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Pro51 ·uto' v Ko")"H'H'hga. Cas< No. ICTR·l002·7S-I 

.. 
• 

THl INT!;:RNATIONAL CRIMINAL TIU:BUNAL FOR RW~.NDA 

SIT 'lNG as a Trial Chamber designated under Rule \I bis, ccmr•osed of Judge Erik M<>se, 
pres ling, Judge Sergei Alekseevich Egorov, and Judge Florence ll ita Arrey; 

BEl OG SEIZED OF an Amicu.• Curiae Request by H11man f:ights Watch, filed on 27 
Fcbr tary 2008; 

NOliNG the Prosecution Response, filed on 28 February 2008; 

HEf i;:BY DECIDES the motion. 

INT tODUCTION 

I. On 7 September 2007, the Prosecution requested the trans!;,. of the Accused for trial 
in R vanda under Rule ll bis of the Rules of Procedure and E,·dence. The Chamber has 
subs• quently made decisions concerning several applications for a1•oicus curiae status. 1 

2 Human Rights Watch seeks amicus curiae status on tht: basis that its e>.tensive 
knov ledge of the Rwandan judicial system may aS£ist the Cham bel' in its determination of the 
trans i:r request.' The Pmsecution does not object, but seeks an oprmrtunity to respond to the 
mero ; of Human Rights Watch's submtssions if the application is ~··anted.' 

DF.l IBERATIONS 

3. On 22 February 2008, the Chamber denied a Defence motton seeking amicus curiae 
statu for three non-governmental organisations but granted such status to Human Rights 
Watt 1.

4 Although Human Rights Watch had not made any request itself, it had demonstrated 
an ir .ention to accept an invitation to provide submissions bas.od on the fact that it had 
subrr .tted an amicus curiae brief in Rule !I his prooeedings before another Chamber. The 
decis on was based on the assessment that Human Rights Watch p:ossessed expertise relating 
to !h· capacity of the Rwandan legal system to ensure a fair triaLl As the organisation has 
alrea y been granted amicus curiae status, its present request is mo·:•t. 

4. In the Chamber's decision of 22 February 2008, Human Rights Watch was invited to 
provi le written submissions no later than Friday 7 March 20,:08. The organisation has 
attacl ed the brief it provided in the other Rule \I bis proceedings t•:• its current Request6The 
Chan bcr will consider this brief in connection with its deliberation:; in the present case. 

1 Prru culw v, /[tmyarokig~. Cas< No. !C111.·20Q2·?!·t, Ooci<ion On !he Roq"''-" of <h< Republic of Rwanda 
fur Le "< to Appear "' Amicus Cw-la• (TC), 9 November 1001; O«:ision on D<lcncc Request to Grant Am1cw 
Curia. St.lus to four Non·Oovemmorual Organi.,tion• (TC), 22 Febru..-y 20H: Decision on An.kll.! Cw-<a. 
Roque l by <he Organi.,lion of D<fenco Counsel (AOAD) (TC), 22 Feb"""Y 20'.•8; Deci<ion on Amk"' Cwiae 
Roque t by the International Crimiruol Oefcnoe AUotney< Aosoccation (lCO,IA) (TC), 12 February 20(18, 
Demi •n on Amrc"' Cumre Req=! by !he Klgob Bar Asw<;iatwn (TC), 22 Febrt~ary 2008: Deci..on on A.,;cu; 
Cum" Reques\ by tbuka and A vega (TC), n February 2QQ8_ 
'R<qL $~paras, 1, 5·12. 
'RO<p '"'"·para. 2, 
' Pros cutar > K"'!J'l"'kiga, C""e No lCfR·2002· 7s.t, De<ision on Defence R•·ques\ to G.-.nt A"'"'"' C"'i"" 
St.tus o Four Non·Govemmenlal OJllanisaUon; (TC), 22 February 2008. 

' ld' ~ ""' ).-1 
' Th< ras.culor > Fulg,I'ICe Koyl.sh<ma, Case No. ICTR·20Ql -<>7·1, Brief of Human Rights Watch .., Am«"' 
Cuda. in 0Pl'Osition to Rule t ! bis Transfer, 3 January 2008. 
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Fl-tR THE ABOVE REASONS, THE CHAMBER 

D :NIES tl!c motion as moot. 

A1 ts~ 29 Fel::ruary 2oog 

~,;_~., /.;;,_ 
Erik M0se 

Presiding Judge 

"--! gtr'~. 

Serg~kseevich Egorov 
Judge 

Florence Rita Arrey 
Judge 




