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Trial Chamber II (“Trial Chamber” or “Chamber”) of the International Criminal
Court (“Court” or “ICC”), in the case of The Prosecutor v. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo
hereby delivers the following Decision on the “Prosecution’s Submissions on the
Trial Chamber’s 8 December 2009 Oral Order Requesting Updating of the In-Depth-
Analysis Chart”.!

I. Background and Submissions

1. On 31 July 2008, Pre-Trial Chamber III (“Pre-Trial Chamber”) issued a
“Decision on the Evidence Disclosure System and Setting a Timetable for
Disclosure between the Parties”?in which it decided, inter alia, that “when
submitting any evidence to the Registry, the parties shall provide [...] [a]n
analysis of each piece of evidence reflecting its relevance as described in part

III of this decision” .3

2. On 24 November 2008, the Office of the Prosecutor (“prosecution”) filed an
updated, consolidated version of its in-depth analysis chart of incriminatory
evidence? and, on 30 March 2009, the Prosecution filed a further amended

version of the in-depth analysis chart.

3. At the status conference on 7 October 2009, the Trial Chamber requested, by 4
November 2009, any substantive submissions concerning whether the
procedures developed in the case of The Prosecutor v. Thomas Lubanga Dyilo

(“Lubanga case”), namely those concerning the manner in which evidence is

! Prosecution’s Submissions on the Trial Chamber’s 8 December 2009 Oral Order Requestmg Updatlng of the
In-Depth-Analysis Chart, 15 December 2009, ICC-01/05-01/08-656.
% Decision on the Evidence Disclosure System and Setting a Timetable for Disclosure between the Parties, 31
July 2008, ICC-01/05-01/08-55.
3 ICC-01/05-01/08-55, page 22, operative paragraph (e).
* Annex A to Prosecution’s Submission of an Updated, Consolidated Version of the In-depth Analysis Chart of
Incrlmmatory Evidence, 24 November 2009, ICC-01/05-01/08-278-Conf-Exp-AnxA.

5 Annex 2E to Prosecution’s Submission of Amended Document Containing the Charges, Amended List of
Evidence, and Amended In-Depth Analysis Chart of Incriminatory Evidence, 30 March 2009, ICC-01/05-01/08-
395-Conf-Anx2E.
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subrhitted, should be varied during the course of the Jean-Pierre Bemba

Gombo trial.b

4. At the status conference on 8 December 2009, the Chamber requested that the
prosecution update its in-depth analysis chart” and revise its summary of
presentation of evidence to include all witnesses, as well as each major piece
of documentary evidence that the prosecution intends to rely on,® by 15
January 2010 or to file submissions by 15 December 2009 in the event that this

timeframe was not achievable.®
Prosecution

5. On 15 December 2009, the prosecution filed its response to the Trial
Chamber’s 8 December 2009 oral order, submitting a proposal for an updated
version of the chart and requesting an extension of time to file the chart until

28 February 2010.1

6. The prosecution contends that a detailed analytical chart is not a necessary
component of a fair trial, submitting that the disclosure provisions contained
in the Rome Statute‘(”Statute”) and the Rules of Procedure and Evidence
(“Rules”) do not mention the preparation of an explanatory analytical chart

and that such a document was not requested in the Lubanga case.!

§ Transcript of hearing on 7 October 2009, ICC-01/05-01/08-T-14-ENG-ET, page 23, lines 6 — 11.

7 Transcript of hearing on 8 December 2009, ICC-01/05-01/08-T-18-Red-ENG-WT, page 44, line 24 to page 45,
line 10.

¥ 1CC-01/05-01/08-T-18-Red-ENG, page 45, lines 11 — 18.

? 1CC-01/05-01/08-T-18-Red-ENG, page 46, lines 19 —23.

2 1CC-01/05-01/08-656. The Chamber notes that 28 February 2010 falls on a Sunday.

' [CC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraphs 7 — 8.
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7. The prosecution further contends that a charted, detailed, and subjective
analysis of the prosecution’s case falls within the category of work product

and, under Rule 81(1) of the Rules, is not subject to disclosure.?

8. The prosecution notes that prior to the confirmation hearing it had,
nonetheless, provided an fn—depth analytical chart explaining its anticipated
evidence and linking the evidence to the elements of each charge.’® The
prosecution submits that it is prepared to submit an additional in-depth
analysis chart containing the incriminating evidence disclosed after the
confirmation hearing, but proposes several conditions for the creation of this

chart.®

9. The prosecution submits that the additional chart would be based on 403
documents and would follow the structure of the model chart I;rovided by
the Pre-Trial Chamber.’® However, the prosecution emphasises the need for
flexibility in the interpretation and use of the chart, contending that it should
not be prevented from arguing at a later stage of the proceedings that certain
evidence identified in the chart as relevant for one purpose had additional or

alternative probative significance.!¢

10. The prosecution also submits that its proposed chart would not include
witness statements. The prosecution maintains that, while the chart that it
provided prior to the confirmation of the charges did contain witness
statements, the inclusion of these statements in an additional chart could be
misleading to the extent that it gave the impression that witnesses’ testimony
at trial would be identical to their prior statements. The prosecution proposes

as an alternative a comprehensive analytical chart presented at the end of its

2 1CC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraph 9.

13 ICC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraph 10.
*1CC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraph 11.
¥ ICC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraph 12.
1 1CC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraph 13.
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case, summarising how the witnesses’ testimonies during trial supported the

prosecution’s factual allegations.!

11. Finally, the prosecution submits that it would be unable to complete an
updated version of the in-depth analysis chart by 15 January 2010 due to a
shortage of resources, and requests leave to submit the chart by 28 February
2010.1% The prosecution contends that this delay would not prejudice the
rights of the defence because its 4 November 2009 in-depth analysis chart has
given the accused and the Chamber an understanding of the relevant

evidence.?

Defence

12. On 23 December 2009, the defence submitted its corrigendum response to the
prosecution’s submissions of 15 December 2009, disagreeing with the
prosecution’s proposed version of the updated in-depth analysis chart and
requesting that the Chamber deny the prosecution’s request for an extension

of time to file this proposed version of the chart.?

13. The defence submits that the purpose of the prosecution’s in-depth analysis
chart is to streamline the judicial process, to help guarantee the complete
disclosure of evidence and to maintain the equality of arms between the
prosecution and the defence! The defence cites in support the Chamber’s
statement during the status conference of 8 December 2009 that an update of
the analysis chart would be “helpful to the accused” as well as to the

Chamber.2 The defence also makes reference to Trial Chamber Il's statement

7 ICC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraphs 14 — 15.

8 ICC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraphs 16 — 17 and 19 — 20.

¥ 1CC-01/05-01/08-656, paragraph 18.

% Corrigendum Réponse de la Défense aux soumissions du Procureur du 15 Décembre 2009 référencées ICC-
01/05-01/08-656, 23 December 2009, ICC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr.

21 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraph 4.

2 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraph 3; ICC-01/05-01/08-T-18-Red-ENG, page 45, lines 5 - 7.
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that “the supplementary investment of time and resources, required by the
Prosecution for preparing the Table of Incriminating Evidence, will facilitate
the subsequent work of the accused and the Chamber and thereby expedite

the proceedings as a whole.”?

14. The defence acknowledges that an in-depth analysis chart was not required in
the Lubanga case. However, the defence noteé that in the case of The
Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga and Matthieu Ngudjolo Chui (“Katanga
case”), Trial Chamber II ordered the prosecution to submit not only a detailed
chart linking all incriminatory evidence to the charges alleged, but also to

indicate where evidence related to more than one factual allegation.

15. The defence submits that in the absence of fixed jurisprudence from the Trial
Chambers on this issue, Trial Chamber III should adopt the position most
favorable to the accused. The defence submits that the provision of an in-
depth chart is essential to permit the defence to concentrate its limited
resources when preparing its strategy in response to the prosecution’s

arguments.?

16. The defence objects to the prosecution’s proposal not to include witness
statements in its chart and suggests that this proposal is based on a desire on
the part of the prosecution to use witnesses in an interchangeable manner in
order to fill in gaps in its evidence. While the defence accepts that witnesses
on the stand have the right to clarify aspects of their previously-disclosed
testimony that might be ambiguous, it contends that the prosecution should
not be permitted to put spontaneous questions to witnesses on the stand in

order to fill in evidentiary gaps left by other witnesses.?

B 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraph 6; Order concerning the Presentation of Incriminating Evidence and
the E-Court Protocol, 13 March 2009, ICC-01/04-01/07-956, paragraph 15.

#1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraph 5; ICC-01/04-01/07-956, paragraphs 13 — 14.

* ICC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraphs 7 and 10.

% 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraphs 11 — 12, 18 — 19 and 28 — 32.
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17. The defence also contends that in order to guarantee the accused’s fair trial
rights, the prosecution must be required to link, in a detailed and conclusive
manner, all of the evidence upon which it intends to rely at trial to the
elements of the charges. The defence underlines that there is no document
dissecting the modes of liability contained in the Statute similar to the
“Elements of Crimes” in the texts of the Court. The defence submits that the
in-depth chart would be useful for evaluating the evidence that the
prosecution intends to use to prove responsibility in conformance with Article

28(a) of the Statute.?”

18. The defence also objects to the prosecution’s proposal to present an analytical
chart at the end of its case. The defence contends that this approach fails to

provide adequate protection of defence rights prior to trial.?

19. Finally, the defence opposes the prosecution’s request for an extension of time
from 15 January 2010 to 28 February 2010 to submit an updated chart. The
defence contends that the prosecution is obliged to maintain a detailed,
permanent report on the state of its evidence.”? The defence further submits
that it is unclear whether the prosecution’s request for an extension of time
relates to the production of its own proposed version of the in-depth chart or

the version requested by the Trial Chamber.3

20. The defence requests that the Chamber order (i) that the prosecution file an
updated in-depth chart as requested by Trial Chamber III at the status
conference of 8 December 2009; and (ii) that the version of the in-depth chart
requested by the Trial Chamber should be filed by 15 January 2010. The

71CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraphs 21 — 23.
2 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraphs 34 — 35.
*1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraphs 38 —41.
3% 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraph 45.
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defence submits that in the absence of a grant of requests (i) or (ii) the
prosecution request for an extension of time should be considered an

“unjustifiable delay” under Article 60(4) of the Statute

II. Analysis and Conclusions

21. Trial Chamber II has addressed and resolved similar submissions to those
advanced by the prosecution, as set out above, during the pre-trial stage of
the Katanga case.® In the Decision on the prosecution’s application for leave to
appeal its order to submit a Table of Incriminating Evidence, Trial Chamber II
considered whether or not “[...] the Prosecution may be required to create

- and provide to the Chamber and the Defence a detailed element-by-element
analytical chart for all the evidence it intends to use during the trial” # It is to
be observed that the Table of Incriminating Evidence — the subject of that
Decision - is broadly the equivalent of the in-depth analysis chart presently
under consideration. Its form and content were described by Trial Chamber II
in the “Order concerning the Presentation of Incriminating Evidence and the
E-Court Protocol”,* which was the subject of the application for leave to
appeal.® The Chamber explained that the two-fold purpose of the Table was,
first, to ensure there was no ambiguity in the alleged facts, and, second, to
provide for the fair and effective presentation of the evidence which the
prosecution intends to rely on at trial. * Against that background, Trial

Chamber II set out that;

1 1CC-01/05-01/08-664-Corr, paragraph 48.

32 Decision on the “Prosecution’s Application for Leave to Appeal the ‘Order concerning the Presentation of
Incriminating Evidence and the E-Court Protocol’” and the “Prosecution's Second Application for Extension of
Time Limit Pursuant to Regulation 35 to Submit a Table of Incriminating Evidence and related material in
compliance with Trial Chamber II ‘Order concerning the Presentation of Incriminating Evidence and the E-
Court Protocol’”, 1 May 2009, ICC-01/04-01/07-1088.

3 ICC-01/04-01/07-1088, paragraph 11.

3 ICC-01/04-01/07-956, paragraphs 13 — 14.

% Prosecution’s Application for Leave to Appeal the “Order concerning the Presentation of Incriminating
Evidence and the E-Court Protocol”, 23 March 2009, ICC-01/04-01/07-982.

% 1CC-01/04-01/07-956, paragraph 5.
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