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23.  While the fact that a witness chooses to testify in open court does not ipso facto divest the
witness of all protection to his privacy and security, the need to protect the witness under
those circumstances does not automatically warrant a curtailment of the extent of the
defence’s cross examination. The issue is always a matter of discretion for the court

depending on the circumstances of each case.

24. The fact that the Trial Chamber in this case exercised its discretion against the Prosecution
does not set a ‘precedent’ for all future cases. Each case will be determined on its own
merits. As provided in Rules, where protective measures are warranted, the Trial Chamber
may, at the behest of either party or of its own accord, extend protection to the witness
concerned.'® To suggest that the Trial Chamber’s decisions in this matter will deter future
witnesses is therefore not only melodramatic; it is oblivious to the Rules and ill-conceived

in law.

25. Leave to appeal must therefore be refused on the basis that the Prosecution’s case on appeal
is entirely without merit and further that the Prosecution fails to make a case both for
exceptional circumstances and irreparable prejudice. The Prosecution’s case for interim

measures should also be dismissed accordingly.

. Respectfully Submitted,
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/®\§ Courtenay Griffiths, QC
Lead Counsel for Mr. Charles Taylor
Dated this 8" Day of May 2008
The Hague, The Netherlands

'* Rule 75(A)
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