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I. THE APPEALS CHAMBER of the Internationd Criminal Tribunill for the Prosecution of 

Persons Responsible for Genocide and Other Serious Violations of International Humanitarian Law 

Committed in the Territory of Rwanda and Rwandan Citizens Responsible for Genocide and Other 

Such Violations Committed in the Territory of Neighbouring States between 1 January 1994 and 31 

December 1994 ("Appeals Chamber" and 'Tribunal", respectively) is seized of 

(i) "Motion for Review of the Appeals Chamber Decision of 16 June 2006 on the 

Prosecutor's Interlocutory Appeal of Decision on Judicial Notice" filed by ~douard 

Karemera on 7 August 2006 ("Karemera ~otion");' 

(ii) "Joseph Nzirorera's Motion for 'Reconsideration and Modification of Judicial Notice 

Decision" filed on 17 August 2006 C'Nzirorera Motion"); and 

(iii) "Mathieu Ngirumpatse's Motion for Reconsideration of the Appeal Chamber 16 June 

2006 Decision Following the Prosecutor's Interlocutory Appeal of Decision on Judicial 

Notice" Filed on 29 August 2006 ("Ngirumpatse Motion") C'Motions" and "Applicants", 

collectively). 

2. The Prosecution responded to each of the ~ o t i o n s ?  and the Applicants replied.3 

I. BACKGROUND 

3. On 16 June 2006, the Appeals Chamber issued the "Decision on Prosecutor's Interlocuto~y 

Appeal of Decision on Judicial Notie" C'Decision on Judicial ~otice''); in which it ordered Trial 

Chamber III to take judicial notice of the following three facts:' 

(i) The following state of aFfairs existed in Rwanda between 6 April 1994 to 17 July 1994: 
Thcre were thmughout Rwanda widespad or systematic amcks against a civilian population 
based on Tutsi c h i c  ideuWication. Dllring the attacks, some Rwandan citizens killcd or caused 

I Although lhc  English translation of b e  motion is designatcd a motion for "review", Mr. Karemcra in fact seeks 
reconsideration of the Appeals Chamber's decision, ;is is clear from the original motion, which was entitled "Demnnde 
en reconsidkralion de la ddcisiov de la Chmbre d'Appel en dnre du 16 juin 2006 suite d 1' appel infsrlocufoire du 
Procureur de lu ddcixwn relative au constar judiciaire" 3 August 2006. 
' 'hsecutor 's  Rcsponse to the Demande. Formulie par Edorlerd Karemera, en Reconsiderafion & 14 DJcision & la 
Cbmbre d'Appel m dare du 16 juin 2006, mite u 1' &pel lnterlocutoire du Procureur de la Dicision Relative au 
Consrat Jdiciaire"' IS August 2006 (Xarernern Response"): "Prosecutor's Rcsponse to 'Joscph Nzirorera's Motion 
for Reconsideration and Modif~cation of Judicial Notice Decision"', 28 August 2006 ("Nzhortra Response"); 
"Rosecuror's Response to 'Marhicu Ngimmpabe's Motion for Reconsidcration of the 16 June 2006 Decision of the 
Pro?ccutor's Interloculory Appeal on Judicial Notice"', 4 September 2006 (''Ngimnpalse Response"). ' "Edouard Karemera's Reply to the 'Response du Procureur A La Demande, F o n u l i e  par Edorurrd Karernem, en 
Rsconsidera~ion de la Ddcisiod dr lu Chombrc d'Appei en date du 16 juh ?OM, suite d 1' Appel Inrerloculoire du 
Procureur de la Dicision Relative au Comtat Judicinire"'. 31 August 2006 ("Karemera Reply"): "Reply B u r t  Joseph 
Nzirorera's Motion for Reconsidcration ~d Modification of Judicid Notice Decision", 31 August 2006 ("Nzimrete 
Reply"); "Ngirumpatse's Rcply in Respect or rhe Motion for Reconsideration of rhe 16 June 2006 Appcalfi Chambe1 
Daision on rhe Procesecutor's Inte~locutory Appenl of Judicial Norice", 1 September 2006 ("Ngirump'ake Reply"). 

The Prosecuror v. Eilouard Karemera. Mathieu Ngirumpatre and Joseph Nzirurera, Case No. 1CTR-984AR73(C), 
Dzcision on Proswuror's hterlocurory Appcal of Decision on Judicial Notice, 16 June 2006. 
S Decision on Judicial Notice. para. 57. 
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serious bodily 01 mental harm to person[s] perceived to be fitsi. As a result of the attacks, thm 
were a large number of dearhs of persons of Tutsi ethnic identity; 

(u) Betwecn 1 January 1994 and 17 July 1994in Rwanda Ulcre was an m e d  conflict not of ;in 

international character; 

(iii) Beween 6 April 1994 and 17 July 1994, there was a gcnodde in Rwulda against the Tutsi 
ethnic group.6 

The Appeals Chamber also remanded the mane* to the Trial Chamber for consideration of certain 

facts, in a manncr consistent with the Decision on Judicial ~otice. '  

4. The Applicants now move the Appeals Chamber to reconsider the Decision on Judicial 

Notice. Mr. Karemera submits that reconsideration of the Decision on Judicial Notice is reqnired in 

the interests of justice and to ensure full respect for the rights of the Defence, in keeping with the 

exigencies of international justice.' He requests that the Appeals Chamber rule de n o w  on the 

Prosecutor's Interlocutory A p p d  and uphold the Trial Chamber's Decision of 9 November 2005.9 

5. Mr. Nzirorera contends that taking judicial notice of controversial matters such as  the 

occumnce of genocide, the existence of a widespread or systematic attack, and the nature of the 

armed conflict is the product of a clear error in reasoning, and accordingly requests the Appeals 

Chamber to determine that such matters are inappropriate for judicial notice.'' Should the Appeals 

Chamber decline to make such a determination, Mr. Nzirorera requests a modification of the 

Decision on Judicial Notice to clarify that judiciaI notice of genocide does not include the existence 

of a plan or campaign of genocide, and to provide a margin of discretion to the Trial Chamber to 

determine whether the facts of common knowledge should be admitted at this suge of his trial." 

Mr. Ngirumpatse endorses the submissions of the other ~pplicants." 

XI. DISCUSSION 

6. The Appeals Chamber may reconsider a previous interlocutory decision under its inherent 

discretionary power if a clear error of reasoning has been demonstrated or if it is necessary to 

6 The Prosecutor v. Edouard Karemera Mathieu Ngirwnpatw and Joxeph Nziroreru. Case No. ICTK98-&AR73(C), 
The Rosecutor's Interlocutory Appeal of Decision on Judiud NoriFc (Rub 73 (F)). 9 Decembu 2005, Annex A. 

Decision on Judicial Notice, para 57. 
Karcrnen Motion, p. 11. 

" Km~ndra Motion, p. 11. 
In Nzirorera Motion, para. 21. hk NnmWn endorsed the submissions of Mr. Karemera and requtskd that they dso be 
considered as p u t  of his appeal. 
" NzLorcra Motion, pan. 25. 
'? Nginrmpar%e Morion, pan. 3. 

Case No.: ICTR-98-44-M73(c) 
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prevent an inj~stice. '~ Be.aring this standard of review in mind, the Appeals Chamber will consider 

the alleged errors of law and miscarriages of justice advanced by the Applicants. 

A. Alleged Errors of Reasoning 

1. Facts of Common Knowledge 

7. Mr. Karemera submits that the facts which the Appeals Chamber characterised as facts of 

common knowledge in the Decision on Judicial Notice are not irrefutable." He argues h t ,  in 

principle, judicial notice concerns only manifestly indisputable facts.'* He states that in his trial, the 

testimonies of seven Prosecution wimesses do not support the Prosecution's theories on which the 

Appeals Chamber relied in the Decision on Judicial ~otice.'%e also argues that these facts are the 

subject of debate and disagreement among reasonable people, including highly renowned experts, 

some of whom have already testiiied before the Tribunal, such as Father De Souter, Professor 

Strizek, Professor Reyntjens, and Bernard L L I ~ ~ , ' '  and therefore judicial notice should not have 

been taken of them.I8 The Prosecution responds that these facts are a matter of common knowledge, 

reasonably irrefutable and not contr~versial.'~ 

8. The Appeals Chamber recalls that whether a fact qualifies as "a fact of common knowledge" 

under ~ u i e  94(A) is a legal question.20 This determination does not turn on evidence introduced in a 

particular case?' Mr. Karemera's reference to witness testimonies and opinions of persons who, 

according to him, a e  renowned experts demonstrates no error of reasoning in the Decision on 

Judicial Notice. 

2. The Nature of the Conflict 

9. Mr. Karemera contends that the non-international character of the conflict is disputed in his 
22 case and therefore cannot be a fact of common knowledge. In support of this contention, he notes 

that in other cases before the Tribunal there is evidence of an international conflict involving 

" See, e.g., JuvEnal Kajalijdi v. The Prosecutor. Case No. 1CTR-98-44A-A, Judgemeor, 23 May 2005, pam 203 
("Kajelijeli Appeal Judgement"). 
I 4  Karemers. Motion. D. 4. 
15 Kaernera ~ o t i o n ;  b. 4. 
' k ~ c m e r a  Motion, p. 3. 
" Karcrnera Motion, p. 5. 

Karemera Motion, p. 5. 
Karemera Response. para. 11. 
Decision on Judicial Notice, pa 23. 

'' Dccision on Judicial Noticc, para 23. 
" Karemera Motion, p. 4. 

Cssc No.: ICTR-9844-AR73(c) 
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several ~ount r ies .~  He also refers to expert reports and publications which, in his view, establish 

the international character of the Rwandan ~onflict.'~ 

10. The Rosecution responds that the publications cited by Mr. Karemera simply reiterate the 

relationship between the various countries and Rwanda before, during, and after the ,genocidez and 

that they do not qualify this conflict as in t ana t io~a l .~~  

11. The Appeals Chamber recalls that in the Decision on Judicial Notice, it relied on its findings 

in the Scrnanzu Appeal Judgment where it held that the existence of a non-international armed 

conflict is a notorious fact not subject to a reasonable dispute." The fact that there may have been 

evidence in other cmes before the Tribunal which alluded to the conflict being of an international 

character and that some reports and publications may express a similar view does not demonstrate a 

clear error in holding that it is a fact of common knowledge that the conflict in Rwanda was of a 

non-international character. Furthermore, the Appeals Chamber has already indicated above that 

whether a fact is one of common knowledge is a legal question, the answer to which does not film 

on the evidence introduced in a particular case. The Appeals Chamber finds that Mr. Karemera has 

failed to show any error of reasoning on this point that would warrant reconsideration of the 

Decision on Judicial Notice. 

3. Genocide 

12. Mr. Karemera contends that the Appeals Chamber incorrectly interpreted Resolution 955" 

in relation to the &ng of judicial notice of genocide in ~ w a n d a - ~ ~  He argues that while Resolution 

955 may refer to genocide in Rwanda, it makes no reference to genocide against the Tuki ethnic 

gronp, contrary to the Appeals Chamber's Mr. Ngirumpatse argues that even if 

Resolution 955 s u b  that here was genocide in Rwanda, this cannot render moot any debate before 

the Tribunal, as i t  would deprive the Tribunal of its jurisdiction to hear and decide cases, and force 

it to endorse decisions that are essentially political." The Prosecution responds that in referring to 

Resolution 955, the Appeals Chamber was making reference to basic facts that were widely known 

'' Karemcm Motion. p. 4 
2q Karemera Motion, p. 5. 
* Karemera Response, p m .  16. 
26 Kuemcra Response, prim. 16. 
n Decision on Judicial Noticc, para. 29, refwing to Prosecufor v. Semm?u, Case No. ICTR-97-20-A, Judgement. 20 
$lay 2005, para 192 (footnotcq omitted) ("Semorrzo Appwl Judgment"). 
SIRE3955 (1994). 8 November 1994 ("Resolution 955"). 
Karemm Motion, p. 7. 

" Icwmera Motion, p. 6. 
Ngirurnpatse Reply, para. 3. 

Case No.; ICTk-98-M-~R73(c) 
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d irrefutable, such as the vast campaign of killing intended to destroy in whole or in part 

Rwanda's Tutsi population.3z 

13. The Appeals Chamber recalls that in the Decision on Judicial Notice it reasoned as follows: 

The Appeals Chambcr agrees with the Prosecudon: the fact (hat genocide occurred in Rwanda in 
1994 should have been recognized by the Trial Chamber as a fact of common knowledge. 
Genocide cmists of c c a  acts, including killing. undertaken with thc intent to destmy. in whole 
a in pan, a national. ethnical. racial or d g i o u s  group. as such. There is no masonable basis for 
anyone M dispu~e that, during 1994, there was a cvnpoign of mass killing intended to destroy, in 
whole or at least in vcry l s g e  pat, Rwanda's Tutsi populatioo, which (a judicially noticed by thc 
Tfid Chamber) was a protected group. That campaign was, to a terrible degree, successful; 
ahhough wact numbers may ncver be known. the great majority of Tut3is were rnderzd, and 
many others were raped or otherwise h&. These basic facb wen: broadly known even at the 
time of the Tribunal's establishment; indeed, repor6 indicating that genocide occurred in Rwanda 
were n key impetus for its estnblishmcnr as reflected in the Security Council resolution 
cstablirhing it  and even the name of the Tribunal. Dudng its early history, it was vduabk fos the 
purpose of h e  historical recad for Trial Chambers to gather evidencc documenting the ovcrali 
came of rhe genocide and to enter tinclings of Fact on the basis of that cvidence. Trial and Appeal 
Judgements thcreby produced (while varying 2s to the mponsibiiy of particular accused) have 
unanimously and decisively confirmed the clccuwnce of genocide in R w a n d ~  which has also 
been documented by countless books, scholarly articles, medin repor$, U.N. reports and 
resolutions, national coun decisions, and government and NCO sports. At this stage, the Tribvnd 
need not drmand furrhcr documenrstion. The fact of the Rwandan genocide is a part of wodd 
iisrory, a Tact as cemin as any other, a classic instancc of a "fact of wmmon h ~ w l t d ~ e " . ~  

14. Mr. Karemera's contention that the Appeals Chamber misinterpreted Resolution 955 is 

baseless. In the Decision on Judicial Notice, the Appeals Chamber referred to Resolution 955 in 

fiding that "reports indicating that genocide occurred in Rwanda were a key irnpetlls for its 

establishment" and that therefore the basic facts of the genocide "were broadly known even at the 

time of the Tribunal's establi~hment".~ This resolution was one of the many authorities, which 

included trial and appeal judgments, that the Appeals Chamber relied upon in determining that the 

Trial Chcunber erred in refusing to take judicial notice of the fact of the Rwandan genocide. 

15. Mr. Karetnera contends that the Appeals Chamber erred in law when it relied on Article 2 of 

the Tribunal's Statute to take judicial notice of the crime of He questions, in light of this 

contention, whether it is possible to rake judicial notice of a crime which requires a detednation of 

the elements of actus reur and mens rea or whether these elements should be adduced from 

irrehtable evidence." The Prosecution responds that Article 2 of the Statute was not used in 

support of the Decision on Judicial Notice but rather to define genocide and to determine its 

elernenk3' 

'' Karcmwa Response, para. 21. '' Decision on Judicial Notice. para. 35 (internal chations omimd). 
1 4 k  - .  c~slcm on Judicial Notice, p m .  35. 
3"mc~ Motion, p. 7. 
3ti Karemcra Motion, p. 7. " Kwmcra Response, pm. 20. 

6 
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16. The Appeals Chamber finds M merit in Mr. Karemera's contention on this point. There is a 

significant difference between the taking of judicid notice of the fact of genocide and the 

determifiation that an accused is individually criminnlly responsible for the crime of genocide. The 

former gives a factual context to the allegations of the crime of genocide. The latter requires a 

finding of whether the elemcnts of the crime of genocide, such as actus reus and mcm rea, exist in 

order to ascertain whether an accused is responsible for the crime. Consequently, the taldng of 

judicial notice of genocide does not, in iuelf, go to the alleged conduct or acts of the Applicants as 

charged in the indictment.38 

17. Mr. Nzirwera submits that the Appeals Chamber expanded the Prosecution's request from 

one o% judicial notice that genocide occurred in Rwanda to judicial notice of a nationwide campaign 

of genocide.39 He argues that it is one thing to believe that some people killed in Rwanda with the 

subjective inrention of ridding the country of Tutsis, which would be sufficient for genocide. 

tIowever, in his view, it is completely another matter, particularly in rhe trial of the counny's 

leaders, to take judicial notice of a nationwide campaign of genocide.4D 

18. Mr. Nzirorera states that the theory of a nationwide campaign of genocide is being debated 

in cases before the Tribunal, and that in his case it has been disputed by Prosecution wi~nesses.~' 

According to Mr. Nzirorera, it is incongruous to suggest that a plan or campaign of genocide is a 

fact of common howledge when it  wat unknown to the Prosecution's own highly placed 

witnesses P2 

19. The Prosecution responds that its request for judicial notice was clearly confined to the 

taking of jdicial notice of the occurrence of genocide4' and that the Appeals Chamber directed the 

Trial Chamber to take judicial notice of the occurrence of genocide in Rwanda in 1994.~' 

20. Mr. Nzirorera submits in reply that by taking judicial notice of genocide, the Trial Chamber 

may infer the existence of a plan and this inference will be aided by the language of the Decision on 

Judicial Notice which repeatedly refers to n nationwide campaign of genocide. He also argues that 

the hosecution will now be in a position to assert that the taking of judicial notice of genocide 

'' Scmanza Appcd Judgment, para. 192. '' Nzimrcra Motion, para. 8. 
'O Nzirorera Motion, para. 9. 
" Nzizirorera Motion, para. 10, referring to h e  tesdmonics of Prosecurion Witnesses G and T. 
42 Nzimrera Motion. plrrh 12. 
43 Nzimrm Response. para. 10. 
44 Nzirorem Response, para. 14. 

Ckss No.: IClX-98-44-AR7?(c) 
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infers the existence of a plan45 and avers that this will lead to injustice, as the existence of a plan of  

genocide is not a matter of common 

21. The Appeals Chamber recalls that in the Decision on Judicial Notice it directed the Trial 

Chamber to take judicial notice of the fact that between 6 April 1994 and 17 July 1994, there was 

genocide in Rwanda against the Tutsi ethnic group.47 The taking of judicial notice of this fact does 

not imply the existence of a plan to commit genocide. The Appeals Chamber recalls that: 

[Tlhe existence of a plan or policy is nor a legal ingredient of the crim of genocide. While the 
existence of such n plan may hdp to establish fbat the accused possessed the requisite genocidal 
inlcnt, it remains only evidenec suppotting the infuence of intent, and does not b w m c  the legal 
ingredient of the offence.? 

It therefore follows that if the existence of a plan to commit genocide is vital to the Prosecution's 

case, this must be proved by evidence. The Appeals Chamber Ands no merit in Mr. Nzirorera's 

submission that it expanded the Prosecution's request for judicial notice to include the existence of 

a plan to commit genocide. 

4. Alleecd Removal of the Trial Chamber's Discretion 

22. Mr. Nzirorera submits that the Appeals Chamber erred in the Decision on Judicial Notice 

when 'ir held that judicial notice under Rule 94(A) of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence 

("Rules") is not dis~xetionary.~~ He further contends that the Appeals Chamber erred in failing to 

allow the Trial Chamber the discretion not to take judicial notice of a fact of common knowledge 

given the late stage of the trial proceedings, which would be unfair to him and the other 

~pplicants?~ In support of these contentions, Mr. N z u m a  argues that even if the Appeals 

Chamber found a certain fact to be a fact of common knowledge, it does not necessarily follow that 

judicial notice of tha? fact must be taken in a paaicular cams1 Should the Appeds Chamber 

maintain the Decision on Judicial Notice on its merits, Mr. Ntirorera requests modificarion of this 

Decision so as to leave discretion to the Trial Chamber to decline to take judicial notice of facts of 

common knowledge, if, considering the stage of the proceedings or other facts, it believes that it is 

dh to do so.S2 

" NzirorcraReply, pars. 3. 
Nziroren Rcply, para. 5. 

'' Dccision on Judicial Nolice. para 33 and 57. '' Prosecuror v. Radisrv KrsziC, Cast No. IT-98-33-A, J u d g m t .  19 April 2004, para. 225 which refers to Proseculur 
v. Gorm JdisiC, Cme NO. IT-95-10-A, Judgment 5 July 2001, para. 48, which referred to Obed Ruzindnna und 
C l i m m  Kayishema v. The Prosecutor. Case No. ICTR-95-1-A, Orul Decision by the- Appeals Chamber. 1 June 2001. " Nilmrerv Motion, para. 17. 

Nzirorcm Motion, pam 18. 
NzimrcraMotio~i. prrra 20. 

" Nzimra Motion. p n r ~  23. 

8 
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23. The Prosecution responds that the taking of judicial notice of facts of common bowledge i s  

not di~cretionary.~~ It argues that it is incumbent on the Trial Chamber, under Rule 94(A) of the 

Rules, to take judicial notice of the occurrence of genocide in Rwanda in 1994, ns a fact of common 

howledge." It also argues that W. Nzirorera has not demonstrated that the Appeals Chamber 

erred in dhctiag the Trial Chamber to take ~udicial notice of genocide as a fact of common 

knowledge." 

24. The Appeals Chamber recalls that in the Decision on Judicial Notice it determined that the 

Trial Chamber has no discretion to rule that a fact of common knowledge must be provd through 

evidence at ~ r i a 1 . ~ ~  This determination was based on an interpretation of Rule 94(A) of the Rules. 

The express language of f i~  rule does not allow the Trial Chamber the discretion to require proof 

of facts of common knowledge. Such discretion only exists for matters of judicial notice which fall 

within the ambit of Rule 94@) of the Rules, that is, adjudicated facts or documentary evidence 

from other proceedings of the Tribunal. Consequently, the Appeals Chamber finds that Mr. 

Nzirmera has failed to demonstrate an error in its interpretation of Rule 94(A) of the Rules. The 

Appeals Chamber aIso fmds no merit in his request for modification of the Decision on Jndicial 

Notice. 

B. The AIleged Necessity to Prevent an hiustice 

25. Mr. Karemera submits that the taking of judicial notice affects the presumption of 

innocence, as it assumes that in the case of genocide the crime has already been proven before the 

outcome of the trialn and thus constitutes an "admission of guilt"?' jeopardises his right to a fair 

hearing in accordance with Article 20 of the Statute of the ~ribunal, '~ and significantly lessens the 

Prosecution's burden of 

26. The Appeals Chamber recalls and emphasizes its statement in  the Decision on Judicial 

Notice that 

thc practicc of judicial notice musr not be allowed to circumvent the presumption of innocence and 
the defendant's righr to a fair trial, including his right to confront his B u c u s e ~ .  Thus, it  would 
plainly be improper for facts judicidy noticed to be rhe "basis for proving the Appellant's 
criminal responsibility" (in rhe sense of king su@ient to esrabLish that responsibility), d it is 

Nziruma Response, para. 22. 
n Nzimma Response. parx 27. 
55 Nzirorera Rcsponsc para 27. 
56 Decision on Judicial Notice, para. 23. " Karemcra Motion, p. 7. 
I n  Karemera Mouon, p. 9. 
jY Karemcra Motion. p. 9. 

Karemcra Motion, p. 8. 

Case No.: ICTR-98-44-AR73(c) 



always neces$;uy for Trial Chnmbers to take wreful cansideration of rho presumption of innocence 
and the procedurd rights of the acccused6' 

The Appeals Chamber also reiterates that judicially noticed Facts do not relieve the Prosecution of 

its burden of proof.62 The Appeals Chamber consequently finds no merit in the submission 

advanced by ME Karemera. 

27. Mr. Karemwa fircther submits that the Decision on Judicial Notice breaches the principle of 

inter partes proceedings and is inconsistent with the audi alterarnpurtena doctrine.63 He argues &at 

the Decision on Judicial Notice affmts all cases before the Tribunal without affording the parties in 

those cases the opportunity to present their submissions on these mattema The Appeals Chamber 

finds no merit in this submission. Parties in other cases are not prevented h r n  challenging the 

implication of the Decision on Judicial Norice in their respective cases in proceedings before their 

respective Trial chambema 

28. For the aforementioned reasons, the Appeals Chamber finds that the Applicants have failed 

to ctemonstrate a clear error of reasoning in the Decision on Judicial Notice or that reconsideration 

of this Decision is necessary to prevent an injustice. Moreover, there i s  no error that would wmant 

granting Mr. Nzirorera's request for modification of the Decision on Judicial Notice. 

m. DISPOSITION 

The Appeals Chamber DISMISSES the Applicants' motions in their entirety. 

Done in English and French, the English text being authoritative. 

p<;~d&4\ 
Mohamed Shahabuddeen 

1 December 2006, 

The Hague, 

The Netherlands. 

" Dccision on Judicial Notice. para. 47. 
"Decision on Judicial Noticc, para 37. 
" Karernera Motion. p. 7. " KarernemMorion, p. 7. " Alays Nfabakuze v. The Prosecitzor, Case No. 1CTK98-41-AR73. "Decision on Motion For Reconridcration", 4 
October 20W, para. 15. 
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