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I. In the case of the The Prosecut(,r v. Simon Bikmdi, the Prosecution and then the 
Defonce closed their case respectively on 22 february 2007 and 7 '.'/overnher 2007. 

2. In a motion filed 011 9 April 20081, the Defence moves the Cham her to rnke juJicial 
notice pursuant to Rule 94 (A) of the Rules of Procedure anJ Evidence (the "Rules'") of the 
following facts. 

(i) Operation Turquoise consi,ted of troops from trance. Senegal, Guinea-Bissau, 
Chad. Mauri(ania, Egypt. >liger, and Congo; 

(ii) Operation T!Ji.rquoise was a humanitarian operation with a limited mandaie as 
described in· paragraph 3 of UN Security Council Resolution 929 (1994), 
referencing ,iubparagrnphs 4(a) and (b) of UN Security Council Re.solution 925 
(1994); 

(iii) The 7one of operation of Operation Turquoise consisted of the regions as set 
out 1n Sectio III .. Deployment" of the Final Report on Operation Tur4uoise; 

(1v) The satd mis ion began as from 22 June 1994, and 

(v) The troops anded in Goma and Bukavu and those thal lnnded in Goma 
~ubscquentl moved 10 Kibuye. 

3. l'he Defence submiJs that these are facts not reasonably open lo dispute, relatmg to 
matters of fact, not Jaw, ~ml properly considered as facts of common knowledge for the 
purposes of the proceedings i11 the Bikmdi n1se.1 

4. The Defence also tequest1 the Chamber 10 lake jl1dicial notice, pursuant to Rule 
94(B) of the Rules, of a.document entitled "Organisation and Structure of the Broader 
Initiative Committee of RaTLM" dated 26 November I 993 and exhibited as Prosecution 
Exhibit 53 in the Nahiman11 ct al. case OrI 7 June 2001. The Defence adds that this document 
recently came to tl-te attentipn of the Defence while examining the Appeals Judgment in that 
case. In the Defence view,'this document is of an exculpatory nature and should have heen 
disclosed 10 the Defence ur,der Rule 68 of the Rule>. The Defence further submits that thi.s 
documem sheds light on whether Mr. Bikindi held any le,el of responsibility with regards to 
the emissions of RTLM.1 

5. While the Prosecutctr docs not oppose the Motion. it adds that the document for which 
the Defonce is seeking ju4lic1al notic~ pursuant to Ruk 94 (B) of the Rules i; a public 
document since 7 June 200) and is not e'Cculpntory.' 

6. During the Closing ,argumellls !hat were heard by the Chamber on 26 May 2008. the 
Prosecution requested that Rv.andan La" number 27/1983 of 15 };ovcmbcr 1983 on Author.s­
riglils be admitted pur,uant,to Rule 94 of the Rules. The Defence opposcd.5 

' ,lfo,;m, fm· 1ud1cwl NtJtice p.,,sf,anl Rule ◊./ of the Rules. filed on 9 Apr Li 2008. 
',\forr,mfv, j1.d1c1vl No11cc fur,j,~111 Rule 9./ njthe Rules, filed on 9 April 20U8. para. 9. 
' ,\fMio,aji>r /lffhcu,I ~'"''"" fur,wnt Ru/~ 9./ o_l th,- Rule.,, rt led on 9 April 2008, paras 10-12. 
' The Pro,ccuw,· "s Respon.,e Iv 1,!4en,·e ,\1olion fi>r Ji,d1c1a/ A"ollce Purnwnl 10 Rule 94 of the Rule,, filed on 14 
April 2008 
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7. The Chamber notef thac the Defence is requesting the adff ssion of facts that are 
conta,ned i llnited 1':ation documents which haw been a,-ailablc to the public for more than 
thirteen ye rs as well as I e admi,;s,on of a document available to the Defence for nearly 
seven year' The Chamber also finds that the instant issue should rt1 ve been debated during 
the trial pr ,cecdings and ot introduced five months afte,· the closilig of the Defence case. 
The Cham• er decides tha the same applies to the Prosecution's n,quest as the Rwandan 
stamte at st tke was enactc twemy-fivc years ago and the Parties sho1.ld have proceeded with 
due dilige, ce concerning these docwnent.s tha! were availahle ID them at the time of the 
presentatio of their case. 

CONSF.QI ENTLY, TH.El CHAMBER 

DISMJ.SSI S the motions in their enterity. 

Anisha. 27 'via) 2008, in Elngli,h. 

~-' ~~,_'--., 
Ines MOni, a \1,,-~inberg de~ 

Pn sidmg Judge 
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