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Pm.«•c•<o>- 1 A loy; ,<,·.,!!&~. Coso No. ICTR-0 1-76-i\ 366.:<. 
THE li\'TER:\ATIONAL CIUMINAL TIUOr:",(L FOR RW A:"DA 

SITTII'IOG a:; Judge Enk Mose, d~s<gnated by the Trial Chamber pllrsuant to Rule 73 or the 
Rules ufP!OceJurc und Evidence: 

CONSIDERIJIOG the ··Extrcrncl)- urgent Defence motion for revtcw of the ICTR 'I rial Chamber 
Judgement" etc.. filed on 22 July 211116: the l'ro,ccution r~spons~ and Jts \\ithdrawal thereof filed 
rc-;pccuwly on 10 and 3 I August 2006: 

CONSIDERING the Defence "RequCte en extrCme urgence de Ia defen.'>" en vue d'obtcnir un 
report de delai pour rCpliqucr it Ia rtponse du Procurcur" etc __ tiled c;m 23 August 200/i: the 
Pros"cuttun rc>pon>C aml corrigendum thereto. dated 24 and JO August 2006. respecm·dy: 

CONSIIH<:RING th~ Prosecution motion for clarification and additional relief. dated 30 August 
2006, the Defence response and Prosecution reply. filed rcspecthe1y on 6 and 8 Sept~mber 2006, 

HEREBY DECIDt:S THE MOTIONS. 

l. On 22 July 2006. the Defence filed a requc.,t for review of the Simba Judgement, v.hich 
was rendered by I nal Chamb\:r l on 1:; December 2005. The Dd~nc~ .,mmltaneously foled a 

separate motwn before the ;\ppeals Chamber for a slay uf the appeal proceedings and the re!Um 
of th~ case to the Trial Chamber fm deliberation on the rn iew motion. To this motion before the 
Appeals Chamber. the Defence attached its request lOr rev!C\\ v.hich 11 fii~J bc!Orc th~ Tnal 
Chamber On 10 Augll!:>t2006. the Prosecution filed its response to the request for revie". hefore 
the Appeals Chamber. lt infonned th~ Trial Clmmbcr of the filing. 

2. On 23 August2006, th~ Defence requested the l'rial Chamhcr to extend the time to reply to 
the Prooecutton response. The Defence filed a similar request before tl"' Appeals Chamber On 
31 AugttSt 2006. the l'msecution withdrew ito response before the Appeal.< Chamber. On 18 
September 2006, the AppeaL> Chamber dismi,.cd the Defence request for extension of time. 1 

3. On 30 August 2006. in a motion filr darifi~ation. the Proscculion asked the Trial Chamber 
to di,,mis-; the request for review and dnect the 1kfcncc to tile it before the Appeals Chamber. 
On 11 September 2006. the Defence tiled a !lC\\ request for rnic\\ bdmc the Appeals Chamber. 

4. On 9 January 2007. the Appenl> Chamber rendered a dcci5ion which addrc~ocd and 
Ji'illlis.cd the request for review. In the decision, the Appeals Chamber found that the requeq for 
review was "properly tilo.xf' before it, and conS!de,-,d it~elf he>t placed to dccid~ the r~que~t' 
Consequently. it is not for the Trial Chamber to decide the Def~nce reguesl< and the l'rc,.ecution 
motion. In order to dispel any lack of clarity. this decision states this explicltl}. 

' Do<i,inn nn llefenoe motion for "'t'"""" of rime w rep!;- !o rho Pro.cculor"< response !o , mol ion for rev« 'I 
(A C). 18 S<ptcmbcr 2006_ 

' Jktm<>n nn Ahr;-' ~rmba'-< reqnesll for ·''"PCfllion of app<al' proceodmg ar1d review ( AC). <J Janu.1ry 21!07 
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l'rose<:"lur 1 A lo,\S S1mhu, C"'t No ICTR·O J. 76·A 3M, I 

FOR Till<: AIIOVE REASONS, Tim CHAMBER 

DECIDES I'HAT the Defence rcq\ICSIS f(lr r~v1ew and filr time cxtemion, and the Pro:;ecuti(>n 
mminn for clarification ~nd mlditional relief_ all filed befo1e I rial Challlbcr I, arc moot. 

Aru>ha. I 7 Augu~t 2007 

Erik M"sc 
Pre,iding Judge 

[Seal of the Tribunal] 
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