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via appropriate audio-visual means, the Chamber so ordered.” The Chamber rejected a further
Defence request to video-record the Accused on the basis that it would rely on the medical

observations made of the Accused’s condition by available medical staff.®

4. On 5 December 2012, the Defence notified the Chamber that their Case Manager was
in the holding cell “taking notes” and that the Defence would file a daily record of its
observations of the Accused’s condition.” The Defence allege that this was “consistent with
what the Trial Chamber ruled yesterday” and purported to give evidence as to the contents of
a conversation with one of the Accused’s treating physicians.'® Although the Accused’s
treating physician issued a report on the morning of 5 December 2012 recommending that the
Accused participate in proceedings from the holding cell, the Defence suggested that the
treating physician “was of the opinion that it was difficult to tell whether [the Accused] was
capable of following the proceedings or not.”!! Later on 5 December 2012 the Defence

circulated its Case Manager’s observations of the Accused from the previous day.!?

5. Thereafter, the Defence circulated further written observations of the Accused’s
medical condition in the holding cell from both 65 and 76 December 2012. These indicate that
the Defence on 65 December 2012 made nine and then on 76 December 2012 made 121 audio
tapes.'® The Chamber received medical reports from the Accused’s treating physicians before

proceedings began on each of those days.!*

6. On 7 December 2012, the Chamber ordered the Defence to cease recording the
Accused, including conversations with treating physicians. In the event the Defence sought to
argue that recording of the Accused in the holding cell was necessary or appropriate, the

Chamber invited written submissions. The Chamber prohibited further recordings or
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