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1. The Appeals Chamber of the Intemnational Criminal Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons
Responsible for Gepocide md Oiker Sericua Violations of Internetional Humenitarian Law
Committed in the Territory of Rwanda and Rwandan Citizens Respangible for Genocide and Other
Such Violations Committed in the Territory of Neighbouring States Between 1 January and 31
December 1994 (“Appeals Chamher” and “Tribunal”, respectively) is seized of “The Prosecutoc’s
Mgtion ip Pursue the Oral Request for the Appeals Chamber to Lrisrogard Certain Arguments Maide
by Counsel for Appellant Barayagwiza at the Appeals Hearing on 17 January 2007 filed by the
Oflice of the Proserntor ("Prosecution”) on 6 February 2007 (“Mation™). Counsel for Jean-Bosco
Barayagwiza (“Appellant™) filed its response opposing the Motion on 9 February 2007."

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

2. Trial Chamber I (Trial Chamber™ rendered its Judgement in this case on 3 December 20032
Pursuant to the decisions of 17 May 20057 and 6 September 2005, the Appellant Eled both his
amended Notice of Appeal and Appellant’s Brief on 12 October 2005 ("Notce of Appeal” and
“Appellant’s Brief™, mspa:rivelyj. The tmsfing with respect w0 the Appellant’s appeal was
campleted on 12 Decamber 2005.° The Appellant’s appeal was heard by the Appeals Chamber on
17 and & Jenuary 2007

3. On 18 Ffanuary 2007, the Prosecution made an oral request to the Appeals Chamber to
disregard =ntirely the arguments made by Counsel for the Appellant on 17 January 2007 with
respect to six alleged deficiencies in the pleading of the Indictment. The Prosecurion claimed that
these allegations were raised at the Appeals Hearing for the first ime and were not coniained in the
Notice of Appeal or the Appellant’s Baef {“Cral Request™.® In the alternative, the Prosecution,
sought leave o be granted “sfficient time [rom the receipt of the transeript of the oral arguments in
order o respond subficiently to those a.llagal:ion.sf” Upen this submission, the Presiding Judge of
the Appeals Chamber invited the Appellent to address (hese igsies during his oral submissions in
reply to the Prasecution’s arguments and to “ipdicate the presise place in which such issues were

! The Appellani Jean-Bosco Burdyzgwim's Regponse to “Prosecwtar s Metion 0 Purrue tha Oral Request for the
Appealy Chamber to Digregard Corlaln Argumenis Made by Counsel for Appellont Barmmagwizg af the Appenls
Hearing on 17 Janpary 27 [ric]™, 9 February 2007 {“Response’),

2 The Prosecutor v. Ferdinand Mahimong at al., Case Wo. 1CTR-99-52-T, Judgemeni and Sentenee, 3 December 2003
{"Trial Judpement™),

* Decizsion on “Appelian Jean-Bosco Bamayagwiza’s Urgent Moton fr Lesve to Have Funther Thoe w Fila e
Appeals Brief and the Appeal Notice™, 17 May 2005 (“Degision of 17 May 2005"),

* Decision gn Clarificadon of Time Limits and on Appeliant Baryagwiza's Extremely Urgent Mation for Extension of
Time to Fils kis Notice of Appeal and his Appsllant’s Brief, 6 Sepigmiber 2005 (“Decision of & September 2005™),

* The Appeliant Jean Beoyce Barayagwiza's Roply to the Consolidated Respondent's Brief, 12 December 2003 (“Reply
Brief").

5T, 1§ Tanuary 2007, pp. 1314
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raised in the briefa previously”® In response to this invitadon, the Appellagt submitted that the
arguments in corlention were reised Lo further develop paragraphs 253 and 307 of the Appellant’s
Brief where they could not be fully siaborated in writing dus o limited tme.” Furthermore, the
Appellant mggested thar the Appeais Chamber could, In sny evem, consider these arguments in the
framework of iLs inherent jurisdiction,'® '

4.  On 30 Januery 2007, pursuant to the Prosecution's Oral Requesl, the Appeals Chamber
directed the Prosecution to file, should it 50 desire, & writien motion specifying, inter afie, the
allegm] mew arguments rajgsd by the Appellant ai the Appeals Hearing with respect to which it
objested."”

DISCUSSION
A 5 ssions of the Pacties

5. Inix Motian, the Progecution claims that 1he following six specific ayguments raised by the
Appellant ar the hearing of 17 Jaguary 2007 (“Arguments™ collectively), were not conteined in the
Notice of Appeal or (he Appeliant’s Baef.

- that the Indictment failed 1o set out the material facts relating to the alleganons
concemning the Appellant’s superior responaibility for “the CDR party and its
metmbers and to the RTLM and ils employees” (“Argument 17);

- (hat the Indictiment failed to plead the material fact thet the Appasllant “formally
became the notional president of the CDR party’” (“Argument 2,

- that the Indicoment failed to plead the material fact that the Appellant was a
member of the Bxecutive Conmmittee of the CDR {Argument 3);

- that the Indictrnent failed o plead the mewernial fact that the Appellant was
"Number 2 in the RTLM (“Argument 47);

- that the Indictment failed 1o plead the material fBgts relating o the datribytian
of weapons, partcularly in relarion to the evidence given by Witness AHB
(" Arpument 5°7); and

- that the Indictment fiiled to plesd the maierial [acts relating to hig supervision
of actvitfes o readblocks, particularly in relation 1o the evidence givan by
Witness ABC (" Argument 6”)."

? pid , p. 16.

‘red, p. 35,

¥ bid, p. $9,

'° 14, : .

' Memaorandnm from My, Catherine Maychi-Uhei, Head of Charphers, 30 fanuary 2007,
'* Motian, pare. 1.
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6. The Pmse;:utiun notes that the Appellant introduced these Arguments in relation to his
grounds of appeal 12, 18, 20, 13, 24-25 and 26, respertively, but submirs that while these grounds
indesd relale to the same facts, they do “not challenge the sufficiency of the pleading of these facls
in the Indictment.”" 1t adds that paragraphs 283 and 307 of (he Appellant’s Brief (grounds 34 end
36) - to which the Appellant referred in his omsl submissiona' — are not relevant o the new
Arguments either since they only deal with two specific alleged defects in the Indictment, namely
that (i) it did uot allege that widespread and systemaric amacks occurred in Rwanda before 1994,
and (ii) it did not include reference to RTLM broadcasts thar wers aired before 6 April 1994."
Therefore, the Prosecotion submits that these Arguments consthute new grounds of appeal
imrpermmissibly raised by (he Appellant during the oral hearing, '

7.  The Appellart responds that he identified mumetous defects in the Indictment as early as
during the pre-trial stage of the case but (hai, despile the Toal Chamber’s reagsurances, these
deficcts weare never cured during the thal.!” Furthermore, the Appellan: submits that his position “on
varicus aspect[s] of that question” was dealt with in his Appellant’s Brief {paragrapbs 197-199,
783, 288 and 307) and Reply Brief (paragraphs 3, 59, 77),'® Therefore, he argues, the Prosecution
was sufficiently put on notice of his Arguments and waa not taken by surprise at the hearing of 17
January 2007.'* The Appellant also claims that it could be reasonably expected that he would
elaborate on thesc issues in light of Lhe “developing jurisprudence on the exciusion of evidence oot
included in the indictment,

8. The Appellant adds that his oral submissions should be read as complementing Hs Nouce of
Appeal and the Appellant’s Brief, and that it would be contrary “to both the leter and the spirit” of
the Tribunal's Statute and Rules of Progedure and Evidence (“Statute” and *Rules”, respectively} to
exciude Lhe arguments relevant to “serious and symematic” defects in the Indictiment, as that would
result in rewarding the Prosecution’s Fulure o adequately plead the charges ageinst the Appellant
Finally, the Appellant reiterates that the Appeals Chamber can nevertheless consider the

™ Ibid , para. 4.

'*Eumpm, i [y N

¥ Motion, para. 7.

' [Bid., patas 4, §-10, In this respect, the Prosecution nlio notes that the Appellant has previowsly wosudcessfully
afrentpied to owdify his Notice of Appeal and the Appeliant's Brief, bt nover sought to include any now groands of
H‘Ppeﬂi'.u relation t0 the pew Arguments.

" Response, para. 3, referving to his “Objection Based on Defects i the Form of the Indictment (Rule 72 of tho Rules
of Procedure wod Evidence}”, 19 Fuly 2000, ang to the oral decition dismisring this moticn {T. 26 Sepember 2000, pp.
12-14).

u ..".'Euid}., par 4.

'® Ihid., para. 5.

® 5.

¥ [, para. 7.

3
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Appellant’s Argurnents “by virtue of its inherent power” as it has an “overarching duty” to correct
fundamenial errors made by 3 Trial Chamber even if both parties fail to raise them. ™ In this respeer,
- the Appellant requests Lhe Appeals Chamber to consider the Arguments as validly pleaded and to
“[d]ecide propric motu 10 consider any ather defeets in the Indictment not raised by the Appellaru
but which must be dealt with in order to avoid a miscartiage of justice.”?

B Analysjs

9. Asmnoted above, the Appéllant presenied the Arguments as relaled to his grounds of appeal 12,

18, 20, 13, 24-25 and 26.* The Appeals Chamber antes, howewer, that the relevant parts of the
Notice of Appeal and Appellant™s Brief do noi contain any allegation that the Trigl Chamber erred

in convicting the Appellant on the basis of a defective Indictment.

- Groynd 12 deals with alleged factual and legel ermors in relation to an “incerrect
application of [the] test for superior responaibility”™ There is mo allegation thal the
Indictment failed to set out the facta underlying the Appellant’s superior responsibility for
the CDE and the RTILM:

- Ground 18 allages thst the Trial Chamber ered in facl in finding that the Appellant
succeaded Martin Bucyane as President of the CDR after his murder on 22 February 1994.%°
There is o allogation thet the Indicttpent way defective in this respect;

- Groend 20 challenges the Trial Chamber’s facrual fnding that the Appellant was a
member of the CDR. Executive Cormmirtee.?” There is no allsgation that the relevant facts in
this respect had besn insufficiently pleaded,

- Ground 13 alleges thet the Trial Chamber erred in fact in finding that the Appellant was
"second in command” at the ETLM and had an impertant role in the Initiative Committee of
RTLM SA. In his oral submissions, the Appellant argued in addidon that *[tJhe material
ficts finding the evidencs on the findings that the Appellant was number 2 or second in the
management of the RTTLM Radio and company [...] were not mentioned in the indictment

2 [bid, para. 8.
D roid., parma. 9.3,

. ™ Argunient 1 prescntsd gi related to Grousul 12 (T. 17 Jaswary 2007, pp. 57-58); drgumenl 2 presenred a3 rtlared to
Ground 18 (T. 17 Jamumry 2007, p. 58 ); Arpument 3 presented as related (o Grouesd 20 (T. 37 Jeguary 2087, p. 67);
ATEUmcol 4 presented 25 relatzd to Ground 13 (T, 17 January 2007, p, 74%; Arpuonent § prescoted as related o Grgunda
24 and 25 (T. 17 January 2007, p. 78); Arqumeent 6 presented as related to Gronmd 26 (T. 17 Janary 2007, p B1).
= Notice of Appeal, p. 2; Appellant’s Brief, pacas 140-149.

* Maotize of Appesl, p. 2; Appellant’s RBrief, paras 121.)84,
* Nolice of Appeal, p. 3; Appetlant's Brief, paras 186-189.

Case No. ICTR-99-52-4 . 5 March 2007 QUL
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nor in any of [ihe] Prosecution pre-trir! steiement{s]"” and that the Indiciment did aot contain
any mention that be “was with Nahimana, the most active member [ of the iniuabive

commitee™;** _

- Grounids 24 and 25 allege factual errors with respect to the Appellant’s responsibility for
e disuibulion of weapons end his participerion in the planning of killings in Gisenyi.’®
Thers is no allcgation that the [ndictment was defective in this respecl,

- Ground 26 alleges that the Trial Chamber erred in fact in finding (hat the Appellanr was
inwoived in the supervision of roadblocks.” Aggin, there is no allegetion of any defecis of -
(he Indicoment ps suggested hy the Appellant a1 the appeals hearing,

10, The Appeals Chamber ulso Optes thet neither the Notice of Appeal nor the Appellant’s Brief
conlaina a general allegation that the Indiconent was defecive, o which the new Argurments could
be related. The Appeliant’s Brief alleges defects in the Indicoment in only twoe mited respects: (i)
the Imdictrnent does not mearon “the systematic and widespread attacks againat the Tulsi
populalion having taken place before 1994 and to which Kangura, the RTLM and the CDR party
wonld have participated or would have contributed”™; % and (ji) the Tndictment does not refer (o the
“RTLM broadcasts aired before [] 6 April 1994 upheld as evidence of dirsct and public indictment

to commit genocide '

11. Finally, the Appeala Chamber notes thal the new Arpumenls are equelly unrelated to the
references provided hy the Appeliant in his Response. In paragraphs 197-199 of his Appeliant’s
Bnef (Ground 23), the Appellant argues that the evidgpee was inmfficient te support the Trial
Chamber's findings on the Appellant’s role in CDR mestings end demonsmations,” According to
peragraph 2838 of the Appellant’s Brief (Ground 35), the Trial Chamber erred in law and I fact in
finding (i) that massacres on a lerge scale were linked to the publications of Xangura or the
broadcasts of RTLM,; (ii) that “all activities of the CDR party and ils members were, “by nature

* Natice of Appeal, p. 2; Appellact's Brief, paras 150-156.

2 Arpeoent 4, T, 17 January 2007, p. 74.

¥ Notice of Appeal, p. 2; Appellant’s Briaf, paras 208-219.

' Modee of Ammeal, p. 2; Avpellant’s Brief, paras 22¢.227,

*2 Appellant™s Brief, para, 283,

B roid, para. 307 with reference to paras 93-109 of the Appellant’s Brief of Ferdinand Mahlrmzna,

A See supra, para, 7.

3 Appellart's Briek, prm. 197 “The svidence oo whick the Prosecusion relied 1o ipculpate the Appellan in CDR
meetings andfor dememstrations fell far short of the eopent quality requind to cmablith the Appallane’s rols comrmmens
with the aBsgations in the indictrpent. [...]" fBid, pera 195: “[...] Tke cvidence of the Appellant’s contrimiriony wes
not probative of the allegatinns in the indichment. [...]."

5
Case No. ICTR-99-52-A $ March 2007 LU
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group rampage{s] of violence™, wpecially “since such kind of charge was not [a] subjest of
discussion during (he tria]™. Paragraphs 283 and 307 have already been discussed above. ™

12, As far a8 the Reply Brief is concemed, paragreph 3 argues thet the Prosecution's claim’” that
the Appellant became a dizectar of the RTLM does not appear in the diciment. This argument
&iffers somewhat from Argument 4, according to which the Indictment did not plead the matenial
fact that the Appellant was “number 27 at RKTLM. In any case, oven if the allepalion in Argumnent 4
could be 2aid to be subatantially the same gs (hat made in paragreph 3 of the Reply Brief (2 question
the Appeals Chamber need not decide here), it would remhaip that the ailegation of defect wes not
made in the Notice of Appeal or the Appellant’s Brief,*® and thai the Prosecurion objecled to it al
the hearing. As to paragraphe 5 and 77 of the Reply Brief, the first one stares that the “theary of
the Appellant being a lynchpin [...} was [never] alleged by the Prosecution - the indictment or the
larcr amendment”, whereas the second affirma that “(t]he Prosecution fajled to refute the argument
of the Appellant that RTLM broadeasts were not chatged against bim in the indiclment ag being
part of a systemnstic and widespread aitack.” These allegenions are again diferent from the six
Argumenis made by the Appellamr ar the hearing,

13. In light of the forcgoing, the Appeals Chamber finds (hat Argumems 1 to 6 pleaded by the
Appellant during the Appeals Hearing of 17 January 2007 are in f2st new submissions that go
beyond the scope of the axisting prounds of appeal s constilpte new grounds of appeal, The
Appeals Chamber recalls that persuant 1o Rule 108 of the Rules, the Appeals Chamber “may, an
good cause being shown by motion, anthorise a vanatian of the graunds of appeal” contained in the
ootice of appeal. Such motions should be submitied ““as anon az possible after identifying the new
alleged error™™? of the Trial Chamber or after discovering any other basis for seeking a veriation to
the motice of appeal. Generally, “a request to amend g pectice of appeal mpst, ar least, explain

W See suprs, para 10.

M cee Comachidateqd Respondent's Drief, fed 22 November 2005, para 11,

™ Tbe Appenls Chamber reealls (hat & reply should addresy the arguomeyts made in & Tesponse, and not contain Dew
allegations of srror (Pragtice Direction on Fonmal Requitemeuty for Appeals from Judpement 4 July 2003 (*Practics
Direetion on Formal Requirementy™), pare §; soe Deelsion on Appellant Jeas-Bosca Daraysgwiza's Motdon for Leeve
to Present Additional Evidence Parsuant to Rule 115, 5 May 2006, para_ 15; Prosecutor v. Miroslay Devonjic, Casa No.
IT-02-61-A, Judgerent on Semtencing Appeal, 20 July 2008, paras 145-14%; Frosesusor v. Stmislav Goflé, Case Na,
IT-98-25-A, Decixicn on Fresecudon®s Motion 1 Strike Mew Acguemem Alleging Ervors by Trial Chamober Raiced for
First Time o Appeliant's Reply Bref, 28 Jomary 2005; Prosecutor v. Blapojs Simid, Case Mo, TT-35-0-A, Diecitinn on
Prosecution's Motion to Strilee Parts of the Brief in Reply, 27 September 2004).

* Declsion oo Appellant Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza's Motions for Leave to Submit Additonal Croumds of Appeal, to
Amwnd the Notine of Appeal and w Correst big Appeilant’s Briaf, 17 August 2006 (“Decision of 17 August 20067,
pam % Prosecwlor v, Mladen Maletilid and Vinka Muarrinsovic, Coase No, TT-98.34-4, Decision on Misden Naletilic s
Motion fir Leave to Fil Pre-Submdssica Brief, 13 October 2005, pp. 2-3.

Case No, ICTR-99-52-A 5 March 2007 LU
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preciscly what amendments are songhl and why, with respect 1o each such amendment, the ‘good
cause’ requirement of Rule 108 is satisfied ™

14. In the present caﬁq the Appeals Chamber is neither satisfed thel the Appellent has propery
sought leave o amend his grounds of appeal, nar that he has shown good cause*! for doing so mare
than a year aficr filing his Natice of Appeal end Appellant’s Brief Indeed, Lis only arqumenis
Justifing the fact that he pleaded these new grounds of appeal et such a lare stape of the appellate
proceadings, are that (i) he “had limited time in the brief to set them owr¥ and (i) the
Jurisprudence on ‘I‘T.haiexclusinn of evidence not included in the indictment'” has devealoped smee he
filed his bricfs,™ The Srs1 argumcnt can he Tejected as manifestly unfounded without furiher
analysis, ¥ With respert to the sexond, tha #ppc.n.ls Chamber noles (hat the Appellant cites a number
of decizsions, only three of lhem having been reodered after the completion of the hriefing with
respect to bis appeal (the lategt having been rendered on 18 September 2006}, yet the Appellant
never sought to amend his briefs to include those references upon (heir issuance.

15. Although the Appeals Chamber has concluded that the Appellant has nol shown “good causs™
justifying the amendments o his grounda of appeal at this slage in the appeals proceedings, the
Appeals Chamber recalls baving under limited circumstances permitied amendments even whare
there was no good cause showy for failure to include the new or amended grounds in the original
notice — thar iv where the fajlure resylted from counsel’s negligence or inadvertence. In such
inswences, the Appeals Chmmber hes permitied amendments which could be of substantial
jmporance to the success of an appeal such as w lead to a miscerriape of justice if they were

¥ Decimon of 17 August 2006, pars, 9; Proverulor v. Fidnje Blagojevit ard Drogun fokid, Cese No. IT-D2-60-A,
Decisien oo Dmpan Jokid™s Modom 1o Arnend Notice of Appeal, 14 Cctober 2005, para 7. See alro Practica Direction
oc Formal Requirements for Appeals fom Tudgement, 4 Ruly 20053 {“Practice Directon on Formal Requirements™).
aras 2.3,
i Sa¢ Docisinn of 17 August 2006, paras 10-14 i an overview of this Tequirement.
217, 18 Jamsary 2007, p. 59.
* Response, par. 3.
“ See in particolar, Practice Ditection on Formal Requirements, para. 4 and Rule 111 of the Rules providing that an
sppellant’s brief must set out aff the arguments amd authorites 1nd be filed within seventy-flve days of filing of the
ootice of appeal. The Appeals Chamber alsa Tecalls that the proceedings in relation o the Appellant wwxe stayed fiom
19 May 2004 through 26 Jaswary 2005, pending the assiprment of a rew lead coumse] (Decision en Jeap-Boseo
Bamyagwiza's Motion Appealing Refimal of Baquest or Legal Agsistipes, 19 May 2004, Order Lifting the Sy of
Proctedings in Relafon tn Jenn-Bosco Barayagwiza, 26 Jamery 2005, by which the Appellant was ordered o fils “2ny
amendzd or pew Notice 0f Appeal oo later than 21 February 2005" and “any amendad or now Appellant's Brief uo later
than § May 2005™). The curront Lead Counas] was sssigmed to the Appellant by the Registrar on 30 November 2004,
and op 19 Janiary 2005, MWW&MWW'LMWMMMMW@W
Jean-Bosco Bamyagwiza's Moton Concerning the Fegrsirer’s Decivian to Appoint Connsel, 1% Jarniary 2005; Declsion
co Jomo-Bosco Basayagwizs's Requeeyt for Recomsideration of Appeals Chamber Decision of 19 January 2005, 4
Febrmary 2005% Finally, pursuant to the Deciyions of 17 May 2005 and 6 September 2005, the Appellant fited koth his
Notice of Appeal and Appellant™s Bricf on 12 Detober 2005,

' Caze N, ICTR-$9-52-A . 5 March 2007 QUL
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excluded.*’ In these exceptional cascs, the Appeals Chamber has reasoned, Lhe interesis of justice

require that an appe,]laﬁt not be held responsible for the failures of ks or her counsel.* In the nstant
case, the Appeals Chamber concludes thet the feilure on the part of the Appellant’s Counsel to
articulate these grounds al an earlier stage shonld not bar the Appellant from mising those grounds
of appaal. here. The Appeals Chamber ootes that each ¢f thess proands g.uf:s to the issue of the
sufficiency of the Indicunent brought against che Appellant, which dirserly mnpacts upen his due
procesa right under Article 21(4)(a} of the Statute “to be informed promptly and in detail [...] of the
nature and cauge of the charge against him.” Protection of this right is considersd W be of such
importance thar the issue of alleged defects in the indictuuent falls into the limited category of 1ssues |
considered 1o be ap exception from the weiver doctrine.” In this case, therefore, the Appeals
Chamber finds (hst the proposed new amendments, whether or not they are likely to succeed, could
be of suhstaptial importance o the Appellent’s appeal such thar their exclusion would lead W a

miscarniage of justice.*
DISPOSITION
16. For the foregoing reasans, the Appeals Chamber DISMISSES the Motion

17. Having held thar the six Arguneats raised by the Appellamt during the hearing of 17 January
2007 are sdmissihle as asw grounds of appe=al saud considering that the Prosesution was not in a
position to Tespond to those grounds al the Appeals Hearng, the Appeals Chamber GRANTS the
Oral Request IN PART and ALLOWS the Prodecution 1o file a written response of a maximum of
15 (fiftecn) pages within 10 (ten) days of the present decision. The Appellant may, if he se chaoses,
file a reply of a maximum of 10 (ten) pages within 4 (four) days of the Aling of tie Prosecubion’s
TEIpOnse. |

¥ Profemtgr v. Vidoje Slagofevic and Dragan fokié, Case No. IT-02-60-A, Declsion en Modon of Dragen Joki¢ b
Leave w Etle Thind Amended Notice of Appeal acd Amended Appcllats Brick, 26 Jane 2006, pera 9 refermring w
Prosecutar v. Daria Kordid and Marls Cerker, Case IT-25-14/2-A, Decision Granting Leave o Dano Kordic to Amend
his Grounds of Appeal, 9 May 2002 (“Xardié end Cerdra Decision™), pare 5. Se also Devision of 17 Aogogr 2008,

ar. 20.
E‘ .

7 Blideer Niyitogeka v, The Prosecutor, Cane No. ICTR-06-14-4, Judgement, ¥ July 2004, para 200,
i Soe Kardié and Cerdes Decision, pare. 7.

. 8 .
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Dong in Bnglish and F@'e:nch., the English text being authoritative,

Daled this 5 day of March 2007.
At The Hague, The Netherlands
Fansto Pocar
Presiding Judge
[Seal of the llﬁznn
9 .
Cans No, ICTR-599-52 A : 3 March 2007
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