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THE APPEALS CHAl'\fBER of the Intematio11al Criminal Tribtmal for !he Prosecution of Persons 

Responsible for Genocide and Other Serious V1olations of International Hum:mitamm Law 

Committed in the Te:nitory of Rwanda and Rwandan Citizens Responsible for Genocide and Other 

Such Violations Committed iD the Territory ofNeighboL!Ilng States betwMTI l January aud 31 

December !994 ("Appeals Chamber" and "Tribunal", respectively), 

BEING SEIZED OF "The Appellant Jean-Bosco Barayagwiz.a's Motion Relating to the 

Rcg,lstrar's Submission Cc,nceming the Transcript of the Fiool Oral Hearing of 17" and lg"' January 

2007" filed on 23 Ju.ly 2007 ("Mallon") by CowLSe! for Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza ("Appellllllt"); 

NOTING that neither the Prosecution nor the Registrar has filed a response 10 the Motion; 

RECALLING the Appeals Chamber's Decision of 16 May 2007, in which the Appeals Chamber 

ordered the Registry to (i) "review for accuracy and re-certify the English transcript of the entire 

intervention oftlie Appellant's Lead Counsel at the Appeals Hearing, as well as the tran.script of the 

corresponding French interpretation" and (ii) "submit to the Appeals Chamber ruid the panies the 

re-certified ccrpics of the relevant portion., of the transcripts no later than 18 JU11e 2007": 1 

RECALLING that in its Decision of 16 May 2007, \he Appeals Chamber further ordered that "in 

case of irreconciliahle dis<:reyancies between the correct transcription of the oral arguments 

submitted at the Appeals Hearing in English and the French interpretation thereof, the re-certified 

Engllsb transcription shall prevail";' 

NOTl;'IG that on 22 J\ll,c 2007, the Language Support Section submitted the "Voirifirntion certifil!c 

des comp/cs rendus d'oudience des 17 el 18 Janvier 2007" ("Submissions of 22 J\llle 2007"),' 

' D=.io11 on "Tho AppelJant J,an-Bo,co Baraya~w1z,'s Comgen<lum Motion R.e!Btlng ,o tile Appul Transotipt of l 1" 
and 18" J.-nua')' 2007". 16 l-1oy2007 (''DeciSlOJl of 16 May 2007''), p. 4. 
Tiu, App,:,1> Chamber aJ,o recall• that tin, re-ocrilllcation "'"' ord,rerl due t<J • con,;ideroblo nurnher of serious 
di<ereponcies berwe@ the Euglish llld french versions of the apµ,:al, he0rmg tt=cripts of 17 """ 18 J,nua')' 2007 
("Apµ<ols l'lc..-in~") ln !his CO!ll!O<O~n, !he App<ab Chitmbo:r =•!ls tl,at, (i) at 11,e beginning of lm pre>enl'tion Ol the 
Appeal. H .. nng, 1110 Le,d Counsel for 1he N>p,:llant prov,dcd the mLerpreterS 'l'lith , written toxl contaUUDg hi, 
iMended Of>ll subm,ssioru; (ll) 1he APJ>"llant's Lead CoUllsel was readlllll Ws submmimt.S., comidc,able speed de,pite 
numerous requests f,om the mtCTprOLCr,;, C<lutl ,opener, and Judges of t:he Appeal, Cbambet ro slow do""'; and (,1,J the 
Pre.,,rl>ng Judge clanfad !hat the Mitlen lox< proviiled by the Lead Co=el for the Apµellam had "Jio sw,d,ng in 1his 
,.,.," "'1d tlm only the oral submi.,ion, would be reflected in the transcript oft!,e Appeol, Heoring (D,cis,O'll of 16 
May 2007. p. 3). 
'Dtoi.oumof16May2007,p 4. 
'See n!so 1ho Reg,mrar's filinit of 20 June 2007 "Re: Submisswn ofT,anscopts in compliance with a Docisio.o of the 
Appuls Chamber of l6 May 2007 ,n H~rnyagvma "'al. Ca,c'" ("Lauer of 20 Jlll\e 2007"), in whJch the Rog;,1rar 
1deocifie<! !ho pon,on; of the """""'P" to b<: re-certified olld noUfled • 48-hour delay iu the filing M the ,c.ccmfu:d 
tr>mcnpts Th, Appeal, Ci>llrnber emphazl5es tbot the SubllllSSi<ms of 22 June 2007 do no< r0prosent tl10 ,.,-i,am» 
n·aT\Scriptton by th• Prcnch u,.tapreter:, of what,,,.., said at lh, Aweols Hei!Illl~ on l7 Jamtary 2007 and th«..,fo~ 
can,,ot be read •• a con-ig,md"m of tl,e ,ecord However. t'1c Appeols Chomber is mindful of these suggo,t•d 
in,aT,et>tion corrocrioo.s ,knm,; >I lO ce,tain sp,:c,fic d"co--tdes -en the En~li!b 01\d the F,oni:.h tr=cript, of 
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contaimng cor.rect.Jons to the Fnmch interpretation oft\;\e inte:rve11tion ofllie Appel!ruit•~ Co wise! on 

17 January 2007; 

NOTING the "Registrar's Submissions under Rule 33 (B) of the Rules on 'Decision on the 

Appcllanl Jean-Bosco Bru-ayagwiza's Corrigendum Motion Relating to the Appeal Transcript of 17 

and 18 Janumy 2007'" filed on 12 July 2007 ("Registrar's Submissions of 12 July 2007"), ill which 

the Regisnar submitted that "the French transcript contairu a nwnber of interpretation errors caused 

by Counsel's inon;linalc delivery sp,:ed at the said hearing maldng two trarucripts irreconcilable" 

and the,efore suggested "that the Appeals Chamber regard the English original transcript 11S the 

authentic one";' 

KOTI::-IG th.a.t foll transcripts of the Appeals Heari11g containing the concerned revise:d. and re

certified passages in both English and French were attached to the Registrar's Submissio11s of 12 

July 2007 (Re-Certified Transcripts'');5 

NOTI:S-G that, in his C\lrre11t Motion, the Appellan.t submits that the Registrar's Submissions of 12 

foly 2007 "are fundamentally flaw~d for two nuiin reawns": (i) bec11usc prior to arriving to his 

conclusions. "the Registrar should have sho"'n where the two transcripts where [s,c] 

'irreconcilable"' and (ii) because ··the English text can only be considered as the authentic text 1fit 

has b""n reviewed according to the audio or video recording of the original submissions made by 

the Counsel" and the Appellant's personal address made ill French should not therefore be 

concerned with the Registrar's sugz,,stion,6 

CONSIDERING that, while it would have been ind.-£d helpful if the Registrar had identified in his 

Subllllssions of 12 July 2007 (i) what specific corrections were made in the revised and re-certdied 

version of the transcripts and (ii) what passage, still remained irreconcil~ble, the Registrar's 

S11bmissions of 12 July 2007 should be understood to state that the relevant portions of the English 

and Fcench transcripts of the intervention of Appellant's Counsel on 17 and 18 January 2007 have 

in fact been reviewed against the audio rccordmg of the actual relevant utterances mad£ at the 

Appe11ls Hearing ln English and in French and a,e true an.a comxl transc1iptions thereof:7 

CONSIDERING that it is clear from the DeCTsion of 16 :'v!ay 2007, thE Lett~r of20 June 2007 and 

the Registrar's Submissions of 12 Ju!y 2007 that the Enghsh ~•e,rsion should be regarded as 

tho Appeals Heonng In itecordone1 "''!h <ht D,mion of 1 6 May 2007, where ,ueh ti1Screponcio, a« 1m.:conoilabk. !he 
Englcsh version sllould pre=. 
' Rel[lstror's Subm1,sion, of 12 JU!y 200?, para, 6-7. 
'See Rcgistnu-'s Submissions ofl2 July 2007, par.i, 5. 
• Motion, pal3. 2. 
' S<e Registrar's Subm,,.ian; of 12 July 2007, pilnl. 5 1md Fl'· 1 of c,eh Re---Cernfie~ Transcnpf. 

3 
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8= 
Appell!IIlt's personal a.,;ldress;" 

FINDil'iG therefore that the Appellant's submissions to this extent ar,, moo!; 

FURTHER NOTING that the Appellant idenhfied five panicular passases in the Re-Certified 

Transcrip~ which allegedly do not correspond to what was said at the Appeals Hearing on 17 

January 2007;° 

CONSIDERING that with respect to the first two allegations, the Appellant simply argues that the 

current text of !he Re-Certified Transcripts is confusing anO that the argurnwts are mixed up 

without specifying what the correct text should be; 

CONSIDERING that the con-ection made to the Re-Crntificd Transcript in relation to the third 

allegation Dlearly shows that the date actually unered hy the Appellant's Counsel was "'JO 

December 1993";10 

CONSIDERING 'that the fourth and fifth allegal.lciDS, even if they were correct, have no bearing on 

the merits of the Appellant's appeal; 

FINDil\G the,refore, thal no further revision of the Ro-Certified Transcripts in connection with the 

intervention of Appellant's Counsel is warranted at this stage; 

FOR THE FOREGOING REA.SONS, 

DISMISSES the Motion i11 its entirety; and 

REITERATES that, in=~ ofim,concilahle discrepancies bctw~,:n the Re-Certified Transcripts of 

the oral argumenrn submitted at the Appeals Hearing in English and the French interpretation 

thereof, !he re-certified English transcription shall prevail. 

Done io Engl,sh nrul French, the English version being auth.oritative. 

Done this 29"' day of Augusl 2007, 
At The Hague, The Netherlands 

~~(Tl< • 7 , 
Fausto Pocar 

Presiding Judge 
~J • ' ~, 

]Seal of the Tribunal ,:i'J? 
-s:::: 

'D,o,.,on of 16 May 2007, pp. 3-4; Lener of20 June 1007,p'1>. l; Rei;isuar"s Submission., of12 Jul)' 200~, para. 6 
'Motion, para 4 rof=mg to tho futgh,h Re-Ceitified Tnnmip\ p. 63. lrn•s 20·21. p. 69, lines 15.z-,, p. 70. line 8, 
~- 78, hne 10, ondp n, i;,,e 29, 
• At tho presem ,u~e, ,ho Appeals Cllambe, d.oelin<s to decid, wlmh dote (10 December 1993 or 10 October 19,3) 

should be con.sidered in ,el,tion ,o Ille Appellant's submis,fiort, ~" the merit> of his app""I. 

' 29 Augu" 2007 




