





On the acceptability of the documents, Mr. Rutabingwa submitted that
the documents are photocopies which are not acceptable in evidence
and the fact that the Court of Appeal directed the taking of evidence
does not change the legal requirements of evidence admission. He
contends that the fact that the document is in the office of the Chief
Justice does not justify acceptance of photocopies.

Mr. Rutabingwa argued further that the documents are not properly
certified because being public documents written to PCCB and copied to
the IGP, only these two institutions or the maker who is the DCI can
certify them in accordance with Sections 83 (a) (iii) and 85 (1) of the
Evidence Act which prescribe admission and certification procedure and
the fees to be paid.

Mr. Rutabingwa challenged the certification done by a private advocate
to these documents which in his opinion it is not allowed for public
documents. In his opinion, section 67 (1) (a) (ii) cited by the
defendant’s counsel refers to a person out of reach or not subject to
court process while the instant matter does not cover any of the two
situations.He concluded that the tendering of the exhibit has not met
the required procedure and they should not be admitted. He disputed
existence of any fact to substantiate that the documents are in the office
of the Chief Justice.

In rejoinder, Mr. Mbamba reiterated what he stated earlier making
reference to page 8 and 12 of the judgment of the Court of Appeal in



























