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lntcnm Ord.:r for EK l'arlc Di.~dosu,e of ConteMt!d l>ocumeut f>./11/y WM 

INTROnUCTION 

I. The evidence in tllis case was completed on J 8 February 2009 lllkr four aml one half 
year& of lrial. Closing arguments were heard from 24-26 June 2009. 

2. On 26 June 2009, the DclcJlce for Bi~imungu submitlcd a \1otirn1 alleging that 1hc 
Prcisecution has in its possession a particular tlocumenl contradicting the evideucc of ce,1ai11 
Proser.uti,,n wi1ncsses, which was not duly disclosed in violation of the Prosecution's 
tlisclosurc obliga1io11s set out in Rule 68 of U1c Ruks.1 

3. The Prosecution opposes the Motion and stale$ that the document in question i& uot 
exculpatory in ac<:ordance wi<-h Rule 6// of cite Rules. The Prosecution furdter submits Iliac the 
Defence has not shown that it has hcen prejudict:d by the Prosecution's failure to di~close the 
docunicnr. The Prosecution slares that its .submission is witho11t pr~judicc to the offici,ll 
1ranslation uf1hc documem.2 

DELiBERA'flONS 

4. The Chamber notes that the Pr0secuti0n has previously been found lo have hreached 
its disclosure obligations pursuaot t<> Rule 68 ofth~ Rulcs.1 The Chamber is not saristicd chal 
the Prosccu!ion has reviewed !he documen1 to detcrmi11,; w!Jeth,;r it is excu fpatory within the 
meaning of Rule 68 since il has not been officially rransJated. Given the seriousness of the 
Prosecution's obligation to <lisdosc cxculpatozy material, the Prosecution's history of 
disclosure violarions in this case, and the late stage of the proceedings, it is lhe Chamber's 
view that « review of the contested cft,cument is warranted in order to mak~ a proper 
determination of the Defence Motion. 

~'OR THE AKOVE REASONS, THE CHAMBER 

OR.l>I:RS the Pruseculion to file !he con1es1ed document, numbered K0459316-K0459324, 
to the Chamber ex parte with an otlieial fa1glish translation by 13 July 200'J; 

DIRECTS the Language Se,ction of tlie Rcgis!ry to ct•llaboratc with the Prosecu1ion lo 
facilitate the implementation of this Order. 

A rusha, 6 Jul 2009 done in English. 

proved by 
Asoka de Silva aghrid H-ikmet 

Presiding Judge Judge 
~v. • rr1 

[S . -
1 Requ~t,• en <'~{rime l,rgtnce de{ lo de,tem•tt r./u gi, 
pr<!Ul'e. fikd 011 ;u; June 20l}9. 

Judge 

ungi; etl co'n1munic"1ior1 ri'c~lc<menrJ de 

t Prosecutor's Re~pon~ to /\ugustin Oiiiinuo!'l:'s "R<!<Jr'l!.1.c; en extrCm" urg~nce d~ la dCfenc:e dk gl:nimJ 
Auguwn F/i:ltnungu er, c()nmumiHUfon <I 'i/,,mer:ls ,-/:.' prem:e ", Jiltd on I .T~•~Y 20(19. 
1 St-e for e;,,;;:unpl~ .\'djndiltyimana ei. al> Dedsioo on Defence Mor.ions Atleging Viofatto,, r.if the Prf'l~ecl;u.,r · $ 

n:.~..:-losure Ohligatio1\::; Pursnanl to llul .. ~ 68 (TC.), 22 S,.:pwmht·r 20l)8. 
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