty ol e S av ainst him or her and to obtain the attendance and exafmnaulon of
ex.amlned, theh“/mnfashse‘?r oévn behalf under the same conditions as witne§ses against h1m or
thr71esses or.1 : Zl'n article 67 para. 1 (e. Indeed, as confirmed by the Trial Chan'dber inR. v,
11161;7, asgfuf[lt?lr;::e:ta':utory framework of the Court establishes the clear presumption that the
ubanga, : : s
EViIdeI:}Clz gijsrclgz:;si a]te;rrli;/\ellrlrleblie%:;e; g;anlilgosl, Trial Chamber III ruled that a presump-
n g . .
tion of orality does not preclude the admxssxon of no.n—o-ralt;\:{l(i(géC(il.e ol Biienork
Furthermore, the Majority is of the view that nothlng in I
from prima facie admitting non-oral evidence, whether en, X o
o Chémber he Statute and the Rules, a Chamber can rely on all types of ev1degce, as sevex'al
Accordmg t_O t ef ilitate evidence being given in writing, orally or by means of v14eo or audio
. o haC 'lew of the Majority, the Statute only envisages a presumption in favour .of
teChHOngY - tb et Vlo revalence of orality of the procedures as a whole. Accordmg to the Trial
- testlmOHY,l kl: - hpit might be argued that such a prevalence of orality could be inferred
e (t)ufce of A%ticle 69(2) of the Statute, the Majority stres‘sed that ,t’he rule ha.s
- ﬁl‘St_Sen ezmd the same Article gives the Court the discretion (' may also ).to permit
SeVer’fil.exceImens,d d testimony or the introduction of documents or written transcripts.
the giving o r,ecor ttewri to require the attendance of witnesses is provided by article 64
. COU”; (aclil; Rul(:y 65 acknowledges the exceptions to the power of the Court to comp?l
Rt o anh' h :;re set out in rules 73, 74, and 75 on privileges. It also asserts .the C.Ourt s
tESt}zm('):l Y)t‘c/pv ilr; ose fines on individuals present before it who .refuse to testify wlxthout
?:gm(i;:{e excusf (not to exceed € 2,000 per day, as provided in article 71 and rule 171).

2. ‘except to the extent provided by the measures set forth in article 68

The general requirement for 1ive—test'1mony. in the courtroorr;l is .sul()i]eic; taor g)c(lcee%t;(.)ri;dl;lsg
first involves the implementation of protective measures aut ‘c))rli;:) e
ions to the presumption of orality were also noted by the : ! b
s i i cited above5? Under article 68 para. 1, the Cou}ft is under a gene 4
Lu?ang_ﬂ deaflolrz appropriate measures to protect the safety, physical and psyc'hol.oiglc -
Obhgan‘on t((i)' i rfg) rlijvacy of victims and witnesses’. As an exception to the principle o
weu—'bemg, i i raa rap h 2 of that article specifically authorizes a Chamber qf the CO}lrt tltlo
Do e Ec)at'ogn (f)f evidence by electronic or other special means, particularly md e
o 1oy Z:'lsexual violence or a child who is a victim or a witness. Paragraph 1 ge:
Caste s feacigd:lfyoparticular measures, leaving it to the discretion of tl': 1C;):11;t at::i Cfi);‘ 664
;i')oteftive measures that it con;(siders approprltattek;eptlixllsll:nta ;(};liizggr?fw und. say el
t must take into accoun ) )
it 6gz)f'ror£r}11ethf(i}lirctirns and Witnesses Unit under art'icle 68 para. 5. o
recelze d. in another decision by the Trial Chamber III in the Gombo tr1al,' it wa
tha{tn t}f: ;;resumption of orality does not require t}i)at itdb?1 .givz\ig)g/ w;vsgfj eocft lt\(;e éflsle .
road discr ,
that’ B St?tute ang tc}:l(; Ruslf S{g?;‘;;?;ﬁ:;ﬁ; III also confirmed that one of tl}e relg;l;
au'dlo': rfo\;li/e}(l)ettlifer r(l)r ni}:a person may give viva voce evidence by means of audio or
:;tlf:ology is the witness’s well-being and personal circumstances.

o
tion’s Application
50 The Prosecutor v. Thomas Lubanga Dyilo, ICC-01/04-01/06, Il)eg;s(lg)nlgnDte}irzrbc;ie;\(;llg 2 pafa % i
A Article > e A
issi ts from the bar table pursuant to le-6ic} . D
ad?l“;ﬂ‘m Ofmffu‘f d](e);;m}]’j?r:e Bemba Gombo, 1CC-01/05-01/08, D€Clslon00n the admission
rosecutor v. - Gor ' ; .
materials contained in the prosecution’s list of evidence’, 19 November 201
" - : ic c ision on the ‘Prose
53 p nmemf-ovatjgsrrt-Pierre Bemba Gombo, ICC—01/05-01/08,,_ Pub}u yredaut;d decl;)o;; o o
ontsscl-t:ear Witness CAR-OTP-PPPP-0036s testimony via video-link’, 3 February
reques!
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% Tadi¢, 1T-94-1-T, Decision
Witnesses, 10 Aug. 1995, para. 77.

Evidence 26 Article 69
To implement article 68 in the evidentia

audio or video link. The technology used m
witness,

ry context, rule 67 allows witnesses to testify by

ust allow the Court and all parties to examine the
and the venue of the witness must be conducive to the needs of the witness and the

giving of truthful and open testimony. Rule 87 para. 3 (c) permits the alteration of the visual
or sound presentation of a witness. Such distortions may dilute the right of accused persons
to confront their accuser and can only be used in situations where the safety and privacy
rights of a witness are in question and after the accused has had an opportunity to be heard
on the issue.

Rule 87 establishes the procedure for implementing appropriate protective measures for
witnesses. It permits the withholding of the identity of witnesses from the public and holding
some proceedings in camera, departing from the principle of a public trial in order to safeguard
the privacy and security rights of the witnesses. The protective measures contemplated in rule
87 are intended to shield the identity or personal matters of a victim or witness from exposure
to the public and the media rather than from disclosure to the accused. This analysis is
supported by the procedure in rule 87 that prohibits the ex parte consideration of a motion for
protective measures. The involvement of the accused in any decision on protective measures
under rule 87 would likely reveal to him or her the identity of the victim or witness concerned.

The Rules do not, however, completely forbid protective measures that might diminish the
capacity of the accused to confront witnesses, including the possible use of anonymous
witnesses. Rule 88 allows the Court to impose ‘special measures’ following a motion that can
be served under seal and considered in a hearing that may be held in camera and/or ex
parteWhile the special measures referred to in rule 88 do not include withholding the
identity of a witness from the accused, they are not an exhaustive listing, nor does the rule
explicitly rule out such a measure. On the other hand the measures included in rule 88 are
clearly focused on assisting vulnerable witnesses to testify rather than protecting them as is
the case with rule 87. The ambiguity surrounding this issue was purposeful. The Preparatory
Commission was divided on the issue, with some countries, notably the Netherlands and

Italy, supporting the use of anonymous witnesses under controlled conditions. On the other
hand, a large number of other participants in the Preparatory Commission vehemently
objected to the notion of anonymous witnesses5.

Since any procedure to shield the identity of a witness from the accused will be a protective
measure, it is open to the defence to argue that the procedure under rule 87 must be used.
However, an ICTY Trial Chamber has ruled that ‘as a matter of practice and in accordance
with common sense, applications by either party for protective orders are determined on an
ex partebasis where the persons to be protected would otherwise be identified’s5. A similar
rationale could be used to justify using the special measures procedure under rule 88 where
the witness has significant cause to fear disclosure to the accused.

The evidentiary measures in the Rules for the implementation of article 68 must be
considered in light of the jurisprudence of the ICTY. The ICTY, in the Tadi¢ case,

took an expansive approach to witness protection, even approving the use of ano
Witnesses. The test outlined in Tadic® continues to be applied by the ICTY, but in its more
recent judgements, particularly in the Blaski¢ trial

, it has moved away from anonymous
Witness testimony. The Blaski¢ Trial Chamber articulated the following approach to compet-
ing rights:

initially
nymous

*See Fernandez de Gurmendi, Victims and Witnesses, in: Lee (ed.),
Elements of Crimes and Rules of Procedure and Evidence (2001) 427, 351.
% Prosecutor v. Simi et al, IT-95-9, Decision on (1) Application by Stevan Todorovic to Re-Open the Decision
°f5267 July 1999, 28 Feb. 2000.
T

The International Criminal Court:

his test requires first, that there must be a real fear for the safety of the witness. Second, the Prosecutor
must d

emonstrate the im

portance of the witness to proving the counts of the indictment to which the evidence
fdates. Third, there must be no evidence to suggest that the witness is untrustworthy. Fourth, the Tribunal itself
10t in a position to offe

T protection to the witnesses or their families after receiving their testimony. Prosecutor

on the Prosecutor’s Motion Requesting Protective Measures for Victims and
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‘[T]he victims and witnesses merit protection, even from the accused, .dur'ing the preliminlary
proceedings and continuing until a reasonable time before the start of the trial itself; from that time
forth, however, the right of the accused to an equitable trial must ta'ke precedence and require that the
veil of anonymity be lifted in his favour, even if the veil must continue to obstruct the public and the
media™’.

In the Brdanin & Tali¢ case, the ICTY noted that ‘the rights of the accused are ma_de the
first consideration, and the need to protect victims and witnesses is a secondary one’8, The
judges in this case also raised the standards for what cpulq be considered excepFlonaI
circumstances sufficient to warrant witness anonymity, making it clear that a general climate
of intimidation was insufficient justification.

3. ‘or in the Rules of Procedure and Evidence’

The second general exception to the requirement for in-person testimony is the Rules. In
addition to their role in implementing article 68 (rules 67, 68, 87, 88), thevRules also promote
judicial economy and the greatest possible access to evidence of probative value consistent
with the rights of the accused (rules 67, 68 and 69). A

Rule 69, allowing the admission of evidence by agreement betwc?en the parties, covers
witness testimony, documents and physical evidence. It will be an important tool for the
Court to use in ensuring an expeditious trial and promoting judicial economy. One of the
major problems in the case management by the Yugoslavia an.d Rwanda Tribunals has been
the extensive time taken by the parties to prove matters of fact in a particular case that should
not really have been in dispute. ‘ e

However, in recognition of the role of the Court in establishing Fhe historical record as Vj/ell
as judging the individual case, rule 69 permits the Court to require a cqnnplete presentation
of evidence despite any agreement. It should also be noted that victims may also be
represented at trial and may, with permission from the Court under sub-rgle 91para. 3,
question witnesses or have the witnesses questioned by the Chamber on their beha]f. The
discretion given to a Chamber by both rules 69 and 91 suggest that agreements as to evidence
will not automatically rule out in-person testimony relating to agrseed fact.S.

A major barrier to in-person testimony occurs when a witness is prevented from
participating in a proceeding by his or her state of residence. It should be noted that both
the ICTY and the ICTR have placed significant restrictions on the use that can be made of
deposition evidence in such cases, even where defence cognsel is prov1dfed with an opportu-
nity to question the witness*®. The ICTR has also required that parties exhaust 2.111 t}fllen'
options before requesting testimony by deposition®?. At the ICC, access to testimony in these
circumstances will be even more restrictive. Article 56 (unique investigative oppormnlt}l) and
rules 67, 68 and 69 are the only explicit provisions that allow for the introduction of
testimony from such witnesses.

il - v. Blaskié¢, IT-95-14-PT, Judgement, 3 Mar. 2000, para. 50. .

# ZZZZZZ; : graanin & Tali, ITV99736% Decision on the Motion by the Prosecution for protective Measures,

ri amber, 3 July 2000, para. 20. 5 ' A
Tl?’ls(e:(}: ProsecutolrvyNaletililc;') and Martinovi¢, 1T-98-34-PT, Decision on Prosecutor’s Mot.lqn to Takff Di(l:‘:lssle
tions for Use at Trial (rule 71), 10 Nov. 2000. The Trial Chamber in the'I.CTY l:]Oted that judicial d%:;regoer‘;idence
depositions would be exercised where ‘the witness proposed for depf)smon w1_ll not preser;:ﬂelygmoff?: epetiill
directly implicating the accused in the crimes charged, or alterna_tlvely, th‘eu' evidence e iy i
nature in the sense that many witnesses will give evidence of similar facts’. SeeA also Prosecutor .siﬁgn g
ICTR-96-14-T, Decision On The Prosecutor’s Amended Extremely Urgent MOIIO.n' For The Dlgpoosition -
Detained Witness Pursuant To Rule 71, 4 Oct. 2002, [hereinafter Niyitegeka, Decision on the Dep

ained Witness, 4 Oct. 2002]. "

Deotl) See Niyitegeka, Decision on the Deposition of a Detained Witness, 4 Oct. 2002: In such caIseS;g’gtg;?‘: -
should hear the direct testimony of the witness in order to assess the witness s demeanolu_r.A nufﬁcientin
evidence should be given in the presence of the Accused; the presence of Accused s Counse! 111';1;115 ' the e
regard.... Even if ‘exceptional circumstances” were found to exist, the Chamber is not inc i };is o
case, to receive by way of deposition evidence directly incriminating the Accused, given 1 o
without his consent.
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The third general exception to in-person testimony is testimony imported from an article
56 procedure. The absence of a reference to this exception in article 69 may have been an
oversight or it may imply that testimony admitted under article 56 is deemed to be in-person
testimony for trial purposes by operation of the Statute.

4. “viva voce (oral) or recorded testimony of a witness by means of video or audio
technology’

The second sentence of article 69 para. 2 specifically provides that either live or recorded
testimony of a witness can be presented by means of video or audio technology. This specific
authority is separate from the authority provided in the exceptions in the first sentence of
paragraph 2, which refers to protective measures for victims and witnesses in article 68. This
redundancy clarifies the availability of this type of technology for circumstances where the
protection of vulnerable victims and witnesses is not at issue. Concerns for illness, injury, age
or other justifiable reasons for not being present physically at the trial location are thereby
included. The Trial Chamber has held that one of the relevant criteria to be considered is the
witness’s personal circumstances, including logistical difficulties in arranging for the witness
to testify in person.®! It also permits the giving of recorded testimony, which could be
applicable in situations where the witness dies prior to trial or is incapable of testifying at the
time of trial. This provision should be read with special regard to article 56 (unique
investigative opportunity), rule 67 on audio and video links, and rule 68 on prior recorded
testimony. Article 56 specifically provides for the taking of evidence under the direction of
the pre-trial Chamber where there is a unique opportunity to take testimony or a statement
from a witness who may not be available subsequently for the purposes of trial. Article 56
includes its own procedural safeguards, which are not identical to those provided by rule 68.
For example, the Pre-Trial Chamber has the discretion in an article 56 procedure to appoint
counsel to represent defence interests during depositions. Rule 68 reserves this role for the
defence itself during the trial.

The article 56 procedure comes into play when a potential witness is ill or, for whatever
reason, may not be available for trial. The Rules for the ICTY and ICTR do not have a
comparable procedure, but allow the admission of prior statements of such witnesses where
there are adequate indicia of reliability. Rule 92bis ICTY gives the tribunal broad discretion to
introduce prior recorded testimony without the opportunity for cross-examination, subject to
the right of all parties to be heard on the matter. In general, the ICTY restricts the use of such
evidence to matters other than the acts or conduct of the accused, although this restriction does
not apply in the case of recorded testimony by a deceased, disappeared or disabled witness®2.

In a clear departure from the approach of the ad hoc Tribunals, the ICC Rules do not
include any alternative route for admitting prior recorded testimony outside the protections
of article 56 or rules 68 and 69. Recorded witness statements can only be admitted pursuant
to rule 68 if both the Prosecutor and defence had the opportunity to examine the witness at
the time they were recorded or if the witness adopts the testimony at trial and is available for
examination by the parties. Examination by someone of like interest is not sufficient under
the ICC Rules. In contrast, the ICTY takes into account whether or not testimony given in a
Separate proceeding was subject to examination by an accused with ‘like interests’ in deciding
whether or not to admit such testimony. A fuller discussion of this difference between the ad
hoc Tribunals and the ICC is provided below at mn. 30 ef seq.

Rule 67 provisions for audio and video link testimony can be used by the Court to
overcome logistical problems. It requires that the Prosecutor, the defence and the Chamber
itself be able to examine the witness at the time of testimony and must ensure that the venue

3
"See Prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo, 1CC-01.05-01.08, Decision on the ‘Submission on the

gmaiﬂing Defence evidence” and the appearance of Witnesses D04-23, D04-26, D04-25, D04-36, D04-29, and
062"30 Via video-link, 15 August 2013, para 10.
Rule 92bis 1CTY.
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for the testimony is appropriate. While the preference for in-Court testimony is explicit, the
Court has the discretion to use audio or video links to overcome logistical problems.

The ICTY established general conditions and guidelines for the use of audio or video link
technology which will provide the Court with important guidance beyond that contained in
the Statute and Rules. Given the preference for in-person testimony, the ICTY has required
that the defence or prosecution satisfy certain threshold requirements before using such
technology. These include:a) the testimony of the witness is shown to be sufﬁciently
important to make it unfair to proceed without it; b) the witness is unable or unwilling for
good reasons to come to the tribunal; and ¢) the accused will not thereby be prejudiced in his
or her right to confront the witness®®. The Tribunal has also prescribed guidelines to ensure
that testimony given by video-link is practicable and reliable. These guidelines include
matters such as the choice of venue for the recording and transmission, the appointment
and attendance of officers to ensure the testimony is given freely and voluntarily, the ability
for the witness and the questioner to see each other, and subjecting the witness to the
solemnity of the proceedings, including liability for perjury, as if the witness had given
evidence within the courtroom®.

The ICTY has held that ‘video-conferencing is, in actual fact, merely an extension of the
Trial Chamber to the location of the witness’ and ‘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’. The procedure permits the parties to examine and cross-examine the
witnesses, and the judges can ask questions and observe the demeanour of the witness.
However, the ICTY has acknowledged that ‘the evidentiary value of testimony provided by
video-link is not as weighty as testimony given in the courtroom” due to the lack of proximity
of the witness to the solemnity of the courtroom and the inability to view persons or parts of
a room outside the focus of the camera®.

5. ‘introduction of documents or written transcripts’

Explicit authority in the Statute to permit the introduction of documents and written
transcripts is in accord with the general philosophy of article 69 to avoid overly technical
rules of evidence, such as those relating to the admissibility of documents in a common law
system®. This paragraph permits their introduction and their relevance and admissibility is
governed by paragraph 4, subject to the Rules.

There is no general rule prescribing how documents or physical evidence are to be placed
in evidence. The Court is thus left to apply its discretion under article 69 para. 4, as to the
relevance or admissibility of such evidence. The ad hoc Tribunals have required, as a
condition of introduction that documents be said or adopted by a witness capable of
vouching for the documents’ authenticity. An ICTY Trial Chamber has ruled that concern
about the authenticity of a document goes to weight rather than admissibility unless the
document lacks probative value®’. Prosecution and defence counsel appearing before the ICC
will be able to challenge a document through examination of the adopting witness or by

63 Prosecutor v. Delali¢, Mucié, Deli¢ and Landzo, 1T-96-21,Decision on the Motion to allow K, L, antli M to
give their Testimony by Means of video-link Conference, 28 May 1997, para. 17 [hereinafter Delali¢ et al,,
Decision on video-link, 28 May 1997]. See also Prosecutor v. Tadi¢, IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence motions
to summons and protect defence witnesses, and the giving of evidence by video-link, 25 June 1996, para. 19
[hereinafter: Tadi¢, Decision on video-link, 25 June 1996]. 1

64 Delali¢ et al., Decision on video-link, 28 May 1997, see note 58, paras. 15 and 18. See also Tadi¢, Decision on
video-link, 25 June 1996, see note 58, para. 21. ,

65 Delalié et al., Decision on video-link, 28 May 1997, see note 58, para. 21. See also Tadi¢, Decision on video-
link, 25 June 1996, see note 58, para. 22. ' i

6 E. g. rules relating to hearsay and the best evidence rule. The ICTY Appeals Chamber noted in the AlekSOVSb
decision that ‘it is well settled in the practice of the Tribunal that hearsay evidence is admissible’. This will also be
true of the ICC Trial Chamber. i

67 See Prosecutor v. Blaskié, IT-95-14, Decision on the Defence Motion for Reconsideration of the Ruling to
exclude from Evidence authentic and exculpatory Documentary Evidence, 30 Jan. 1998, paras 10-11.
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requesting a ruling on admissibility or relevance under the procedure created by rule 64. At
this hearing, the Court can apply article 69 para. 4, and take into account any circumstances
surrounding the origins, contents and/or chain of custody.

Rule 68 governs the introduction of written transcripts and other documented evidence of
prior testimony. It creates a requirement that both the prosecution and defence must have an
opportunity to examine the witness who provided the testimony, either at the time the
testimony was taken or at the point the recorded testimony is introduced into evidence. As
noted above, an exception to rule 68 is the procedure under article 56 for taking testimony
when a unique investigative opportunity arises. Transcripts from article 56 proceedings will
be admitted according to the safeguards provided in article 56 itself.

In the Prosecutor v. Lubanga trial, the Trial Chamber I discussed the introduction of
evidence other than oral evidence, in particular, written statements such as prior written
testimony, taken in accordance with Rules 111 and 112. The Trial Chamber recognized that
while oral testimony is generally preferable, there are material advantages in having evidence
read, in whole or in part, especially in terms of efficiency and unnecessary repetition of
evidence. However, in any analysis, the right of the accused to a fair trial must not be
undermined by the admission of prior written testimony, and this right will always trump
other concerns such as efficiency.®® Rule 68 ICC does not make any concessions for relaxing
the standards for admission of transcripts from other trials even where the evidence will be
used to prove issues other than the acts or conduct of the accused. The Preparatory
Commission could not achieve consensus on this point. A proposal was drafted that would
have allowed transcripts to be admitted on consent by the parties. However, this was deleted
during the June 2000 meeting of the Commission because the consent requirement made it
redundant with the provisions of rule 69 (evidence by agreement). Rule 69 and article 69
para. 6 (judicial notice) do provide vehicles for bringing uncontroversial transcripts.

Rule 68 is more restrictive than the comparable rules of the ICTY. The ICTY Rules provide
for a number of specific exceptions to the principle of live testimony. Examples of these
exceptions include prior statements by deceased witnesses and the use of transcripts from
other trials that go to the proof of a matter other than the acts and conduct of the accused®’. |
Transcripts from other trials have been used before the ad hoc Tribunals to address such ‘
issues as whether or not a state of war existed at a particular place and time, troop |
movements and the like’®. The negotiations in the Preparatory Commission make it clear |
that the stricter standard incorporated in rule 68 was deliberate.

The possibility exists that a Chamber of the ICC could use its power of judicial notice
(article 69 para. 6) or its general discretion to consider all relevant and admissible evidence ]
(rule 63) to circumvent the strict standard in rule 68. However, this is unlikely. In the first
place, the Court would have to satisfy itself that the rights of the accused would be
respected’!. In the second place, as a general rule of law, a court cannot use a broad
discretionary power to circumvent the specific requirements of a relevant rule. An ICTY
Appeals Chamber has noted that this renders the safeguards in the more restrictive rule
meaningless’2. This same Appeals Chamber did not dispute that non-compliance with
‘technical-procedural’ requirements should not categorically preclude admissibility, but it
did find that procedural requirements are not presumptively technical and are a necessary

58 Prosecutor v. Lubanga, ICC-01/04-01/06, Decision on the prosecution’s application for the admission of the
prior recorded statements of two witnesses, 15 January 2009 at paras 18- 21.

% Rule 92bis lit. C and D ICTY. The ICTY’s approach to prior recorded testimony has evolved over time and
generated significant debate. Rule 92bis was adopted at the 23 Plenary Session held on 12 Jan. 2001 to replace
rule 94ter which was deleted.

7 However, the ICTY significantly restricts the use of such transcripts in cases where the accused is charged on
the basis of command responsibility or for his or her role in a joint criminal enterprise. See Prosecutor v. Galié,
IT-98-29-AR73.2, Decision on Interlocutory Appeal Concerning Rule 92 bis (C), 7 June 2002.

7! See Blaski¢ and Lubanga, see notes 67 and 74 and accompanying text.

7 Prosecutor v. Kordit, IT-95-14/2, Decision on Appeal Regarding the Admission Into Evidence of seven
Affidavits and one Formal Statement, 18 Sept. 2000.
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element to a fair trial. This distinction between substantive and technical procedural ruleg
may play an important role in future proceedings before the JCCP,

6. ‘subject to this Statute and in accordance with the Rules of Procedure and
Evidence’

As the second sentence of article 69 para.2, does not specify the justifications or
conditions when electronic evidence, documents, or written transcripts may be presented,
the sentence provides that the Court shall exercise these powers subject to the Statute and the
Rules. Relevant statutory provisions include articles 56, 67 and 68 and the relevant rules
include 63, 67, 68, 69, 87, 88. The applicable provisions of the Statute and Rules have already
been discussed in detail. However, these are not the last word, as many procedures remain to
be developed by the Court. This will continue to occur through practice di{ections, any
regulations created by the Court and jurisprudence. The ad hoc Tribunals will provide a
fertile source for this further evolution, just as they played a critical role in the development
of the Statute and Rules themselves.

For example, the Statute and the Rules do not explicitly provide for the use of prior witness
statements, which are not otherwise admissible in relation to their assertive contents, for the
sole purpose of challenging a witness’ credibility. The ICTY, in the Naletili¢ case‘, endorsed
the use of prior statements to test the credibility of witnesses, but ruled that the evidence was
the reaction of the witness to being confronted with the prior statement and not the contents
of the prior statement’4. The ICTY in that case referred to statements used fqr this purpose as
‘aids’ to distinguish them from ‘evidence’. The regulation of exhibits, aids, re-creations,
evidence summaries and expert testimony are not specifically dealt with in the Rules of the
1CC%,

The relative weight appropriate for different types of evidence may also be an area where
the ICC looks to the jurisprudence of the ad hoc Tribunals. Recorded testimony (audio or
video), for example, is unlike live, transmitted evidence in that the Court cannot examine the
witness and the full examination of the witness must either be recorded or take place some
time later (when the recording is placed into evidence). as noted above, the ICC Rul.es are
more rigorous than the ad hocTribunals in requiring that such testimony always l?e sub]ec.t‘ to
examination by the opposing party, either at the time it is recorded or at the point that it is
adopted by the witness and entered into evidence’. There is, nevertheless, some loss of
immediacy to recorded testimony. For this reason, an ICTY Trial Chamber has ruled that
such testimony, even when subject to examination by the defence when recorded, may be
given less weight than live testimony””. |

Regarding ICC jurisprudence, in the case of Prosecutor v. ]ean—Plerre' Bem.ba Gombo, the
Appeals Chamber confirmed that the Trial Chambers have the dxsc'reuon to receive
testimony of witnesses by means other than in-court testimony, as long as it does not violate
the Statute and is in accordance with the Rules of Procedure and Evidence. Nonetheless, the

73 DeFrancia, Due Process In International Criminal Courts: Why Procedure Matters (2001) 87 VirginiaLRev
1381, 1429. ' ‘ 3

74 See Prosecutor v. Naletilié, IT-98-34, Decision on the Admission of Witness Statements into Ewden;le»
14 Nov. 2001. See also Prosecutor v. Simi¢ et al., IT-95-9, Decision on Prosecution Interlocutory appgfals ond t;
use of statements not admitted into evidence pursuant to Rule 92 bis as a basis to challenge credibility an;
refresh memory, 23 May 2003. : ' ;

75 In regards to summary evidence, the ICTY has ruled that the evidence being sujv'r'xmanzed must, {tler{r :;
admissible before the summary can be admitted. See Prosecutor v. Slobodan Milosevic, IT-02-54, Decisi
Admissibility of Prosecution Investigator’s Evidence, 30 Sep. 2002. | P

76 The use of recorded testimony in conjunction with live testimony can relieve some of the pressure
children or other vulnerable witnesses, minimizing their exposure to the courtroom. : v

77 prosecutor v. Naletilié and Martinovié, 1T-98-34-PT, Decision on Prosecution Amended we
Approval of Rule 94ter Procedure (Formal Statements) and on Prosecutor’s Motion to take Deposition
at Trial (rule 71), both decisions issued 10 Nov. 2000.

1730 Donald K. Piragoff/Paula Clarke

Evidence 31 Article 69

Appeals Chamber urged the Trial Chambers to exercise this discretion with caution so as not
to prejudice the rights of the accused or the fairness of the trial generally’.

In contrast, however, in the Prosecutor v. Chui, the Trial Chamber II did not allow the
admission of a prior recorded statement of a witness and stated that ‘[t]he simple assertion
that a written statement of a witness who has appeared for testimony provides the broader
context in which a specific statement was made, or allegedly corroborates the oral testimony
given at trial, does not qualify as a sufficient reason for admitting it into evidence.””

7. ‘not be prejudicial to or inconsistent with the rights of the accused’

The primary right of an accused that is affected by article 69 para. 2, is the right to
confront witnesses. This is specifically guaranteed in article 67 para. 1 (e), which guarantees
the right ‘to examine, or have examined, the witnesses against him or her and to obtain the
attendance and examination of witnesses on his or her behalf under the same conditions as
witnesses against him or her’.

Substantive rights for the accused to challenge and test testimony are incorporated into
each of the Rules established under article 69. These rights are necessarily balanced against
the rights of victims and witnesses protected by article 68. The requirement of balance is
further emphasized by the general principle affirming the rights of victims and witnesses
articulated in rule 86. Specific procedures for determining the appropriate balance are
provided by rules 64, 87 and 88. Rule 87 on protective measures requires the participation
of the accused in any hearing regarding protective measures for victims or witnesses that
might have an impact impact the presentation of evidence. The rule 88 ‘special measures’
procedure can exclude the participation of the accused, but the ultimate effect of this clause is
to ensure that the Court will not order special measures that it determines are prejudicial or
inconsistent with the rights of the accused.

In hearings on relevance and admissibility under rule 64, any written submissions must be
provided to all parties and a Chamber must provide reasons for all rulings on relevance or
admissibility. This procedure ensures the participation of the accused and the availability of a
record in the event of an appeal. The opportunity for victims to be represented by counsel at
trial in accordance with rule 91 will allow victims to play a far more active role in these
proceedings than is the case in domestic courts, including the right to make submissions on
the relevance or admissibility of evidence and, with approval of the Chamber, direct
questioning of witnesses.

The evolving jurisprudence of the ad hoc Tribunals suggests that the rights of an accused
to know the identity of his accusers and challenge their testimony will likely take precedence
over the interests of victims and witnesses to not have their identities disclosed®’. However,
the victim participation provisions in the Statute will provide opportunities for victims and
witnesses to be heard by a Chamber when their interests or safety are affected in order to
fashion other protective measures.

The rights of the accused referenced in this paragraph also incorporate internationally
recognized human rights by virtue of article 69 para. 7 and those rights of the accused which
are recognized elsewhere in the Statute and in the Rules. Particularly important among the
Statute rights are those relating to disclosure discussed below.

78 Prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo, Appeals Chambers, ‘Judgment on the appeals of Mr Jean-Pierre
G(?mbo and the Prosecutor against the decision of Trial Chamber III entitled “Decision on the admission into
evidence of materials contained in the prosecution’s list of evidence™, 3 May 2011.

?9 Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga and Mathieu Ngudjolo Chui, ‘Decision on Defence Request to Admit into
Evidence Entirety of Document’ DRC-OTP-1017-0572, 25 May 2011 at para 7.

* See Blaski¢, see note 57.
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II1. Paragraph 3

Rule Cross-Reference: rule 63 (general provisions) rule 64 (Procedure relating to relevance or
admissibility), rule 69 (evidence by agreement), rule 70 (sexual violence), rule 71 (evidence of
sexual conduct), rule 72 (in camera procedure), rule 140.2(a) (right to question one’s own witness)

1. “The parties may submit”

The issue of whether victims fall within the ambit of article 69(3) and have a right to
participate at trial to lead evidence or challenge the admissibility or relevance of evidence was
discussed by the Appeals Chambers in the Prosecutor v. Lubanga®'. The Appeals Chamber
underscored that the right to lead evidence pertaining to the guilt or innocence of the accused
and the right to challenge the admissibility or relevance of evidence in trial proceedings lies
primarily with the parties, that is, the Prosecution and the Defence. However, the Appeals
Chamber also found that this did not preclude the possibility for victims to lead evidence
pertaining to the guilt or innocence of the accused. Article 69(3) makes it clear that ‘the
Court has the authority to request the submission of all evidence that it considers necessary
for the determination of the truth’. Indeed, the Appeal Chamber also noted that Article 68(3)
established the right for victim participation, and in order to give effect to the spirit and
intention of the article, it must be interpreted as to make participation meaningful. The
Appeal Chamber ultimately upheld the decision of the Trial Chamber to allow participating
victims the possibility to lead evidence pertaining to the guilt or innocence of the accused,
and to challenge the admissibility or relevance of evidence in the trial proceedings.

However in Prosecutor v. Abdallah Banda Abakaer Nourain® the Trial Chamber upheld
the approach that challenges to the relevance or admissibility of this evidence does not fall
under Article 69(3) of the Statute, rather the legal basis upon which this evidence may be
challenged extends frome combined effect of: (i) the obligation to give effect to the spirit and
meaning of Article 68(3) of the Statute; and (ii) the Chamber’s power to make rulings on the
relevance or admissibility of evidence under Articles 64(9) and 69(4) of the Statute.

The issue of whether the rules considering evidence in article 69(3) apply also to pre-trial
stages of the proceedings was discussed in two cases. In Prosecutor v. Katanga and Chui® the
Single Judge considered ‘that article 69(3) of the Statute is not applicable during the pre—trizlil
proceedings conducted before the Pre-Trial Chamber because: (i) the Pre-Trial Chamber is
not a truth-finder; and (ii) according to the literal interpretation of article 69(3) of the
Statute, its application is subject to consideration of the competent Chamber that evidence
other than that introduced by the Prosecution and the Defence is ‘necessary for the
determination of the truth.”

The Pre-Trial Chamber in Prosecufor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo came to a different
conclusion. The Pre-Trial Chamber III concluded that article 69(3) establishes a gene.ral
principle that applies to the various stages of the proceedings. Therefore, the rules concerning
evidence in 69(3) also apply at the pre-trial stage of the proceedings, but must take into
account the specific purpose and limited scope of the confirmation charges. ‘To Fhat end, it
needs to be noted that the application of article 69(3) of the Statute at the confirmation phase.ls
restricted since, in contrast to the trial phase, the Chamber does not have to determine the guilt

81 Prosecutor v. Lubanga, ICC-01/04-01/06 OA 9 OA 10, ‘Tudgment on the appeals of the Pr?secutl(:]r azn;})g"::
Defence against Trial Chamber I's Decision on the Victims’ Participation of 18 January 2008’ 11 July
paras 93-9. N ot
82 prosecutor v. Abdallah Banda Abakaer Nourain, ICC-02/05-03/09, ‘Decision on the participatio
in the trial proceedings’, 20 March 2014 at para 29. 5 s
83 prosecutor v. Germain Katanga and Mathiew Ngudjolo Chui, 1CC-01/04-01/07, Dec151’0n 301r¢1a 2008 at
Procedural Rights Attached to Procedural Status of Victim at the Pre-Trial Stage of the Case’; 1 ¥
para. 110.

n of victims
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of the person prosecuted beyond reasonable doubt. It simply has to determine whether there
are substantial grounds to believe that the person prosecuted committed the crimes charged.’84

2. ‘evidence relevant to the case’

This provision has to be read in conjunction with article 69 para. 4, which provides that
the Court may rule on the relevance or admissibility of any evidence. For the meaning of
‘relevant’, see the discussion below concerning article 69 para. 4.

According to paragraph 3, evidence that is irrelevant is not to be submitted. However,
views about the relevance of a certain piece of evidence to the case may differ. It must be
noted that the text specifies that the evidence must be relevant ‘to the case’. This means that a
particular piece of evidence that has been admitted may subsequently be held not to be
relevant in connection with the particular fact which it was meant to prove, but may still be
relevant to the case as a whole. In such a situation, evidence, though irrelevant for the
purpose for which it was originally submitted, has still been submitted in accordance with
paragraph 3 if relevant to other issues in the case. The Court will have to decide on the
relevance in that sense under paragraph 4%,

The ICTY has used a general concern about both relevance and probative value to exclude
specific evidence as well as to place limits on the volume of evidence. Relevance has been
used to justify limits on evidence about the good character of the accused®®, historical roots of
the underlying conflict’’, and similar bad acts by opposing forces®®.

3. ‘in accordance with article 64’

Although the initial proposal mentioned only article 64 para. 3, the text now requires the
parties to submit evidence in accordance with article 64 as a whole. Consequently, if the Trial
Chamber refers a preliminary question to the Pre-Trial Chamber in accordance with article
64 para. 4, the parties may have to submit evidence before that Chamber. The most
important paragraph of article 64, however, will be paragraph 3. The parties will have to
submit their evidence in accordance with the decisions that the Trial Chamber has taken
regarding the procedures and languages to be used for trial, and, most importantly, any
decision regarding disclosure. At the ICTY, admissibility of evidence has been successfully
challenged on such bases as the failure of the prosecution to provide a translation of a
disclosed document®’, and failure to disclose complete documents (only excerpts to be used
at trial had been provided)®. The timing of disclosure has also been a major issue before the
ad hoc Tribunals. The ICTR Rules required complete disclosure of all witnesses 21 days prior
to trial. The ICTY developed a more complex system for disclosure, distinguishing between
disclosure of witnesses called to prove basic facts and witnesses who directly implicate the
accused”’. Both Tribunals recognized an obligation on the prosecution to immediately
disclose any exculpatory evidence to the defence.

The ICC Rules provide significant guidance on the issue of disclosure. Rules 76 through 84
place disclosure requirements on both the prosecution and defence and spell out the circum-

8 The Prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01/08, ‘Decision on the Evidence Disclosure System
and Setting a Timetable for Disclosure between the Parties’, 31 July 2008 at para 10.
% See mn. 37 ef seq.
8 Prosecutor v. Kupreskié, IT-95-16, Decision on Evidence of Good Character of the Accused and the Defence
of Tu Quoque, 17 Feb. 1999.
‘s See Prosecutor v. Kunarac et al., IT-96-23, Decision on Prosecution’s Motion for Exclusion of Evidence and
Limitation of Testimony, 3 July 2000.
88 See Kupreskic, see note 86.
¥ See Prosecutor v. Milosevié, 1T-02-54, Decision on Prosecution Motion for Permission to disclose Witness
Statements in English, 19 Sept. 2001.
*0 Prosecutor v, Dosen, IT-95-8, Decision on the Defence Motion to compel Discovery, 11 May 2000.

91 S 7 e . o e ;
3hﬂpmsecutor V. Brdanin and Tali¢, 1T-99-36, Decision on Motion by Prosecution for protective Measures,
y 2000.
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stances and procedures to be used for any restrictions on disclgsure. A.rticle 61 para. 3 sets out
the disclosure requirements for hearings held prior to trial. AFtlcle ,67 para. 2 requires
exculpatory evidence to be disclosed to the defence ‘as soon as Practlcable .'R.ule 83. allows the
Prosecutor to seek the guidance of the Court on an ex parte ba§1s where th1§ is an issue under
article 67 para. 2. Unlike the ICTR, the ICC Rules do not establish any specific timeframes for
disclosure. Instead, they establish a principled approach to disclosure®.

4. ‘authority to request the submission of evidence’

Due to this formulation, the Court will not be allowed to call evidence on ?ts own
authority. It may, however, when it believes that the evidence prf)c'luced by the parties dpes
not suffice to give a full picture of the situation or to reach a decision on a parggcular point,
order the parties to submit further evidence. This follows the Rules of the ICTY?3. The e-ffect
of this provision is that the parties are not free to withhold efndence that the Court considers
to be important. The Court may focus on aspects of the crime that are not covered by th.e
evidence brought forward by the parties. In such a case, the parties may be ordereq to submit
evidence regarding e. g, a particular conduct occurring at a Partxcular time thaﬁ neither party
has so far seen proper to touch upon. The submission of evidence, therefore, is not a matter
to be decided solely by the parties, but also by the Court. :

On the other hand, the Statute makes it clear that any evidence will have to be.brought
forward by the parties. The Court is restricted to its procedural tools (or@ers) when it Wshes
to hear additional evidence. It has to rely on the cooperation of the partle.s,.although it may ‘
compel them to cooperate. This is different from the procedure in some civil law systems. ‘

5. ‘it considers necessary for the determination of the truth’

It is for the Court alone to decide whether the parties have submitted sufﬁcient evidence.
The phrase ‘determination of the truth’ demonstrates that the point is not just whether the
Court has enough material on its hands to reach a decision. Th.e fupctlon of th.e ICC goes
beyond that of an ordinary criminal court. Given the kmd of situations thaF might be the
subject of a trial, the parties and the Court have the additional duty to clarify as much as
possible the historical facts of the case. This does not mean, however, that. the Court has to
examine every detail of the situation before it when it already ha§ a'clear‘pmture of the facts.
The individual crime before the Court provides the framework within which tl}e Court ha§ to
operate. If the facts of the particular crime are sufficiently clear, the Court will not consider

vidence necessary.

fur;}llleer reole envisioned fg the Court necessarily means that it is not bou.nd. by narrow rules
regarding when and how evidence is presented. At the same time, some limits are Justlﬁe(cii.as
to when new evidence can be placed before the Court during the trial so as not to preju 1c;
either party. The ICTY established a relevant test for the subn‘nssmn of new ev1d.enct;:1 at trlse
outside of the agreed procedure, which requires that the material 1) must be new in the s;n 3
of not having been available on the basis of due diliger.lge when it should hzve . veee _
appropriately submitted, 2) not be cumulative and/or repetitious of evidence already iltha;

3) must be of significant relevance to the core issues in the case, and 4) be of such natur

its admission is in the interests of justice®.

; re and
92 See Brady, in: Lee (ed.), The International Criminal Court: Elements of Crimes and Rules of Procedi »
Evidence (2001) 403 et seq.
93 See rule 98 ICTY. ) kg -
94 prosecutor v. Kordié and Cerkez, IT-95-14/2-T, Decision on Prosecutor’s Submissions Concerning Zﬂﬁmb‘
Exhibits’ and Presidential Transcripts, 1 Dec. 2000.
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IV. Paragraph 4

Rule Cross-Reference: rule 47.2 (evidence per article 15(2)), rule 63 (general evidence
provisions), rule 64 (procedure relating to relevance or admissibility), rule 70 (evidence in cases

of sexual violence), rule 71 (evidence of other sexual conduct), rule 72 (in camera procedures to
consider relevance or admissibility)

1. ‘the relevance or admissibility of any evidence’

As with all of article 69, para. 4 is an amalgam of both common law and civil law concepts 37

and does not strictly follow the procedures of either. While the article adopts presumptively .
the civil law procedure of general admissibility and free evaluation of evidence, some

common law concepts are incorporated, which results in a hybrid system. The basic principle |
in both common law and civil law systems is ‘that relevant evidence which has probative ‘
value is admissible if such evidence is not affected by an exclusionary virus®®. Article 69(4)

permits the Court ‘to rule on the relevance or admissibility of any evidence’ before ‘
considering the question of weight. The Court can either: 1) rule first whether evidence '
possesses sufficient relevance to justify its admissibility, taking into account a number of ‘
factors mentioned in article 69, para. 4, and evaluate subsequently the weight of any admitted

evidence as part of the evaluation process; or, instead 2) admit evidence and consider ‘
relevance, admissibility and weight together as part of the evaluation of the admitted

evidence, taking into account the same factors.When the Court would choose to proceed by

one analytical method or the other would be influenced, inter alia, by the need to ensure the

protection of other values in the adjudication process, for example, such as the rights of the

accused, a fair trial, fair evaluation of the testimony of a witness and the rights of victims.% In

some situations, protection of these values would best be served by the exclusion or non-

admissibility of the evidence, rather than by admitting it and subsequently according it little

or no probative weight®”. In either case, rule 64 makes it clear that issues about relevance or

admissibility should be raised when evidence is submitted and that a Chamber must give

reasons for any rulings on evidential matters.

Relevance and admissibility are related but distinct concepts. Relevance is not an absolute 38

concept but is a relationship or nexus that is derived from the proffered item of evidence and

the fact in issue or proposition that is sought to be proved or disproved. It is a relation the

existence of which makes it more probable than not that the fact or proposition exists or does

not exist. The existence of the item of evidence tends to increase or decrease the probability

of the existence of the fact in issue. This is often termed the rational probativeness of the

evidence; i.e. the question is whether the item of evidence is rationally probative to a fact in

issue®®,

Determining whether a rational connection exists or whether evidence has probative value 39

is often a mixture of logic and common sense borne by the experience of life and humankind.

In addition to strict logic, the determination of relevance or probative value also involves the
application of common sense as to whether the item of evidence tends to make more or less

% Prosecutorv. Delalié, Muci¢, Deli¢ and Landzo, IT-96-21,Decision on the Prosecution’s Oral Requests for the
Admission of Exhibit 155 into Evidence and for an Order to Compel the Accused, Zradavko Mucic, to provide a
Handwriting Sample, 19 Jan. 1998, para. 30 [hereinafter: Delali¢ et al., Decision on Exhibit 155, 19 Jan. 1998].

% See Prosecutor v. Lubango Dyilo, ICC-01/04-01/06, ‘Decision concerning the Prosecution Proposed Sum-
mary Bvidence’ where the Pre-Trial Chamber I declared ‘as inadmissible some documents submitted by the
Prgfecution on the grounds that their disclosure would compromise the protection of witnesses’ 4 October 2006.

9; Piragoff, see note 19, p- 351.

See note 83, Prosecutor v. Delali¢ et al.,, Decision on exhibit 155, para. 29; Prosecutor v. Delali¢ et al., 1T-96-
21, Decision on the Motion of the Prosecution for the Admissibility of Evidence, 19 Jan. 1998, para. 17

ereinafter: Delali¢ et al., (Decision on admissibility of evidence, 19 Jan. 1998)]; see also G.F. James, Relevancy,

Probability and the Law, 28 CalifLRev 689 (1941).
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probable the existence of the fact in issue that is sought to be proved or disproved. Common
sense is of course dependant not only on the process of logical deduction or induction but on
life experience or values, be they individual, societal or as part of humankind. The conclusion
to a logical deduction is only as true as is its major premise, which is often derived from an
application of one’s life experience and values. At times, the validity of the deductive process
and the conclusion can be called into question if the validity of the major premise (or the
values on which it is based) is questionable, biased or erroneous®.

There are two aspects to relevancy that may make evidence irrelevant. In the first, the
evidence does not tend to prove or disprove the fact in issue; i.e. there is no rational
connection or probative value or relationship. In the second aspect, there may equally be no
rational connection or probative value if the particular fact in issue to which the evidence
could be probative is not at issue in the case. In such situations, the evidence is both
irrelevant and not admissible!%.

However, merely because evidence is strictly relevant in a logical sense does not guarantee
its admissibility. Relevance is often a question of the degree of probativeness and, sometimes,
while having some probative value it is not sufficiently probative so as to justify its admission
into evidence given other considerations. These considerations can include the situation
where the particular fact in issue is too collateral or remote to be probative to the main issues
to be proved or disproved, or the particular fact in issue is not really at issue in the context of
the case due to the overwhelming probative value of other evidence that tends to prove or
disprove the fact in issue. It can also include situations where, due to the nature of the
evidence or the values upon which probative value is being determined, the evidence may be
considered falsely to possess more probative value than it actually does. For example,
evidence of prior conduct (sexual, criminal or otherwise) which is not rationally related to
the conduct in question in the trial may tend to show-that the person is immoral or of bad
character (which is a value judgement based on the assessor’s own life experience and values)
or has been prone to criminality, but without more rational connection to the case, such
degree of probativeness might not justify the admission of the evidence. Its prejudicial value
obscures its true probative value, which may really be minimal or non-existent'®!. The
admission of such evidence may, therefore, cause prejudice to a fair trial or to a fair
evaluation of the testimony of a witness.

Sometimes, even if evidence is sufficiently relevant (i. e. of sufficient probative value) other
policy considerations outweigh its admission, such as where evidence is subject to a legally
recognised privilege or its exclusion is necessary to protect national security interests or a
witness from harm!%2,

In the case of R. v. Lubanga the Trial Chamber I discussed the broad power conferred on
the Chamber to make decisions with regards to evidence under Article 69(4), it has a
significant degree of discretion in considering all types of evidence. This is particularly
necessary given the nature of the cases that will come before the ICC.”1%

In Prosecutor v. Jean Pierre Bemba Gombo'®, the Trial Chamber III discussed th,e
relationship between the guiding principle of orality set out in Article 69(2) and the Court's

99 See note 83, Delali¢ et al., Decision on exhibit 155, para. 29; see note 85, Delali¢ et al, Decision 0}1 Fhe
admissibility of evidence, 19 Jan. 1998, para. 17. See also: see note 98, G.F. James, 694-5; D.K. Piragoff, Str;l;{af
fact evidence: probative value and prejudice (1981) 124-128; M. Eggleston, Evidence, proof and probability
(1978)24; R. Cross, Cross on evidence (4™ ed. 1974)16 and 24. s

100 See note 83, Delali¢ et al., Decision on the admissibility of evidence, 19 Jan. 1998, para. 17. McCormick,
Meccormick on evidence (4" ed. 1992) 338-339. -l

101 E ¢, Prosecutor v. Delali¢, Muci¢, Deli¢ and Landzo, 1T-96-21-T, Judgement, 16 Nov. 1998, para. 70,
held that evidence of prior sexual conduct was irrelevant and inadmissible.

102 E. g, see article 69 para. 5, article 72 and article 68 para. 1. ;

103 Prfsecutor. V. Lubal;ga, ICC-01/04-01/06, ‘Corrigendum to Decision on the admissibility of four documets
20 January 2011 at para 24. "

104 prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo, 1CC-01/05-01/08, ‘Decision on the admission int

o evidence of
&
materials contained in the prosecution’s list of evidence’, 19 November 2010.
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discretion to rule on relevance or admissibility of any evidence set out in Article 69(4). The
Majority determined that there is sufficient legal basis set out in the ICC legal framework to
consider prima facie admitting into evidence all statements of witnesses to be called to give
evidence at trial.

However, the Dissenting Opinion to the Majority decision above written by Judge Ozaki
disagreed with these arguments.!% In her opinion, Article 69(2) is clear that the primacy of
the principle of orality must prevail in all proceedings before the Court, and indeed, thus far
international criminal tribunals and the ICC have all primarily relied on the oral testimonies
of witnesses with written statements having been admitted on an exceptional, case-by-case
basis. Moreover, in her opinion, the argument that all written documents are prima facie
admissible is not founded upon any provision in the ICC legal framework. As well, the
Majority’s ruling has the effect of creating an ‘intermediate state’ in the ruling on admissi-
bility, which was not contemplated by the drafters of the Rome Statute.

The Majority Decision was appealed and on May 3, 2011 the Appeals Chamber rejected
the argument of the Trial Chamber. The Appeals Chamber ruled that the Trial Chamber’s
ruling of a ‘prima facie finding of admissibility of the evidence” without assessing the
evidence on an item by item basis was incorrect.!% The Appeals Chambers found that while
expeditiousness is an important component of a fair trial, the statutory requirements
established by article 69(4) and (7) and rule 71 of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence
anticipate that a Chamber’s determination of the relevance or admissibility of evidence be
made on an item-by-item basis.

2. ‘the probative value of the evidence’

The meaning of this term has already been discussed in section 1, above, in relation to the
determination of relevance and admissibility. “There is implicit in ‘relevancy” an element of
probative value’'%”. In applying this concept as one of the factors to be taken into account in
determining relevance and admissibility, the Court will likely have regard to the manner by
which the evidence derives its probative value and the degree of probativeness.

Likewise, the Court may have regard to the reliability of the evidence, not only as a factor
going to its weight, but also to its degree of probative value and even admissibility. As the
ICTY Appeals Chamber noted, ‘the reliability of a statement is relevant to its admissibility
and not just to its weight. A piece of evidence may be so lacking in terms of the indicia of
reliability that it is not ‘probative’ and is therefore inadmissible’!%%. Nevertheless, reliability is
only a factor to be considered and is not a separate pre-condition to admissibility, as the
degree of reliability can also affect the weight to be given evidence once admitted!®.
However, an ICTY pre-trial judge has ruled that a Trial Chamber may call upon the parties
to provide ‘a minimum of proof which would be sufficient to constitute a prima facie indicia
of reliability if a document so warrants’'!?. The case in question dealt with identification
evidence where the Prosecutor was responsible for the context in which the identification was
made. It signals that the Prosecutor can be held to a high standard for ensuring the reliability

of evidence where the Prosecutor exercises significant control over the form or content of the
evidence in question.

' The Prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01/08, ‘Dissenting Opinion of Judge Kuniko Ozaki
on the Decision on the admission into evidence of materials contained in the prosecution’s list of evidence’,
23 November 2010.

1% The Prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01/08, ‘Judgment on the appeals of Mr Jean-Pierre
Bemba Gombo and the Prosecutor against the decision of Trial Chamber III entitled ‘Decision on the admission
1nto evidence of materials contained in the prosecution’s list of evidence’, 3 May 2011 at para 57.

i‘;’ Delali¢ et al., Decision on Exhibit 155, see note 83, para. 29.

® Prosecutor v. Kordi¢ and Cerkez, 1T-95-14/2-AR73.5, Decision on Appeal regarding Statement of a
Deceased Witness, 21 July 2000, para. 24.
' Prosecutor v. Tadié, IT-94-1-T, Decision on the Defence motion on hearsay. 5 Aug. 1996, paras. 13-15; See

1ote 83, Delali¢ et al., Decision on exhibit 155, para. 30-32.
110 See note 21.
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However within the ICC, the Pre-Trial Chamber I, in the Prosecutor v. Chui distinguished
its approach from the approach of other international tribunals as to the question of whether
reliability is a separate or inherent component of the admissibility of a particular item of
evidence. The Pre-Trial Chamber adopted an alternative approach, ‘to consider reliability as
a component of the evidence when determining its weight’.!!!

An ICTY Trial Chamber has outlined factors that should be considered in determining the
probative value of expert witness statements. The Chamber required, at the admissibility
state, a minimum degree of transparency in the sources and methods used. They also
required a degree of specificity and accessibility of sources sufficient to allow opposing
counsel to effectively examine the witness!'!2,

On June 13, 2008, Trial Chamber I issued the ‘Decision on the admissibility of four
documents’ in which it set out a general approach to the admissibility of evidence other than
direct oral evidence.!'* The Chamber set out a three step approach to be applied: 1)
determine whether the evidence in question is, prima facia, relevant to the trial; 2) determine
whether the evidence has probative value; and 3) weigh the probative value of the evidence
against its prejudicial effect. With regard to the probative value of the evidence, the Chamber
indicated that ‘there should be no automatic reasons for either admitting or excluding a piece
of evidence but instead the court should consider the position overall’.!'* The Chamber also
cautioned against imposing artificial limits on its ‘ability to consider any piece of evidence
freely, subject to the requirements of fairness’'!>.

As noted above in section 1, evidence may possess prejudicial value that tends to obscure
the true degree of probative value of an item of evidence or tends to offend or prejudice other
values that the trial is supposed to protect, such as a fair trial or the fair evaluation or
protection of a witness. The evidence may have a disproportionate prejudicial effect as
compared to its true probative value. This necessitates a balancing or weighing process.
Unlike some proposals made in the Preparatory Committee!!S, the Statute does not specify
the exact nature of the test to be used in the balance, nor do the Rules. However, in cases of
sexual violence the Rules provide considerable guidance. Rule 70 prohibits the Court from
drawing inferences about the consent of a victim based on any words, conduct or silence by
him or her if the act(s) occurred in a coercive setting. It also prohibits the Court from making
inferences about the character or sexual availability of a victim or witness by reason of prior
or subsequent sexual conduct. Rule 71 directs the Court not to admit evidence of the prior or
subsequent sexual conduct of a victim or witness. Rule 72 provides for in camera considera-
tion of the admissibility of any evidence suggesting the defence of consent to charges of
sexual violence. The elaboration of these Rules by the Preparatory Commission provoked
sharp debate during the drafting process. The underlying issues in that debate are dealt with
more fully in section 1, above.

The restrictions placed on the defence by rules 70 and 71 in the context of sexual offences
are premised on principles of relevance and probative value and, as such, are no more
prejudicial to the rights of an accused than any other determination of relevance. Rule 72,
moreover, guarantees the right of the defence to present to the Court reasons why evidence
caught by Rule 70 should, nonetheless, be admissible.

UL The Prosecutor v. Chui, ICC 01/04-01/07, ‘Decision on the confirmation of charges” 30 September 2008 at
para 78.

112 prosecutor v. Galié, IT-98-29-T, Decision on the expert witness statements submitted by the Defencé
27 Jan. 2003.

U3 prosecutor v. Thomas Lubanga Dyilo, ICC-01/04-01/06, Decision on the admissibility of four documents
(13 June 2008).

114 Tbid, paragraph 28.

115 Ibid, paragraph 29. : b

116 Report of the Preparatory Committee (1998), see note 15, p. 131, fn. 15 (‘probative value is -Smesuthz
outweighed by its prejudice ..."); see also rule 84lit. DICTY (‘probative value is substantially outweighed by
need to ensure a fair trial’).
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3. ‘fair trial’

The concept of ‘fair trial’ is one of the fundamental values inherent in the ICC Statute.
Article 64 para. 2 mandates that the ‘“Trial Chamber shall ensure that a trial is fair and
expeditious and is conducted with full respect for the rights of the accused and due regard for
the protection of victims and witnesses’, article 67 para. 1 entitles an accused ‘to a fair
hearing conducted impartially’ and article 68 paras. 1 and 5 refer to ‘a fair and impartial
trial’. As the concept of ‘fair trial’ is addressed primarily in article 67 of the Statute and in the
ICCPR',discussion here will focus on the manner by which this fundamental value operates
as a factor in determining relevance and admissibility, rather than on its meaning.

First, as noted in sections 1 and 3, above, the nature of the evidence or the values upon
which probative value is being determined can result in a situation where the evidence may be
considered erroneously to possess more probative value than it actually does. The admission of
such evidence may have an adverse impact on the fairness of the trial, as it obscures the true
probative value of the evidence or ‘the determination of the truth’ by the Court!!®,

Second, the concept of fair trial has traditionally referred to the fairness of the trial vis-a-
vis the accused. Article 67 sets out a number of specific rights of the accused in the context of
the trial process, which also inform the meaning of fair trial. Their violation can prejudice a
fair trial. Violation of pre-trial rights can also prejudice the fairness or integrity of a
subsequent trial'®®. Other international standards regarding therights of an accused and fair
trial are incorporated through article 21 paras. 1 and 3.

Third, the Statute recognises the importance of victims and witnesses and charges the
Prosecutor and all Chambers of the Court with the protection of their rights and interests.
This is explicitly dealt with in article 68, but article 64 para. 2 specifically mandates that the
‘Trial Chamber shall ensure that a trial is fair and expeditious and is conducted with full
respect for the rights of the accused and due regard for the protection of victims and
witnesses’. Article 21 would equally apply to the further understanding and elaboration of
these concepts. Therefore, a fair trial, and prejudice thereto, may also incorporate or be
counter-balanced by some aspects of the fair treatment of victims and witnesses, and not
merely fair treatment of an accused, provided that these aspects are not ‘prejudicial to or
inconsistent with the rights of the accused or a fair and impartial trial’'?. The fairness of a
trial may encompass considerations that are broader than the rights of an accused and other
participants, and may require a balancing process of the factors mentioned in article 64
para. 2 which may be inter-related rather than distinct. Alternatively, if some of these rights
and interests are not encompassed within the concept of ‘fair trial’, they may find their
expression and protection in the concept of ‘fair evaluation of the testimony of a witness’,
which is also included in paragraph 4.

Fourth, the UN Human Rights Committee has held that observance of the minimum
guarantees of the ICCPR’ is not always sufficient to ensure the fairness of a hearing’'?!. This
suggests that the admission of some types of evidence may cause prejudice to a fair trial in a
manner that does not explicitly breach one of the rights of an accused set out in the Statute
or incorporated by reference through article 21. Unlike article 69 para. 7, a breach of the

11719 Dec. 1966, 999 UNTS 171 (entered into force 23 Mar. 1976). article 14; and see Ch. Lonsdale and K.
Trapp, The International Criminal Court: Excluding Evidence under Article 69(7), unpublished manuscript
(1998), Faculty of Law, McGill University, Canada, p. 18, footnote 18, for a list of international instruments
that develop the concept of fair trial in international law.

"8 The determination of the truth is one of the key purposes of the trial, for the Court itself is authorised to
request the submission of evidence; article 69 para. 3.

iii E. g, articles 55, 56 paras. 1 (b) and 4.

Article 68 paras. 1, 3 and 5. In the Tadic case, the ICTY held that ‘a fair trial means not only fair treatment
to ltl'le defendant but also to the prosecution and to witnesses’; see note 125, paras. 55 and 72.
‘l Compilation of General Comments and General Recommendations Adopted by Human Rights Treaty
Bodies, UN Doc. HRI/GEN/1 (1992), General comment 13.
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Statute or internationally recognized human rights is not a prerequisite under paragraph 4 in
order to make a ruling that certain evidence is inadmissible.

Finally, the question arises as to what extent violations of the Statute or internationally
recognized human rights find their operation through article 69 para.7 as opposed to
paragraph 4. Clearly, violations of rights that are specifically enumerated in the Statute or
recognized internationally find their remedy regarding admissibility in paragraph 7. There-
fore, in situations where paragraphs 4 and 7 overlap, paragraph 4 is either a statement of
principle to which paragraph 7 provides specific rules in the situations therein outlined, or is
a residual means of non-admissibility or exclusion where paragraph 7 does not apply but the
fairness of the trial may nonetheless be prejudiced by the admission of the evidence. The
relationship between paragraph 4 and 7 in this regard may be clarified through the
jurisprudence of the Court.

The failure to comply with decisions of the Trial Chamber may be taken into account
when the Trial Chamber rules on the admissibility of the evidence under article 69 para. 4.
Evidence will likely only be inadmissible for failure to comply if the failure was so egregious
that its impact on the rights of the accused is of such importance as to outweigh the possible
value of the evidence for the proceedings'?>.

4. “fair evaluation of the testimony of a witness’

In authorising the Court ‘to request the submission of all evidence that it considers
necessary for the determination of the truth’, article 69 para. 3 recognises that the search
for truth is a fundamental concern of the trial process. Therefore, it is logical that the Court
may, in ruling on the relevance and admissibility of any evidence, take into account any
prejudice that such evidence may cause to a fair evaluation of the testimony of a witness.
Many of the considerations that are applicable to determining prejudice to a fair trial
(discussed above) apply equally to the fair evaluation of a witness.

First, the nature of the evidence or the values upon which probative value is being
determined can result in a situation where the evidence may be considered to possess more
probative value than it actually does. The admission of such evidence may have an adverse
impact on the fair evaluation of the testimony of a witness, as it obscures the true probative
value of the evidence or ‘the determination of the truth’ by the Court. For example, as noted
in the discussion on ‘relevance and admissibility’, above, evidence of prior conduct which is
not rationally related to the conduct or issue in question, particularly if it is value-laden, can
obscure the true probative value of the evidence!?®. This is the rationale that motivates rules
70 and 71.

Second, as also noted above, the Statute specifically charges the Prosecutor and the Court
‘to protect the safety, physical and psychological well-being, dignity and privacy of victims
and witnesses’'?*. While such protection is important in its own right given the inherent
dignity of all human beings, the manner of presentation of evidence, or the lack of sufficient
safeguards for the protection of victims and witnesses, can have an adverse impact on the
willingness and ability of a witness to testify, especially to testify truthfully and without fear
of outside repercussions or threats, thereby prejudicing the fair evaluation of their testimony
and the determination of the truth!?°.

122 See mn. 37 et seq. )

123 E. g, Prosecutor v. Delali¢, Muci¢, Deli¢ and Landzo, 1T-96-21-T, Judgement, 16 Nov. 1998, para. 70, which
held that evidence of prior sexual conduct was irrelevant and inadmissible. rule 96 (iv) ICTY speciﬁcall)’
addresses this situation.

124 See discussion of ‘fair trial’, mn. 44 ef seq., and article 68 para. 1.

125 1n Prosecutor v. Tadié, 1T-94-1, Decision of the Prosecutor’s Motion Requesting Protective Measures for
Victims and Witnesses, 10 Aug. 1995, some witnesses were granted the ability to testify anonymously in (?Tdef‘t"
ensure their protection, thereby excluding evidence of their true identity, as the admission of evidence of identity
would prejudice the giving and fair evaluation of their testimony.
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5. ‘inter alia’

Paragraph 4 does not set out a specific test or standard as to how relevance is to be 53

balanced with other factors. As noted earlier'2®, formulations similar to that in rule 89 lit. D

ICTY were not accepted for the purposes of the Statute, in favour of a statement of principle

and a listing of some of the factors that may be taken into account. Paragraph 4 does not

contain an exhaustive list, and the Rules do not provide a specific test. The Court will have !
discretion to interpret article 69 para. 4 and can consider other factors, but will have to keep

in mind the very clear guidance provided by rules 70 and 71 dealing with cases involving

sexual offences, sexual conduct and sexual violence.

6. ‘in accordance with the Rules of Procedure and Evidence’

Rule 64 establishes the general procedure for considering relevance or admissibility, 54
requiring that the issue be raised at the earliest practical opportunity and that the Court
provide reasons for any ruling it makes on relevance or admissibility. It further clarifies that
evidence found to be irrelevant or inadmissible shall not be considered by the Chamber in its
judgment. As noted earlier, no explicit test or standard is incorporated in paragraph 4, and
neither is the list of factors that should be taken into account exhaustive.

A far greater degree of direction is provided through the Rules when it comes to
determining the relevance or admissibility of evidence in cases of sexual violence. Any
attempt to introduce or elicit evidence of consent to a sexual crime or evidence touching on
prior or subsequent sexual conduct of a victim or witness triggers the requirements of rule
72. This rule requires the party seeking to introduce or elicit such evidence to first provide
notice to the Court, including the substance of such evidence and its relevance to issues in the
case. An in-camera will then be held to hear the views of the defence, the Prosecutor and the
witness or victim or their representative, if any. The Court must state on the record the
specific purpose for which any evidence admitted through this process may be used. Rule 72
spells out clearly the relevant tests and principles it must apply in such a hearing.

7. ‘The Court’

Although article 69 is within ‘Part 6: The Trial’, various paragraphs within article 69 refer 55
to the ‘Court’, which raises the question whether article 69 might be applicable at other stages
of the Court’s proceedings given that the term includes all of its chambers under article 34?
Although paragraph 7 contains no reference to ‘Court’, paragraph 4 does and is the general
provision concerning admissibility of evidence. Can the Pre-Trial Chamber exclude the
admission of evidence for its own purposes, such as at the confirmation hearing? If it can,
is such decision binding on the Trial Chamber? Can the Pre-Trial Chamber hear a pre-trial
motion to exclude evidence for the purposes of the trial? Ought the Pre-Trial Chamber to
have any of these powers? A number of these questions have been examined by some
authors, and it is suggested that the Pre-Trial Chamber can exclude evidence in the context of
its own proceedings. The answers to the other questions are less clear'?”. These matters were
resolved in the context of the Rules by creating one chapter on rules relating to various stages
of the proceedings (Chapter 4) and a separate chapter for those rules applicable exclusively to
the trial procedure (Chapter 6). Since those rules that relate directly to article 69 were
included in Chapter 4, it is likely that article 69 is intended to apply beyond the context of the
trial itself.

125. See text at note 31.
' Trapp and Lonsdale, Excluding Evidence: the Timing of a Remedy, unpublished manuscript (1998), Faculty
of Law, McGill University, Canada.
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V. Paragraph 5

Rule Cross-Reference: See rule 73 (Privilege), rule 74 (Self-Incrimination), rule 75 (Incrimj-
nation by Family Member), rule 190 (Notice to witnesses), rule 191 (Assurances)

1. ‘respect and observe’

The main object of this obligation is to prevent disclosure of privileged communicationg
The practice of the obligation to respect the privilege is provided in the Rules and is SiInilar.
in principle to the Rules of the ICTY. In general, at the ICTY, privileged communications are
not disclosed at trial, unless the accused consents to disclosure or has already Voluntarﬂy
disclosed the content of the communication to a third party, thereby indicating that he or she
did not in fact regard the communication as strictly confidential'®®. In rule 73, the 0@
adopted the same high threshold for any waiver of the privilege.

The Court will not be entitled to order the defence to disclose statements given by a
witness or the accused under the privilege. Based on the jurisprudence of the ICTY, thig may
also apply to statements made by the accused prior to being fully informed of the charges
against him or her!'?’.

2. ‘privileges on confidentiality’

The privileges to be respected and observed are defined in detail in rule 73 (privileged
communications and information). Privileges proposed in the Committee of the Whole at the
Rome Conference, but which ultimately were not specifically mentioned in the Statute
(lawyer-client, doctor-patient and confessor-penitent), are given particular recognition in
the rule.

The lawyer-client privilege in rule 73 is almost absolute and can only be breached if its
possessor consents to disclosure in writing or voluntarily discloses a communication to a
third party who then provides evidence. The ICTY has viewed lawyer-client privilege as the
privilege of the client and not the legal adviser and extended it to cover only confidential
communications and documents which come into existence or are generated for the purpose
of giving or getting legal advice or in regard to prospective or pending litigation!3.

Rule 73 uses the term ‘legal counsel” in preference to ‘lawyer’ as the former term is more
comprehensive. However, at the same time, it restricts the privilege to communications made
in the context of the professional relationship. This ensures maximum flexibility on the part
of an accused to appoint counsel of their own choosing, while it prevents an accused from
using the privilege to cloak communications that were made for purposes other than the
giving or receiving of legal advice.

The doctor-patient privilege is given an expansive treatment in rule 73, with psychiatrists,
psychologists and counsellors specifically mentioned. A claim to privilege based on a listed
relationship must still satisfy the criteria set out in sub-rule 73(2). The advantage of listing
these relationships in the rule is that it creates a presumption in their favour.While some
delegates to the Preparatory Commission felt that the reference to counsellor needed greater
definition, this issue was resolved by adding a particular reference to relationships involving
victims!31.

128 See rule 97 ICTY (relating to lawyer-client privilege only).

129 prosecutor v. Tadié, (Decision on Prosecution Motion for Production of Defence Witness Statements)
27 Nov. 1996, IT-94-1-T; JRWD Jones (ed.), Practice of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia 165 (2 ed. 1997).

130 prosecutor v. Brdanin and Talié, IT-99-36-PT, Decision on motion for production of documents — Dzonlic
Testimony, 11 Mar. 2002.

13! For a full discussion of the negotiating history of rule 73 see see note 19, D. Piragoff, Evidence, p. 357.
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The clergy privilege is more narrowly defined, restricting the privilege to circumstances
where it is an integral part of the practice of the religion concerned. However, unlike the
professional privileges, the Court is required to honour the privilege when a communication
fits within the definition.

Professional privileges other than lawyer-client will be evaluated on a class basis using the
three criteria set out in sub-rule 73(2):1) the existence of a confidential relationship
producing a reasonable expectation of privacy/non-disclosure, 2) a finding that confidenti-
ality is essential to the relationship, and 3) a finding that the privilege furthers the objectives
of the Statute and Rules'32. These criteria mirror those used in many States to decide whether
a privilege should be recognized'**.

The ICTY has ruled that the ICRC enjoys a privilege under international law because the
nature of its work requires that it maintain absolute neutrality in conflict situations'?4. Sub-
rule 73(4) grants the International Committee of the Red Cross the right to assert an
exemption from disclosure requirements regarding information, documents or other evi-
dence that came into its possession in the course of or in consequence of performing its
functions. The ICRC privilege is designed to protect its neutrality, covering all its commu-
nications as well as shielding its personnel from having to divulge anything they saw, heard
or documented in the course of their work. Unlike the professional privileges, the privilege
sought by the ICRC was intended to benefit the ICRC rather than a right of the accused or
the right of a witness or victim. As a consequence, it is considerably broader than the
professional privileges and can be asserted by the ICRC for its own protection. However, the
rule places an onus on the ICRC to object in writing to disclosure should the Court
determine that evidence in the ICRC’s control is of great importance to a case. The rule
seeks to promote consultations between the Court and the ICRC while preserving the ICRC’s
ability to assert its privilege.

The Rules of the ICTY on privilege focus on the lawyer-client relationship'?, but the
tribunal has asserted its right to recognize additional privileges on a principled basis. The
ICRC decision is the most notable example of this use of inherent jurisdiction. Recently, the
ICTY also acknowledged the existence of a qualified form of journalistic privilege!*. The
ICTY decisions are not precedents in any strict sense, since the ICC does not recognize stare
decisis and, in any event, the ICC rule governing privileges is quite different from the
comparable ICTY rule. However, the exact scope of any new privilege is not determined by
the criteria in rule 73 and, in this regard, the decisions of the ICTY on additional privileges
are likely to prove helpful.

The ICC Rules establish two important privileges for witnesses:the privilege against self-
incrimination in rule 74 and the privilege against incrimination of family members in rule 75.

Rule 74 permits a witness to refuse to provide answers that may incriminate him or her
absent assurances from the Court. Only incriminating answers are covered. Assurances can
take the form of protective measures and commitments to confidentiality. If assurances are
offered prior to attending at the Court, a witness who attends can be required to testify. If a
concern about self-incrimination arises during testimony without prior assurances, the
Chamber may still require the witness to answer provided it assures the witness that his or

132 Sub-rule 73 para. 2 ICC.

133 See, e.g., for Canada: Wigmore. Evidence, rev. 1961, Vol. 8, para. 2285; for Germany: Judgment of the
Federal Constitutional Court, 19 July 1972, BVerfGE 33, 363 (375).

134 Simi¢ et. al., see note 27.

135 Rule 97 ICTY.

136 See Prosecutor v. Brdanin and Tali¢, 1T-99-36-AR73.8, Decision on Interlocutory Appeal, 11 Dec. 2002. The
Appeals Chamber in this case indicated that the amount of protection that should be given to war correspon-
dents from having to testify is directly proportional to the harm that forced testimony may cause to the
newsgathering function. A two-prong test was proposed: First, the petitioning party must demonstrate that the
evidence sought is of direct and important value in determining a ‘core issue in the case. Second, it must
demonstrate that the evidence sought cannot reasonably be obtained elsewhere.
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her answers will remain confidential and will not be d.isdosed to the public or ‘imy;)tate;land
will not be used in a subsequent prosecution of the witness, except under articles 70 and 71.

The Chamber must consider the criteria in sub-rule '74(5). before re~qumf1g a.tw1tne?s to
answer a question. Sub-rule 74(6) gives a Chamber discretion to excuse ; \l;v; E(e::f ;Omf
answering a question even if assurances have be.:en given and alll w71£1nelsses rlr;:e§ o i 01; t 1(1)
their privilege under rule 74 prior to giving the}r-t.estllnony. Ru e 74 also p R& : 7;yfu h e
Prosecutor to advise the Court of any possibility of self—mcrlmma.tmr-l.f ule frt er
guarantees a witness the opportunity to seek independent legal advice if an issue of self-
incriminati ises during the proceedings. .
mcl;tgle”;zttgoir\::slrasspouse, fhild c}))r parent of an accused person th}c—;: option tgt;eflrlsie tc; :nswir
questions that may incriminate their family member. As is tf .elcase wi : :ilrew . only
incriminating answers are covered by the privilege. The rule is air yhflarr(;wty‘t at ﬂ?, in n;
focus on incriminating answers and a select numbe}' of relations xfgf)s, 1t1 1th~ ralsgl
concerns at the Preparatory Commission for its potential to obstruct e o:;s Ot(;l tatl}rll Céuqa
evidence. The solution agreed to was the addition of sub.—rul.e 75(2), providing ! at e Fmrt
may take account of an objection by a witness to a question 1nFenCLed to cont}ifa 11c a ptr.evmus
statement made by the witness or if a witness proves selective in c f)osmg‘vi1 lich gues ions tg
answer. It needs to be emphasized that the family member privilege is discretionary an
attaches to the witness rather than the accused.

VI. Paragraph 6

1. ‘facts of common knowledge’

Facts of common knowledge are facts which are so notorious that they do not require formal
proof. They include the facts of which an informed and reagonable person has k‘nowledge or
which he or she can learn from reliable and publicly accessible sources, having regard to .the
circumstances of the case and, in the context of the ICC, to the parges 1r;1volvetd. Thef ?}?esttl~o?

i ided with regard to the setting of the trial,
hether a fact is commonly known can only be deci : . :
‘iNe the circumstances of the case!?”. Examples include geographical circumstances, estabhslllled
};istorical data or possible natural causes of certain events. In t.he context ?f thf ICCC, as Wﬂe W?ﬁ
in the context of the ICTY, UN documents, including resolutions of the Secunty.d ourlllct},l
also likely be regarded as facts of common knowledge. It is forfthe Cf)ourt to ieli; Oev‘:/l\:3 deg ; e;;
i i ; i ded as a fact of commo ;
iven fact will require proof or whether it can be regar . com .
;gmportant factor will be how widely the document or data in question 1s available and how
widely it has been accepted as common ground.

2. ‘judicial notice’

The concept of judicial notice is well known in domeFtic crlmlnal.law.llt delzabieszz il;lz HCIZ‘SH:
to enter facts of common knowledge into the records of the pr9ceedmgs anl " 0 vse
basis for the judgment without having to take formal evidence. In li 1£grzel Do
governments in the International Court of Justice, the‘copc§pt cir; be rrlloref i g’ s,
inthe context of criminal proceedings against an individual'*®. &t flsct(s) e
importance — especially with regard to a possible appeal - to }}ave.t e1f1§9 p
decision is based clearly set out in the records and in the decmop 1t§§ : . -

Unlike the ICTY and ICTR, the ICC Rules do not af:ldress Jud.llcx?knlo 1ha,ve i
limitations. The jurisprudence on the subject at the Tribunals will 1i :azonably ol
weight with the ICC. The general test used by the ICTY was facts not r

i he Appeals Chamber,
137 Gee Prosecutor of the ICTY, Transcript of Hearing in an interlocutory appeal before the ApP!

7 Sep. 1995, pp. 107 et seq.; quoted in see note 129, JRWD Jones, 162 et seq. |
128, 163,
139 See article 74, paras. 2 and 5.
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dispute balanced against an accused’s right to a fair trial %, A decision of the ICTR suggests
that voluntary admissions by an accused cannot be the subject of judicial notice, because such
admissions do not make a fact indisputable, nor do they prove that a fact is generally
accepted'4!,

An important form of judicial notice is notice of adjudicated fact. It provides an efficient
way to introduce evidence that speaks to issues other than the acts or conduct of the accused
without having to recall witnesses heard in other proceedings for further examination. The
ICTY restricted this form of judicial notice to cover only facts explicitly accepted in a
judgment which had already been appealed or where the time limit for appeal had already
run out and where the general test for judicial notice supports admission'*?. Given the
specific provisions in rule 68 for the admission of written transcripts, it is unlikely the Court
will exercise their authority to admit adjudicated fact under their power of judicial notice.
The ICTY has ruled that judicial notice of adjudicated fact does not prevent a party from
challenging the fact in question; it only means that the fact does not have to be proved!3,

VIL Paragraph 7

Rule Cross-Reference: See rule 64 (Procedure to Determine Relevance or Admissibility of
Evidence), rule 72 (in-camera procedure to consider relevance or admissibility of evidence)

1. Chapeau

a) ‘Evidence obtained by means of. In light of the negotiating history, the presence of
paragraph 8 and the precedential value of the ICTY Rules™, it is clear that paragraph 7
applies to the collection of evidence by either the Prosecutor or national authorities.
Paragraph 8 clearly contemplates that the Court may decide on ‘the relevance or admissi-
bility of evidence collected by a State’. The phrase ‘obtained by means of contemplates some
sort of causal relationship between the violation and the collection of the evidence. It will be
up to the Court to determine the degree of causality required. This degree could vary
depending on the right or procedure violated (e.g. the collection of evidence in the context

of a violation of the right to counsel could require less of a causal link than collection in the
context of an illegal search and seizure)

b) ‘a violation of this Statute’. aa) Statute. A violation of the Statute is a relatively
straightforward concept, which could include a violation of any of the rights of an accused!4>
or of victims or witnesses'*6 or other substantive or procedural provisions of the Statute!4,
provided that the violation is causally related to the collection of the impugned evidence.

Y0 Prosecutor v. Simi¢ et al,,
Trial Chamber to take Judicial
25 Mar. 1999.

IT-95-09-PT, Decision on Pre-trial Motion by the Prosecution Requesting the
Notice of the International Character of the Conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina,

"1 Prosecutor v. Semanza, ICTR-97-20-1, Decision on the Prosecutor’s Motion for Judicial Notice and
Presumptions of Facts Pursuant to Rules 94 and 54, 3 Nov. 2000.

142 Y o = o .
2 Prosecutor v. Sikirica, Dosen, Kolundzija, 1T-95-8, Decision on Prosecution

Motion for Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts, 27 Sep.

20005 See also Prosecutor v. Kvocka et al., IT-98-30-1-T, Decision on Judicial Notice,
8 June 2000, and Prosecutor v. Kupreskic et al. (a/k/a “Vlado’), Decision on the Motions of Drago Josipovi¢, Zoran
Kupreski¢ and Vlatko Kupreski¢ to Admit Additional Evidence pursuant to Rule 115 and for Judicial Notice to
be taken pursuant to Rule 94(B), 8 May 2001, IT-95-16-A.

"3 Prosecutor v,

Facts, 23 Jan. 2003,

) * Commentaries to rule 95 ICTY note that while ‘a Trial Chamber is not bound by national rules of evidence,
1will refuse to admit evidence - no matter how probative - if it was obtained by improper methods’. Report of
the ICTY, UN GAOR, 49" Sess., UN Doc. A/49/342.5/1994/1007 (1994), at para. 26, footnote 9. See also
Pftlisecuror v. Delali¢, Mucié. Deli¢ and Landzo, 1T-96-21-T, Judgement, 16 Nov. 1998, para. 63.
b g 8 art?cles 55, 67, and article 64, paras. 2 and 6 (e).
L E~g-, artfcles 57, 68, and article 64, paras. 2 and 6 (e).
-§ articles 56, 57, and Part 9 of the Statute.

Ljubici¢, IT-00-41-PT, Decision on Prosecution’s Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated
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bb) Rules. During the debates in the Preparatory Corpmittee, the question arose as to
whether a violation of the Rules should also be considered in the context of the apphc?t'lon 9f
article 69 para. 7 or whether such violation should be addfessed by a-separate p.rov151onv in
the Statute or the Rules. It was decided at the March-April 1998 session that this quest}on
needed to be determined in the context of the consideration of articleze 21 and 52 [now article
51]148, At that time, article 52 para. 1 contained an option 1 that the' Rules of Proced}lre and
Evidence ... shall be an integral part of this Statute’*’, and ar-tlcle 20 [now article 21]
referred to both the Statute and the Rules, as it does now!0, Du.rfng the Rome Conference
option 1 of article 52 para. 1 was deleted. Did this signal a decision that references to the
Statute did not also include a reference to the Rules'?'? .

As articles 51 and 52 were being considered by a different WQrklng group, much of the
debate in the working group that considered Parts V and VI, particularly in the early days of
the Rome Conference, were premised on the Rules being an integral Part of the Statute, 15 the
singular reference in article 69 para. 7 to ‘Statute’ a clerical error or intentional? One view is
that the restriction is intentional. Violations of the Rules are not of the same ordgr 'as a
violation of the Statute. The Statute, for example, contains the fflndamental principles
governing the Court, the investigation, the trial procedure and the rights of the suspf:ct or
accused. Furthermore, the Rules did not exist at the time of th.e Rome Conference, and it was
difficult to contemplate exclusion for their breach when their content was not yet known,
Therefore, paragraph 7 applies only to a violation of the Statute. ‘Vlolatlons of a lesser
instrument, such as rules, might justify a different remedy or exclLls}on based on different
criteria, or even the same remedy and criteria but explicitly addressed in the Rules.. The other
view is that the Rules are subordinate and derived from the Statut.e by virtue of article 51 and,
despite any specific references to them in other articles, are an integral part o.f the Stixtute.
Subject to a conflict, the Rules are to be applied by the Court in accordapce with article 2%.
The distinction made between technical and substantive procedural rules in the ICTY Kordic
decision provides some precedent that a measure of ﬂexibility to tolerate brealcS};es of the rules
can be permitted so long as it does not impinge on the rlghts. of the accused'>%. et

In any event, article 64 para.1 provides that the functions an.d powers of the Tria
Chamber set out in that article shall be exercised in accordance w1t.h the Statute and the
Rules, and paragraph 9 (a) of that article specifically empowers the .Trlal Chamberlﬁo rgle onf
the admissibility or relevance of evidence. Accordingl.y, the question of the app 1cat1§il 0f
article 69 para. 7 to a violation of the Rules or, alternatively, the creation ofa separate rule o
exclusion for violation of the Rules can be adopted under the process set out in article 51.

¢) ‘internationally recognized human rights’. As noted above irx Paft A, pfigr propfose;lls
had contained references to ‘internationally protected human rlghts., the ‘1"1ghts of t atl!
defence’ or ‘other relevant rules of international law’. One interpretation of .1ntefnat1(;§1
law’ was that it included the ICCPR. Some delegations were concerneq that it mlght S0
include other rules of international law that had little, if anything, to do W1th humanlr;ghts Z;
the Statute, despite the qualifier ‘relevant’. Accordingly, t.he reference to internationa h::” xas
deleted by the Rome Conference. The phrase ‘internationally protected human rl,:;i -
“intended to cover non-treaty standards as well and would therefore be broa erd al
“international law”!%. It could, for example, include recognised norms apd 155§an Wa;ﬂ i
developed by the United Nations in the field of. criminal justice, as approp'neltem.ti b
accepting that non-treaty rights could also be included, the reference to inter

148 Report of the Preparatory Committee (1998), see note 15, p. 131, fn. 17.
149 JCTY Rules, see note 12, p. 87 (see Option 1).
150 Ihid., p. 55. ol . il
151 See Fe}:'néndez de Gurmendi, in: Lee (ed.), The International Criminal Court: Elements of Crimes an
of Procedure and Evidence (2001) 235.
152 See Kordi¢, see note 72.
153 Preparatory Committee Decisions Dec. 1997, p. 38, fn. 30.
154 1996 Preparatory Committee Report I, p. 61, para. 289.
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‘protected’ human rights begged the question of which international human rights were not
protected. Accordingly, the reference was changed during the March-April 1998 session of
the Preparatory Committee to read ‘internationally recognized human rights’, as the key
question was their international recognition. Some delegations had suggested the use of the
phrase ‘universal human rights’ or ‘universally recognized human rights’, but this was not
accepted either by the Preparatory Committee or the Rome Conference as it was considered
to be too limiting. The qualifier ‘internationally recognized’ was considered to give sufficient
precision but also flexibility for growth and application. The phrase was also subsequently
adopted for use in the context of article 21 para. 3.

The Statute itself contains a number of provisions that afford human rights to a suspect or
an accused person'®. The additional and specific reference to ‘internationally recognized
human rights’, which encompasses rights not specifically mentioned in the Statute, is a clear
intention that these human rights should also be respected, as their violation can result in the
invocation of the remedy prescribed in article 69 para. 7. Human rights, the violation of
which can trigger the operation of article 69 para.7 are not limited to those specifically
mentioned in the Statute. This interpretation is supported by article 21 para. 3.

d) “shall not be admissible’. Although article 69 para. 4 provides for a discretionary rule of
exclusion, paragraph 7 stipulates a mandatory rule of exclusion if its conditions are met.
Paragraph 4 creates a flexible balance in which various factors can be weighed against the
probative value of the evidence. Paragraph 7, on the other hand, specifically stipulates specific
predicate events regarding the manner of collection of the evidence and detrimental effects
on the trial process which, if they are found to exist, justify exclusion. Nevertheless, the
determination of the existence of those predicate events or effects necessitates the exercise of
evaluation and, thereby, discretion by the Court.

Paragraph 7 makes no distinction between evidence proffered by the Prosecutor or the
accused, or requested by the Court. Accordingly, the exclusionary rule could be applied
against evidence proffered by any of these sources.

Other sanctions are also available to the Trial Chamber when the rights of the accused
have been compromised, including adjournments and, in extreme cases, dismissal of charges.
The ICTR has ruled that, before charges will be dismissed, any injustice done to the accused
must be balanced against the damage that would result to the administration of justice!*®. In
the Baragawiya case at the ICTR, the Tribunal dismissed the case against the accused because
of failures to respect the rights of the accused while in detention. The Appeals Chamber later
reversed itself, citing new evidence that showed greater diligence by the Prosecutor than was
apparent during the first appeal. The latter decision established the principle that a court
must seck to balance any injustice done to the accused against the injustice that might result

if his or her case does not proceed to verdict, taking into account all alternative sanctions
available!®”.

2. The different subparagraphs

66

67

a) ‘The violation casts substantial doubt on the reliability of the evidence, or’. This basis 68

of exclusion reflects the concern that the manner by which the evidence is obtained, in
violation of the Statute or internationally recognized human rights, can adversely affect the
reliability of the evidence. Some forms of illegality or violations of human rights create the
danger that the evidence, such as a confession obtained from a person during interrogation,
may not be truthful or reliable as it may have been proffered as a result of the duress arising
from the circumstances of the violation. Other forms of evidence require preservation or
collection in a manner that safeguards the integrity and reliability of the evidence from

5 E.g., articles 55 and 67.

:: Barayagwiza v. Prosecutor, ICTR-97-19, Decision of the Appeals Chamber, 3 Nov. 1999.
Barayagwiz a v. Prosecutor, ICTR-97-19-AR72, Prosecutors Request for Review or Reconsideration,
31 Mar. 2000.
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compromise. It is a balance of competing conceptions as to the basis for a rule of exclusion,
as well as a mechanism to resolve the application of competing core values of the Statute
within the concrete context of determining the admissibility of evidence in a particular case
which, while probative, has been collected in manner that offends other values, As was noted

tampering, corruption or tainting'>®. Paragraph 7 (a) requi.res that. the 11effectC c())f ;ihzz (;n}cil;rt:lon
of a procedural or substantive right of the Statute, or of mternaslona );1 re lgabﬂi - t;n
rights, must be of such degree that it ‘casts subs.tantlgl d(?ubt on the Se1 ty ik afi
evidence. Evidence created by the Prosecutor (e.g. identifications made under prosecutori;

supervision) will likely be held to a high standard of reliability'*®.

: : - 3
detrimental effect), together with the inherent discretion of the Cou}ft in dize;}?:r‘:il;gaﬁtgn
existence of these conditions, has raised the critic.ism that the paragrap . ;;eimlll Saor
of some provisions of the Statute or of human r1ght§, so long as that vio (ab;O L
degree as to produce the detrimental effects se‘t out in paragraphs (ab) or (b). e
this is a valid criticism, but paragraph 7 is the product of obtaining

i i in relation to @
158 ¢ article 56 prescribes a number of safeguards with respect to thg cpuectlonhof e\"(ll(:;r;e in
unique-i%vestigative opportunity, the breach of which could affect the reliability of the evi -
159 Stakié, see note 21.
160 Trapp and Lonsdale, see note 106, p. 21.
161 1,22,
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in section 1, the detrimental effects in paragraphs (a) and (b) were listed conjunctively in
earlier drafts. By listing these effects disjunctively in the final version of the Statute, drafters

; have made this exclusionary rule more accessible.
B ; ithetical to and would seriously damage ; N ) ) :

69  b) ‘The admission of the_ew%er%ie. V\é(;gg;eeigzgjl()e;l?ncludes, B issuges Nevgrtheless, there are particular guides in tl?e St.atute Whlch appear to give pre-eminence
the integrity of the .p'roceedlngs = d i Despite a violation of the Statute or internationally to particular values. Article 21- para. 1 (b), Whlch is apphcable where .the Statute does not
related to the rehabl.hty i the N t}: e reliable or substantial doubt may not be cast clearly resolve a matter, provides that applicable treaties and the principles and rules of
recognized human rights, the evidence maﬁ > 1b3 could aford @ remedy, Tikewise international law shall be applied. In all cases, article 21 para. 3 provides that the application
on its reliability. Nevertheless, paragrap. 4 the proceedings for the purposes of and interpretation of the Statute must be consistent with internationally recognized human
‘violation’ need not be antithetical t(})l, 70§b) a?}?feéetrimgntal effect in puragraph 7 (o rights, .and be without any adverse distinction founded on a n.umber gf ground.s therein
obtaining the remedy under paragrap s t the “winlation” of the Statute oatE | exemplified. Tt can be argued, therefore, that there are some violations which, by their nature,
triggered by the <adrr.1i551on of the. ﬁVldeKCfi;iOrll; on vyt exist 28 & precondr o ‘ are always so egregious or so inconsistent with internationally recognized human rights that
internationally recognized human r;]g ,;S'H it i the adntission of that evidenca s the admission of evidence obtained as a result of such violation will always be antithetical to,

; : . However, i g . . : o T SN
required by ‘Fhe c.hapeau of p?(ri abgrapntitheﬁcal to or damage the integrity of the proceedings. or damage, the 1ntegr1ty of the proceedings. For example, in light of the cl'ear obligations in
light of the v101atloq, o h .e; t it would be antithetical to the purposes and integrity the Canventzon against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman and Deg.mdzng Treqtment or
The rationale for this paragrap 1sd ati s violations of intertiitional hutidHit i a Punishment to re.fraln from the use of .torture and. to exclude any evidence obtained as a
of a Court, which was created to redress se 4 by means of a viclation of its‘own Sttt result thereof'®2, it can be argued that evidence obtained as a result of any amount of torture
to admit alzﬂdl use em@enzehilﬂa:iigﬁtt’;ag:ent;);ﬁr; thé admission And s oF Svch BT t};ath is groscribed by 3’16 Convention would always be antithetical to, or damage, the integrity
i ionally recognize : : 5 : ; the Court’s proceedings.

Lntetglneaté(;urt }:Alouldgdamage the purpose and integrity of its own proceedings, which are to D p 8
u};hold the rule of law and human rights in the world (or, in the Wofds of the prgambled to t}llle l
| rcement of international justice’ and ‘peace, security and well- . VIIL Paragraph 8
Statute, 2respect for the enfo grap.
being of the world’). s é
70 T}g‘e assessment of ‘antithesis’ or ‘damage’ onh}f has) mve\:fahn.;ng'tm refirreor;fiel;obtehia?éei}?iliﬁg 1. ‘deciding on the relevance or admissibility of evidence’
i hrase ‘integrity of the proceedings’. 1le 1L -carl : . ) . ) B ) )
e g t;) t}tlheCIz)urt is to ughgd the rule of law and human rights, that purpose is delinked Given the historical background, this phrase clearly refers to decision regarding exclusion
| o e + f f the Statute. It has been suggested by one set of authors that ‘the respect for of evidence under article 69 para. 7, but it also equally applies to decisions of admissibility
G t}'le sy fo the roceedi.ngs is necessarily made up of respect for the core values which made under paragraph 4. Paragraph 4 is the general provision concerning the relevance and
L lriltegrlt}); ?he Ro;l;le Statute. Clearly no sole value can be singled out as guaranteeing the admissibility of evidence. The procedure for challenging the admissibility or relevance of
Pl - 'rougf he proceedings and the Rome Statute represents an attempt to blend competing evidence is provided by rule 64. A Chamber must give its reasons for any ruling on
Intsgniy @ td evflues intoga coherent whole’160, These authors have identified and evaluated evidentiary matters and evidence ruled irrelevant or inadmissable is automatically excluded.
concerns d ; for the rights of
ing ¢ t for the sovereignty of States, respect fo
some of the core values as being ‘respec ; X ;
the person, the protection of victims and witnesses and the effectweI punishment oj ﬂ;::ﬁ 2. “collected by a State’
) : i c
: imes’ aluate how each of these core values is expressed, ' o o S .
guilty of grave crimes’. The a;ﬁhosis :Jte and suggest that ‘the Court will have regard to the Given the historical background to paragraph 8, it is likely that no distinction exists 74
and is balapced th}*oughoutl d ; 2corcied these values when ruling on the admissibility of dependant on whether the evidence was collected by a State on its own initiative or at the
rel-anve weight wthAh1 Sh6o9u (7),?6? The Court will be required to balance these abstract request of the Prosecutor under Part 9 of the Statute.
SN oo e h t. xt of determining whether the admission of a particular Paragraph 8 does not address the issue of evidence collected illegally by a party other than
competing Yalues within tbe Cont'ihetical to, and seriously damage, the integrity of the the state or in violation of state sovereignty (e.g. evidence collected by U. N. personnel
item of evidence would be anti ’ without specific authorization to do so, information collected by third country intelligence
roceedings. " iolati nd a
" p e duga 1 test within paragraph 7 (i.e. the requirement for both a violation a

agencies or private parties). Given the negotiating history of paragraph 7, such evidence
should generally be admissible, subject to the Court’s discretion under paragraph 4.

3. ‘shall not rule on the application of the State’s national law’

This precludes the Court from adjudicating and making a decision about the applicability 75
of a State’s national law to a particular factual situation related to the relevance or
admissibility of evidence. The Court is not to rule on the validity of a decision of a national
court, nor to make a decision as to whether or how a national law might apply. These are

210 Dec. 1984, ILM 1027 (1984).
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Article 69 76 Part 6. The Trial

matters of domestic jurisdiction within the sovereignty of the particular §t?te. The Cgurt is to
be guided by its own applicable law, as set out in artic.le 21, and the provisions of a{'tl;le? §9, It
is to apply its law, and not the domestic law, in deciding on the relevance and admissibility of
evidence'®. _ ;

. Blvertieless; given fhie aegoiamn history), ther? o tha.t, v{/hl S Cpurt 1. The Court shall have jurisdiction over the following offences against its administration
may not rule on the application of a State’s national law as one of its egé'i; functions, of justice when committed intentionally:
compliance or non-compliance with such law may be treated as a factgal mattver i re'levant to &) Giving filse tsattmany swhen mder o P —— S—
the admissibility or weight of the evidence. Compliance or non-compliance with national law

Article 70
Offences against the administration of justice’

s ) he C B 1, to tell the truth;

gives some additional factual context. However,. & W%H i dlfﬁc%ﬂt i dourt tﬁhconmder (b) Presenting evidence that the party knows is false or forged;

the issue of compliance or non-compliance if Shil' rolbier i3 S, B0 HaislE ,‘ (c) Corruptly influencing a witness, obstructing or interfering with the attendance or

necessitate an adjudication by the Court which is specifically prohibited by paragraph 8. testimony of a witness, retaliating against a witness for giving tes timony or destroy-
163 This is essentially how the ICTY proceeded in Prosecutorv. Delal_ié Mua:c', Deli¢ and Landzo, IT—9§-21-T, (@ ing’ tsrnper.mtg W'lctlhtf)r mterfermg t‘;’lt}_l g[le CO]:leCtlon Of[:ffv:l:len;et;h C ¢ o4

Judgement, 16 Nov. 1998, para. 63, and id., Decision on Zdravko Muci¢’s motion for the exclusion of evidence, mpeding, intimidating or corruptly influencing an official o ¢ Court for the

2 Sep. 1997, paras. 48-53. purpose of forcing or persuading the official not to perform, or to perform

improperly, his or her duties;
(e) Retaliating against an official of the Court on account of duties performed by that
or another official;

(f) Soliciting or accepting a bribe as an official of the Court in conjunction with his or
her official duties.

2. The principles and procedures governing the Court’s exercise of jurisdiction over

offences under this article shall be those provided for in the Rules of Procedure and

: Evidence. The conditions for providing international cooperation to the Court with

respect to its proceedings under this article shall be governed by the domestic laws of
the requested State.

3. In the event of conviction, the Court may impose a term of imprisonment not exceeding

five years, or a fine in accordance with the Rules of Procedure and Evidence, or both.

’ 4. (a) Each State Party shall extend its criminal laws penalizing offences against the integrity
of its own investigative or judicial process to offences against the administration of
justice referred to in this article, committed on its territory, or by one of its nationals;

(b) Upon request by the Court, whenever it deems it proper, the State Party shall
submit the case to its competent authorities for the purpose of prosecution. Those
authorities shall treat such cases with diligence and devote sufficient resources to
enable them to be conducted effectively.
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" The opinions expressed here are solely that of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the
governments of Canada and the United States of America. The authors wish to acknowledge the significant
assistance of Karine Bolduc, of the Canadian Department of Justice, in the revision of this chapter.
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