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THIS TRIAL CHAMBER of the International Tribunal for the Prosecutioh Rersons
Responsible for Serious Violations of Internatiotdimanitarian Law Committed in the
Territory of the former Yugoslavia since 1991 (‘Guinal”) is seised of the “Fourth Prosecution
Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Factsiled on 26 August 2009 (“Motion”) and of
the Accused’s “Motion for Reconsideration of Decis on Judicial Notice of Adjudicated
Facts”, filed on 4 March 2010 (“Motion for Reconsidtion”), and hereby renders its decision

thereon.

I. Background and Submissions

1. The Motion represents the fourth instalment of fiwmtions on judicial notice of
adjudicated facts filed by the Office of the Pragec (“Prosecution”), and, accordingly, is
preceded by the “First Prosecution Motion for Jiadiblotice of Adjudicated Facts”, filed on 27
October 2008 (“First Motion”), the “Second Proseéont Motion for Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts andCorrigendum to First Prosecution Motion for Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts”, filed on 17 March 2009 (“Secaoxidtion”), and the “Third Prosecution
Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Factsfled on 7 April 2009 (“Third Motion”). The
Prosecution has subsequently filed the “Fifth Motior Judicial Notice of Adjudicate Facts” on
15 December 2009 (“Fifth Motion”), with a resubm@sof Appendix A, filed 2 February 2010,
and aCorrigendumfiled on 9 February 2019.The Chamber rendered its decisions on the first
three adjudicated facts motions, taking judicialice of 302 out of 337 facts proposed by the
Prosecution in its First Motich466 out of 497 facts proposed in the Third Motiamd 744 out
of 1049 facts proposed in the Second Mofion.

2. In the Motion, the Prosecution requests that thender exercise its power under
Rule 94(B) of the Tribunal's Rules of Procedure &wldence (“Rules”) to take judicial notice
of facts set out in Appendix A. The Appendix isided into two sections. The first relates to
the Bosnian-Serb institutions and events in Boanid Herzegovina (“BiH”) between 1990 and
1992, and the second section deals with eventtedeta the take-over of the municipalities of
Banja Luka, Bijeljina, Bosanska Krupa, Bosanski Nd&osanski Petrovac, Bratunac,cio,
Cajnice, Donji Vakuf, Féa, Hadzti, llidza, llijas, Kalinovik, Kljué, Kotor Varos, Novi Grad,

! Submission of Renumbered Appendix to Fifth ProsenuMotion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Facfiled
2 February 2010Corrigendumto Fifth Prosecution Motion for Judicial Notice @éfdjudicated Facts with
Appendix A, filed 9 February 2010.

2 Decision on First Prosecution Motion for Judiditice of Adjudicated Facts, 5 June 2009 (“FirstiB®n on
Adjudicated Facts”), para. 39.

% Decision on Third Prosecution Motion for Judidiatice of Adjudicated Facts, 9 July 2009 (“Thirddiéon on
Adjudicated Facts”), para. 63.
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Novo Sarajevo, Pale, Prijedor, Rogatica, SanskitM®skolac, ViSegrad, Vlasenica, Vogas
and Zvornik®

3. The facts proposed in the Motion have all beeniptsly adjudicated by the Trial and
the Appeals Chamber in the casePobsecutor v. Krajisnik The Prosecution incorporates by
reference its submissions in the First Motion ahd Second Motion, as well as in the
“Prosecution Reply to the ‘Response to First Proses Motion for Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts’ and Further Corrigendum to ARetsecution Motion for Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts”, filed on 6 April 2009, regargithe legal requirements to be met before
judicial notice can be taken of an adjudicated.fadt also submits that the adjudicated facts
listed in Appendix A to the Motion meet the requaents set out in the relevant jurisprudence
of the Tribunal, and that taking judicial noticetbkese adjudicated facts will reduce the length
of the trial by condensing the process to mattesemtial to each party’s case; thus, achieving

judicial economy while preserving the Accused'stitp a fair, public, and expeditious trfal.

4. Specifically, the Prosecution argues that the faatsmitted in Section | of Appendix A
to the Motion are relevant to proving the existenE@n overarching joint criminal enterprise
aimed at permanently removing Bosnian Muslims arabrgan Croats from Bosnian-Serb
claimed territory (“Overarching JCE”). With regamd Section Il of Appendix A, the
Prosecution submits that the facts are relevanpraving counts 1 and 3-8 of the Third
Amended Indictment (“Indictment”), and illustrate pattern of conduct proving the

implementation of the Overarching JEE.

5. The Chamber recalls that on 22 July 2009, it odi¢ne Prosecution to prepare a written

submission on how Rule 18s (D) may be utilised to reduce the size of thd tarad ensure that

it is conducted fairly and expeditiousy. The Prosecution filed its submission on 31 August
2009, making a number of proposals, including th@uction of a number of crime sites or

incidents alleged in the Indictmefit. Following a discussion on the matter at the Statu
Conference held on 8 September 2009, the Prosediigd a second written submission on 18

* Decision on Second Prosecution Motion for Juditiakice of Adjudicated Facts, 9 October 2009 (“Seto
Decision on Adjudicated Facts”), para. 54.

Motion, para. 2.

® See Prosecutor v. Krajisnik Case No. IT-00-39-T, Judgement, 27 September 2008ajisnik Trial
Judgement”);Prosecutor v. KrajiSnik Case No. IT-00-39-A, Judgment, 17 March 200Kr&jiSnik Appeal
Judgement”).

Moation, para. 4.

Motion, para. 4.

Motion, para. 2.

19 Order to the Prosecution under Rulebfg 22 July 2009

1 Prosecution Submission pursuant to RuligZD), 31 August 2009 (“First Submission”), Appendix

7
8
9
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September 200¥, and the Accused filed a written response on 3GeBeper 2009° At the
Pre-Trial Conference on 6 October 2009, the Chardbkvered its decision on the application
of Rule 73bis, which was followed by a written decision on 8 Qmp2009-* The effect of the

Decision on Rule 7Bis on the Motion will be discussed in more detaildvel

6. On 4 September 2009, the Accused filed his “MofmmExtension of Time to Respond
to 4" Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Facts*Motion for Extension of Time”),
arguing that the sheer volume of the Motion requii@ur months to prepare his response, and
therefore requesting an extension of time untiDatuary 2010 to do £8. The Chamber heard
from the parties regarding the Motion for ExtensadriTime during the Status Conference held
on 8 September 2009. The Prosecution did not bhjethe granting of an extension of time in
principle, but argued that the amount of time retie was excessive. The Accused reiterated
his claim that the complexity of the case warraraddnger extension, and submitted that the
lack of effective assistance of counsel in KrajiSnik case required a closer look at the facts
and more time to respord. In an order following the Status Conference, lgamber
instructed the Accused to file his response by 80exhber 20092

7. On 30 November 2009, the Accused filed his “RespdnsFourth Prosecution Motion
for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Facts” (“Respef)sopposing the Motion, and incorporating
by reference the arguments raised in his respdosie First Motion, the Second Motion, and
the Third Motion*® As an additional consideration, the Accused stbthat, in light of the fact
that the Chamber has already taken judicial naifcmost 1600 adjudicated facts, and that the
Prosecution had requested the Chamber to admit thare200 statements and transcripts of
prior testimony into evidence pursuant to RuleB2and 92quater, he “will be so far behind
the [P]rosecution at the trial's opening bell thia¢ trial will proceed with a presumption of

guilt”.?® He also argues that the cumulative effect ofrtgkudicial notice of adjudicated facts

12 prosecution Second Submission pursuant to RulesA®), 18 September 2009 (“Second Submission”), para
'3 Response to Prosecution’s Second RulbigBubmission, 30 September 2009.

14 Decision on Application of Rule 7ds, 8 October 2009 (“Decision on Rule BB?).

15 Motion for Extension of Time, paras. 3-5.

16 Status Conference, T. 439-440 (8 September 2009).

7 Status Conference, T. 440-441 (8 September 2009).

18 Order Following Status Conference, 9 Septembe® 2002.

19 Response para. SeeResponse to First Prosecution Motion for Judibiatice of Adjudicated Facts, 30 March
2009 (“Response to First Motion”); Response to &dcBrosecution Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjadted
Facts, 22 July 2009; Response to Third Proseciiotion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Facts altbtion
for List of Witnesses to be Eliminated, 29 May 2{UResponse to Third Motion”).

% Response, para. 1.
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and admission of written evidence violates the yorgstion of innocence, and denies him the
right to a fair trial’*

8. The Accused further points to the “Report of theo&x Group to Conduct a Review of
the Effective Operation and Functioning of the tn&gional Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia and the International Criminal Tribufiad Rwanda”, which, according to him, was
tasked by the Security Council with preventing wessary delays in the work of these
tribunals®®> He argues that the Report recommends the “gremterof judicial notice ira
manner that fairly protects the rights of the aceulig..]”, > and that the use by the Chamber of
judicial notice following the Report to the Securi€ouncil is not commensurate with the
benefits to judicial efficiency or the rights oftihccused”

9. The Accused also submits that the defence inKitaisnik case was ineffective, and
suffered from a lack of adequate preparation time Ilitle or no investigation. Consequently
the factual findings of th&rajisnik Trial Judgement “should not be given any weightalene

afforded a presumption that they are trée”.

10.  Furthermore, he argues that, even if the Chambeseagto take judicial notice of
adjudicated facts from thKrajisSnik Trial Judgement in general, it should nevertheldssy
judicial notice of certain facts on the basis ttiay do not meet the legal requirements under the
Tribunal’s jurisprudencé Finally, the Accused requests the Chamber tocisesits discretion
not to take judicial notice of certain proposedt$aas they are in whole or in part founded on
documentary evidence, and established either omdbkes of evidentiary material to which he
does not have access, or on the basis of evidehahws not identifiable or properly cited in
theKrajisnik Trial Judgemert’

11. While the Motion was under consideration by the f@har, on 4 March 2010, the
Accused filed the Motion for Reconsideration redimgsthe Chamber to reconsider its First
Decision on Adjudicated Facts, Second Decision dijudicated Facts, and Third Decision on
Adjudicated Facts, in light of a decision by theialrChamber in theZdravko Tolimir

(“Tolimir”) case, and to apply that Trial Chamber’s reaspmmnassessing the proposed facts in

%L Response, para. 3.

22 Report of the Expert Group to Conduct a ReviewhefEffective Operation and Functioning of the tn&ional
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia and ttmernational Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, U.No@
A/54/634, 11 Nov. 1999 (“Report to the Security Goill").

% Response, para. 4, quoting Report to the Sed@atyncil, para. 85 (emphasis appears in the Response
%4 Response, para. 4.

% Response, para. 5.

% Response, paras. 622, Annex A.

2’ Response, para. 13.
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the Motion and the Fifth Motioff The Prosecution responded to the Motion for
Reconsideration on 9 March 2010, arguing in paat the decision whether or not to take
judicial notice of adjudicated facts lies withiretikliscretion of the Chamber, regardless of the
fact that another Trial Chamber may have exercitsediscretion to deny judicial notice of the
same fact? On 11 March 2010, the Accused filed the “Leave Reply: Motion for
Reconsideration of Adjudicated Facts” (“Request feave to Reply”), which included the
substance of the reply. The Chamber hereby gthatéccused leave to reply to the Response
on Reconsideration, as it narrowly addresses a issue raised by the Prosecution in the
Response to Reconsideration. In the Request favd_é Reply, the Accused argueter alia
that the spirit of judicial notice recommends thatl Chambers exercise their discretion in a
similar manner to ensure consistent judgementsis€guently, since theolimir Trial Chamber
has reached a different conclusion on the same factpplying the same legal test, this ought
to cause the Chamber to exercise its discretiarder to avoid taking judicial notice of those
same facts rejected by’ft.

12. The Chamber notes here that the Accused address#s in the Motion for
Reconsideration on which this Chamber has not getiered a decision. However, in light of
the fact that the Motion for Reconsideration raieess challenges based on a Trial Chamber
decision which had not been issued at the timévibigon was filed, the Chamber will take into
account the arguments raised by the Accused onljhdoextent that he addresses pending,
proposed facts contained in this Motion. Argumearised by the Accused pertaining to facts
already judicially noticed by this ChamBewill be addressed in a separate decision to bedss
by this Chamber on the Motion for Reconsideration.

Il. Applicable Law

13. Rule 94(B) of the Rules provides that:

At the request of a party proprio moty a Trial Chamber, after hearing the parties, may
decide to take judicial notice of adjudicated fastsdocumentary evidence from other
proceedings of the Tribunal relating to mattenssiie in the current proceedings.

8 Motion for Reconsideration, paras. 4-10. Spealific the Accused’s arguments relate to proposets féat (i)
contain the elements of the “chapeau of the Stat(ifpare based on agreed facts where it remaimdear from
the structure of the relevant footnote in the ordjjudgement whether the agreement was relied mooa than
other evidence, and (iii) relate to the core offnesecution’s case.

% prosecution Response to Motion for ReconsideratbnDecision on Adjudicated Facts, 9 March 2010
(“Response on Reconsideration”), para. 4.

% Request for Leave to Reply, paras. 5-6.

3 Specifically facts accepted for judicial noticethe First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, the &dddecision on
Adjudicated Facts, and the Third Decision on Adatitd Facts.
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14. Rule 94(B) aims at achieving judicial economy aratnionising judgements of the
Tribunal by conferring on the Trial Chamber disitreary power to take judicial notice of facts
or documents from other proceedings. The Appealsntber has held that “[w]hen applying
Rule 94 of the Rules, a balance between the pumpitsdéing judicial notice, namely to promote
judicial economy, and the fundamental right of #veused to a fair trial must be achievéd”.
The Appeals Chamber has further held that “whilesitpossible to take judicial notice of
adjudicated facts regarding the existence of [..ilnes, theactus reusand themens rea
supporting the responsibility of the accused fa ¢himes in question must be proven by other

means than judicial noticé®.

15.  As to the effects of taking judicial notice, the ggals Chamber has held that “by taking
judicial notice of an adjudicated fact, a Chamisabklishes a well-founded presumption for the
accuracy of this fact, which therefore does noteh@vbe proven again at triaf*. However, the

Appeals Chamber has clarified that:

judicial notice [under Rule 94(B)] does not shifetultimate burden of persuasion, which
remains with the Prosecution. . . [T]he effect idyoto relieve the Prosecution of its
initial burden to produce evidence on the poing tlefence may then put the point into
question by introducing reliable and credible enitketo the contrary.

16. In exercising its discretion under Rule 94(B), Tl Chamber must assess: (1) whether
each adjudicated fact satisfies the various remergs established by the Tribunal’'s case law
for judicial notice, and (2) whether a fact, despitaving satisfied the aforementioned
requirements, should be excluded on the basis ithgudicial notice would not be in the
interests of justicE® The Rule 94(B) requirements have been establibjesther Chamber¥,

as follows:

(@)  The fact must be relevant to the current proiceys>2

%2 prosecutor v. Nikoti, Case No. IT-02-60/1-A, Decision on Appellant’s fidm for Judicial Notice, 1 April 2005,
para. 12.

% pProsecutor v. D. MiloSevj Case No. 1T-98-29/1-AR73.1, Decision on Interimcy Appeal against Trial
Chamber’'s Decision on Prosecution’s Motion for gdiali Notice of Adjudicated Facts and Prosecution’s
Catalogue of Agreed Facts, 26 June 20@. MiloSevié Appeal Decision”), para. 16.

% pProsecutor v. S. MiloSeyi Case No. IT-02-54-AR73.5, Decision on the Prosenis Interlocutory Appeal
against the Trial Chamber’s 10 April 2003 Decism Prosecution Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjadted
Facts, 28 October 2003, p. 4.

% Prosecutor v. Karemera et alCase No. ICTR-98-44-AR73(C), Decision on Prosecsitinterlocutory Appeal of
Decision on Judicial Notice, 16 June 200KgfemeraAppeal Decision”), para. 42.

3 SeeProsecutor v. Popoviet al, Case No. IT-05-88-T, Decision on Prosecution Btotfor Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts with Annex, 26 September 206®(fovi Decision”), para. 4.

37 See, e.gProsecutor v. Lukiand Luki, Case No. IT-98-32/1-PT, Decision on Prosecutidfégion for Judicial
Notice of Adjudicated Facts, 22 August 2008, pafa.

3 prosecutor v. Niyitegekd CTR-96-14-A, Reasons for Oral Decision RenderedAptil 2004 on Appellant’s
Motion for Admission of Additional Evidence and faudicial Notice, 17 May 2004, para. 16.
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(b)  The fact must be distinct, concrete, and idiertie;

(c) The fact, as formulated by the moving party,smuoot differ in any
substantial way from the formulation of the oridipalgement*®

(d) The fact must not be unclear or misleadingh@ tontext in which it is
placed in the moving party’s motidh. In addition, the fact must be
denied judicial notice “if it will become unclear misleading because one
or more of the surrounding purported facts will Henied judicial
notice”*?

(e) The fact must be identified with adequate fsieai by the moving part$?

) The fact must not contain characterisationdindings of an essentially
legal nature*

(9) The fact must not be based on an agreementebatthe parties to the
original proceeding®®

(h) The fact must not relate to the acts, condoctmental state of the
accused? and

0] The fact must clearly not be subject to pendipgeal or revieW’

If a proposed adjudicated fact satisfies all nirieth@se requirements, a Trial

Chamber may take judicial notice of*it. However, the power of judicial notice under

% See e.g, Prosecutor v. Perig Case No. IT-04-81-PT, Decision on Prosecutionttitvh for Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts Concerning Sarajevo, 26 June 20B@riSic Decision”), para. 18;Prosecutor v. Mio
Stanis¢, Case No. IT-04-79-PT, Decision on Judicial Nqgtité December 2007 $tanisé Decision”), para. 37;
Prosecutor v. Prh et al, Case No. IT-04-74-PT, Decision on Motion for duali Notice of Adjudicated Facts
Pursuant to Rule 94(B), 14 March 200@1(i¢ Decision”), para. 12Prosecutor v. Hadzihasan@vand Kubura
Case No. IT-01-47-T, Decision on Judicial NoticeAwfjudicated Facts Following the Motions Submittey
Counsel for the Accused HadZihasaroand Kubura on 20 January 2005, 14 April 200Badzihasanowvi
Decision”), p. 5;Prosecutor v. KrajiSnik Case No. IT-00-39-T, Decision on Third and FouRtosecution
Motions for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Factd, Rlarch 2005 (KrajiSnik Decision”), para. 14.

0 Krajignik Decision, para. 14.

1 KaremeraAppeal Decision, para. 58popovi: Decision, para. 8.

*2 popovi: Decision, para. 8

3 Prosecutor v. Kupreskiet al, Case No. IT-95-16-A, Decision on the Motions ofaBo Josipow, Zoran
Kupreskt and Vlatko Kupreskito Admit Additional Evidence Pursuant to Rule 1drid for Judicial Notice to

be Taken Pursuant to Rule 94(B), 8 May 200dufireské Appeal Decision”), para. 1Bopovi Decision, para.
9.

*4 Popovi Decision, para. 1Krajisnik Decision, para. 15See alstHadZihasanovi Decision, p. 5Prosecutor v.
Mejaki¢ et al, Case No. IT-02-65-PT, Decision on Prosecution iotfor Judicial Notice pursuant to Rule
94(B), 1 April 2004 (Mejakic Decision”), p. 4;Prosecutor v. Blagojeyviand Jokf, Case No. IT-02-60-T,
Decision on Prosecution’s Motion for Judicial Netiof Adjudicated Facts and Documentary Evidence, 19
December 2003, para. 1Brli¢ Decision, paras. 12, 19.

*5 Popovi Decision, para. 11Mejaki¢ Decision, p. 4Prosecutor v. Kraji$nikCase No. IT-00-39-PT, Decision on
Prosecution Motions for Judicial Notice of Adjudied Facts and for Admission of Written Statemerfts o
Witnesses Pursuant to Rule Bi8, 28 February 2003, para. 15.

“6 KaremeraAppeal Decision, para. 50.

4" Kupreski Appeal Decision, para. 6.

8 Prli¢ Decision, para. 12.
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Rule 94(B) is discretionary, and the Chamber alwayains the right to withhold judicial
notice, even when a particular adjudicated facfilfulall of the requirements, if it

determines that taking judicial notice of that factuld not serve the interests of justice.

[ll. Discussion

A. General considerations

17. The Chamber notes that the Accused again incogmray reference the arguments
raised in his responses to the First Motion, theoSe Motion, and the Third Motiofi. The
Chamber has repeatedly rejected his argument #idahgt judicial notice of previously
adjudicated facts is unlawful and inconsistent witternational law, or that it violates his rights

to a fair trial, to be presumed innocent, to examwitnesses against him, or that it places an
unreasonable burden upon him in terms of the tinterasources needed to rebut those f&cts.
Considering that the Accused does not substardiateof the arguments set out in his previous
responses, and that each and every argument sabdnmtthese responses has already been dealt
with by the Chamber in its First Decision on Adgated Facts, its Second Decision on
Adjudicated Facts, and its Third Decision on Adaaded Facts, the Chamber will not address

the same arguments héfe.

18. The Chamber further notes that the Accused ag@esdhe argument that the Chamber
should decline to take judicial notice of certanogmsed facts, which are “[...] (largely) based
on documentary evidence [..J®. Again, the Chamber recalls that it has dealt wifits
argument in the Second Decision on Adjudicatedd-antl the Third Decision on Adjudicated
Facts®® It reiterates, however, that the facts proposedhie Motion have already been
established in thKrajiSnik Trial Judgement, and it is therefore irrelevantiarms of the test set
out in paragraph 16 above, whether the Chambeingsine relevant judgement relied on

documentary evidence or on witness testimonies vedstablishing the facts contained in said

9 Response, para. 2.

0 Response to First Prosecution Motion for Judibiatice of Adjudicated Facts, filed 30 March 2008r4s. 3-8;
Response, para. 3. The Chamber has rejected Hrgsenents in the Decision on Motion for Stay of
Proceedings, filed 8 April 2010, para.5; the Sec@mtision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 17, 53;Tthiad
Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 13; and thhgt Biecision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 11.

*L First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 11;08édcDecision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 17, 38rdT
Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 13.

2 This challenge relates to proposed facts 189718982, 1904, 1906, 1910, 1912, 1924, 1935, 198631
1957, 1962, 1987, 1998, 2028, 2034, 2044, 2084-208%/7, 2100, 2111, 2124-2127, 2129, 2144-21462-215
2155, 2158, 2160-2165, 2174, 2177, 2179-2180, 2287, 2191, 2193, 2201, 2204, 2206—-2207, 22113221
2215, 2218, 2220-2222, 2226, 2243, 2283, 2299, 23803, 2305-2306, 2320, 2327, 2330, 2333, 2337;233
2340-2341, 2343-2344, 2346, 2363, 2366—2369, 23380, 2392, 2396, 2419, 2422, 2426, 2437, 24472450
2454, 2457, 2459, 2461, 2466, 2467, 2475, 24847 228912492, 2500, 2557, 2560, 2579, 2596—-25900,26
2668, and 2677; Response, paras. /5&Third Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 14-15.

%3 Third Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 14-Si&;ond Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 18.
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original judgement? Consequently, the Chamber rejects the Accusedimission in relation
to these proposed facts and will consider takirdicjal notice of them as long as they satisfy

the remaining requirements set out in paragrapabb&e.

19. The Accused additionally argues that the factualifigs from theKrajiSnik case should
not be afforded any weight, let alone a presumpwdriruth, as KrajiSnik's defence was
ineffective and suffered from a lack of adequateetito prepare for triaf The Chamber notes
that neither theKrajiSnik Trial Chamber nor the Appeals Chamber found thajigmik was
denied adequate representation, or that his righd fair trial pursuant to Article 21 of the
Statute was violatet. In the absence of a finding that the rights ef dlccused in thigrajisnik
case were violated, this Chamber is not in a positd evaluate the effectiveness of Krajisnik’s
defence counsel, nor is it in a position to recoasissues already adjudicated by the Appeals
Chamber in that case. Additionally, if the Accusethes to challenge any of the facts
proposed in the Motion, he is entitled to put teeevant points into question by introducing
reliable and credible evidence to the contrarymtuthe trial>’

20. The Chamber therefore does not consider it apmtgprio deny the Motion in its
entirety, and will now turn to the individual codsration of the facts pursuant to the analysis

outlined in paragraph 16 above.
B. Further requirements for judicial notice under Rule 94(B)

21. The Accused has directed certain challenges agpsursicular proposed facts on the
basis that they do not meet one or more requiresradrthe test set out above. The Chamber not
only has given consideration to all of these, bbsib &1as considered whether each and every one
of the facts proposed by the Prosecution meetaffrementioned test in its entirety.

[a] Thefact must be relevant to the current proceedings

22. The Accused generally challenges the Motion onveslee grounds, arguing that the
absence of any specific submission as to how eadfifs into the Prosecution’s case prevents
the Accused from fairly challenging all of the patially irrelevant facts® The Chamber has
previously dealt with essentially the same argunirits First Decision on Adjudicated Facfs,

and reiterates here that the plain language of B&(€) of the Rules dictates that “a Chamber

** Third Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 14;0BecDecision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 18.
% Response, para. 5.

%% See KrajisnikAppeal Judgement, paras. 38—120, 395-415.

*" KaremeraAppeal Decision, para. 42.

8 Response, paras. 17-19.
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mayadmit any relevant evidence whiittdeems to havprobative value® The Chamber does
not consider that the lack of specific linkagesA®sin each fact and its relevance to the case as a
whole, in any way precludes the Accused from chaileg the relevance of these facts. In that
regard, the Chamber notes that prior to the Accuded his Response, the Prosecution
submitted its Rule 6&er Pre-Trial Brief, which underlines the factual faation of its case, and
further gave an opening statement doing the Saniherefore, the Chamber considers that the
Accused has been provided with an adequate basignfderstanding the Prosecution’s case

against, sufficient to enable him to challengefttués contained in the Motion.

23. In addition, the Accused argues that this Chamlasrthken an overly broad approach
when assessing the relevance of evidence, and[bijating no minimum threshold makes this
requirement for relevance arguably meaningl&&sConsequently, the Accused argues that it is
insufficient for a fact to be “somewhat relevantiut instead must be “significantly or
substantially relevant®® The Chamber rejects this proposition as beingippsrted by the
jurisprudence of the Tribunal. In contrast to there stringent approach recommended by the
Accused, the Chamber notes that “Rule 94 of thee®u$ not a mechanism that may be
employed to circumvent therdinary requirement of relevance and thereby clutter #wonmd
with matters that would not otherwise be admitt¥d” At the admissibility stage of these
proceedings, relevance, in the context of Rule 89{tas been defined by the Appeals Chamber
as a consideration of ‘whether the proposed evigl@otight to be admitted relates to a material
issue™® The “material issues of a case are found in tiiciment.®® The Chamber,
therefore, considers that, for the purposes of RdiB), proposed facts must simply relate to
issues raised in the Indictment, as there is nairegent that they be “significantly or

substantially relevant”. However, it is for therfyaproffering evidence for admission to make

%9 First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 13-14.

% Rule 89(C) of the Rules (emphasis added}First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 14.

®1 prosecution Opening Statement, T. 510-611 (27h@¢t®009), T. 612-673 (2 November 2009).

%2 Response, para. 19.

% Response, para. 19.

% Semanza v. Prosecutaase No. ICTR-97-20-A, Judgement, 20 May 2005a.ph89 (emphasis added)ting
Momir Nikoli¢ v. Prosecutar Case No. IT-02-60/1-A, Decision on Appellant’s fidm for Judicial Notice,
1 April 2005, para. 17.

% Prosecutor v. Prli et al, Case No. IT-04-74-AR73.13, Decision on Jadrankiz’® Consolidated Interlocutory
Appeal Against the Trial Chamber’s Orders of 6 8r@dctober 2008 on Admission of Evidence, 12 Jan@ang
(“Prli¢ Appeal Decision”), para. 17 (citingerdinand Nahimana et al. v. The Prosecut@ase No. ICTR-99-52-
A, Decision on Appellants Jean-Bosco Barayagwizasid Ferdinand Nahimana’s Motions for Leave to Rrese
Additional Evidence Pursuant to Rule 115, 12 Jan@a07, paras. 7, 13, 18-20).

% prli¢ Appeal Decision, para. 1(giting Cf. Prosecutor v. Pauline Nyiramasuhuko et &ase No. ICTR-98-42-
AR73, Decision on Pauline Nyiramasuhuko’s RequestReconsideration, 27 September 2004, para. 1i2e “T
Trial Chamber has the discretion under Rule 89¢@dmit any evidence which it deems to have prebatalue,
to the extent that it may be relevant to the pafadther allegations specifically pleaded in thdittment”).
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submissions on its relevan®.In this respect, the Chamber is satisfied thatptoposed facts

in Section | of Appendix A to the Motion relating the political developments between 1990
and 1992 are relevant to proving the Overarching a€ alleged in paragraphs 6 and 7 of the
Indictment. The Chamber is also satisfied thatftws related to the various municipalities
identified in Section Il of Appendix A to the Monaare relevant to proving counts 1 and 3-8 of
the Indictment, and might illustrate a pattern ohduct suggesting the existence of a JCE as
alleged in paragraphs 9-13 of the Indictment. Thmamber therefore rejects this argument
raised by the Accused. However, after a reviewthef proposed facts in the Motion, the
Chamber is not satisfied that every proposed faotdeed relevant to these proceedings, and it
will detail these considerations below.

24. In addition to the general challenges to relevative,Accused specifically challenges
proposed facts 2008, 2032, 2124, and 2147, onartevground&®

25.  Proposed fact 2008 identifies the date that Brabkao¢ was elected as Prime Minister
by the Bosnian Serb Assembf/.As Prime Minister he was inherently part of thesBian Serb
leadership, and a potential member of the OveragcliCE as alleged in paragraph 12 of the
Indictment. The Chamber therefore rejects the Bedis contention that proposed fact 2008
has no relevance to this case, and will considengajudicial notice of it as long as it satisfies
the remaining requirements set out in paragrapabb&e.

26.  With respect to proposed facts 2124 and 2147, ther®er notes that proposed fact
2147 describes the date on which the Law of Inteifi@irs for the Republika Srpska entered
into force; when read in conjunction with propodadt 2148, it is clear that the date of the
enactment of this law marks the date upon whichftineer Regional and Municipal Security
Centres in the Bosnian Serb Republic were to ckasgioning. The Chamber considers that
the enactment of this law and its repercussionsrelemant to establish the Overarching JCE
alleged in paragraphs 9-14 and 38 of the IndictmeHrtowever, the Chamber notes that
proposed fact 2124 adds no information that isaaottained in proposed fact 2147, and it is
therefore unnecessarily repetitive. The Chamberefore declines to take judicial notice of
proposed fact 2124, and will accept proposed 2bt7udicial notice only if it satisfies the
remaining elements of the test articulated in paaiy 16 above.

7 prli¢ Appeal Decision, para. 17.
% Response para. 28eechallenge to proposed fact 2032 in Annex A of tlesponse.

% Proposed fact 2008 states: “On 24 March 1992 thenBn-Serb Assembly elected Branko Pexs Prime
Minister and he was sworn in on the same day.”
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27.  Finally, the Chamber notes that the Accused dodsaniiculate the basis for his
argument that proposed fact 2032 is not relevanihéocurrent proceedings. Nevertheless, the
Chamber finds that when read in conjunction with pineceding fact, proposed fact 2032 relates
to the interaction of alleged Overarching JCE manfRatko Mladé with the Bosnian-Serb
Assembly, and is relevant to paragraphs 6, 9—1438naf the Indictment® The Chamber will
therefore consider taking judicial notice of proposfact 2032 as long as it satisfies the

remaining requirements set out above.

28. The Chamber finds that a number of the proposed,fadich may have been relevant to
the proceedings when the Motion was filed, now taimeet this requirement as a result of the
Chamber's Decision on Rule #8s.”* Following an order by this Chamber, the Prosecuti
filed a marked-up version of the Indictment on 1&dber 2009, clearly identifying all of the
crime sites or incidents, which will not be the jgab of evidence at trid? Facts relating to
these crime sites or incidents are therefore restbierelevant to the current case. The Chamber
has identified the following proposed facts asitigllwithin this category, and will decline to
take judicial notice of them: 2265-2278, 2288—-22884-2307, 2348-2351, 2353, 2368-2397,
2412-2425, 2458-2483, 2575-2579, 2602—-2606, 262528657, 2659, 2661, and 2722-
2726.

29.  Additionally, the Chamber finds that proposed fa6t3 is no longer relevant, as the
Prosecution has agreed not to lead evidence orsgheific crimes which underlie this fact.
Proposed fact 2613 states: “Around 25 June 199%yoman known as Witness 141 in
Prosecutor v. KrajiSnik1T-00-39) and her sister were moved to the garmaigthe municipal
building from the Had#i civil defence headquarters, at the municipal diog the witness’
sister was sexually abused by a Serb paramilitalglier.””®> The Prosecution states in the
Indictment, that it does not allege criminal resgbility for rape and other acts of sexual
violence in relation to the detention facility &etGarage of the HadziMunicipal Assembly
building.”® The Chamber is of the view that the second phrthis fact fails to meet the

O Proposed fact 2032 states: “They, together witheotmilitary officials, would address the Bosniaer$
Assembly on the strategic situation and proposadsbf action.”

Proposed fact 2031 states: “Following the establisfit of the Army of the Bosnian-Serb Republic (“VIR6n
12 May 1992, Generals Ratko MladiMilan Gvero, and Momir Tadi as well as Colonel Zdravko Tolimir,
would also often attend Assembly Sessions.”

> seeDecision on Rule 7Bis, Second Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 22.
2 Decision on Rule 78is, para. 11.

3 Motion, Appendix A, p. 139.

" Indictment, para. 60(c) note 5.
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relevance requirement of the test set out in papygd 6 above, and will exercise its discretion
pursuant to Rule 94(B) to deny this portion of meed fact 2613

30. Finally, the Chamber considers that proposed fad42presents no link to the crimes
alleged in this cas€. The fact appears only to be relevant to Khnajisnik case because it sets
up the identification of a witness. Therefore, @eamber will decline to take judicial notice of
this fact.

[b] The fact must be distinct, concrete, and identifiable

31. The Accused challenges various proposed facts erb#isis that they are not distinct,
concrete, or identifiabl&. When considering whether proposed facts in theidvioindeed
satisfy this requirement, the Chamber must exartiieeproposed facts in the context of the
original judgement “with specific reference to thlace referred to in the judgement and to the
indictment period of that casé®. Furthermore, “[tlhe Chamber must also deny jdidiotice
where a purported fact is inextricably comminglé@ter with other facts that do not themselves
fulfil the requirements for judicial notice undeul@ 94(B), or with other accessory facts that

serve to obscure the principal faét.”

32. Having reviewed the Accused’s challenges, the Clesrobnsiders it more appropriate
to discuss proposed facts 1942 and 1943 in septiobelow; proposed facts 2082, 2536, and
2670 in sectiond] below; proposed fact 1961, 2196 and 2197 in eacfh] below; and
proposed fact 2081 in sectioj] pelow; and therefore, will not analyse these psgu facts
here. Furthermore, proposed facts 2390, 25762648, which the Accused challenges on this
ground®® have previously been discussed in sectiahgbove, and denied judicial notice.
Consequently, the Chamber will not discuss thests fagain here.

33.  The Chamber notes that the Accused does not atécul the Response, or in Annex A
thereto, any basis for his argument that propoaets 1933, 2132-2134, 2136, 2139, and 2140

5 Third Amended Indictment, para 60(c), note 5.

® Proposed fact 2244 states: “Around 3 April 199 police officer, was sent by his commander toguba hearse
collecting dead bodies in Bijeljina town.”

" Specifically, proposed facts 1890, 1891, 1895,918%900, 1913, 1914, 1917, 1921, 1933, 1938, 19923,
1961, 1969, 1974, 1975, 1984, 1990, 1999, 20010,2P0A31, 2032, 2035, 2060, 2061, 2065, 2080-20826 2
2096, 2098, 2101, 2104, 2112, 2120, 2132-2134, 2AB8-2140, 2145, 2180, 2186-2187, 2196-2197,,2201
2207, 2213-2214, 2216, 2251, 2390, 2500-2501, 2BE], 2518, 2524, 2526, 2530, 2536, 2559, 2561625
2588, 2589, 2596, 2614, 2617, 2619, 2670, 26852,27455, 2757, and 2773; Response, para. 9, Annex A

8 Krajisnik Decision, para. 14, note 44pe also Prosecutor v. B Stani& & Stojan Zupljanin Decision
Granting In Part Prosecution’s Motions for Judidilitice of Adjudicated Facts Pursuant to Rule 94(@BApril
2010 (“Stanis¢ & Zupljanin Decision”), para. 30Tolimir Decision, para. 13adzihasanoviDecision, p. 6.

" Tolimir Decision, para,.13 (citingrli¢ Decision, para. 12).
8 Response, para. 9.
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are not sufficiently distinct, concrete or iderglile. With regard to these proposed facts, the
Chamber is satisfied that they are indeed sufftbedistinct, concrete, or identifiable. The
Chamber will therefore consider taking judicial ioet of them if they satisfy the remaining

elements of the test stated in paragraph 16 above.

34.  After considering the challenges raised by the Aecuin relation to proposed facts
1913, 1914, 1974, 2010, 2031, 2032, 2080, 22510,28805, 2511, 2518, 2559, 2588, 2589,
2614, 2742, 2755, and 2773, the Chamber is satisfiat when considering each fact in the
context of the place identified in thrajiSnik Trial Judgement and the indictment period of the
Krajisnik case, they are adequately distinct, concrete asmtifable for the purposes of judicial
notice. For example, the phrases “frequent megtingbly early April 1992”, “many”,
“others”, “[a]lmost all”, and “severely restrictedio not render proposed facts 1974, 2080,
2251, 2518, 2559, and 2589, respectively, inswfityy distinct, concrete, or identifiabté. In
light of these considerations, the Chamber rejdetschallenges to proposed facts 1913, 1914,
1974, 2010, 2031, 2032, 2080, 2251, 2500, 25051,28318, 2559, 2588, 2589, 2614, 2742,
2755, and 2773, and it will consider taking judiaiatice of them, as long as they satisfy the

requirements of the test articulated in paragraphiove.

35.  With regard to the Accused’s challenges to propdaets 1917, 1921, 1938, 1984, 1990,
2061, 2065, 2101, and 2617, the Chamber is of ibe that these facts become sufficiently
distinct, concrete, and identifiable when considene the context of the paragraph in the
Krajisnik Trial Judgement from which they were extracted.r Erwample, the reference to
“regionalization” in proposed fact 1921 is clardien paragraph 57 of th&rajiSnik Trial
Judgemen?? The Chamber also notes that this portion oitagisnik Trial Judgement appears
as proposed fact 1922 in the Motion, and the Chartitexefore considers proposed fact 1921
sufficiently concrete in the context of the Motias well. The Chamber therefore rejects the
Accused’s arguments in relation to proposed faétk711921, 1938, 1984, 1990, 2061, 2065,
2101, and 2617 for this reason, and it will constd&ing judicial notice of these proposed facts

as long as they satisfy the remaining elementbeftdst articulated in paragraph 16 above.

36. In the Response, the Accused also challenges pdpfasts 2526 and 2530 as being
insufficiently distinct, concrete, and identifiatffe Having carefully considered these proposed
facts, the Chamber rejects these arguments of twskd. Although these proposed facts

81 See Krajisnikrrial Judgment, paras. 108, 162, 304, 509, 533 5&4d

82 Proposed fact 1921 states: “In September 199B5B® implemented a policy of ‘regionalization™. ragraph
57 of theKrajiSnik Trial Judgement clarifies the use of the term “oeglization”, stating: “This consisted in the
creation of ‘regions’ in which Serbs were the rieamajority.”

8 Response, para. 9.
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contain sweeping generalisations or uncertain tertingy each include specific examples
clarifying the fact as a whof8. The Chamber is satisfied that the second hatfiese proposed

facts render them sufficiently distinct, concreded identifiable. Therefore the Chamber will
consider taking judicial notice of proposed fac&@& and 2530 as long as they satisfy the

remaining elements of the test articulated in paalyg 16 above.

37.  Turning to the remaining proposed facts challenigedhe Accused under this heading,
the Chamber considers that the following facts arsufficiently distinct, concrete, or

identifiable for the purposes of judicial notice.

38. The Accused challenges proposed facts 1890 and d891he basis that they are
generalised statements.The Chamber agrees with this assessment, anchdbesnsider these
general descriptions of SDS policy sufficiently coete for the purposes of judicial notfeIn
addition, although the Accused does not challengpgsed fact 1968, the Chamber finds a
similar consideration applies to the descriptiontioé general policy position of the SDS
contained in this fa&f’ It will, therefore deny judicial notice of propes facts 1890, 1891 and
1968. In the absence of proposed fact 1890, whiefines the abbreviation “SDS”, the
Chamber will further exercise its discretion to dki$ definition to proposed fact 1892 to clarify
this term in the context of the Motidf. Furthermore, the Chamber considers proposed facts
1969 and 1970 relate to proposed fact 1968, ais mbsence from the Motion, proposed facts

1969 and 1970 become out of context, and will fieeecbe denied judicial notice as well.

39. The Accused also challenges proposed fact 189%8iag msufficiently distinct, concrete
and identifiablé® This proposed fact states: “In the months follmyvearly November 1990,
the close relationship between SDS municipal orgartsthe apex of the party was enhanced:

by July 1991, for example, members of the Main Boand of the Executive Board were

8 Proposed fact 2526 states: “During May 1992, wariarmed groups were seen in the municipalityuitiolg the
SOS, the White Eagles, and local SUP and JNA Units.

Proposed fact 2530 states: “In late May 1992, Serbes began to arrest Croat and Muslim leadersne$
including the secretary of the SDA municipal boaadVuslim judge, and the municipal chief of policegre
killed.”

8 Seechallenges to proposed facts 1890 and 1891 in AAnekthe Response.

% Proposed fact 1890 states: “From the moment o€rigstion, the Serbian Democratic Party (“SDS”)itjmall
platform included an emphasis on the protectiothefSerb nation, which was said to be disadvantageitie
purported lower birth rate of Serbs and by the \Bagnia-Herzegovina had been divided into municiigalj
effectively making Serbs an ethnic minority in areéhere they might otherwise have dominated.”
Proposed fact 1891 states: “The SDS advocatedh#lietenance of a federal Yugoslavia, respect ferrthe of
law, and an equal distribution of power betweentkinee main national groups in Bosnia-Herzegovina.”

8 Proposed fact 1968 states: “During this period, #iDS started contemplating military conflict akkalihood,
and no longer as a mere possibility.”

8 Proposed fact 1892 shall read as follows: “In 12®@ 1991 theSerbian Democratic Party (“SDS”) was
funded by voluntary contributions and enjoyed thpport of the overwhelming majority of Bosnian Setb

8 Response, para. 9.
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instructed to be involved in the work of local bdsrin the areas they representéd The
Chamber does not consider the sweeping introdugtoryion of this fact to be sufficiently
concrete for the purposes of judicial notice, antl @ercise its discretion pursuant to Rule
94(B) to strike the broad statement from proposetl 1895, leaving only the concrete example
at the end of the faét. The same consideration applies to proposed 20196 and 2148 As
such, the Chamber will exercise its discretion pang to Rule 94(B) to only take judicial notice
of the second sentences of proposed facts 1895, 208 2145, as long as these portions satisfy

the other requirements set forth in paragraph b&eb

40. The Chamber also considers that several proposgd thallenged by the Accused
include terms or phrases that are not distinctciezin, or identifiable in th&rajisnik Trial
Judgement. For example, proposed fact 2120 stagds’[fl[rom very early on following its
creation, the VRS was aware of the serious problposed by the paramilitary formations in
various municipalities, as well as their unruly heiour’®®* The Chamber considers that this
fact is insufficiently concrete for the purposesjudicial notice as it combines several phrases
which, when considered together, fail to identifyjcancrete or distinct fact or time period.
Furthermore, the fact does not concretely identifyo in the VRS had actual awareness, but
asserts only that the VRS was generally “aware”s stich, the Chamber will deny judicial
notice of proposed fact 2120.

41.  Similarly, the Chamber finds that the phrases eftilowing proposed facts challenged
by the Accused are not sufficiently concrete ontdable:

« “[...] for practical purposes [...]" in proposed fac899>*

« “[...] to put pressure on the deputies [...]” in propddact 20357

+ “[...] a certain amount of control [...]” in proposeddt 2060

% Motion, Appendix A, p. 11See also Krajisnikrial Judgement para. 26.
o Proposed fact 1895 shaII stater* m o .

it [B]y July 1991 —fer—examplejtembers of the
Main Board and of the Executlve Board were mstdb be involved in the work of local boards ie treas
they represented.”

92 Proposed fact 2096 shall reag:~ icm ' m ignifi in-tinet
1992 Already in early 1992, and partly due to the raftm‘ non- Serbs to mobilize for the war in Croatlaae
JNA units in Bosnia-Herzegovina were progressnkﬂyomrng all-Serb unrts

Proposed fact 2145 shall reag+— . ftuti
to-start-functioning-effectivelyAt its session of 11 March 1992 the Bosnian- Strsbembly unanlmously called
for the implementation of the new Law on Internéfadts by the Ministerial Council.”

% Motion, Appendix A, p. 46 See KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 222.
% See KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 29.

% See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 139.

% See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 151.
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« “[iimportant functions relevant to the armed forges]” in proposed fact 2088"
+ “[t]he political leadership [...]" in proposed fac628>®
« “[...] major role in organizing TO units [...]" in pragsed fact 2188°

 “[...] significant overlap [...]" in proposed fact 2186°

« “[...] generally was completed [...]" in proposed f&187;*

« “[...] provocative shooting [...]” in proposed fact 258

« “[...] other acts of intimidation [...]" in proposed ¢a2524:°

«  “[d]uring the following months [...]” in proposed fa2561:°* and
g g prop

« “[a] large part of Vogo&a [...]” in proposed fact 25987

The Chamber will therefore deny judicial notice pbposed facts 1899, 2035, 2060, 2086,
2098, 2180, 2186, 2187, 2501, 2524, 2561, and 2%9@&ddition, the Chamber is mindful that

it must also deny facts which will become uncleamusleading because one or more of the
surrounding proposed facts will be denied judiciatice!® Thus, in denying proposed fact
1899, it will also deny judicial notice of propostdtt 1900 as its comprehension depends on the
former!®” Similarly, the Chamber finds that the meaninguafposed facts 2036 and 2037 will
become ambiguous in the absence of proposed f&& 2HBowever, instead of denying judicial
notice of these facts, the Chamber will exercisediscretion pursuant to Rule 94(B) of the
Rules to make minor revisions to proposed facts6288d 2037, in order to rectify minor

ambiguities resulting from the rejection of proppéact 2035.°

9 See Kraji$nikTrial Judgement, para. 189. The Chamber also rih&gshe Prosecution drops the word “other”
from the beginning of the fact, which, when readémnection with the previous sentence of KnajiSnik Trial
Judgement, makes clear that the “other importamt¢tfans” were an alternative to the control exedutg the
Bosnian-Serb Presidency as commander-in-chief. fattetherefore differs substantially from its farkation in
theKrajiSnik Trial Judgement.

% See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 201

% See Krajignikrrial Judgement, para. 261.
10 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 264.
101 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 264.
192 gee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 677.
183 gee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 511.
194 See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 575.
195 See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 596.
1% popovit Decision, para. 8.

197 proposed fact 1900 states: “This arrangement stdropt opposition by smaller parties and sowedsé®els for
the establishment of parallel ethnic structurebe DS, for example, received a vice-presidentisitipn, two
Ministers without portfolio, and five out of thiga departmental portfolios in the Government, ak ageight
out of thirty chairmanships of Assembly committeesl commissions.”

1% proposed fact 2036 shall read—4n-additiffijhe activities of the Assembly were supported fiziatty by the
SDS.”
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42. In the Response, the Accused also challenges prdpast 1975 on this ground. The

Chamber notes that the proposed fact identifiesaumient as “contextually dated January or
early February 1992”. This identification is adatpiin terms of precision for the Chamber to
take judicial notice of it. In light of the deniaf proposed fact 1975, the Chamber further
considers that proposed facts 1976 to 1980 musthesienied judicial notice, as these facts are
founded on the same document discussed in progased975, and are no longer clear in the

context of the Motion as a whole.

43.  Furthermore, proposed fact 1999 states tHghe' looming crisis was poorly handlad
March and early April 1992 by the republican orgamsakened by dissent among the coalition
parties.*®® The Chamber considers that the formulation af thét is insufficiently concrete for
the purposes of the test set forth in paragraphlde, as it is an introductory remark by the
Krajisnik Trial Chamber. Furthermore, the ambiguity in thieposed fact is not sufficiently
clarified by the portions of thKrajiSnik Trial Judgement contained in the proposed factien
Motion.'® The Chamber therefore considers that proposed1@9 is not appropriate for
judicial notice. As a consequence, proposed f@&02and 2001 become ambiguous in the

context of the Motion, and the Chamber will alsaylgidicial notice of these facts.

44.  With regard to the Accused’s challenge to propdsetl 2112, the Chamber also finds
that this fact is insufficiently distinct, concres@d identifiable. Specifically, the proposed fact
contains a broad generalisation, stating that ¢HJoSDS boards, crisis staffs, and regional
(SAO) governments often invited and assisted paitanyi groups.*** Although the Chamber
notes that the following proposed fact, 2113, cmstaspecific examples, the Chamber is
unsatisfied that the two proposed facts when regdther provide adequate concreteness, as it
remains ambiguous which paramilitary was affiliategith or “invited” by which
municipality!*? As a result of this ambiguity, the Chamber waktine to take judicial notice of
proposed fact 2112. As a consequence, it will dy judicial notice of proposed fact 2113, as

it would become unclear in the context of the Motim the absence of proposed fact 2112.

Proposed fact 2037 shall read: “The Assembly’s mmsition and operating methods—thensured that the
decision-making process was heavily influenced b policy.”

1995ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 122 (emphasis added).

10proposed fact 2000 states: “For example, the Obdioc the Protection of Constitutional Order, adyo
constituted of representatives of the three cariit peoples from the Bosnia-Herzegovina Governraedtthe
Assembly, issued recommendations to the partiestlamcdrgans of public administration, but they weacs
followed up.”

HM1Krajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 215.

M2 proposed fact 2113 states: “This occurred, formpta, with the Yellow Wasps, the Red Berets, Maszeren,
and Arkan’s men, operating in north-eastern Bosteezegovina (Bijeljina, Biko, and Zvornik).”
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45.  The Chamber also considers that proposed fact 220ith states that “[tjhe decision to
establish war presidencies was acted upon in soumecipalities”, is not sufficiently concrete.
Similarly, proposed facts 21034% 2207** 2213° 2214° and 22167 suffer from broad
generalisations regarding the relationship betweelitical, paramilitary, and military organs
throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina. The Chambdrtielefore deny judicial notice of these
proposed facts. As a consequence, it will also/dedicial notice of proposed fact 2208, as it

would become unclear in the context of the Motiarthe absence of proposed fact 2287.

46. The Accused challenges proposed fact 2685 on tbhengrthat it is not sufficiently
concrete for the purposes of judicial nottc®. The Chamber considers the vague reference to
“the threat of violence” in this fact to be insaféntly concrete or identifiable in the context of
the surrounding facts in the Motidff Therefore, it will decline to take judicial nagicof

proposed fact 2685.

47.  Finally, the Chamber has undertaken its own rewoéthe proposed facts in the Motion
and has identified several facts that it considessfficiently distinct, concrete, or identifiable.
Thus, even when considering the specific referéndbe place referred to in th&ajisSnik Trial
Judgement and to the indictment period of that ,ceereference to “SDS members in various
organs” in proposed fact 1927 is insufficiently coete, and the Chamber will decline to take
judicial notice of this fact?* Proposed fact 1928 becomes unclear in the abssrfaet 1927,

13 proposed fact 2104 states: “Many paramilitary sunitere seen operating independently at first. Qften
paramilitary units were later incorporated withimetTO structures and eventually ended up beingereith
disbanded or integrated within the VRS structures.”

14 proposed fact 2207 states: “Generally there wagression from SDS-formed military units to intignunits
under the command of the crisis staffs, to full V&@itrol of military units by mid-June 1992.”

"5 proposed fact 2213 states: “As the municipal defeforce, the TO came to have close links with dtisis
staffs. Many crisis staffs appointed and dismisesadhicipal TO commanders and received reports fran T
units.”

16 proposed fact 2214 states: “In some cases, aftisfs issued orders to the TO on military matt€s.a few
occasions crisis staffs or their members assumeera direct military role and got involved in mdity
activities.”

17 proposed fact 2216 states: “The contacts betweemicipal crisis staffs and paramilitary units varigom
municipality to municipality.”

18 proposed fact 2208 states: “Thus, the crisis sthiled the gap between the withdrawal, disint¢igrg or
general failure of command structures within thed\,Jind the establishment of a VRS with effectivatcol of
the armed forces on the ground.”

19 Response, para. 9.

120 proposed fact 2685 states: “The threat of violdrlteby the Muslim population in the town of So&oland the
village of Knezina, and the lack of protection frahe municipal authorities, forced them to leaveirtihomes
from May 1992 and onwards.”

121proposed fact 1927 states: “In September and @ct@B91, SDS officials and top-ranking personnel of
republican (Bosnia-Herzegovina) organs met to exghanformation and establish coordination and eoaton
between SDS members in various organs.”
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and the Chamber will also decline to take judiaiaiice of it'** Similar considerations apply to

the following phrases:

« “[...] appears to be due [...]" in proposed fact 216D;

« “le]ven before the hostilities began [...]" in progasfact 21032

* “[...] weaponry up to and including 120 mm mortars ]J[..in proposed fact

2155;%°
« “[iln a formal sense [...]" in proposed fact 221%;
« “[...] extensive dealings [...]" in proposed fact 22%7:
« “[iln some cases [.].[o]n certain occasions [...]" in proposed fact 228
« “[...] out of fear [...]" in proposed fact 223

« “[...] for an unspecified period of time [...]” in prased fact 2282%

* “[...] much of the Muslim population [...] due to thrsf..]” in proposed fact

2332°1
« “[...] various locations [...]" in proposed fact 235%
« “[...] together with other units [...]" from proposeddt 2449'*
« “[...] unbearable circumstances [...]” from proposedtfa2456 and 2493*
« “[...] repressive measures [...]" from proposed fac628>°

« “[...] civilian authorities [...]” from proposed fact654;*

« “[...] a paramilitary group from Serbia [...]” from ppmsed fact 2748*" and

122proposed fact 1928 states: “They adopted a résolin set up ‘a duty system in order to monitotivdties,
implantation of tasks in state organs, day-to-depbfem management in different fields and serva #iaison

with the SDS.”
123 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 202.
124 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 208.
125 gee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 242.
126 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 283.
127 See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 286.
128 5ee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 286.
129 5ee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 380.
1305ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 405.
131 See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 320.
132 See KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 328.
133 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 449.
134 See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, paras. 456, 499.
135 See Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 555.
136 see Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 555.
137 See KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 372.

Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 21

14 June 2010



36353

e “[...] including members of paramilitaries from Seabj...]” in proposed fact
2764738

The Chamber will therefore deny judicial notice ppbposed facts 2100, 2103, 2155, 2211,
2217, 2218, 2231, 2282, 2332, 2352, 2449, 24563,226863, 2664, 2746, and 2764.

48. Finally the Chamber considers that proposed facl¥822179 contain broad
generalisations relating to the functions of thisisrstaffs throughout BiH, with regard to their

"139 It does not view the use of such

control over “civilian, military, and paramilitargffairs.
broad terms to describe the command relationshgvery crisis staff sufficiently concrete for
the purposes of judicial notice. The Chamber Wirefore decline judicial notice of proposed

facts 2178 and 2179.

[c] Thefact must not differ in any substantial way

from the formulation of the original judgement

49. In turning to the challenges presented by the Aedusn the basis of this requirement,
the Chamber notes that the Accused combines hikeobas under requirement][and [d] of
paragraph 16 abov& This Chamber has previously conducted its anslysider these two
headings separately, rejecting those facts whiehf@mulated in a substantially different way
from the original judgement, and rejecting propogsxs that when read in the context of the
proposed facts in the previous motions, as a whawkeunclear, misleading or out of cont¥&Xt.
The Chamber is cognisant, however, that the unideyigoncept for both of these considerations
is whether each proposed fact has a substantidfgreht meaning from that intended by the
original judgement, and therefore cannot be comsitla previously adjudicated fdét. Thus,
there is the potential for significant overlap beén these requirements, and in fact several Trial

Chambers have combined théfh. The Chamber has reviewed all of the challengespémific

138 gee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 368.
139 proposed fact 2178 states: “As the leading gomgrbody in the municipality, the crisis staffs evised control

over civilian, military, and paramilitary affairs.See KrajiSnikTrial Judgement, para. 260.

Proposed fact 2179 states: “In addition, througtibe period of their existence, the crisis stéifisctioned as
the coordinating body between municipal authorjtiee SDS, and the central republican level (bt¢ditesand
SDS) on the one side, and the military, the pol&®] other forces on the ground in the municipjtion the
other.”

See KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 261.

140 Response, para. 10.
141 First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 19-&8;ond Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 34F8id

Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 22—-36.

142K aremeraAppeal Decision, para. 55.
1433ee, e.g.Prosecutor v. Jovica Stani$i& Simatovié, Case No. IT-03-69-T, Decision on Second Prosenuti

Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Facts, 28nuary 2010, paras. 24, $8psecutor v. Perigj Case No.
IT-04-81-PT, Decision on Prosecution’s Motion faditial Notice of Adjudicated Facts Concerning $ara,
26 June 2008, paras. 16, 32.
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facts raised by the Accused on this basis, andadtiress each of them under the heading that
best represents the argument of the Accused assiode by the Chamber.

50. The Chamber considers the challenges raised byAticased in relation to proposed
facts 1958, 1991, 2011, 2081, 2106, 2120, 2140322996, 2197, 2200, 2203, 2218, 2230,
2236, 2288, 2289, 2299, 2319, 2324, 2338, 2348),23448, 2481, 2482, and 2493 fall under
this headind?** As such, the Chamber will consider whether threnfdation of these proposed
facts differ in a substantial way from the originfalcts adjudicated in th&rajiSnik Trial

Judgement.

51. As a preliminary matter, the Chamber notes thap@sed facts 2288, 2289, 2299, 2348,
2370, 2481, and 2482 have already been deniedigldiotice on the basis of relevance as
discussed in sectiorg] above, and proposed facts 2120, 2218, and 2498 hheady been
denied judicial notice as insufficiently discretmncrete and identifiable in sectiob] [above.
Furthermore, the Chamber finds the Accused’s chg#le to proposed facts 1991, 2196, 2197,
and 2200 are better addressed in sectiprbg¢low, and the challenge to proposed fact 2081 is
better addressed under sectiofjsbelow. Consequently, the Chamber will not deé&hwhe

Accused’s arguments in relation to these propoaets here.

52. In the Response, the Accused challenges propose@349 on the ground that it omits
from the proposed fact the second half of the smmtdrom theKrajisnik Trial Judgement;®
which states: “[...] and to forcibly transfer the pdgtion to Muslim-controlled Kladan;
municipality”.**® The Chamber does not consider the omission efdHitional information
from theKrajiSnik Trial Judgement to alter the meaning or the sulbsstari the entire fact in
such a way to render it inappropriate for judiamgtice. Similarly, the Accused challenges
proposed fact 2448 on the basis that it omits redatails contained in paragraph 447 of the
Krajisnik Trial Judgement!” However, the omitted parts of paragraph 447 efKhajisnik
Trial Judgement appear as part of proposed fadd,#4%nd, after reviewing the formulation of

144 Response, para. 10, Annex A.
145 seechallenge to proposed fact 2319 in Annex A of tlesponse.

16 proposed fact 2319 states: “On 8 May 1992, duanduslim attack against Serb paramilitaries in Bato
Goran Zekt, a prominent SDS main board member visiting fraeb&nica, was killed. The Bratunac crisis staff
met the same day and planned to attack the Musllage of Glogova the next morning.” However, mgaph
314 of theKrajisnik Trial Judgement states: “On 8 May 1992, during asMu attack against Serb paramilitaries
in Potaari, Goran Zeld, a prominent SDS main board member visiting froreb®nica, was killed. The
Bratunac crisis staff met the same day and platmattack the Muslim village of Glogova the nextrmiag, and
to forcibly transfer the population to Muslim-cooited Kladanj municipality.”

147 Seechallenges to proposed fact 2448 in Annex A ofRlesponse.

18 paragraph 447 of thérajisnik Trial Judgement states: “Following the crisis staéfrder, one Catholic Church,
3,500 Muslim-owned houses, and at least four Mustionuments in Kljg municipality, including the Atik
mosque in the town of Kljyj were either completely destroyed or heavily dagddgy fire and explosives set by
Serb forces during 1992.”
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these two facts, the Chamber does not considemwthethey have been extracted from the
original judgement in any way substantially altéreir meaning. Consequently, the Chamber
rejects these arguments by the Accused and willidentaking judicial notice of proposed facts

2319 and 2448, as long as they satisfy the otfypiirements set forth in paragraph 16 abtVe.

53. The Chamber does, however, consider that the f@tmul of proposed facts 2011, 2140,
and 2236 does not accurately reflect the adjudictgtets from the corresponding paragraphs in
the KrajisSnik Trial Judgment. Nonetheless, it finds these is@iancies to be minor, and will

exercise its discretion to correct them in paralyép below.

54.  Furthermore, the Accused challenges proposed fE@%8, 2106, 2193, and 2203 as
either inconsistent, out of context, or misleadirfg.As noted above, this Chamber finds that
these challenges raised by the Accused are bestvwddaunder this heading, and indeed these
proposed facts substantially differ from the wagyhare formulated in th&rajiSnik Trial
Judgement. Specifically, in the context of parpgrd03 of theKrajiSnik Trial Judgement,
proposed fact 1958 refers to the 9 January 199@gmation of the Bosnian-Serb Assemb.
However, when reading proposed facts 1954 throu@fi8 lit appears as if the Bosnian-Serb
Assembly modified its 21 December 1991 statemend, mot the proclamation. Therefore,
proposed fact 1958 substantially differs from tleetfadjudicated by th&rajisnik Trial
Chamber. In addition, proposed facts 1959 and 1@&fie to proposed fact 1958, and will
become unclear once proposed fact 1958 is remaoweed the Motion. Therefore the Chamber

will decline taking judicial notice of proposed fad 958 through 1960.

55.  The Chamber also finds proposed fact 2106 omitsispe from the original judgement;
namely, that the SOS paramilitary group under traraand of Nenad Stevaidand operating
in Banja Luka in the spring and summer of 1992 aimetd convicted criminafS$? The absence

of this additional information substantially alteiee meaning of proposed fact 2106, as it is

Proposed fact 2448 states: “Following the critadf's order 3,500 Muslim-owned houses in Kljmunicipality
were either completely destroyed or heavily damdnefire and explosives set by Serb forces durigg21”

Proposed fact 2450 states: “Following the criséff's order, one Catholic church, and at leastr fvluslim
monuments in Kljg municipality, including the Atik mosque in the tovof Klju¢, were either completely
destroyed or heavily damaged by fire and explossetdy Serb forces during 1992.”

149The Chamber also notes that the Accused arguethtse facts are repetitivéeechallenges to proposed facts
2448 and 2450 in Annex A of the Response. Howeagreach proposed fact includes different detais f
paragraph 447 of thKrajiSnik Trial Judgement, the Chamber does not considee ttves facts impermissibly
repetitive.

150 seechallenge to proposed facts 1958, 2106, 2193, 208 i Annex A of the Response.

51 proposed fact 1958 states: “The Assembly addedthiaterritorial delimitation with political comomities of
other peoples in Bosnia-Herzegovina, as well asstiiation of other mutual rights and obligationkals be
performed in a peaceful manner and with mutualegent.”
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formulated in the Motion to suggest thidie SOS paramilitary groupgenerally contained
convicted criminals. Thus, the Chamber will deglito take judicial notice of proposed fact
2106.

56.  Similarly, in formulating proposed fact 2193 in thkotion, the Prosecution omitted the
preceding sentences from tKegjiSnik Trial Judgement, which clarify that the crisis &afvar
presidencies, and war commissions were essentimlgame bod{>® In light of this omission,
proposed facts 2193 and 2194 do not convey sultgrihe same meaning as paragraph 272
of the Krajisnik Trial Judgement>® The omission of the conclusion by tKeajisnik Trial
Chamber that “[tlhe three were essentially the sy’ is necessary for understanding the
relationship between proposed facts 2193 and 2dr8dithe Chamber considers this omission to
substantially alter the meaning of both proposedsfa> As such, the Chamber will decline to

take judicial notice of proposed facts 2193, angif21

57. The same consideration applies to proposed fac3,220ich refers to events occurring
“on the same day™® When reading the proposed fact in the contesh@Motion, it appears to
relate to the date of 1 June 1992 contained in qguep fact 2200; however, the actual fact
adjudicated in th&rajisnik Trial Judgement refers to 10 June 1982.Therefore the Chamber

will decline to take judicial notice of proposeaf2203.

58. The Accused further challenges proposed fact 228the basis that it omits the phrase
“[...] and that almost all the detainees were prisengf war” which appears in the original

sentence in th&rajidnik Trial Judgement®® The Chamber finds that the formulation of the

152Compare KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 21®ith proposed fact 2106, which states simply: “The SOS
paramilitary group included convicted criminals. eibers of the SOS even acted as escorts for SDiSriea
such as Radoslav &anin.”

153 see Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 272.

1% proposed fact 2193 states: “One distinction betvegisis staffs, war presidencies and war commissigas that
while the crisis staffs were meant to be repla¢hgy municipal assemblies only, the war presidenaias war
commissions were to replace both the assemblytendxecutive committee.”

Proposed fact 2194 states: “There might not Hsen any practical difference, however, since,xpasmed
above, the crisis staffs already acted as execatiyans.”

%5The two sentences preceding proposed fact 2188iirajisnik Trial Judgement state: “In June 1992, in order
to further centralize the power and streamlineaitghority, the Bosnian-Serb leadership pursuedrtsffto
transform the municipal crisis staffs first into m@residencies and then, later into war commissioFise three
were, however, essentially the same bodyrajiSnik Trial Judgement, para. 272.

15 proposed fact 2203 states: “A list of commissienaas drawn up on the same day and included Dragan
bokanovt, Nikola Poplasen, Milimir Maibabi¢, Miroslav Radovanoy Jovan Tintor, and Danilo Veselingvi
Soon thereafter, Dragd@okanovi was appointed state commissioner for Zvornik, ®tésa, Skelani, Bratunac,
Sekovii, and Novo Sarajevo.”

157K rajinik Trial Judgement, para. 276.

%8 proposed fact 2230 states: “The Muslim lawyer AB#onlié visited Manj&a camp with members of a local
human rights organization in late May or early Ja882. Predrag RadiGeneral Momir Tali, commander of
the VRS 1st Krajina Corps, and Lieutenant ColoneFkiBar Popovi, head of Manjga camp, explained to
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proposed fact differs in a substantial way from ohniginal judgement, because the identity of
the detainees as prisoners of war is indeed afisignt detail. Proposed fact 2230 will therefore

be denied judicial notice.

59. In the Response, the Accused also identifies pexpdact 2324 as inconsistent with
paragraph 320 of thiérajisnik Trial Judgement>® It appears that the Prosecution has borrowed
the first part of the fact, namely that “[o]ver B Muslim civilians were detained on the
Bratunac football field [...]"®° from paragraph 320, and combined it with the sarst of
paragraph 316 of thi€rajiSnik Trial Judgement which states: “Around 5,000 Musliwtso had
been forcibly removed from their homes were dethiaiethe Bratunac football stadium [.. f*

In light of this ambiguity between the number ofspners actually held in the Bratunac football
stadium, the Chamber will refuse judicial noticepadposed fact 2324.

60. The Accused challenges proposed fact 2338 becausadludes that the “two bridges
crossing the Sava river and linkingcRo town to Croatia were blown up by Serbs”, and the
Krajisnik Trial Judgement states merely that the bridges welavn up”, and that “[t]he
Chamber is convinced that they were blown up bypSbecause Serbs were warned beforehand
about the operationt®* The Chamber considers that the omission of thaildeipon which the
Krajisnik Trial Chamber based its findings renders the pegddact sufficiently different from
the formulation in the Motion, and will thereforerdy judicial notice of it.

61. Although the Accused challenges proposed fact B sufficiently distinct, concrete,
or identifiable, the Chamber finds that it is mappropriate to discuss this fact here. In
reviewing the Motion, it appears that proposed #8212 relates to one of the 23 sessions of the
Bosnian-Serb Assembly between October 1991 andbleee1992, described in proposed fact
19411%® However, upon reviewing thérajisnik Trial Judgement, it is clear that proposed fact

1942 actually relates to a meeting between the gextuand the SDS presidents of the ARK

Dzonli¢ that the camp was under the control of the VRSKtafina Corps. Popotiadmitted that food at the
camp was insufficient.”

Para. 384 of th&rajiSnik Trial Judgement states in relevant part: “The Nudawyer Amir DZonl¢ visited
Manjata camp with members of a local human rights orgditim in late May or early June 1992. Predrag
Radi, General Momir Tali, commander of the VRS 1st Krajina Corps, and leeaht Colonel Bozidar
Popovt, head of Manjéa camp, explained to Dzoélthat the camp was under the control of the VRS 1st
Krajina Corps, and that almost all the detaineesevpgisoners of war. Popd@vadmitted that food at the camp
was insufficient.”

159 proposed fact 2324 states: “Over 5,000 Muslimliaivs were detained on the Bratunac football fielday
1992. Armed Serbs forced the Muslims to surrertldeir valuables, after which the women and childnee
separated from the men, placed in buses, and weesipout of the municipality.”

%0 Response, Annex A.

181K rajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 316.

182K rajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 32&eeResponse, Annex A.

183 Motion, Appendix A, p. 18Krajisnik Trial Judgement, para.69.

Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 26 14 June 2010



36348

municipalities and the “ARK government”, on 26 Cwéo 1991'** Therefore, the Chamber
finds that when reading proposed fact 1942 as ftated in the Motion, it takes on a
substantially different meaning than the fact ia klnajiSnik Trial Judgement. In the absence of
proposed fact 1942 from the Motion renders, progdaets 1943 to 1945 become unclear in the
context of the surrounding facts, and the Chambby far this reason, deny judicial notice of
proposed facts 1942 to 1945,

62. In addition to the facts challenged by the Accugbd, Chamber has identified several
proposed facts which are formulated in a substiyntthfferent way in the Motion than the
underlying fact in the&rajisnik Trial Judgement. Specifically, proposed fact 192ftes that:
“[a] plan in August 1991 envisaged the institutminseparate Serb political, police, and military
structures in order to institute, at a later stagparate governmental functions uniting the Serbs
in Bosnia-Herzegovina.” Paragraph 55 of KrajiSnik Trial Judgement, however, states that in
late August 1991 the SDS leadership only beganomsider such a plaii® The Chamber
considers the formulation of the proposed fact tngtthat the plan was onlgonsidered
significantly differs from the original judgementThus, it will not take judicial notice of

proposed fact 1920.

63. Proposed fact 2405 states that: “[tlhese men haa béuslim civilians who had been

detained at the KP Dom at the time of their killingHowever, the relevant sentence from the
Krajisnik Trial Judgement does not specify that these andiwere in fact detained at the KP
Dom, and instead states only that they were deidfiie Although this may be a permissible
inference from the construction of paragraph 64theKrajisnik Trial Judgement, the Chamber
will only take judicial notice of clear findings édct by previous Trial Chambers. In light of the
ambiguity between the factual finding in paragr&dY of theKrajiSnik Trial Judgement, and

the way the Prosecution has constructed proposg®f05, the Chamber will decline to take

judicial notice of proposed fact 2405.

184K rajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 70.

185 proposed fact 1943 states: “(It is not clear wiethe order pre-dated 26 October 1991, and whétheas
distributed outside the ARK before that date).”

Proposed fact 1944 states: “The order consistddusteen points and called for, among other thjrg ‘town
command’ amounting to a military administrationteinsified mobilization of the Territorial Defenc& Q’);
formation of military units; subordination of theOTto the JNA; disbanding of paramilitary units atmeir
reassignment to the TO; take-over of public enteegr the post office, banks, judiciary, media, #mel SDK
(Social Accounting Service); coordination with lbclirectors and with the SDS in Sarajevo to ensungplies
for the population; and imposition of war taxes.”

Proposed fact 1945 states: “The order was setgley on 29 October 1991 to presidents of all igipalities in

the ARK by Radoslav Blanin, in his capacity as ‘coordinator for implemegtdecisions’.
186 Krajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 55.
187 Krajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 647.
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64. The Chamber also notes that proposed fact 272aageplthe phrase “where the women
had to sign statements giving away their housespragerties to, as one witness put it, ‘the
Serbs™!®® with the phrase “where the women had to sign stares giving away their houses
and properties to ‘the Serbs® The Chamber considers that such an alteratiotheffact

significantly changes the underlying fact, and wikrefore decline to take judicial notice of it.

65. As previously noted by the Chamber in its First B®en on Adjudicated Facts, if a
proposed fact contains only a minor inaccuracy mbiguity, it is within the Chamber’s
discretion to correct it, as long as the correctimourately reflects the fact adjudicated in the
original judgement’® This applies not only to typographical errors talso to other
inaccuracies which can be corrected having regar@ither the original judgement or the
surrounding facts proposed in the motiéh. In order to render the relevant proposed facts
consistent in every respect with the factual adjation made in th&rajisSnik Trial Judgement,

the Chamber has corrected minor errors in thevioflg proposed facts:

* Proposed fact 2011 shall read as follow@n 7 April 1992, the Bosnian-Serb Assembly,
chaired by Milovan Milanowi, declared the independence of the Bosnian-Serhilftep
(on 12 August 1992, the name of the republic wasnghd to “Republika Srpska”).
Plavst and Koljevt resigned from their positions in the Presidency Bisnia-

Herzegovina.

» Proposed fact 2079 shall read as follows: Ex mffriembers of the SNB also included
the President of the Bosnian-Serb AssenfMpmcilo Krajisnik), and the Bosnian-Serb

Republic’s Prime Minister, and the Ministers of Brete and Interior.

* Proposed fact 2140 shall read as follows: The $f@nicould also limit public movement
and assembly if the security of the Republic, therkwof republican organs, or the
freedom and rights of the citizens of the Repubire threatened, although before doing
so the Minister was obliged to consult the Assembby, if the circumstances made it

impossible to consult the Assembly, the RepublicBresident.

* Proposed fact 2236 shall read as follows: At aeirwithUNPROFOR representative
Cedric Thornberry on 20 April 1992, Plag$lescribed Bijeljina as a “liberated” town.

188 Krajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 350.

189 Motion, Appendix A, p. 162.

10 popovit Decision, para. 1Gf. First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 22.
"1 See StanigiDecision, para. 38; First Decision on Adjudicatedts, para. 22.
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» Proposed fact 2315 shall read as follows: On 1% W@92, Serbs shelled the Muslim
settlement of Kojevi¢ Polje, near Hréi¢i, and attacked it on 27 May.

* Proposed fact 2407 shall read as followsSome women from the village of
MjeSaja/TroSan] were taken by Serb soldiers totard®n centre at the construction site
Buk Bijela, where Gojko Janka¥ivas in charge.

 Proposed fact 2629 shall read as follows: On I Ji992a Serb man calledZuti and
some other guards took about 52 detainees by b@okolina, near Srednje, in llijas
municipality. There the guards and the driver gtit tbe bus and attacked it with

grenades and automatic weapons. A total of 47 metaiwere killed during this incident.

» Proposed fact 2741 shall read as follows: On 8ilA#92, a combination of Serb
forces — the police, the TO, the JNA, and Arkan’s menagnched an attack against
Zvornik town, which originated, at least partialfsom inside Serbia.

» Proposed facts 1988, 2009, 2142, and 2411 shab K@ quotation marks added to
accurately reflect the quoted material from irajiSnik Trial Judgement.

* Proposed facts 2030, 2059, and 2147 shall haveetine “Official Gazette” placed in
italics to accurately reflect its appearance inKhagisnik Trial Judgement.

* Proposed fact 2002 shall have the spelling of “fiagons” corrected, and proposed fact
2490 shall have the spelling of “executed” corrdcte

[d] Thefact must not be unclear or misleading

in the context in which it is placed in the Motion

66. In the Response, the Accused challenges proposesl 1858, 2105, 2106, 2193, 2196,
2197, 2200, and 2203, as misleading or out of ctnifé The Chamber recalls its discussion of
the Accused’s arguments related to requiremasjtarid [d] of the test for judicial notice from
paragraph 47 above, and finds that it has alreatjed judicial notice of proposed facts 1958,
2106, 2193, and 2203 in sectior] pbove. Furthermore, the Chamber will discusppsed
facts 2196, 2197, and 2200 in sectibih pelow, and proposed fact 2105 in sectipn helow.
Thus, it does not deem it necessary to deal widsehproposed facts here. However, the
Chamber has further identified several proposedsfaicat it considers misleading, out of

context, or unclear in the context of the Motiong avill not take judicial notice of them.

172 Response, para. 10, Annex A..
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67. The Chamber notes that the Accused has challenggubged fact 2105 on the ground
that it is “out of context™”® The Chamber reiterates here that the requirethanfacts are not
“misleading in the context” does not relate to tdomtext of the original judgement, but to the
context of the Motiort’* Consequently, the Chamber has reviewed the Matiwhfinds that
this proposed fact is not unclear or misleadinghi& context of the Motion. It will therefore
take judicial notice of proposed fact 2105 as lasgt satisfies the remaining elements of the
test articulated in paragraph 16 above. The Chamile however, exercise its discretion to

correct a minor error in the formulation of thetfa@

68.  Although the Accused challenges proposed facts 20822670 on the ground that they
are insufficiently concrete for judicial noti¢& the Chamber finds it more appropriate to discuss
these proposed fact here. The Chamber considarptbposed facts 2082—-2084 appear out of
context when read under the heading in AppendixX e Motion entitled “The Bosnian-Serb
National Security Council*’” The Chamber notes here that the headings proudagpendix

A of the Motion carry no evidentiary weight and tttiaey serve only to organise the numerous
proposed facts in a coherent manner. In this rdpavever, the Chamber is mindful it must
have regard for the surrounding proposed facteerMotion when determining whether a fact is
unclear or out of contexf® Considering the location of these proposed faelating to the
creation of the collective presidency for the BasnSerb Republic, the Chamber finds that they
are out of context in the Motion. Indeed, it i okear from the context of the Motion what the
relationship between the Bosnian-Serb National 8gcGouncil (“SNB”) and the Bosnian-Serb
Presidency is or how these proposed facts fall utite heading “The Bosnian-Serb National
Security Council”. The Chamber will therefore deelto take judicial notice of proposed facts
2082 to 2084.

69. Furthermore, the Chamber finds that the final serdeof proposed fact 2669 conveys
essentially the same conclusion as proposed fat, 26cept that both facts make reference to
different dates’® When reading these two proposed facts in theesonof the Motion,

13 Seechallenge to proposed fact 2105 in Annex A of tlesponse.

4 Third Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 34.

15 Proposed fact 2105 shall read as follows: “Actmdo a VRS Main Staff intelligence report on paititary
formations dated 28 July 1992 +epdhe paramilitary groups operating in the Bosrisamh Republic at that time
(about 60 groups, totalling 4,000 to 5,000 men)enmostly formed of individuals of low morals, maofythem
convicted criminals, whose interest was looting.”

178 Response, para. 9.

Y7 Motion, Appendix A, p. 40.

178 popovit Decision, para. 8.

19 proposed fact 2669 states: “In early June 1992wynm@n-Serbs, in order to escape harassment cstapaid
large sums ofmoney to the Serb authorities to allow them to éedlve municipality. Serb forces expelled
Muslims on a large scale from the commune of Gdzavi
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proposed fact 2669 identifies the expulsion of Muslin early June 1992, and proposed fact
2670 adopts the same language regarding the eapu$iMuslims, but references the specific
date of 30 September 1992. In light of the disaney between these proposed facts, the
Chamber is unclear whether these are two sepaxatdseons or not. For this reason, it will

decline to take judicial notice of proposed faddé2 and 2670.

70.  In reviewing the Motion, the Chamber notes that térens “invited”, “Serbian Cause”,
and “legitimate” are placed in quotation marks imgosed fact 212%° However, in the
context of the Motion, it is unclear why these sfie¢erms are placed in quotation marks, and
it is not immediately clear from the surroundingtfain the Motion what is implied by the use
of the quotation marks around only these termse Thamber also finds that proposed fact
2255 is constructed in such a way that it remaimdaar from the context of the Motion whether
or not all the detainees were beat®n. Finally, the Chamber finds with respect to pregd
facts 2533 to 2536, which appear in the Motion uride heading “SJB Building and Prison in

Sanski Most”, and relate to those two detentioilifas, 8>

that it is not sufficiently clear, in the
context of the Motion, which of these facts cormugs to which facility. Therefore, the
Chamber will decline to take judicial notice of posed facts 2121, 2255, and 2533 to 2536. In
light of the absence of proposed fact 2121 from Mhation, the Chamber also notes that
proposed fact 2122 will become unclear and outooftext in the Motion, and it will be denied

judicial notice as well.

71. Additionally, regarding proposed facts 2551 and3®53he Chamber finds that it is not
entirely clear what “additional pressure” in propdgact 2553 entails, as proposed fact 2551
already describes the physical removal of Muslimsftheir homes in Sanski Ma$t In light

Proposed fact 2670 states: “Serb forces expelladliis on a large scale from the commune of Grlzawit 30
September 1992.”

180 5ee Krajisnikrrial Judgement, para. 222.

181 proposed facts 2255 states: “The detainees &b®atcamp were beaten by Serb guards.”

182 proposed fact 2533 states: “Muslim religious leaftem Vrhpolie, Emir Sefero¢i was mistreated more
frequently than other detainees and was forcedispmp guards to eat pork.”
Proposed fact 2534 states: “Nedjeljko RaSulase&s on several occasions eating in the prisohekite
Proposed fact 2535 states: “Conditions at thécedtation were bad, with little food, insuffictespace to lie
down, no toilet, and no shower.”
Proposed fact 2536 states: “Police officers, isoddand ordinary citizens severely beat detaimtédke police
station on a regular basis. The detainees wergimeh any medical treatment.”

183 proposed fact 2551 states: “In May or June 199%5nin-Serb police were seen forcing people ouhei
homes in a Muslim area of Sanski Most.”
Proposed fact 2552 states: “In June 1992, Besiamtevi¢, a Muslim from PodbrijeZje, organized a meeting
attended by Vlado Vrkes$ during which a proceduretifie departure of the Muslims was discussed. vhssli
wishing to stay had to sign an oath of loyaltylte Serb authorities in the municipality.”
Proposed fact 2553 states: “In June 1992, Besiamtgvi¢, a Muslim from PodbrijeZje, organized a meeting
attended by Vlado Vrkes$ during which a proceduretifie departure of the Muslims was discussed. hssli
wishing to stay had to sign an oath of loyaltylte Serb authorities in the municipality.”
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of the requirement to consider surrounding factdatermining what is unclear or misleading in

the context of the Motion, the Chamber will declitmetake judicial notice of proposed fact

2553. A similar consideration applies to proposact 2581, as it refers to the creation of
barricades in “other places in the municipalityHowever, the Chamber notes that the term
“other places” is out of context, as the precedmgposed facts do not describe any specific
places at all. The Chamber will, therefore, dexlo take judicial notice of proposed facts 2553
and 2581.

72.  Finally the Chamber has further identified minortaguities in proposed facts 2107 and
2093, but does not consider it necessary to dedigial notice of them. It will, however,
exercise its discretion pursuant to Rule 94(B) lvé Rules to make the minor corrections

necessary for understanding these proposedfcts.

[e] Thefact must beidentified with adeguate precision by the moving party

73. The Accused argues that the sources of proposexiZ@81, 2175, 2324, 2390, and 2490
have not been identified correctly in the Motfdn. The Chamber has already denied judicial
notice of proposed fact 2324 in sectiat) §bove, and proposed fact as 2390 in sectan [
above, and will not discuss them again here. Euambre, the Chamber considers that proposed
facts 2081 and 2175 are more appropriately addiasssection j[], below, and will not also
address them here.

74. In relation to proposed fact 2490, the Accused stibthat paragraphs 489 and 491 of
the Krajisnik Trial Judgement are not related to the proposet!fac The Chamber has
reviewed theKrajisSnik Trial Judgement and finds that paragraphs 489 &ididentify the full
names of Stojan Zupljanin and Simo Dé¢ja which are not contained in paragraph #3941t

therefore rejects this challenge by the Accused.

75. The Chamber notes that, although the Accused hashatienged proposed fact 2526, it
is incorrectly identified in the Motion. Howevesis the Chamber has been able to find the
appropriate location of the proposed fact in thga@eht paragraphs of thi€rajiSnik Trial

Judgement, it considers that this minor error does warrant denial of judicial notice.

184 proposed fact 2107 shall read as followshé Serbian Defence Forces (“SOS”) paramilitarygroups were
also active in Sanski Most, where the local crig&ff decided to transform them into a TO unit ¢hApril
1992.”

Proposed fact 2093 shall read as follows: “IneJif92 the VRS comprised 177,341 personnel diviidtedfive
Corps, as well as some units not attached to aegifep Corps, all under the command -ef-an-Arthg Main
Staff headed by Ratko Mladf

18 Seechallenges to proposed facts 2081, 2175, 23242486 in Annex A of the Response.
186 Challenge to proposed facts 488 in Annex A toRksponse.
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Therefore, the Chamber will consider taking judiciatice of proposed fact 2526, if it otherwise
satisfies the other elements of the test in papigi® above.

[f] Thefact must not contain characterisations or findings of an essentially legal nature

76. The Chamber acknowledges that taking judicial mot€ facts adjudicated in previous
cases before the Tribunal does not serve the perpbsmporting the legal conclusions from
those past proceedings as wéfl. While a finding is legal when it involves integation or
application of legal principle¥® many findings have a legal aspect, if this expoesss
interpreted broadly. The Chamber considers thiatriecessary to determine on a case-by-case
basis whether the proposed fact must be excludechuke it contains findings or
characterisations which are of an essentially legature, or whether the factual content
prevails*®® In general, “findings related to tletus reur themens reaof a crime are deemed

to be factual findings*®*

77. In the Response, the Accused challenges proposesl 1872, 2103, 2178, 2262, 2286,
2292, 2293, 2304, 2319, 2324, 2331, 2333, 24589,22509, 2510, and 2585, on the grounds
that they are essentially of a legal nattife. The Chamber has discussed and rejected proposed
facts 2304, 2458, and 2479 in sectiaih §bove, proposed facts 2103 and 2178 in sectpn [
above, and proposed fact 2324 in sectiggrapove, and it will not repeat the analysis ofsthe
facts here. Furthermore, the Chamber will disqreposed fact 2333 in section] below, and

will not also address it here.

78. Inrelation to proposed fact 2319, the Chamberadha@mady decided, in sectiog] [above,

that it was acceptable to formulate the proposetifethe Motion to omit the phrase containing
the legally significant term “forcibly transfef®® As the proposed fact no longer contains this
term, the Chamber further rejects the argumenhefAccused in relation to this proposed fact

under this section.

187 Cf. Krajisnik Trial Judgement, paras. 489, 491, and 494.

188D, Milosevic Appeal Decision, para. 2Prosecutor v. Luki & Luki¢, Case No. IT- IT-98-32/1-T, Decision on
Prosecution’s Motion for Judicial Notice of Adjudied Facts, 22 August 2008, para. 21.

1895ee Prosecutor v. Dragomir MiloéyviCase No. IT-98-29/1-T, Decision on Appeals ChamRemand of
Judicial Notice of Adjudicated Facts with Sepam@genion of Judge Robinson, 18 July 2007, para. 11.

1995ee Prosecutor v. Peri&iCase No. IT-04-81-PT, Decision on the Second tofor Judicial Notice of Facts
Relevant to the Sarajevo Crime Base, 17 Septentlfi, Dara. 15.

191K rajisnik Decision, para. 15.
192 Response, para 14.
19 seepara. 52.
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79.  The Accused specifically challenges proposed fa8®2, 2262, 2286, 2292, 2293, 2331,
2509, 2510, and 2585 on the grounds that theyaaitain legally significant ternis; The
Chamber recalls its First Decision on Adjudicateatts, and repeats that legally significant
terms may be used in a “factual sense” to desaritims, objects, or situatiorls> After a
review of the Motion with respect to these propofseds, the Chamber is satisfied that the term
“civilians” in proposed fact 1972° the term “forced” in proposed fact 2288,and the term
“voluntary” in proposed facts 2282 and 229%” are used in a descriptive manner, and do not
contain characterizations or findings of an essdigta legal nature. Similarly, the Chamber
finds that the terms “extort” in fact 2262, “rapeid’facts 2509, 2510 and 2585, and “tortured”
in fact 2509 are used to describe conduct and svetdted to the underlying crimes alleged in
the Indictment, and are not characterisationsratiigs of an essentially legal nature. Finally,
the Accused challenges the use of the term “delilbbs” in proposed fact 2331, arguing that it
goes towards intent and renders the proposed senéally a legal conclusigf® However,

the Chamber recalls that, in general, “findingsated to theactus reusor the mens reaof a
crime are deemed to be factual finding%.” Therefore, the Chamber is satisfied that this
proposed fact is permissible for judicial noticata®lates to the crime-base alleged in Schedule
D.6 of the Indictment.

80. For these reasons, the Chamber will consider takidgial notice of proposed facts
1972, 2262, 2286, 2292, 2293, 2331, 2509, 2510,258%, as long as they satisfy the other

requirement of the test as outlined in paragraphbidre.

19 Response, para. 14; Annex A.
195 First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 30.

1% proposed fact 1972 states: “These battalions #eved and equipped Serb civilians in neighbouriiigges
and, from March 1992 onwards, their commanders rtedoexclusively to the brigade commander, Colonel
Dragomir MiloSewvé who, in turn, reported directly to General VojislBurnevac, commander of the JNA 4th
Corps”.

197 proposed fact 2286 states: “On 24 May 1992, Seits torced the entire Muslim population in the tapalley,
which included villagers from Gornji Agi, Hozi¢i, and Suh&a, as well as from Donji Adi, Dedii,
Dolovljani, Crna Rijeka, EKi, and Maslovare, to move to the village of Bladapra. Serb soldiers told
Muslims in Suh&a that they had to leave as their safety could amgér be ensured. The operation was
completed in the course of two days.”

1% The relevant portion of proposed fact 2292 stdtesPersons wishing to leave also had to providisteof all
the members of the household, obtain a certifishigwing that they had no previous convictions, iobta
certificate showing that all utility bills were phiobtain documentation from the municipal seciatafor
national defence stating that they had completdiamyi service; and obtain a document from the &l8wing
them to leave. All documents had to state thaatiin taken was on a voluntary basis.”

199proposed fact 2293 states: “Several weeks laher, Bosanski Novi SJB reported that by 23 July itl ha
“deregistered” 5,629 Muslims who had applied toséethe municipality ‘voluntarily’.”

20 geechallenge to proposed fact 2331 in Annex A of tiesfonse. Proposed fact 2331 states: “During thekat
on Muslim villages, including Glogova, Serb forcesliberately torched and destroyed Muslim houset an
mosques2®

201 First Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 28r(giKrajisnik Decision, para. 15).
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[g] Thefact must not be based on an agreement

between the parties to the original proceedings

81. The Accused has contested proposed facts 1998 @r@l én the basis that they rely
upon an agreement to the original proceedings @ingary authority’°? The Chamber recalls
that it has been established that a fact is onhgiclered to be based on an agreement “where the
structure of the relevant footnote in the originadgement cites the agreed facts between the
parties as a primary source of authort$”. In this regard, the Chamber finds that proposet! f
2079 is acceptable for judicial notice. Althougdte tcorresponding footnote in thé&ajiSnik
Trial Judgement cites the “[l]ist of matters adeuktby the Accused, 31 August 2001, paras. 7
and 34(b)”, this is not the primary source religgbn by the Chamber, and is cited only to
support other evidence. However, proposed fac8 Ifes not qualify for judicial notice as the
corresponding paragraph of tiajiSnik Trial Judgement clearly cites the “[l]ist of matier
admitted by the Accused, 31 August 2001, para.)34sa the primary citation. Thus, the
Chamber will consider taking judicial notice of posed fact 2079, subject to the amendment
made by the Chamber in section [c] above, as lerthe@other requirements of the test as set out

in paragraph 16 above are satisfied, and will deglidicial notice of proposed fact 1998.

[h] The fact must not relate to the acts, conduct, or mental state of the accused

82. A Trial Chamber may not take judicial notice of apgoposed adjudicated fact that
relates to the acts, conduct and mental state efAttused® In the view of the Appeals
Chamber, “‘complete exclusion’ ‘strikes a balancetween the procedural rights of the
[a]ccused and the interest of expediency,” as jalfyjcnoting such facts may impermissibly
infringe the accused’s right to hear and confrbetwitnesses against him or hé¥. However,
this exclusion focuses narrowly on the deeds, bheliavand mental state of the Accused, which
is defined as conduct of the accused fulfilling gig/sical and mental elements of the form of

responsibility through which he or she is chargétth wesponsibility?°®

83. The Accused challenges proposed fact 1991 on tises ihat the Prosecution has
formulated it to omit the reference to hif. Proposed fact 1991 states: “On a parallel tragk,

202 Response, para. 11.

23 perigi¢ Decision, para. 27Popovi: Decision, para. 11.

24K aremeraAppeal Decision, paras. 47, 51-52.

205 Tolimir Decision, para. 27 (quotingaremeraAppeal Decision, para. 51).

2% Karemera Appeal Decision, para. 52 (citinBrosecutor v. Gali, Case No. IT-98-29-AR73.2, Decision on
Interlocutory Appeal Concerning Rule B®&C), 7 June 2002, para. 9)See alsoProsecutor v.Slobodan
MiloSevié, Case No. IT-02-54-PT, Decision on Prosecution&jiest to Have Written Statements Admitted
under Rule 9dis, 21 March 2002, para. 22.

27 Response, para. 15eechallenge to proposed fact 1991 in Annex A of tlesionse.
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23 February 1992, representatives of the SDS ardeobther two national groups had agreed
on a statement of principles for a new constitwtlarrangement for Bosnia-Herzegovina.” It
does not state that the Accused was one of the i@p@sentatives who agreed to the new
constitutional arrangement for BiH, although tlisapparent from the relevant paragraph of the
Krajisnik Trial Judgemert® Similarly, proposed fact 2333 states: “In Febyu£992, Bitko
SDS official began to call openly for the divisiai the municipality along ethnic lines.
Milenko Vojinovi¢ (Dr. Beli) warned that the division would be cadiout by force if
necessary. Maps began to appear itk@town showing the division proposed by the SD8.”
does not state that the calls for the division ahiaipalities were on the orders of the Accused,
which is contained in the same paragraph ofKaisnik Trial Judgement®® The Chamber
will decline to take judicial notice of both propmus facts 1991 and 2333 as containing

references to the acts and conduct of the Accused.

84. The Accused challenges proposed fact 2196 on this Haat it omits the portion of the
KrajiSnik Trial Judgement, which states: “On 31 May 1992, Bosnian-Serb Presidency took
the formal decision to form war presidencies in tienicipalities.?*° Although this portion of
the KrajiSnik Trial Judgement is omitted from the proposed fewt, Chamber considers that it
impermissibly touches upon the acts and conduttie@fccused as therajisnik Trial Chamber
clearly held that the foundation of the war presaes was based upon action by the Bosnian-
Serb Presidency, of which the Accused is allegeldatce been a memb&r- In the absence of
proposed fact 2196, proposed facts 2197-2199 becomnef context in the Motion, and they
will also be denied judicial notice.

85. The Chamber has also reviewed the Accused’s clygléa proposed fact 2200, and
finds that it should similarly be denied judiciadtite on the basis that it is selectively quoted,
and fails to reflect the involvement of the Accué&d Furthermore, although the Accused does
not challenge proposed facts 1986 and 1987, adteewing the Motion, the Chamber finds that
these proposed facts should also be denied judiciite on this grountt® Therefore, the
Chamber will deny judicial notice of proposed fat®86—1987 and 2196—2200.

28 5eeKrajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 114.
29 5eeKrajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 322.
#9 Challenge to proposed fact 2196 in Annex A ofRiesponse.

2l gee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 274. Proposed fact 218@st “On 31 May 1992, war presidencies were
formed in the municipalities. The war presidenciese to consist of the president of the municgsdembly or
another prominent figure in the municipality andépresentative of the Republic’.”

#2proposed fact 2200 omits that it was the “BosrBanb Presidency” that had amended the Bosnian-Serb
Constitution on 1 June 199%ee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 275.

213 proposed facts 1986 and 1987 omit to accounthriccused’s presence at “... a meeting of repreteataf
three SAO'’s ...";see KrajiSniKTrial Judgement, para. 111.
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86.  Although the Accused challenges proposed fact I¥6the basis that it is insufficiently
distinct, concrete, and identifiabl&’ the Chamber finds it more appropriate to disct$wie.
Proposed fact 1961 states that “[tjhe SDS leadensad lost hope that a compromise could be
reached with the other parties> After a review of the corresponding paragraphthe
Krajisnik Trial Judgement, the Chamber finds that this isewla factual conclusion based on
statements of the Accusél.

87.  Finally, the Chamber also considers that propoaets 2166 and 2167 relate to the acts,
conduct and mental state of the Accused. Althahgse proposed facts refer simply to general
“guidelines”?!’ it is clear from the preceding sentence in thevaht paragraph of tHérajisnik

Trial Judgement that the “guidelines” were speaificissued by the Accused. The Chamber

will, therefore, decline to take judicial noticemioposed facts 2166 and 2167 as well.

[i] Thefact must clearly not be subject to pending appeal or review

88. The Accused does not challenge any of the propéseid on the basis that they are
subject to pending appeal or review. In lighttsfreview of the facts and tikajiSnik Appeal
Judgement, the Chamber considers that requiremgns [met by all the proposed facts

contained in the Motion.

[i] Discretion to refuse notice

89. The Accused requests the Chamber to exercisesitsation pursuant to Rule 94(B) and
find that it is not in the interests of justicetake judicial notice of proposed facts “when the
Accused does not have access to some of the eridematerial upon [which] the original
judgement was based or when relevant witnesseswrces are not identified [...f*% With
respect to the first of these arguments, the Chambtes that this has been raised by him
previously, and has been dismissed in this Chamipeevious decisions on adjudicated fatts.

Furthermore, the Accused has already been grameess to confidential materials from the

#4gseechallenge to proposed fact 1961 in Annex A of thsponse.
21> Motion, Appendix A, p. 22.
#8Krajisnik Trial Judgement, para. 104.

27 proposed fact 2166 states: “Pursuant to guidelitlesMUP Minister was to pass an act adjustingittbernal
structure of the Ministry to wartime conditions,dato issue instructions on how members of the MU#revio
perform tasks and duties.”

Proposed fact 2167 states: “Active and reservie@ohs well as special units which would not fqrant of the
MUP’s wartime structure, were to be transferrethe®dArmy or used for other wartime tasks.”

218 Response, paras. 21-22.
#935econd Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 58t Biecision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 37.
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Krajisnik case?” and he does not point to any specific facts whieeaunderlying material is not
accessible to him. In light of the Accused’s fegldo expand upon this argument, despite this
Chamber’s clear position on this issue in the Histision on Adjudicated Facts, the Chamber

rejects this argument:

90. Inrelation to the second argument, the Accusedigally identifies 370 proposed facts
which he asserts are not clearly cited inKhajisnik Trial Judgement?? This is now the fourth
time he has raised this argument before the ChamBer noted in the Second Decision on
Adjudicated Facts, the Chamber will not exercisediscretion to challenge the factual findings
of the original judgement, nor is judicial noticeabfactual finding dependant on the ability of
the Accused to trace it back to an original sodfte.Furthermore, while the Chamber
acknowledges that th€rajiSnik Trial Chamber has often only provided a singlemefce for an
entire paragraph of its judgement, it again retesrahat it is not its task to assess whether

another Trial Chamber has properly edited the ¢éits judgement?*

The Chamber again does
not find it to be in the interests of justice taglgudicial notice of facts on the basis that tlaegy

“uncited” in theKrajisnik Trial Judgement.

91. In turning to the consideration of specific propbskcts, the Chamber notes that
proposed facts 1995, 2012, and 2123 list 28 Feprl@®2 as the date when the Constitution of
the Bosnian-Serb Republic was adopted by the BosBéb Assembl$”> However, proposed
fact 2150 identifies 27 March 1992 as the date haf adoption of the Constitution of the
Bosnian-Serb Republic by the Bosnian-Serb Asserfblyln light of this inconsistency, the
Chamber will exercise its discretion to deny judiaiotice to proposed facts 1995, 2012, 2123,
and 2150. Consequently, the Chamber finds thgiqsed fact 2013 will become unclear in the

22 pecision on Access to Confidential Materials inn@ete Cases, 5 June 2009, paras. 29, 32(z). &extent
partial access to confidential materials from KrajiSnik case have been denied, the Chamber notes that they
relate to municipalities outside the scope of théidtment, and have no bearing on the facts prapos¢he
Motion. SeeDecision on Access to Confidential Materials in Qxbate Cases, 5 June 2009, para. 29.

221 SeeFirst Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 37.

22 Response, para. 2¢e alsahallenges to proposed facts 2164, 2172, and 26A9mex A of the Response.

22 geeSecond Decision on Adjudicated Facts, paras. 80THird Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 3irstF
Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 16.

224 5eeSecond Decision on Adjudicated Facts, para. 49.

22 proposed fact 1995 states: “On 28 February 198€, Bosnian-Serb Assembly unanimously adopted the
Constitution of the Serbian Republic of Bosnia-Hgjavina, along with a Government Act, a Law on Deée
and a Law on Internal Affairs.”

Proposed fact 2012 states: “The Constitution & Bosnian-Serb Republic, adopted by the Bosniah-Ser
Assembly on 28 February 1992, vested the Bosniah-@essembly with constitutional and legislative
authority.”

Proposed fact 2123 states: “The Bosnian-Serb Lawinternal Affairs was enacted by the Bosnian-Serb
Assembly on 28 February 1992, on the same dayhbadssembly adopted the Constitution.”

% proposed fact 2150 states: “On 27 March, the @atish of the Bosnian-Serb Republic was adoptedHsy
Bosnian-Serb Assembly. No operational plan washenaigenda that day. The plan was eventually issnetb
April 1992.”
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context of the Motion in the absence of proposeti 2812, and it will be denied judicial notice

as well??’

92. The Prosecution has formulated proposed fact 288ualws: “The SNB would meet in
joint sessions with the Bosnian-Serb Government tfe purpose of taking decisions on
military, political, and administrative mattersHowever, in theKrajisSnik Trial Judgement this

228 The Chamber considers that

sentence is preceded with “[a]s mentioned earlieq”]
proposed fact 2081 merely summarises the findingdarby theKrajiSnik Trial Chamber in
paragraph 137 of th&rajisnik Trial Judgement®® This portion of theKrajisnik Trial
Judgement is contained in proposed facts 2028 888,2and the Chamber is of the view that
2081 is repetitive and less concrete than propdaets 2028 and 2023° Therefore, the

Chamber will decline to take judicial notice of posed fact 2081.

93. The Chamber is also of the view that the factualctusion by theKrajiSnik Trial
Chamber contained in proposed fact 1916 is phrasetich a manner as to appear to be an
opinion or observation by thi€rajiSnik Trial Chamber, and not a concrete finding of fadt.
will therefore decline to take judicial notice aff* Furthermore, proposed facts 2171-2174
appear to be an interpretation of the relationdlepveen the 1974 Constitution of Bosnia-
Herzegovina and the 1984 Law on All-People’s Deérit It is also unclear in the Motion,
what the relationship between these proposed taudsthe SDS crisis staffs are, as proposed
fact 2175 states:

The crisis staffs that came into being in the Basferb Republic in late 1991 and early
1992 were created without reference to the legattuments mentioned above. Instead,
they started out as SDS organs and were only tea@sformed into organs of the
Bosnian-Serb Republid®

For these reasons, the Chamber does not considerthe interest of justice to take judicial
notice of proposed facts 2171-2175. ThereforeCim@mber will decline to take judicial notice
of proposed facts 1916 and 2171-2175.

227 proposed fact 2013 states: “It stipulated thatthsembly was to consist of 120 deputies reflectisglosely as
possible the national composition of the Bosniarb$epublic.”

28 gee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 162.

22 gee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 137.

#0proposed fact 2028 states: “On 27 March 1992 Bienian-Serb Assembly established the National f&gcu
Council (SNB).”

Proposed fact 2029 states: “It was to be an adyisrgan to the Assembly, on political, legal, stitutional, and
other issues relevant to the security of Serbs @snia-Herzegovina, and it was to be responsibléhéo
Assembly.”

Blproposed fact 1916 states: “When considered tegetiith the arming and mobilization of the Serbian
population, this policy shows that the SDS was are@ to oppose even by force the possibility thasriia-
Herzegovina would become an independent unitatg.5ta
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94. In addtion, the Chamber considers that proposets fa623, 2026, 2191, and 2339
contain broad introductory remarks made by tKmjiSnik Trial Chamber, which are
subsequently supported by more detailed proposad fia the Motion. This Chamber does not
consider it in the interests of justice to takeigiad notice of these four introductory remarks,
when more concrete findings supporting the Triah@ber’'s conclusion in thkrajiSnik Trial
Judgement also appear in the Motion. In this reisplee Chamber considers that proposed facts
2023, 2026, 2191, and 2339 merely introduce thesemient fact or facts, and are
generalisations that are not necessary for undefistg the context of the Motiofi* The
Chamber will therefore decline to a take judiciatice of proposed facts 2023, 2026, 2191, and
2339. Consequently, the absence of proposed 181 fenders proposed fact 2192 unclear in
the context of the Motion, and the Chamber willréiere re-formulate proposed 2192 to render

it acceptable for judicial notice®

95. The Chamber further finds that proposed facts 2288 2221 also contain broad
conclusions regarding the relationship betweerMR& and the Crisis Staffs, and are supported

by only one example from the text of tKeajisnik Trial Judgement® The Chamber therefore

22 g5ee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 257
23 gee KrajisnikTrial Judgement, para. 259.

#4proposed fact 2023 states: “The President of thenin-Serb Assembly controlled the procedure ef th
legislative body.” This introduces the followingct proposed fact which states: “The president,thadhower
to propose the agenda of Assembly sessions andnizene the Assembly at his initiative, or upon dedhaf
the Bosnian-Serb Government or one-third of theutlep of the Assembly.”

Proposed fact 2026 states: “The procedure alsavadl for a shortened draft adoption of laws.” T$iimply
introduces the following proposed fact, namely 20&fich contains the substance of the propositrmhstates:
“In a state of war or imminent threat of war, thesdmbly President could propose that laws be adagtaout
debate.”

Proposed fact 2339 states: “Serb forces mainlgisting of paramilitary groups quickly took contiaf Bréko
town in early May 1992. They specifically targetddslim parts of the town and destroyed several mesdn
the municipality.” This general statement is uressary in light of the details contained in progbisets 2340—
2344. For example, proposed fact 2340 states: TQfay 1992, a total of 1,000 Serb forces, whicHuded
Serb units of the JNA from Bosnia and Serbia, WHhitgles, Arkan’s men, and others, launched ankatiac
Bréko town using heavy weapons, tanks and artillekyeas of the town that were predominantly Muslinreve
shelled for several days.”

Proposed fact 2191 states: “This composition efrtfunicipal crisis staffs reflected the coordingtinle of the
body, between political, military and other foréeshe municipality, as well as the dominant infige of SDS.”
This sweeping consideration is based on only oengke, contained in proposed fact 2192, which stateor
example, in Klj& municipality, the members of the crisis staff wtre president of the municipal assembly, the
chief of the SJB, the Council for National Deferft8NQO”) secretary, the TO commander, the presidénhe
SDS municipal board, a local deputy to the Bosr8ans Assembly, and the vice-president of the mpalci
executive committee.”

2% proposed fact 2192 shall read—Ferexamfl Klju¢ municipality, the members of the crisis staff wére
president of the municipal assembly, the chiefhef $JB, the Council for National Defence (“SNO"¢regary,
the TO commander, the president of the SDS mudibipard, a local deputy to the Boshian-Serb Assgnasid
the vice-president of the municipal executive cottesi”

% proposed fact 2220 states: “Coordination and ctsitaetween the crisis staffs and the armed foroagnued,
however.”

Proposed fact 2221 states: “Indeed, the reldtiprisetween the two became closer and more institalized at
this point. One example of this is the fact thatne VRS officers were members of the crisis stadfs,
participated in the meetings of these organs.”
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does not find it in the interests of justice todgkdicial notice of the sweeping conclusions
contained in these proposed facts. FurthermoesCitamber finds that it is impractical to re-
draft the proposed facts to remove these broadlesinos without substantially altering their
meaning and it will therefore deny judicial notioethem. In the absence of proposed facts
2220 and 2221, both proposed facts 2219 and 22kDbedome unclear and out of context in
the Motion, and the Chamber will deny judicial @etiof these proposed facts as well.

96. Finally, the Chamber notes that in the Motion facBnsideration, the Accused requests
that this Chamber exercise its discretion in a lsimmanner to th&olimir Trial Chamber, and
specifically, that it deny facts which (i) contdlme elements of the “chapeau of the Statute”, (ii)
are based on agreed facts where it remains unittgarthe structure of the relevant footnote in
the original judgement whether the agreement whadrenore upon than other evidence, and
(iii) relate to the core of the Prosecution’s c&Se.Furthermore, in the Request for Leave to
Reply, the Accused argues that if this Chamber erexercise its discretion in a dissimilar
fashion than other Chambers of the Tribunal, sufferdnces undermine the spirit of Rule
94(B), which “[...] in essence, presumes that a sgibset Trial Chamber would reach the same
conclusion when assessing the same facts and emgpltye same legal tests, and on that
rationale, relieves the [P]rosecution of presenguglence on those same issues at a subsequent

trial.” 238

97. The Chamber has reviewed the arguments raised éyAttused in the Motion for
Reconsideration and in the Request for Leave todyRemd stresses that Rule 94(B) clearly
places the decision to take judicial notice of prasly adjudicated facts solidly within the
discretion of the Trial Chambé The Chamber has already dealt with the argumeitse
Accused that he is unfairly prejudiced or thatfights under the Statute have been violated by
the approach to judicial notice taken by this Chambnd it does not consider that the different
exercise of a Trial Chamber’s discretion Tolimir and now also irStanidé and Zupljanin
warrants a change of approach, or in any way fuittfénges upon the rights of the Accus&d.

%7 Motion for Reconsideration, para. 8.

28 Request for Leave to Reply, para. 5.

29 Rule 94(B) of the RulesaremeraAppeal Decision, para. 4D. MiloSevi: Appeal Decision, p. 5.

20The Chamber notes that in the “Second Motion facdhsideration of Decision on Judicial Notice of
Adjudicated Facts”, filed on 26 April 2010 (“SecoMbtion for Reconsideration”), the Accused requehbts
Chamber to reconsider 86 adjudicated facts fronSmeond Decision on Adjudicated Facts in lightref tecent
decision from theStanisié and ZupljaninTrial Chamber. As the Accused does not challergeproposed facts
from the Motion in the Second Motion for Reconsatem, the Chamber will address the Accused’s sabiom
in a separate decision on the Second Motion fooRsderation.
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V. Disposition

98.  Accordingly, pursuant to Rule 54 of the Rules, Thial Chamber hereb@RANTS the
Accused leave to reply, and pursuant to Rules 849diB) of the Rules, herelyRANTS the
Motion in part, and decides as follows:

. Noting that the headings provided in Appendix A a#forded no
evidentiary weight and are for organisational psgs only, the Trial
Chamber takes judicial notice of the adjudicatedsfan the Annex attached
to this decision, in the manner formulated thereincluding the
reformulation of the following facts: 1892, 189%8B, 2002, 2009, 2011,
2030, 2036, 2037, 2059, 2079, 2093, 2096, 21057,22040, 2142, 2145,
2147, 2192, 2236, 2315, 2407, 2411, 2490, 26132862 2741;

. The following adjudicated facts proposed in the idotare denied judicial
notice:
1890-1891, 1899-1900, 1916, 1920, 1927-1928, 1945;1958-1961,
1968-1970, 1975-1980, 1986-1987, 1991-1995, 1998--2012-2013,
2023, 2026, 2035, 2060, 2081-2084, 2086, 2098, ,21WB8-2104, 2106,
2112-2113, 2120-2124, 2150, 2155, 2166-2167, 217b6;2178-2180,
2186-2187, 2191, 2193-2194, 2196-2201, 2203, 22082211, 2213~
2214, 2216-2222, 2230-2231, 2244, 2255, 2265-2288,, 2288—-2289,
2294-2307, 2324, 2332—2333, 2338-2339, 2348-233,,2368-2397,
2405, 2412-2425, 2449, 2456, 2458-2483, 2493, 2, 2533-2536,
2553, 2561, 2575-2579, 2581, 2596, 2602-2606, Z&X%; 2657, 2659,
2661, 2663-2664, 2669—-2670, 2685, 2721-2726, 2#52764;

Done in English and French, the English text bauathoritative.

T

Judge O-Gon Kwon
Presiding

Dated this fourteenth day of June 2010
At The Hague
The Netherlands

[Seal of the Tribunal]
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Proposed
Fact No.

Adjudicated Fact

Source

1. POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA FROM 1990 TO EARLY 1991

1890
891 para—25.
In 1990 and 1991 th®erbian Democratic Party (“SDS”)was funded by voluntary Kraiignik TJ
1892 | contributions and enjoyed the support of the oveimimg majority of Bosnian ) '
para. 26.
Serbs.
Its main organs included the party Assembly, fotynile supreme body; the SDS
Main Board, the highest party organ at times winenXssembly was not in sessior
1893 the SDS Executive Board, the executive arm of tleénNBoard; the president of the Krajisnik TJ,
party, who was also the president of the Main Bpandl several advisory bodies, | para. 26.
such as the SDS Political and Economic CouncilsthedCommission for Personng
and Organization.
The party was a hierarchical structure, organinéal municipal assemblies and Krajisnik TJ,
1894 : :
boards resembling the republican organs. para. 26.
1895 AaS FETEE By JuIy 1991—f-e|Lexample KrajisSnik TJ,
members of the Maln Board and of the Executlve Bowgre instructed to be para. 26.
involved in the work of local boards in the ardasytrepresented.
Following the November 1990 elections, the Partipeimocratic Action (“SDA”"), Kraiignik TJ
1896 | SDS, and HDZ (“Croatian Democratic Union”) reaclaedagreement among ) ’
T para. 29.
themselves on a formula for the distribution of pow
It was agreed that, at the most senior level, tirad>Minister would be from the
1897 HDZ, the President of the Assembly from the SD$|, i@ President of the Krajisnik TJ,
Presidency from the SDA (the persons appointed vre Pelivan, Momilo para. 29.
KrajiSnik, and Alija Izetbegoyi respectively).
Biljana Plavst and Nikola Koljevé were appointed to the Presidency of Bosnia- | KrajiSnik TJ,
1898 ) .
Herzegovina as SDS representatives. para. 29
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1899
1900
1901 The three parties also divided among themselvepasijiions in the Ministry of Krajisnik TJ,
Internal Affairs (MUP), which controlled the police para. 30.
Alija Delimustafié (SDA) became MUP Minister, Vitomir Zepih{SDS) became
1902 deputy Minister, Avdo Hebib (SDA) became assisiitister for police affairs, and Krajisnik TJ,
Momcilo Mandi¢ (SDS) became assistant Minister for the preverdgiwhdetection | para. 30.
of crime.
The regional organization of the Bosnia-HerzegowhadP was based on nine Kraiignik TJ
1903 | Security Services Centres (CSBs), located in 8iBanja Luka, Doboj, Tuzla, ) ’
. ) ) . para. 30.
Livno, Mostar, Zenica, Sarajevo, and Gorazde.
1904 | Chief positions in three of these were assignatédDS. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 30.
At the local level, a similar division of posts waside, reflecting the percentages Kraiignik TJ
1905 | gained by each party in the elections. These ptagen corresponded to the ethnig artja 31 '
composition of each municipality. para. 2.
1906 After the quotas were distributed, the three paigared control over appointment| KrajiSnik TJ,
made at every level of administration. para. 31.
- . - . Krajisnik TJ,
1907 | The municipal assembly was by law the highest ogfanunicipal authority. para, 32
It was headed by the assembly president and om®g vice-presidents, who were Kraiignik TJ
1908 | elected by the assembly from its members for ay@ar term. It consisted of a J '
. : ) . o para. 32.
single chamber with quotas for its ethnic compositi
1909 The assembly could also determine the organizatmmhfunctioning of the executivg Krajisnik TJ,
board and other local government authorities. para. 33.
1910 The assembly president was to convene assembipsgsiitiate debate, and sign| Krajisnik TJ,
assembly decisions, which were to be reached bgnhayote. para. 33.
An executive organ (a board or a committee), tagrewith a number of Kraiignik T2
1911 | administrative organs or departments, was to lobange of the implementation of arél 34 ’
assembly decisions. para. 5.
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1912

This body consisted of the committee presidenttetefrom among the municipal
assembly delegates for a four-year term, and aftfonaries directing various
municipal administrative organs.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 34.

2. THE CREATION OF SERB AUTONOMOUS REGIONS AND DISTRICTS IN BOSNIA AND

HERZEGOVINA

During the first months of 1991 the SDS began ganize Serb-majority N
2 ) S " N Krajisnik TJ,
1913 | municipalities in Bosnia-Herzegovina into commuestof municipalities, in some ara. 48
cases severing ties with pre-existing communitfesunicipalities. para. 48.
1914 SDS party leaders justified the associations ofinipalities in terms of economic | KrajiSnik TJ,
necessity. para. 49.
However, Among the functions the SDS assignedeadibsnian Krajina community Kraiignik TJ
1915 | of municipalities was the organization of its defern times of war or imminent arél 49 '
threat of war. para. 43.
I ’
1916 IKF&HSF”k_LJ
para. 49.
1917 A confidential SDS document, dated 23 February 186msidered specific actions| KrajiSnik TJ,
be taken should Bosnia-Herzegovina move towardspeddence. para. 51.
In such a case municipal authorities were to enthatonly Yugoslav (federal) law
would apply, suspending the implementation of rdipah regulations and thus
creating “a legal foundation for direct communioati(assistance, cooperation, ang
1918 the like) between these municipalities and the Faae and its organs (such as th{ Krajisnik TJ,
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (“SFRY"$#embly, Presidency, federal | para. 51.
Executive Council ...) and through them, this wouldvide particularly for the nee
to engage the Yugoslav People’s Army, [and] theeFaldSecretariat for National
Defence.”
1919 This policy was adopted by the SDS Deputies’ Cthb,parliamentary caucus of th| KrajiSnik TJ,
party, and was made public in a document datedith® 1991. para. 51.
1920 KrajtsatkTJ,
para-—55.
. . . o Krajisnik TJ,
1921 | In September 1991 the SDS implemented a policyeagfibnalization”. para. 57
1922 | This consisted in the creation of “regions” in whiSerbs were the relative majority E;?gsr;';( .
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On 16 September the SDS Executive Board approvedppointment of a

1923 regionalization staff. At least three communitiésnunicipalities — Eastern and Old Krajisnik TJ,
Herzegovina, Bosnian Krajina (ARK), and Romanijaeeame Serb Autonomous | para. 57.
Districts or Regions (SAOSs) in September 1991.

More SAOs were formed between September and Noveb®8d.: Semberija- Krajisnik TJ,

1924 s .

Majevica, Northern Bosnia, and Bita para. 57.
The ARK, in particular, distinguished itself foratg independent action since its Kraii&nik TJ

1925 | inception, when its authorities started taking aedevision and radio installations, aril 58 ’
and broadcasting “Serb” programs that intimidatexspns of other nationalities. para. 5.
The pursuit of regionalization, according to M@l Krajisnik, was used by the SD
in response to the HDZ's and SDA’s attempts toulisindependence of Bosnia-

1926 Herzegovina. Regionalization was a leverage, irvigw, to suggest to the SDS’s | Krajisnik TJ,
coalition partners that the three parties shoudtimean overall agreement on the | para. 59.
whole of Bosnia-Herzegovina: its status within Yslgwia as well as its internal
organization.

1927

1928
By autumn 1991, two political options for the sattlent of the “Bosnian question” | Krajisnik TJ,

1929 . : .
openly competed in the Assembly of Bosnia-Herzeggvi para. 62.
One option, espoused by the SDA and the HDZ asasgelhe majority of opposition Kraiignik TJ

1930 | parties, envisaged sovereign and internatiomaltpgnized statehood for Bosnia- aré\ 62 ’
Herzegovina. para. be.
The other option, preferred by the SDS and sonteeofmaller parties, was that Krajisnik TJ,

1931 : . T .

Bosnia-Herzegovina should remain within Yugoslavia. para. 62.
Each side radically opposed the other’s option,tardSDS was ready to have Kraii&nik T2
1932 | “Serb” territories secede from an independent Bos$terzegovina if that was the J ’
- . para. 62.
only way for Serbs to remain in Yugoslavia.
3. THE CREATION OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB ASSEMBLY
By October 1991, the three-party coalition was dsling. The SDA and HDZ

1933 pressed the Bosnia-Herzegovina Assembly to dissaeclaration of sovereignty of Krajisnik TJ,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, which would pave the way fer ribpublic to assert its para. 63.
independence from Yugoslavia.
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The SDS protested that such a declaration woulghbenstitutional as it would

1934 infringe on the rights of one nationality recogrizgy the Bosnia-Herzegovina Krajisnik TJ,
constitution, namely the Serbs, and it had not hvetted by the Council for Ethnic | para. 63.
Equality.

In the course of the debate on whether to voteush a declaration of sovereignty,

1935 during the night of 14 and 15 October 1991 wherother parties decided to proce| KrajiSnik TJ,
with the vote, Moniilo KrajisSnik, as President of the Assembly, adjeed the para. 64.
session to the next morning.

The SDS deputies, as well as most Serb deputigs tloe SDS, left the hall. Kraiignik TJ

1936 | However, the vice-president of the Assembly theomngened the session and the ) ’

. para. 64.
declaration was adopted.

1937 | On 15 October 1991 the SDS Political Council medgsess the situation. g;?gsgg( T,

1938 During this and other meetings, the idea emergettitie SDS should form its own | Krajisnik TJ,
institutions, which would function in parallel tbdse of Bosnia-Herzegovina. para. 65.
On 16 October 1991 the SDS’s “Announcement to #1i8n people” stated that tk Kraiignik TJ

1939 | SDA and HDZ had breached the constitutional orideeiterated the SDS’s suppori ar(Jsl 65 ’
for federal institutions, including the Yugoslavdpée's Army (“JNA”). para. 5.
During the session of the Bosnian Serb Assembl®b@ctober 1991, Bosnian-Ser
deputies passed a resolution that “the SerbianlpedBosnia-Herzegovina shall Kraiignik TJ

1940 | stay in the joint state of Yugoslavia together virbia, Montenegro, SAO Krajina aréls 67-6é
SAO Slavonija, Baranja, Western Sirmium [Zapad®ing}; and others who may P ' !
declare that they wished to stay,” subject to camdition by a plebiscite.

1941 Twenty-three sessions of the Bosnian-Serb Assembig held between October | Krajisnik TJ,
1991 and December 1992. para. 69.

1942 Krapsak—Td,

para—+0.

1943

1944

1945
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On 21 November 1991 the Bosnian-Serb Assembly pioeld as part of the territor

1946 of federal Yugoslavia all those municipalities, coomes, and settlements where a KrajiSnik TJ,
majority of registered citizens of Serb nationahd voted in favour of remaining i| para. 74.
Yugoslavia.

If the majority in one municipality had voted tawain within Yugoslavia, the whole
of that municipality would remain. Municipalitieshere the majority of people had
not participated in the plebiscite (and were, tlwuesumably, non-Serb-majority Kraijisnik TJ

1947 | municipalities), the SDS proposed to look at sirggienmunes or settlements: if loc ara. 74 ’
communities had voted to remain, then only thatmamity would be considered para. /4.
part of Yugoslavia, while the rest of the territafythe municipality would be
allowed to join an independent Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Also on 21 November 1991, the Bosnian-Serb Assemtbpted a resolution

1948 declaring full support for the JNA in defence of tommon state of Yugoslavia an Krajisnik TJ,
in conducting mobilization of the Serb people irsB@a-Herzegovina, in order to | para. 75.
reinforce military units.

1949 The resolution added: “Serbian people and otheplpesho wish to preserve Krajisnik TJ,
Yugoslavia are called upon to respond to militaal-aps”. para. 75.

1950 The third act of the Assembly on 21 November 199% o certify the proclamation Krajisnik TJ,
of the SAOs in Bosnia-Herzegovina. para. 76.

1951 Fourth, the Assembly appointed a commission oratlaption of a constitution. Krajisnik TJ,
Momcilo KrajiSnik was elected to this commission. para. 77.
Fifth, the Assembly recommended to the SDS Depuiiks in the Bosnia-

1952 Herzegovina Assembly to foster a division of th@jonass media and the creation| Krajisnik TJ,
separate radio and television channels, “whichl giavide objective, true and just | para.78.
accounts of the Serbian people.”

4. THE PROCLAMATION OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB REPUBLIC

Around 20 December 1991, SDS members Nikola Kaljend Biljana Plavsi

voiced their opposition to the Bosnia-HerzegovinasRlency’s decision to apply to Krajisnik TJ
1953 | the Badinter Commission — established by the Ewmo@@ommunity to issue '

. - : - o para. 100.

advisory opinions on legal matters relating to Yugoslav crisis — for recognition a

an independent state.

On 21 December 1991 the Bosnian-Serb Assembly ad@pstatement pointing ou Krajisnik TJ

1954 | that the decisions of the Bosnia-Herzegovina Peggig in favour of independence '
were taken unconstitutionally and contrary to thaadity of the three ethnicities. para. 101.

1955 It also decided “to commence preparations for gtaldishment of the Republic of | KrajiSnik TJ,
Serbian Bosnia and Herzegovina as a federal uthimi ugoslavia”. para. 101.

1956 The deputies proceeded to establish a MinisteainCil, which was to act under th Krajisnik TJ,
Assembly. para. 102.
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Vitomir Zepini¢ and Mo Stani&, high-level officials in the Bosnia-Herzegovina Krai&nik TJ
1957 | MUP, were named to the Council, the former as Mémisf Internal Affairs and the arél 102 ’
latter as Minister without portfolio. para. '
iSRikCT .
1958 para—103.
1959
1960
1961
On 31 December 1991 the Osldieaje newspaper published an interview with Al Kraiignik TJ
1962 | Izetbegow, in which he called for the establishment of aeseign and independen anjal 104 ’
Bosnia-Herzegovina. para. '
1963 Following 11 January 1992, Bosnian-Serb authorinesed ahead with the Krajisnik TJ,
organization of a separate Serb MUP. para. 106.
1964 On 17 January 1992, at a session of the Minist@aaincil a draft programme of | KrajiSnik TJ,
work for the Council was presented. para. 107.
It called for the adoption of the Constitution dndthe organization of the territory
1965 in such a way so as to “enlarge the territory efragions and encompass a larger | Krajisnik TJ,
number of inhabitants wherever possible in ordexaisolidate the regions both para. 107.
ethnically and economically.”
1966 It placed “particular stress ... on the need fditjgal and territorial organization of | Krajisnik TJ,
the regions by the formation of new municipalitiedorder areas of these regions, para. 107.
At that same session it was decided that the Comom®n the Constitution and thg Kraii&nik TJ
1967 | Ministerial Council, would be tasked with prepanati by 15 February 1992, of drai aril 107 ’
legislation to enable the Bosnian-Serb Republistéot functioning. para. '
iSRikCT .
para—108.
iSRIkCT,
para. 108.
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97¢ oF-exampretne ot ormed-ts-own-military-unidib¢i | Krajishik-Td,
which-was-equipped-by-the INA's 216th-Brigade. para—108.
Furthermore, in order to replace Croat and Musltdiers who refused to mobilize Kraiinik TJ
1971 | in Rogatica and Sokolac municipalities, two exalali Serb battalions of the 216th arél 108 '
Brigade were formed with the assistance of the SDS. para. '
These battalions then armed and equipped Serlaaisiin neighbouring villages
1972 and, from March 1992 onwards, their commandersrtege@xclusively to the Krajisnik TJ,
brigade commander, Colonel Dragomir MiloSewiho, in turn, reported directly to | para. 108.
General Vojislaburdevac, commander of the JNA 4th Corps.
1973 Rajko Kusg, a prominent SDS leader of Rogatica, createdwisunit composed of| Krajisnik TJ,
Serb volunteers, under the auspices of Colonel3éié. para. 108.
1974 Between January and March 1992, Colonel MiloSéad frequent meetings with | Krajisnik TJ,
SDS leaders, including Rajko Duki para. 108.
I ,
1975 j
para.109.
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
On 11 February 1992 Matilo Mandi¢ attended a meeting of Serb officials from tlf Krajisnik TJ,
1981 : .
Bosnia-Herzegovina MUP. para. 110.
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Mico Stanist, then a member of the Bosnian-Serb Ministerial @dustated that th¢ Kraiignik TJ
1982 | Council and the Bosnian-Serb Assembly had decideddate a separate Serb MU arél 110 '
and that it would be organized at state, regicanad, municipal levels. para. '
The minutes of the meeting record a resolutionr¢éate a steering committee, a
1983 “Serbian advisory board” within the Bosnia-HerzeigavMUP under the direction @ Krajisnik TJ,
Momcilo Mandi¢ “to carry out all preparations necessary for thecfioning of the | para. 110.
Serbian MUP after the adoption of the constitutibthe Serbian Republic of BiH.”
Part of the preparation for separation includedattming of Serb police officers ang Krajisnik TJ,
1984 . )
Serb police stations. para. 110.
1985 The CSBs and SJBs reassigned stockpiled weapomsgied) to the reserve police | Krajisnik TJ,
force to the new Serb MUP. para. 110.
iSRIkT,
9% para—3111.
I ’
1987 KrajiShik T
para—111.
Three days after 14 February 1992, the Prijedor BibSicipal board noted that “it i
19gg | hecessary to activate the second stage of the@ostated by the SDS BH Main | Krajisnik TJ,
Board. It is absolutely necessary to cover thetteyrand population (Serbs) by para. 112.
activists and representatives. Each should secsi@am ared.
On 15 February 1992 the Bosnian-Serb Assembly dssmlia draft Constitution, Kraiignik TJ
1989 | according to which the Bosnian-Serb Republic wdagdome part of federal arél 113 '
Yugoslavia. para. '
The Assembly also discussed the adoption of a Lathe Implementation of the | KrajiSnik TJ,
1990 o
Constitution. para. 113.
o ’
1991 KrajiShik H
para—114.
iSRIkT,
992 para—114.
; iSRikCT .
+98 para—114.
iSRIkT,
para—114.
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oy ,
1995 :
para—118.
The Constitution defined the Bosnian-Serb Repuddipart of federal Yugoslavia, | KrajiSnik TJ,
1996 . :
and not of Bosnia-Herzegovina. para. 118.
It stated: “Citizens of the Republic have equahtsin their freedom, rights and
obligations. They are equal before the law andyettje same legal protection Kraiignik TJ
1997 | regardless of race, sex, language, ethnic origiciabackground, birth, education, ) ’
. AR i X 4 iy para. 118.
financial situation, political and other beliefscgl position or other personal
attributes.”
1998
5. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB REPUBLIC
1999
2000
2001
After the republican referendum, and due to thétfzet the Yugoslav leadership hg
by then clearly expressed its position to SDS leatteat a Bosnian-Serb entity
2002 would not be allowed to be part of the new Yugoislaw the near future, Krajisnik TJ,
negotiationspersisted, but mainly turned on the nature of vamaithdependent para. 123.
Bosnia-Herzegovina would be like (unitary or fedeamd what the division of
power among the entities would be.
On 11 March 1992 the Bosnian-Serb Assembly dedid@edntinue international iy
S ) . : Krajisnik TJ,
2003 | negotiations on a confederative arrangement fothtee national groups, albeit on ara. 124
its own terms. para. '
In response to an invitation from José Cutileindeinational mediator, to continue Kraiignik TJ
2004 | the multi-party negotiations, the Bosnian-Serb Agsly unanimously rejected a ) ’
2 . . . para. 124.
draft of constitutional arrangements in Bosnia-tégvina.
On 18 March 1992 the negotiators once again repoot¢éhe Bosnian-Serb Krajisnik TJ,
2005
Assembly. para. 125.
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The new draft proposal, they explained to the deputimed at a division of Bosni: Kraiignik TJ

2006 | Herzegovina into three constituent units basednbt on nationality, but also on arél 125 '
economic and geographic considerations. para. '

2007 Each component nation would moreover be allowediapges with other states. | Krajisnik TJ,
The proposal was marked as “basis for further nagons.” para. 125.
On 24 March 1992 the Bosnian-Serb Assembly eleéBtadkoberi¢ as Prime Krajisnik TJ,

2008 . :

Minister and he was sworn in on the same day. para. 126.
The Bosnian-Serb Assembly proceeded to instruchéve Government to prepare,
by 27 March; an operational plan for assuming power, that ise&tablishing powe

2009 in the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegowana, in particular in the field of | KrajiSnik TJ,
internal affairs, national defence and money tratisas ... in all municipalities para. 126.
where we already have Serbian authorities, andase municipalities where we
have only recently established Serbian municisaiti

2010 On 24 March 1992 the Bosnian-Serb Assembly alseds decision verifying the | KrajiSnik TJ,
proclamation of various Serb municipalities. para. 127.
On 7 April 1992, the Bosnian-Serb Assembly, chaired by Milovanavdvi,

2011 declared the independence of the Bosnian-Serb Reggab 12 August 1992, the | KrajisSnik TJ,
name of the republic was changed to “Republikal&fsPlavs¢é and Koljeve para. 128.
resigned from their positions in the PresidencBo$nia-Herzegovina.

6. THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB ASSE MBLY

2012

20613

2014 Chaired by a President (Speaker) and two vice-geess, this legislative body coul¢ KrajiSnik TJ,
adopt laws and determine the budget and territorgdnization of the Republic. para. 129.

It could also call referendums, elections for degmjtand elections for the Presiden Krajisnik TJ,

2015 .
of the Republic. para. 129.

2016 Proposals for legislation could be launched bydiguties, by the Government, or | KrajiSnik TJ,
the President of the Repubilic. para. 130.
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2017 Thereatfter, a draft would be prepared by the reieiinistry, adopted by the Krajisnik TJ,
Government, and then forwarded to the Assembly. para. 130.
2018 This meant that, regardless of who initiated thggslation, the body officially Krajisnik TJ,
proposing it would always be the Government. para. 130.
2019 The Bosnian-Serb Assembly was to exercise contreil the matters within the KrajisSnik TJ,
competence of the Bosnian-Serb Government. para. 131.
2020 | It elected the Prime Minister and voted to apptiet Government Ministers. g;?g srilngJ,
In addition, the Assembly debated matters relatetie work of the Supreme Court Kraii&nik TJ
2021 | the Public Prosecutor, and the constitutionalityhef laws of the Republic upon J ’
. . : e para. 131.
advice given to it by the Constitutional Court.
The Assembly was also tasked with cooperating thighassemblies of other Kraiinik TJ
2022 | republics, autonomous provinces, and municipalitie®ugh information exchange J '
- . para. 132.
and visits by Assembly deputies.
iSRICT .
2023 para—133.
The president, had the power to propose the agaimissembly sessions and to Kraiignik TJ
2024 | convene the Assembly at his initiative, or upon dechof the Bosnian-Serb anja 133 ’
Government or one-third of the deputies of the Addy. para. '
2025 | The Assembly President was to sign laws followimgjrit adoption. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 134.
SRICT,
2026 para—134.
2027 In a state of war or imminent threat of war, thesé&sbly President could propose | KrajisSnik TJ,
that laws be adopted without debate. para. 134.
7. THE OPERATIONS OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB ASSEMBLY
2028 On 27 March 1992, the Bosnian-Serb Assembly estadydi the National Security | Krajisnik TJ,
Council (SNB). para. 137.
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It was to be an advisory organ to the Assemblypalitical, legal, constitutional, ang Kraiignik TJ
2029 | other issues relevant to the security of Serbsosnia-Herzegovina, and it was to i J '
: para. 137.
responsible to the Assembly.
Its decisions were sometimes published in the BosSierb Republic’©fficial Krajisnik TJ,
2030
Gazette. para. 137.
Following the establishment of the Army of the BiesnSerb Republic (*VRS”) on Kraiignik TJ
2031 | 12 May 1992, Generals Ratko MlagMilan Gvero, and Momir Tali as well as aril 138 '
Colonel Zdravko Tolimir, would also often attends&mbly sessions. para. '
2032 They, together with other military officials, wouddidress the Bosnian-Serb Krajisnik TJ,
Assembly on the strategic situation and proposadsobf action. para. 138.
In its early days, the Bosnian-Serb Assembly waspmsed of 82 deputies. All but | Krajisnik TJ,
2033
seven were SDS members. para. 139.
2034 Other parties represented in the Bosnian-Serb Aslsenere the Reformist Party, | KrajiSnik TJ,
the former Communist League, and the Serb RenewakMent. para. 139.
o |
2035 KFaiShik T
para—139.
" . . KrajisSnik TJ,
2036 | In-additien,The activities of the Assembly were supported finalhcby the SDS. para. 139
The Assembly’s composition and operating metheds ¢éinsured that the decision-| KrajiSnik TJ,
2037 : o .
making process was heavily influenced by SDS policy para. 140.
8. THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB GOVE RNMENT
2038 The Bosnian-Serb Constitution vested the Bosnial-&@vernment with executive| Krajisnik TJ,
authority, under the formal control of the Assembly para. 141.
Headed by the Prime Minister, two deputy Prime stigis, and thirteen Ministers, Kraiignik TJ
2039 | the Government functioned through the work of itsistries and permanent J '
: : para. 141.
working bodies.
2040 The Bosnian-Serb government was to report to tteedbly on its progress in poliq Krajisnik TJ,
implementation and law enforcement. para. 141.
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2041 Based on an evaluation of the Government’s work Assembly could hold a vote ( Krajisnik TJ,
no-confidence. para. 141.
2042 The Government was to make its decisions by a ginrmaljority vote, in sessions | Krajisnik TJ,
with a majority of the members attending. para. 142.
It was to cooperate with municipal executive orgapsiaving their representatives .
- : . : . . : Krajisnik TJ,
2043 | participate in Government sessions, as well asaynly Ministers participate in ara. 142
sessions of the municipal organs. para. '
9. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB GOVERNMENT
The Ministerial Council, established on 21 Deceni#91, became the Bosnian-S¢ Kraiignik TJ
2044 | Government following the Assembly’s passage ofGloeernment Act on 28 J '
para. 143.
February 1992.
While still a member of the Bosnia-Herzegovina Goweent, Brankderi¢ was Kraiignik TJ
2045 | nominated by Biljana Plav&ior the post of Prime Minister in the Bosnian-Serb J '
para. 144.
Government.
Serbs who had been serving in ministerial posteenGovernment of Bosnia- Kraiinik TJ
2046 | Herzegovina were appointed by the Bosnian-SerbrAbgeas Ministers to J '
. o . . para. 144.
equivalent positions in the Bosnian-Serb Government
Where no Serb sat as Minister or deputy MinisteheaaBosnia-Herzegovina Kraiignik TJ
2047 | Government, the Prime Minister was to propose ahatds for ministerial posts in arg 144 '
the Bosnian-Serb Government to the Bosnian-SererAkly. para. '
2048 Aleksandar Buha, Minister of Foreign Affairs, wascharge of contacts with Krajisnik TJ,
international representatives, including those ftomUnited States and OSCE. para. 145.
The Ministry of Information, under Velibor Ostéjidealt with general public Kraiignik TJ
2049 | information, and would distribute and report on st@tements from Government ar:i 145 '
sessions, press briefings, and news conferences. para. '
2050 Dragan Kaliné¢, Minister of Health and Social Affairs, was in ¢ge of cooperation | KrajiSnik TJ,
with international humanitarian organizations. para. 145.
2051 The Government sat for the first time as an inddpahexecutive body, distinct froi KrajiSnik TJ,
the SNB, at its 13th session on 23 May 1992. para. 146.
In the first days of April 1992, following internahal recognition of Bosnia- Kraiignik TJ
2052 | Herzegovina as an independent state and the bagiohthe conflict, the Bosnian- ar; 147 ’
Serb leadership relocated to Pale, about 20 kileradtom Sarajevo. para. '
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2053 The Kikinda Hotel functioned as the seat of therBas-Serb institutions (Assembly KrajiSnik TJ,
Presidency, Government) until June 1992. para. 147.
In April 1992, Nikola Koljevt proposed to JNA colonel Bogdan Subdhat he set Kraiignik TJ

2054 | up a Bosnian-Serb Ministry of Defence. Brareri¢ and the Assembly were awar J ’

. para. 149.
of this approach.
Subott accepted the assignment, moved to Pale, and hathdsistance of the SFR Kraiignik TJ

2055 | Ministry of Defence, started organizing the Minysaind preparing drafts of the Law J '

para. 149.
on Defence and Law on the Army.
These drafts were eventually adopted by the Goventand submitted to the Krajisnik TJ,

2056 .

Bosnian-Serb Assembly. para. 149.
10. THE OPERATIONS OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB GOVERNMENT
In the course of 1992, the Bosnian-Serb Governrhelot around 90 sessions.

2057 Nedeljko Lakg, secretary of the Government from 27 April 199%vards, would se€¢ Krajisnik TJ,
Prime MinisterDeri¢ about twice a week and would liaise with him atiteo para. 150.
Ministers to organize the sessions.

2058 After each session, Lakivould write the minutes of the meetings, and shiwewm to | Krajisnik TJ,
beri¢ para. 150.

2059 Legislative proposals were forwarded to the Assgmhile decisions within the | KrajiSnik TJ,
competence of the Government were published itffieial Gazette. para. 150.

iSRIkCT,
208¢ para—151.
The Government was also concerned with the issdesdrted houses and ey
. S ) . . Krajisnik TJ,

2061 | apartments in the municipalities, as well as tBaesof Muslim-owned property in ara. 152
general. para. '

It would send individual Ministers to visit muni@jpassemblies in order to be kept| Krajisnik TJ,

2062 o
up to date on the situation. para. 152.
By early May 1992, the Government had at its diapwsPale a Republican Kraiignik TJ

2063 | Information Centre which connected with regionahoounication centres in the ) ’

. . para. 153.
Bosnian-Serb territory.
. Krajisnik TJ,

2064 | It operated 24 hours per day and had five employees para. 153,
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2065 By June 1992, written reports, as well as dozensleframs, were received daily b KrajiSnik TJ,
the Centre and sent on to the intended recipients. para. 153.
11. THE BOSNIAN-SERB JUDICIARY
2066 The Bosnian-Serb Constitution vested the Constibati Court and lower courts of | KrajisSnik TJ,
the Bosnian-Serb Republic with judicial authority. para. 154.
The judicial system of the Bosnian-Serb Republithwhe Constitutional Court at Kraiignik TJ
2067 | the top of the hierarchy, was to be autonomousirasiependent and was entrusted J ’
: . . para. 154.
with protection of human rights and freedoms.
2068 Members of the judiciary, including judges and paiprosecutors, were to be elect Krajisnik TJ,
by the Bosnian-Serb Assembly. para. 154.
The Assembly discussed and voted on appointmentisnaissal of judges and Kraiignik TJ
2069 | prosecutors at its 19th and 22nd sessions on 12skd®92 and 23-24 November ) '
. para. 154.
1992, respectively.
2070 The lower courts were to ensure that all coercoteas on behalf of the state Krajisnik TJ,
authorities were conducted in accordance with dte of law. para. 155.
2071 No state official could enter a dwelling agains tenant’s will without a court Krajisnik TJ,
warrant. para. 155.
No-one could be deprived of his or her freedom auitha valid court decision. In Kraiignik TJ
2072 | addition, pre-trial detention could not exceed twonths, unless extended by the J '
o para. 155.
Constitutional Court for up to another two months.
2073 | The Constitution set forth the principle of a faial in criminal proceedings. E;?g sr11|§5TJ,
An accused person had the right to be informeth@hature of the allegation again Kraiignik TJ
2074 | him or her in the shortest time provided by the,land guilt could not be establishe J '
. . para. 155.
except by pronouncement of a valid court verdict.
12. THE BOSNIAN-SERB EXCHANGE COMMISSION
2075 On 8 May 1992, the Government established a Ce@oaimission for the Exchang Krajisnik TJ,
of Prisoners of War and Arrested Persons. para. 156.
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On 10 May the SNB and the Government appointednimbers of the Commissio Kraiignik TJ
2076 | who included representatives from the Bosnian-$4rtstry of Defence, the MUP, arél 156 '
and the Ministry of Justice. para. '
2077 The Commission’s official role was to coordinateleanges and provide informatig KrajiSnik TJ,
on captured persons. para. 157.
As part of that role the Commission was to diffeiee between civilians and .
: . . . . o Krajisnik TJ,
2078 | prisoners of war, with a view to releasing the ferrand preventing crisis staffs or ara. 157
paramilitary formations from committing crimes aggtithe latter. para. '
13. THE BOSNIAN-SERB NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
Ex officio members of the SNB also included thesitent of the Bosnian-Serb Kraiinik TJ
2079 | Assembly(Monilo KrajiSnik) and the Bosnian-Serb Republic’s Prime Minister, ¢ arél 161 '
the Ministers of Defence and Interior. para. '
2080 By early April 1992, the SNB developed into an axae organ issuing instructiong Krajisnik TJ,
to, and receiving reports from, municipal crisisff& and TOs. para. 162.
2081
2082
2083
2084
14. THE OPERATIONS OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB PRESIDENCY
On 9 October 199Peri¢ resigned from his post as Prime Minister becaese h Kraiignik T
2085 | considered that the authorities of the Bosnian-&abublic did not function and thg aré 186 ’
“the party structures outweighed the rule of laweas of the state”. para. '
15. THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB ARM ED FORCES
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iSRikCT .
para—189.

2087 The Government had the authority to propose a defplan and carry out defence | KrajisSnik TJ,
preparations. para. 189.

2088 | The Ministry of Defence was to be in charge of nfination efforts. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 189.

2089 | The MUP would deploy the police force in case aiftiot. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 189.

2090 The Assembly was responsible for adopting a defdegelopment plan, determinir] Krajisnik TJ,
sources of defence finance, and enabling the atiqQui®f material supplies. para. 189.

In accordance with the Bosnian-Serb Republic’'s BedeAct, defence equipment, Kraiignik TJ

2091 | funds, and other property previously belonging tsia-Herzegovina were to be aré\ 190 '
transferred to the Bosnian-Serb Republic. para. '

JNA officers, Bosnian-Serb Republic citizens, anens of other Yugoslav Kraiignik TJ

2092 | republics who wished to serve in the VRS, couldraesferred to the Bosnian-Serh par(Ja 190 '

Republic’'s Army.

16. THE COMPOSITION AND LOGISTICS OF THE BOSNIAN-SE RB ARMED FORCES

In June 1992 the VRS comprised 177,341 personueleat into five Corps, as well Krajisnik TJ

2093 | as some units not attached to any specific Cofpgnder the command of-amy ’
the Main Staff headed by Ratko Mlai para. 197.
The five Corps were the 1st Krajina Corps (forméhky JNA 5th Corps, headed by
Momir Tali¢ from 17 March 1992); the 2nd Krajina Corps (forlyeéhe JNA 10th Krajisnik TJ

2094 | Corps); the East Bosnia Corps (formerly the INAXJ0orps); the Sarajevo- ara. 197 ’
Romanija Corps (formerly the JNA 4th Corps); anel ltterzegovina Corps (formerl para. '
part of the JNA 9th Corps).

The VRS had control over several weapons-produgdiants in Bosnia-

2095 Herzegovina. They manufactured air-jet enginesaradd telecommunications Krajisnik TJ,
systems, artillery and non-guided rocket muniti@rsjoured vehicles, optical para. 199.
electronlcs and englnes for military vehlcles

2096 1992. Already in early 1992, and partly due to the rafuff non-Serbs to moblllze Krajisnik TJ,
for the war in Croatia, the JNA units in Bosnia-e&govina were progressively para. 201.
becoming all-Serb units.

2097 By April 1992, more than 90 per cent of all INAioffrs were Serbs or Krajisnik TJ,
Montenegrins, and the JNA was openly favouring Samhts personnel policy. para. 201.
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o ’
2098 KrajiShik T
para—201.
By late 1992 or early 1993 out of 2,579 VRS offggehe majority were Serb (2,165 Kraiignik TJ
2099 | or 84 per cent) or Yugoslav (204, or 8 per cent)ly®2 (or 2 per cent) were Croat arg 202 '
and 33 (1 per cent) were Muslim. para. '
. ’
2100 KrajiShik <
para. 202.
The JNA was not the only armed force in the Bosi8anb Republic whose Kraiignik TJ
2101 | composition changed in such dramatic fashion. TBewks also struggling to fill up aré 203 '
its ranks following the departure of non-Serbs. para. '
In a letter dated 27 April 1992 Minister of Deferfsebott requested reinforcement
from the JNA’s 2nd Military District, pursuant tom @rder received by Prime
Minister Peri¢. The letter provided as follows: “In view of thesential need to bring Kraiignik TJ
2102 | the TO in the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Hevzetw up to the basic level of artja 203 '
manpower, in accordance with an agreement reaaiged promise made in para. '
Belgrade, we request your urgent assistance ingirgvus with the following
officers.”
17. PARAMILITARY FORMATIONS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVI NA
21063
21064
According to a VRS Main Staff intelligence report paramilitary formations dated
28 July 1992 reperthe paramilitary groups operating in the Bosrfsamh Republic Kraiignik TJ
2105 | at that time (about 60 groups, totalling 4,000 ,@08 men) were mostly formed of ar<Ja1 210 ’
individuals of low morals, many of them convicta@rinals, whose interest was para. '
looting.
iSRIkT,
2106 para—212.
The Serbian Defence Forces (“SOS”) paramilitarygroups were also active in Kraiignik T3
2107 | Sanski Most, where the local crisis staff decidettansform them into a TO unit or anj';\ 212 ’
22 April 1992. para. 2Lz.
In Zvornik, in the period April to May 1992, the N@v Wasps, a paramilitary unit Kraiignik TJ
2108 | consisting of around 100 heavily armed men, codpdrelosely with the TO and wq ariz 213 ’
even issued with arms by the TO’s logistics staff. para. '
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On 11 July 1992, the leader of the Yellow WaspsgiivV@Zuéo) Vuckovié, went to

2109 | the Pale SJB to collect arms and ammunition. WhiRale, Vékovi¢ met with K;?gsglfsTJ,
Plavst. He also met with the Minister of Defence Suboti para. '
At this meeting, Subatiexplained to Vakovi¢ that whoever took orders from VRS Kraiinik TJ
2110 | officers was considered to be a full member o MRS, irrespective of whether that aré 213 '
person was a reservist, a Serbian volunteer, ceraler of a paramilitary. para.
In Prnjavor, the “Wolves of \ijak” were a paramilitary group, consisting of Kraiignik TJ
2111 | approximately 150 men. They were headed by Veljklankovi¢, a convicted aril 214 ’
criminal, trained in Knin (Croatia) in the summédrl®91. para. '
2112 Krajisnik+d,
para—215.
iSRIkT,
3 para—215.
2114 On 28 July 1992, and as a result of the VRS Madif $ttelligence report mentione| Krajisnik TJ,
earlier, Mlad¢ issued an order regarding the disarmament of phiamy formations. | para. 216.
The order noted that paramilitaries engaged inngotere operating in all territorie Kraiignik TJ
2115 | under the VRS. It ordered all paramilitary formasawvith “honourable” intentions t¢ aré 216 '
place themselves under the command of the VRS. para. '
No individual or group responsible for crimes wade incorporated into the army, Kraiignik TJ
2116 | and any member of a paramilitary unit who refusedubmit to the unified comman . ar; 216 ’
of the VRS was to be disarmed and arrested. para. '
The report, while aimed at bringing law back toasraow under Bosnian-Serb Kraiignik TJ
2117 | control, also shows that the VRS was more concewigdiooting and the ar; 217 '
breakdown of order than with the widespread criceamitted by the paramilitariey para. '
The report also does not account for the factiti@rporation of paramilitaries had
2118 already been the rule even before July 1992 artccthmes were committed, and | Krajisnik TJ,
were continuing to be committed, by the paramiktsiunder the auspices of the | para. 217.
Bosnian-Serb armed forces.
For example, the Prijedor paramilitary units nanrethe report took part in the Kraiignik TJ
2119 | attacks on Kozarac, Hambarine, and other areasjad®r as part of the VRS in Ma ) 2 ’
1992, para. 218.
Ly |
2320 Krajishik
para—222.
2121
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I |
2122 KrajiShik
para—222.
18. THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB MIN ISTRY OF INTERNAL
AFFAIRS
SRk T,

2123 para. 225.

iSRIkT,

224 para—225.

2195 The new Law on Internal Affairs was based to ametelming extent on the 17 Krajisnik TJ,
April 1990 Bosnia-Herzegovina Law on Internal Affai para. 226.

2126 One of the differences was that the 1992 law retkto “national security” whereas| Krajisnik TJ,
the 1990 law referred to “state security”. para. 226.
Another difference was that the new law made refsd¢o the MUP’s ethnic Kraiignik TJ

2127 | composition and invited “employees of Serbian rraglity and other employees wh J '

o ; para. 226.
so desire” to take employment in the MUP.

2128 | The Bosnian-Serb MUP was to handle security affarbehalf of the Government. g;?gsgg(;‘]’
The 1992 law provided for five Security Servicesittes (CSBs) in the Bosnian-

2129 Serb Republic: Banja Luka for the territory of thBK; Trebinje for the SAO of Krajisnik TJ,
Herzegovina; Doboj for the SAO of Northern Bosr8arajevo for the SAO of para. 228.
Romanija-Bir&; and Bijeljina for the SAO of Semberija.

2130 Each of the five CSBs was in charge of a numbd&tuiflic Security Stations (SJBs)| Krajisnik TJ,
found in municipalities covered by that particuzsB. para. 228.

2131 In this structure the SJBs would continue to playole of the main organ of the | Krajisnik TJ,
Ministry of Internal Affairs at the municipal level para. 228.
The new law stipulated that CSBs and SJBs weredsecooperating with the Krajisnik TJ,

2132 . :

Bosnia-Herzegovina MUP. para. 229.
The law specified SIB competencies as includingeptimn of life and personal Kraiignik TJ

2133 | security of citizens, prevention and detectionrohal acts, and the tracking dowr arél 299 '

and apprehension of perpetrators. para. '
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The law tasked SJBs to cooperate with any “organsbrganizations” that had bee KrajiSnik TJ,

2134 ) oo : :
legally charged with maintaining order in a giveaaa para. 229.
The 1992 law extended the maximum period of alldevaletention on the premises Kraiignik TJ

2135 | of CSBs and SJBs to three days (from the maximu@#dfours permitted by the J ’

para. 230.
1990 law).

2136 In addition, persons of unknown identity suspeateserious criminal offences coul Krajisnik TJ,
be detained indefinitely under the 1992 law. para. 230.
According to internal regulations, the MUP’s hediice was to coordinate the work Kraiignik TJ

2137 | of CSBs, and, in circumstances that jeopardizeddoerity of the Bosnian-Serb J '

) . X . . : para. 231.
Republic, to activate reserve police forces angiupolice units with arms.
In addition to tasks assigned to them by the MUi&'ad office, the CSBs and SJBS Kraiignik TJ

2138 | were to implement the regulations of municipal agsiées in connection with the ) ’

. para. 231.
maintenance of law and order.
The Law on Internal Affairs authorized the MUP Mitar to form additional police | Krajisnik TJ,

2139 . o . )
units to carry out specific tasks, if needed tespree peace and public order. para. 232.
The Minister could also limit public movement args@mbly if the security of the
Republic, the work of republican organs, or thedi@m and rights of the citizens of Kraiignik TJ

2140 | the Republic were threatened, although before dsintpe Minister was obliged to arja 232 '
consult the Assembly- or, if the circumstances made it impossible to emsult the para. '
Assembly, the Republic’s President
The new law tasked all MUP personnel to “presemeelives of people and human | Krajisnik TJ,

2141 A . P
dignity” in the course of carrying out their duties para. 233.
Moreover, it provided that “Authorized officialsahexecute orders issued by the

2142 Minister, or by their immediate supervisor, givarorder to carry out matters and | KrajisSnik TJ,
tasks of national and public security, except wiach orders are contrary to the | para. 233.
constitution of the law.

On the question of the division of existing asstts,Law on Internal Affairs

2143 stipulated that fixed assets, equipment, and aeshivere to be transferred to the | KrajiSnik TJ,
Bosnian-Serb MUP in proportion to the percentagiefrepresentatives of the Ser para. 234.
people in the Bosnia-Herzegovina Assembly.

Fixed and movable assets of the CSBs and SJBstiicth, parts of which had Kraiignik TJ

2144 | become part of SAOs, were to be transferred t@tmnian-Serb Republic in paril 234 '

proportion to the size of the parts separated fileagrdistricts.

19. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB MINISTRY OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS

i . was-one-of the firstinstitutions-of thseent Rep to
2145 start-functioning-effectivelyAt its session of 11 March 1992, the Bosnian-Serb | Krajisnik TJ,
Assembly unanimously called for the implementatibthe new Law on Internal para. 235.
Affairs by the Ministerial Council.
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On 24 March 1992, Mb Stanist was appointed Minister of Internal Affairs by the Krajisnik TJ,
2146 .
Bosnian-Serb Assembly. para. 235.
2147 The Law on Internal Affairs, published in théficial Gazette on 23 March 1992 wa| KrajiSnik TJ,
to enter into force on 31 March 1992. para. 236.
2148 From that date, all CSBs and SJBs of Bosnia-Herdagdhroughout the territory ol Krajisnik TJ,
the Bosnian-Serb Republic were to stop functioning. para. 236.
On 24 March 1992, the Bosnian-Serb Assembly intgduthe Ministerial Council to
prepare an operational plan for “assuming powaet, ithfor establishing power and Kraii&nik TJ
2149 | rendering operational the authorities in the teryitof the [the Bosnian-Serb anjel 236 '
Republic] and in particular in the field of intefradfairs” and to submit it to the para. '
Assembly on 27 March.
iy ’
2150 e ;
para—236.
2151 | Already on 30 March 1992, the Bosnian-Serb MUP se&isup in SAO Romanija. E;?gsgg(;‘]’
On 6 April 1992, Montilo Mandi¢ organized the take-over of the Vraca police Kraiignik TJ
2152 | academy, which became the first headquarters aieheMUP and the CSB arél 239 ’
Sarajevo. para. '
2153 The MUP headquarters was later moved to two lonatin Pale. At the beginning ¢ KrajiSnik TJ,
July 1992, CSB Sarajevo was moved to Lukavica. para. 239.

20. THE COMPOSTION AND LOGISTICS OF THE BOSNIAN-SER B MINISTRY OF INTERNAL

AFFAIRS
By September 1992, the Bosnian-Serb MUP numbergfi@lemployees, which wa Kraiignik TJ
2154 | more than the 10,195 employees in all of the Beblaezegovina MUP in January J 2 '
1990, para. 241.

] iSRICT,
218 para—242.
2156 By 29 April 1992, Stojan Zupljanin, head of the Rahuka CSB, had at his disposi Krajisnik TJ,

armed combat vehicles, anti-aircraft artillery, dnsdicopters. para. 242.
By early May 1992, Zupljanin had established a faeusabotage and counter- Kraii&nik TJ
2157 | terrorist” police unit equipped for combat and n@mibg 150 men who had had arél 242 ’
combat experience in Croatia. para. '
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2158

At the end of June 1992, the MUP noted the presehspecial police units at
Sokolac and Pale. By September 1992 the Specigh@ei of the police had five
detachments, one based at each of the five CSBse SdBs, such as those in llidz
and Novo Sarajevo, also had their own special paliuts.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 242.

21. CONTROL OVER AND OPERATIONS OF BOSNIAN-SERB MIN ISTRY OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS

FORCES

On 16 April 1992, the Minister of Defence, Bogdarb8tic, declared that a state of

2159 imminent threat of war existed in the Bosnian-Sedpublic, and ordered full Krajisnik TJ,
mobilization. Subot’'s order allowed the authorities to take “all nesgey measures| para. 243.
appropriate to the situation.”

The measures decreed by the ARK on 4 May pursoadtiboté’s order included a Kraiignik TJ

2160 | general mobilization, introduction of a curfew, aadeadline of 11 May for the arél 243 '
surrender of illegal weapons. para. '

. . I : Krajisnik TJ,

2161 | These orders were disseminated to all SIBs witlsiB Banja Luka.

para. 243.

2162 The MUP also cooperated closely with the VRS. OBy 1992, Stanisiordered | KrajiSnik TJ,
that all employees of the MUP organize into “waitsin para. 245.
This order formalized the cooperation by explainmgv MUP units should Kraiignik TJ

2163 | cooperate with the VRS. Stari&uthorized the CSB heads to implement these aril 245 ’
arrangements. para. '
MUP'’s first annual report, covering the period Apoi December 1992, stated that Kraiignik TJ

2164 | participation in combat activities stood at “1,4&dlice officers, on average, every par; 250 '
day.” ' '

2165 The Ministry had put 6,167 police officers at thspibsal of the VRS, most of them| Krajisnik TJ,
from the reserve. para. 250.

2166

2167

22. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK RELATING TO BOSNIAN SERB CR ISIS STAFFS, WAR

PRESIDENCIES AND WAR COMMISSIONS

2168

The Bosnian-Serb Constitution provided for theiterial division of the Bosnian-
Serb Republic into local units of self-managemsuth as cities and municipalities
Organization and operation of municipal authorithes to be determined and

regulated by municipal statutes.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 256.

Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 24
Appendix A

14 June 2010




36308

2169 Each assembly had an executive committee and aorletd municipal Krajisnik TJ,
administrative organs charged with the implemeatatif the assembly decisions. | para. 256.
The Bosnian-Serb Constitution also bestowed omtheicipalities the right and Krajisnik TJ,
2170 - i o
obligation to manage and organize territorial deéen para. 256.
214
2172
2173
2174
2375
23. THE FUNCTIONS OF THE BOSNIAN-SERB CRISIS STAFFS
2176 The SDS crisis staffs in the Bosnian-Serb Repuhdice all fully set up and KrajisSnik TJ,
operational by April or May 1992. para. 260.
Once they became municipal organs they functiosdti@municipal authority whet Ly
- . ; Krajisnik TJ,
2177 | municipal assemblies could not operate due tottite sf emergency, replacing bot
- : . para. 260.
the municipal assembly and the executive committee.
iSRIkT,
para—260.
2179
2180
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On 24 February 1992, the SDS Executive Board asdifroordinators” for the
2181 ARK and the different SAOs. Among other tasks, ¢hesordinators were to ensurg Krajisnik TJ,
the implementation of decisions of the Bosnian-J&bembly and the Bosnian-Se| para. 262.
Government and to take part in the work of theawrdi crisis staffs.
2182 The municipal crisis staffs in the ARK receivedtiastions from, acted upon Krajisnik TJ,
decisions of, and reported to the ARK crisis staff. para. 262.
On 24 March 1992, the Bosnian-Serb Assembly agkedbvernment to draw up g
2183 plan on assuming power and rendering operatiomah#w governmental authoritie{ Krajisnik TJ,
for example in the field of internal affairs andioaal defence, in the territory of th¢ para. 263.
Bosnian-Serb Republic.
Such a plan was then issued by the Government abmainth later, on 26 April
1992, and concerned the functioning of crisis staffthe municipalities: "In the
conditions of war, the Crisis Staff shall take oa#the prerogatives and functions
municipal assemblies when they are not able to@oav.. The operation of the
Crisis Staffs shall be based on constitutionallagdl provisions and also on the
2184 decisions of the Assembly, the Presidency and theeBment of the Serb Republi¢ Krajisnik TJ,
of Bosnia-Herzegovina. ... The Crisis Staffs shallect information on the situatior] para. 263.
in the field and notify and consult competent auties of the Serbian BiH, that is
commissioners of the Government who shall be appdiaspecially for the
communities and areas threatened by the war ..CTises Staffs shall ... prepare
weekly reports which shall be submitted to theaegl and state organs of the
Serbian BiH.”
This plan was distributed and implemented in mypaikiiies throughout the Bosniar Krajisnik TJ,
2185 :
Serb Republic. para. 264.
s |
2186 KrajiSaik T+
para—264.
2187
para. 264.
2188 As for the membership, the crisis staffs includeabllers at the municipal level but | KrajiSnik TJ,
also people with ties to the republican level & 8DS. para. 265.
2189 Members of the SDS Main Board but, in particulbg Bosnian-Serb Assembly Krajisnik TJ,
deputies “were the link from the republic levekb@ municipal”. para. 265.
Their role was to transfer authority from the cahto the municipal level, and also | KrajiSnik TJ,
2190 : :
convey information between those two levels. para. 265
iSRICT,
para. 266.
Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 26 14 June 2010

Appendix A




36306

Ferexampleln Klju¢ municipality, the members of the crisis staff wdre presiden
of the municipal assembly, the chief of the SJB,@ouncil for National Defence Kraiinik TJ
2192 | (“SNO”) secretary, the TO commander, the presidémhe SDS municipal board, & ar; 266 ’
local deputy to the Bosnian-Serb Assembly, and/ibe-president of the municipal para. '
executive committee.
24. BOSNIAN-SERB WAR PRESIDENCIES AND WAR COMMISSIONS
2193
21494
2195 Abolition of the crisis staffs and establishmentair presidencies were first Krajisnik TJ,
discussed within the Bosnian-Serb Government oM&g 1992. para. 273.
2196
2397
2198
2199
2200
iSRikCT,
2204 para. 275.
The state commissioner on a war commission wa®nsdgle for appointing Kraiignik T2
2202 | municipal war commissions and providing them wiih éxpertise and other ar:i 276 '
assistance. para. '
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I ,
2203 S 5
para—276.
The exact setting up and transformation from cs#adf, to war presidency, to war L
S ) L o Krajisnik TJ,
2204 | commission varied from municipality to municipalityome of the factors para. 279

determining this variation were location, time, gredsonalities.

25. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BOSNIAN SERB CRISIS STAFFS, WAR PRESIDENCIES,

WAR COMMISSIONS AND THE BOSNIAN SERB ARMED FORCES

The relationship between crisis staffs and theowsrimilitary forces present in the Kraiinik TJ
2205 | municipalities (JNA units, the TO, paramilitary tgjiand the VRS), differed from arcja 230 '
municipality to municipality. para. '
At a minimum, however, the relationship involvedaordinating and supporting rol Kraiignik TJ
2206 | for the crisis staffs. In at least one municipalZvornik, the local INA commander arél 280 '
was listed as member of the crisis staff. para. '
2267
2208
2209 At the time when the SDS crisis staffs were beorgied, the INA was the domina| Krajisnik TJ,
military structure in the municipalities of Bosrierzegovina. para. 283.
The Zvornik SDS municipal board elected a crisidfgor the municipality, Kraiignik TJ
2210 | consisting of leading SDS persons from Zvornikwadl as the municipal command arja 283 ’
staff of the JNA. para. 6s.
iSRIkT,
22H para—283.
According to the Bosnian-Serb Constitution, it Wi right and the obligation of Kraiignik TJ
2212 | regions and municipalities to set up and orgarizentational defence in their ari\ 285 '
territories and to manage the territorial defence”. para. '
iSRIkT,
223 para—285.
iSRIT,
2244 para. 285.
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2915 Crisis staffs also provided various forms of gehassistance to the TO, calling for| Krajisnik TJ,
mobilization within their municipalities and prowd) financial assistance. para. 285.
2216
2237
2218
2219
2220
2221
2222
26. THE MUNICIPALITY OF BANJA LUKA
i. Measures taken against non-Serbs
2993 The SOS paramilitary group under Nenad Stevaradmember of the ARK crisis | Krajisnik TJ,
staff, operated in Banja Luka municipality in sgriand summer of 1992. para. 376.
During the republican referendum on independengdsebruary and 1 March 1992 Krajisnik TJ,
2224 o L i
the SOS blockaded the municipality building in Beehjka town. para. 376.
On 3 April 1992, the SOS erected checkpoints araanwh and issued a press
2995 statement calling on the president of the munidip&b establish a crisis staff in Krajisnik TJ,
order to pursue several goals of the SOS, includisgnissal of Banja Luka Corps | para. 376.
officers and public utility managers who voted “sBiga Yugoslavia”.
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The SOS’s demands were adopted by the SDS. Upastablishment of a
municipal Serb crisis staff in the beginning of Afi©92, Predrag Radli president of
the crisis staff and a member of the SDS Main Boantiounced several measures
including: CSB employees had to pledge loyaltyh® Bosnian-Serb Republic or lo
2996 their jobs; the presidency of the SFRY would baussted to reinforce the JNA Krajisnik TJ,
Banja Luka Corps and dismiss or transfer JNA ofSagho had not voted “for para. 377.
Yugoslavia”; and the directors of several publitegprises who pursued “an anti-
Serbian policy” would be dismissed. To enforce chamge with these orders, mixe
patrols of the police, the TO, and the JNA wertate@ over control of the roads froi
the SOS.
On 11 May 1992, the ARK crisis staff issued an oafiscating the property of
9997 able-bodied men aged between 18 and 55 who hathééirea and had not KrajisSnik TJ,
immediately returned. This specifically applieditan-Serbs who had fled the para. 379.
territory of the ARK.
Employers in Banja Luka were told to evict non-Sdriom employer-owned Kraiignik T2
2228 | apartments in order to make space for familieatbéh Serb soldiers. Those who arél 379 ’
attempted to protect non-Serbs in Banja Luka wepeimanded or even replaced. para. '
ii. Manja ¢a camp — Schedule C, 1.2
2999 The number of detainees at Mafgaat any one time between June and Decembe| KrajisSnik TJ,
1992 varied from several hundred to over 3,000. para. 383.
iSRikCT .
para—384.
para—380.
An agency for resettlements, known asd&min’s agency” in reference to Radoslal
2939 Brdanin, managed all aspects of relocation of the |adjon. In July and August Krajisnik TJ,
1992, crowds were seen queuing at the offices éflin’s agency, and busloads o] para. 380.
people left the municipality for Croatia and otipéaices almost daily.
27. THE MUNICIPALITY OF BIJELJINA
i. Background
Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 30 14 June 2010

Appendix A




36302

The municipality of Bijeljina is located in the ribreast of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Kraiignik TJ
2233 | Approximately two-thirds of its municipal boundasiorm part of the border ) ’
: ) : para. 297.
between Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia.
Bijeljina is the closest municipality in Bosnia-Hegovina to Belgrade. One of the | KrajiSnik TJ,
2234 : . Lo
roads connecting Sarajevo and Belgrade crosseauhgipality. para. 297.
ii. Takeover of the municipality
Krajisnik TJ,
2935 Bijeljina was the first municipality in Bosnia-Heagovina to be taken over by the | para. 298;
Bosnian Serbs in 1992. Krajisnik AJ,
para. 606.
At a dinner withUNPROFOR representative Cedric Thornberry on 20 April 1992 KrajiSnik TJ,
2236 o . L b y
Plavst described Bijeljina as a “liberated” town. para. 303.
iii. Measures taken against non-Serbs
2937 LjubiSa (Mauzer) Saviwas a leading SDS figure in Bijeljina and commarafehe | KrajiSnik TJ,
Serb (National) Guard paramilitary unit. para. 305.
On 15 June 1992, Mauzer stated that the presidef8A0O Semberija-Majevica ha
2938 decided to replace Muslims in managerial positiorBijeljina, and should “the Krajisnik TJ,
genocide against the Serbian people” in Bosnia-étgrzina continue, all Muslims | para. 306.
would be fired from their jobs and expelled frone territory.
Mauzer also stated that the 2,500 Muslims ageddmsivi8 and 35 who had fled Kraiignik TJ
2239 | Bijeljina in the aftermath of the Serb take-overuleblose their jobs, and their anja 306 ’
apartments would be seized and sealed, and hesdd¥iem not to return. para. '
iv. Killings - Schedule A, 1.1
2240 | Actual fighting started in Bijeljina town on 31 Mgdr 1992. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 299.
Members of Zeljko (Arkan) Raznat@é paramilitary group came to Bijeljina and,
cooperation with a local paramilitary group undex tommand of Mirko Blagojeg/i Kraiignik TJ
2241 | took control of important town structures. On 120kpril 1992, armed JNA anja 299 '
reservists surrounded the town and columns of Bwkg and other vehicles were | P2 '
seen in the area.
Arkan’s men were installed in the local SDS buitdand, for several days,
2949 accompanied all regular police patrols and werelwed in arresting members of | KrajiSnik TJ,
Bijeljina’s SDA presidency. At this time, membearfsthe White Eagles and the loc{ para. 299.
TO were also present in Bijeljina town.
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2943 At least 48 civilians, most of whom were non-Setiz] been killed by Serb Krajisnik TJ,
paramilitaries during the Serb take-over of Bijadji para. 300.
para—300.
A total of 48 bodies, including those of women ahddren, were collected from thg Kraiignik TJ
2245 | town’s streets and houses, 45 of these victims weneSerbs and none wore ) ’
. para. 300.
uniforms.
2946 Most of the dead had been shot in the chest, meartiple, or back of the head, sor Krajisnik TJ,
at close range. para. 300.
The removal of bodies from the streets of Bijeljmas ordered by Serb forces in
anticipation of a visit on 4 April 1992 of a delé¢iga of high-ranking Bosnia- Kraiignik TJ
2247 | Herzegovina officials, including Biljana PlagsFikret Abdi, Minister of Defence arél 301 '
Jerkoboko (a Croat), and chief-of-staff of the JNA 2ndliMry District General para. '
Pragevic.
When, in the course of the visit, Plavasked Arkan to hand over control of Bijeljir
to the JNA, he replied that he had not yet finished‘business” there, and that he
would settle the situation in Bosanski Brod nexavBic did not persist with her Kraiignik TJ
2248 | request, and repeatedly praised the good job Ankaindone in saving the local Ser anja 303 '
population from the threat of the Muslims. When gineup returned to the para. '
municipality building, Plav$i publicly thanked and kissed Arkan. This scene was
met by shouts of approval from the local SDS mempegsent.
2249 | Arkan’s men remained in Bijeljina until at least M&992. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 303.
v. Batkovi¢ camp — Schedule C, 2.1
2950 From at least June 1992 until 30 December 199hsS#etained Muslims and Croa Krajisnik TJ,
in the Batkowt camp in Bijeljina municipality. paras. 304, 5|
The detainees held at Batkéwriginated from a large number of different
2951 municipalities, including Biko, Klju¢, Lopare, Rogatica, Sokolac, Ugljevik, Krajisnik TJ,
Vlasenica, and Zvornik. Many had been transferrethfother detention facilities, | para. 304.
particularly SuSica camp in Vlasenica and Maajeamp in Banja Luka.
2252 | In August 1992, the commander at the Batkaamp was Velibor Stojanavi E;?gsgl(l)(AfTJ,
In August 1992, around 1,280 Muslim men were detin a single warehouse at Kraii&nik TJ
2253 | Batkovic camp. There were also some women, children, aletlglpersons detaine arg 304 '
in a separate area. para. '
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2954 Sanitary conditions at Batkavcamp were poor and detainees were given littld fo KrajiSnik TJ,
or water. para. 304.
iSRIkT,
para—34-
Ten detainees at Batk@vtamp were singled out for especially harsh treatnihey Kraiignik TJ
2256 | were beaten three times a day, forced to beat@hehn, and repeatedly forced to aril 304 ’
engage in degrading sexual acts with each othiieipresence of other detainees. para. '
Detainees at Batko¥mwere forced to perform manual labour daily, inahgddigging Kraiignik TJ
2257 | trenches and carrying munitions at the front lim&rying bodies, working in fields ) ’
: C . , - para. 304.
and factories, and assisting in the constructioanocirport near Bijeljina.
In late August or September 1992, when represertatf the ICRC visited Kraiignik TJ
2258 | Batkovi, the youngest and oldest prisoners, together tivéhmost badly beaten J '
. ) para. 304.
detainees, were temporarily removed from the camp.
2259 | Conditions at Batkoviimproved after the ICRC began to visit the fagilit g;?gsgl&n’
vi. Killings related to Batkovié camp — Schedule B, 2.1
2960 Three detainees were beaten to death while onendetavas shot dead at Batkévi | Krajisnik TJ,
camp. para. 304.
vii. Removal of non-Serbs
2961 From at least July 1992, Muslims in Bijeljina weagegeted by an organized Krajisnik TJ,
campaign of looting and expulsion. para. 307.
The Bijeljina SDS compiled a list of names of whglMuslims. Aided by Mauzer’'s
men, Vojkanburkovi¢ of the Bijeljina SDS paid visits to those on tfs in order to
2962 extort property from them. Some of these Muslimsalty paid to be able to stay in| KrajisSnik TJ,
Bijeljina. Others were detained immediately, stegmf their valuables, and para. 307.
transferred to “no-man’s land” between the warifiactions, where they remained,
sometimes for days, before being able to crosshhislim-controlled territory.
2963 The abandoned Muslim houses were looted, and tlmrated byburkovi¢ to Serbs | KrajisSnik TJ,
upon payment of a fee. para. 307.
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2264

The Bijeljina SDS was determined to rid the muradiy of its remaining Muslims.
The plan was to kill a Muslim family on each sidgawn to create an atmosphere
fear. This plan was implemented in September 199R2usko Malové’s special
police unit, at the instigation of Drago Vukéyan employee of the local MUP and
member of the Bijeljina crisis staft the same time, the Serb municipal assembl
passed a decision that Muslims who refused to dalimed would be fired, have
their electricity, water, and telephone servicesatf) and be required to report for
work detail. Prominent Muslims were humiliated ®irig forced to perform menial
tasks, and those who refused were taken to Batlaamp or expelled from the
municipality. The SDS operation caused large nusibéMuslims to flee Bijeljina.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 308.

28. THE MUNICIPALITY OF BOSANSKA KRUPA
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29. THE MUNICIPALITY OF BOSANSKI NOVI

I. Takeover of the municipality

In mid April 1992, the newly appointed Serb polateef dismissed all Muslim polic
officers in Bosanski Novi because they refuseddo an oath of loyalty to the Serb Kraii&nik TJ
2279 | authorities. The remaining police officers werauess with a new camouflage ) ’

uniform with a Serb flag on the epaulette. Musliwie worked in companies in para. 404.
Bosanski Novi municipality also lost their jobs.
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2280

In the Muslim village of Suhi, discussions with SDS representatives from the
village of JoSova about the handover of Muslim veeepbegan in late March 1992

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 405.

2281

The Muslims in Suh@ decided to surrender their firearms to the Sierbate April
1992. Soon after, the villagers were instructegddo a field in JoSova, where they|
had to wait while Serb soldiers searched $atiar any remaining weapons. Nothir
was found.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 405.

SRikT,
para—405.

2283

Around 9 May 1992, the Bosanski Novi crisis stafflar Radomir Pagiissued an
ultimatum over Bosanski Novi radio for Muslims letmunicipality to hand in their
weapons within 24 hours.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 406.

2284

In the days following 9 May 1992, Serb forces lawaat an attack on Blagaj Japra
using heavy artillery which had been positioneduarbthe village beforehand. She
were fired into the village for two days and JNAdsers shot and wounded civiliang

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 406.

2285

During May 1992, other Muslim villages in the Japeadley such as Hodi and Agki
were attacked and houses were set alight.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 407.

2286

On 24 May 1992, Serb units forced the entire Muglopulation in the Japra valley
which included villagers from Gornji Agi, Hozi¢i, and Suhé&a, as well as from

Donji Agi¢i, Dedki, Dolovljani, Crna Rijeka, EKi, and Maslovare, to move to the
village of Blagaj Japra. Serb soldiers told MuslimSuhga that they had to leave
their safety could no longer be ensured. The oeratas completed in the course

two days.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 407.

ii. Mlakve Stadium — Schedule C, 4.1

2287

During the detention at the Mlakve Stadium, thelsot called out names of detain
Muslims and brought them to the police station,fileedepartment or Hotel Una fol
interrogation.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 409.
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v. Destruction of a sacred site listed in Schedul®, 4

2290

Several houses and the mosque were damaged ihdhieg of Blagaj Japra.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 406.

vi. Removal of non-Serbs

2291

In the beginning of June 1992, there were manydswi negotiations between
Muslim representatives, the Serb municipal authesiand international
representatives. The subject of the negotiatiorstiva departure of Croats and
Muslims in a convoy from Bosanski Novi. The negtitias took place in Radomir
Pas¢’s office, in Dvor, twice in Emin Puéis house, and twice on the bridge over t
Una river. There was no discussion regarding ttssipdity for people to return.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 410.

2292

At the end of June or beginning of July 1992, tlesdhski Novi crisis staff issued
instructions regulating the conditions for peopdé allowed to leave. Persons wh
did not own property had to obtain an official downt from the municipal land
registry office certifying this. Those who owneaperty were required to draft a
contract either leaving the property to the Sertthe Serb state, or simply
renouncing it. Persons wishing to leave also haatawide a list of all the members
of the household, obtain a certificate showing thayy had no previous convictions
obtain a certificate showing that all utility bilgere paid; obtain documentation fro
the municipal secretariat for national defencarggahat they had completed militay
service; and obtain a document from the SJB allgwiem to leave. All documents
had to state that the action taken was on a vatybiasis.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 416.

2293

Several weeks later, the Bosanski Novi SJB repdhadby 23 July it had
“deregistered” 5,629 Muslims who had applied tovéethe municipality
“voluntarily”.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 417.

2295
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31. THE MUNICIPALITY OF BRATUNAC

I. Takeover of the municipality

In early April 1992, Muslim police officers in Briattac municipality were forced to
turn over their firearms, and on 9 April Serbs klshed their own police force
2308 displaying the insignia of the Bosnian-Serb Republlhereafter, Bratunac Serbs s¢ KrajiSnik TJ,
up barricades and checkpoints, and carried outlattaith firearms and explosives,| para. 311.
Two coffee bars, one owned by a Muslim and theratlvned by a Croat were
blown up.
On 16 April 1992, the TO in Bratunac was mobilized! in the following days, Kraiignik TJ
2309 | Arkan’s and SeSelj’s paramilitary units, and a Ji#A under the command of J ’
: : i : o para. 311.
Captain Relg, arrived in the municipality.
While the JNA and TO began disarming Muslim villegghroughout the
municipality, including the majority-Muslim villagePod¢aus and Suha, the Kraiinik TJ
2310 | paramilitaries harassed locals and pillaged abagdidfuslim homes. Most of the aril 311 ’
Muslim leadership left Bratunac municipality foreBrenica after receiving threats para. '
from these Serb paramilitary units.
Serb authorities issued a 29 April 1992 deadlingvhich non-Serbs, almost Kraiignik TJ
2311 | exclusively Muslims, had to sign oaths of loyaltySerb rule in the municipality of J '
para. 312.
Bratunac.
2312 | Most Muslims left Bratunac by 29 April 1992. KrajiSnik TJ,
para. 312.
2313 | Serb soldiers looted the abandoned Muslim propgertie Krajisnik TJ,
para. 312.
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On 1 May 1992, the Bratunac crisis staff ordered &l paramilitaries and “illegal
citizens” cease activity and leave the municipahithin one week. The paramilitary

Krajisnik TJ,

2314 | units, however, did not leave. The Bratunac catadf further declared that only JN ara. 313
and TO units had the right to deal with militargugs and perform duties in the stq para. '
of war that had been declared in the territory.

2315 On 17 May 1992, Serbs shelled the Muslim settlernéiionjevi¢ Polje, near Krajisnik TJ,
Hrnci¢i, and attacked it on 27 May. para. 317.

ii. Killings, Schedule A
a. Schedule A, 3.1
On 3 May 1992, the Serb TO surrounded the Muslitage of Hraga and torched | Krajisnik TJ,

2316
43 houses. para. 313.
Over the following week, the Serb TO attacked amested the remaining residents Kraiinik TJ

2317 | of the village of Hrata. The Serb TO captured nine villagers, and kilged of ) ’

. . . . para. 313.
them, including a six-year-old girl.

2318 | On 9 May 1992, members of the same TO shot eigldiiMa. Krajisnik TJ,

para. 313.
b. Schedule A, 3.2
On 8 May 1992, during a Muslim attack against Seamilitaries in Potgari,

2319 Goran Zekt, a prominent SDS main board member visiting fraeb&nica, was Krajisnik TJ,
killed. The Bratunac crisis staff met the same dag planned to attack the Muslim| para. 314.
village of Glogova the next morning.

On 9 May 1992, JNA forces and Serb TO units sumednGlogova. There was no
armed resistance to the Serb advance becausdldgeof Glogova had already Kraii&nik TJ
2320 | been disarmed on 25 April 1992. Approximately 6&abitants of Glogova were panj';\ 314 ’

killed during the operation. The remaining Muslimere taken into Serb custody,

and most of the buildings in the village were tihenned.

iii. Bratunac football stadium and the Vuk Karadzié¢ school — Schedule C, 6.1 & 6.2

2321

On 10 May 1992, Serb soldiers attacked the Muslltages of Suha and
Mihaljevi¢i, near the town of Bratunac. Male villagers wemested and taken to the
Vuk Karadz¢ school, while women and children were taken toBretunac football
stadium.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 314.
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iv. Bratunac football stadium — Schedule C, 6.1

On 17 May 1992, police chief Vidoje Radéwdemanded that all Muslims in the

village of Vitkovi¢i hand in their weapons. Armed local Serbs dregsedmouflage

uniform surrounded the village. The next day, salirom the Novi Sad Corps

entered the village of Vitkowi and told the Muslims to gather in the streetsain Kraii&nik TJ
2322 | with their belongings, to be taken to Tuzla. Aroutabn, two buses arrived escorte arél 317 '

by armed paramilitary units. The villagers fromRavic¢i were taken to the Bratuna para. '

football field. The villagers from Vitkovi were later placed on buses and sent to

Vlasenica municipality, where they were detainedearrthe guard of additional

armed Serb paramilitaries, including members ofastk men and the White Eagle

From mid-May 1992 on, detainees held at the Bratdoatball field were forced on| KrajiSnik TJ,
2323 . N

buses and sent to Vlasenica municipality. para. 320.

para.-320.
v. Vuk Karadzi¢ school — Schedule C, 6.2

On 10 May 1992, Serb paramilitaries attacked Krd&alje, near Vitkoui in Kraiignik TJ
2325 | Bratunac municipality. On that day, over 500 Musfiman from villages in Bratunag aril 315 ’

were detained in the Vuk KaradZschool. para. '
2326 Detainees at the Vuk KaradAchool were severely mistreated and beaten Krajisnik TJ,

repeatedly. para. 315.

On 11 May 1992, the Serb TO of Bratunac brought@pmately 250 of Hrata’s Kraiignik TJ
2327 | inhabitants to the municipal hall of Bratunac. Fritrare, approximately 60 men, anjel 313 ’

were taken to the Vuk Karadzschool. para. '

vi. Killings related to the Vuk Karadzi ¢ school — Schedule B, 4.1

Several men detained at the Vuk Karédsahool were taken out by the guards an¢ KrajiSnik TJ,
2328 | .

killed. para. 315.

vii. Property related crimes

On 9 May 1992, Serb forces set fire to houseserMhslim villages of Cerivac and| KrajiSnik TJ,
2329 o S

Polje in Bratunac municipality. para. 314.
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viii. Destruction of sacred sites listed in SchedalD, 6

Four Muslim monuments in Bratunac municipality wheavily damaged or

2330 completely destroyed between April and June 1982uding the mosque in Krajisnik TJ,
Bratunac town and the mosque in Glogova, which aeasolished with explosives | para. 318.
during the 9 May 1992 attack

2331 During attacks on Muslim villages, including Glogo\serb forces deliberately Krajisnik TJ,
torched and destroyed Muslim houses and mosques. para. 320.

ix. Removal of non-Serbs

32. THE MUNICIPALITY OF BR CKO

i. Takeover of the municipality

para—322.

2334 On 17 April 1992, hoping to avoid bloodshed, SDAmbers of the Biko municipal | Krajisnik TJ,
assembly accepted the SDS proposal for physicaidivof Bicko town. para. 322.
Already in February 1992, the JNA began preparatfon military operations in Kraiignik TJ

2335 | Br¢ko. In February or March, the JNA distributed weagpto Serb villagers and J ’

: . . para. 323.
erected checkpoints on major roads aroungk@town.
By the end of April 1992, the JNA had moved antilleveapons and ammunition
stores, out of Btko town and into neighbouring Serb villages. Durihig period,

2336 local Serbs were mobilized, with a total of 3,4@01 joining military units. The Krajisnik TJ,
policy was to place conscripts under the commarttde@Biko JNA garrison, and to para. 323.
have the garrison lead all war operations in otdgrevent local Serbs from formin
paramilitary groups.

The Brko crisis staff met daily with local Serbs and tthém that they were under| Krajisnik TJ,

2337 .
threat from the Muslims. para. 323.
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On 1 May 1992, a total of 1,000 Serb forces, wingtuded Serb units of the INA

2340 from Bosnia and Serbia, White Eagles, Arkan’s naeml others, launched an attac| Krajisnik TJ,
on Brcko town using heavy weapons, tanks and artill&geas of the town that wer| para. 324.
predominantly Muslim were shelled for several days.

Large paramilitary groups came from other areaSA® Semberija-Majevica, of
which Breko municipality was a part, to participate in ofenas in Bko town. The Kraiignik TJ

2341 | first group was the Serb (National) Guard, establisby SAO Semberija-Majevica arél 324 '
and comprised of 600 men under Mauzer’'s commandthfn group was the Serbig para. '
Radicals under the command of Mirko Blagogevi
Blagojevi’s group put itself at the disposal of the2Bs war presidency and Kraiignik TJ

2342 | cooperated with local INA officers, including PaMéinkovi¢ (commander of the ) ’

y ; o= para. 324.
Brcko garrison), and Captain Sehovac.

2343 Other formations present in &o at the time of the attack included a TO battalio | KrajiSnik TJ,
from Bijeljina sent by the presidency of SAO Senijbe¥lajevica. para. 324.

2344 The attack on Biko was initially met with armed resistance fromgge using light | KrajiSnik TJ,
infantry weapons. Serb forces, however, quicklktoontrol of the town. para. 325.

2345 | On 2 May 1992, the TO from neighbouring Bijeljimk control of the Btko SJB. E;?gsg';sn’

2346 The war presidency appointed Dragan Vésas chief of police and began re-staffi KrajiSnik TJ,
the SJB with Serb members of the pre-war policeefor para. 325.
On 4 May 1992, a group of soldiers led by Mauzewed at the Btko hospital,

2347 where 40 to 50 Muslim civilians had sought refugauzer told those present that | KrajiSnik TJ,
Bréko town was now under his occupation. He interredand beat some of the | para. 325.
hospital personnel. Later they were brought to Ledap.

i Killings.-Schedul
a—Schedule-A4.1
ERikT,
para—326.
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v. Luka camp — Schedule C, 7.2

2354 From 4 May until at least August 1992, many nonbSdérom Btko municipality Krajisnik TJ,
were taken to Luka camp and detained in a hanganoinded, unsanitary conditiony para. 333.

2355 Jelist was initially in charge of the Luka camp. Sometiméate May or June 1992 KrajiSnik TJ,
Jelist was replaced by Kosta (Kole) Simon@wva local Serb police officer. para. 333.

In early May 1992, a large number of Muslim and&mnevomen, children, and
2356 elderly persons were transferred out ofk&r municipality toCeli¢, a predominantly | Krajisnik TJ,

Muslim village in the neighbouring municipality bbpare. Military-aged men were| para. 333.
placed in detention at Luka camp.
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2357 Many of the detainees transferred to Luka camp daome other temporary detentig KrajiSnik TJ,
facilities. para. 333.
2358 Between 27 May and 7 June 1992, there were 100Qal8tainees at Luka camp, | Krajisnik TJ,
consisting of mostly Muslim men aged between 20&Mhd para. 333.
Detainees at Luka camp were subjected to abusetydbiards, particularly by KrajisSnik TJ,
2359 e v i
Jelist and Rankd_eSk. para. 333.
. Krajisnik TJ,
2360 | Detainees at Luka camp were frequently beaten. para. 333.
2361  Somefemaledetainees-atbuka-campwerevaped para333.
vi. Killings related to Luka camp — Schedule B, 5.1
2362 On numerous occasions, groups of detainees at ¢ark@ were taken out of the Krajisnik TJ,
hangar and summarily executed. At least nine de¢sinvere killed in this manner. | para. 334.
On 9 May 1992, Jelisibrought Stjepo Glaw®vi¢, a Muslim, into the hangar, while Kraiignik TJ
2363 | he was holding the man'’s cut-off ear. He then &t@tavaievi¢ with a sabre, killing J '
him. para. 334.
Other detainees at Luka camp were forced to helpodie of the bodies, which Krajisnik TJ,
2364 | . . . :
included dumping them into a canal or the Sava rive para. 334.
Jelisi, who called himself the “Serb Adolf Hitler”, toldetainees at Luka camp he Kraiignik TJ
2365 | had a duty to eradicate Muslims, sometimes braggirayit the number of people h aril 334 ’
had killed. para. 3s4.
2366 While at the camp, one detainee saw a documeriteehtPeople to be executed”, | KrajisSnik TJ,
which listed approximately 50 prominent, educatedyealthy Muslims and Croats| para. 334.
2367 Some of the bodies of those killed incBo municipality, including those killed in | KrajiSnik TJ,
Luka camp, were buried in pits and covered withtbtelfrom demolished mosques.| para. 334.
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35. THE MUNICIPALITY OF FO CA

I. Killings - Schedule A, 5.4

In early July 1992, local Serb soldiers, includgjko Jankowt and Radomir Kraiignik TJ
2398 | Kovae, attacked the Muslim village of MjeSaja/TroSartjrde villagers were killed anJal 638 ’
during the attack. para. '
2399 The rest of the villagers, consisting of a grouglobut 50 Muslims, were violently | Krajisnik TJ,
forced towards a meadow and another two male eiilagere severely mistreated.| para. 638.
Serb soldiers hit the villagers with rifle buttsdainee branches, kicking them, and Kraiignik TJ
2400 | calling them Ustashas. One of the Muslims lostyanas a result of the brutal J ’
beating. para. 638.
At the meadow, the Serb soldiers separated thefroenthe women and the wome Kraiignik TJ
2401 | were chased down a hill towards the village of @&rjSThe seven detained men wg ) '
Killed. para. 638.
ii. Killings related to KP Dom Foé¢a — Schedule B, 8.1
2402 62 bodies were found and exhumed from a mass grawdaluSa mountain, Ea Krajisnik TJ,
municipality. para. 647.
2403 The bodies were male, were clad in civilian clotaed a number of them were Krajisnik TJ,
identified as having been Muslims. para. 647.
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The limbs of almost every body had been tied aeddibcovery of a large amount @ Kraiignik TJ
2404 | spent infantry ammunition in the vicinity of theage showed that the persons wer arél 647 '
killed at that location. para. '
iSRIkT,
para—647.
lii. Karaman’s house in Miljevina — Schedule C, 1@
. . . . . e Krajisnik TJ,
2406 | Radovan Stanko¥iwas in charge at the “Karaman’s” house in Miljeuin
para. 641.
iv. Worker's Huts at Buk Bijela — Schedule C, 10.4
Somewomen from the village of MjeSaja/TroSanj wereeialoy Serb soldiers to a Kraiignik TJ
2407 | detention centre at the construction site Buk Bjj@lhere Gojko Janka¥iwas in J 638 ’
charge. para. '
v. Partizan Hall — Schedule C, 10.5
. : . Krajisnik TJ,
2408 | The Partizan hall was in fact guarded by policécefs. para. 640.
vi. Srednja Skola — Fé&a high school — Schedule C, 10.7
, o . - Krajisnik TJ,
2409 | Mitar Sipci¢ was in charge of the guards at the Srednja Skola. para. 638.
vii. Removal of non-Serbs
Many Muslims left the municipality out of fear fareir safety. In order to leave the Kraiinik TJ
2410 | had to arrange for certificates from the local p@land sign a form transferring aril 649 '
whatever property they had to the Bosnian-Serb Blepu para. '
In the autumn of 1994, Moo KrajisSnik addressed a gathering of people iddo Kraiignik TJ
2411 | town, thanking them for creating a “true Serbianridand for preventing it from arfa 651 ’
becoming “another Mecca. para.
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37. THE MUNICIPALITY OF KLJU C

i. Takeover of the municipality

By February 1992, Red Berets, White Eagles andbeu of INA units had entere( Krajisnik TJ,

2426 the territory of the municipality and a Serb TO Heen organized. para. 445.

On 5 May 1992, Jovo Banjac, in his capacity asigess of the Council for Nationa
2427 | Defence, imposed a curfew in K§umunicipality pursuant to a decision of the ARK
government.

KrajisSnik TJ,
para. 445.

In the days following 5 May 1992, Serb army unitshe JNA 6th Partizan brigade
2428 | took control of the roads leading to the town ojukl The Serbian flag was hoisted
on the municipal building and the local police istat

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 445.
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On 7 May 1992, active and reserve police officeesenasked to pledge loyalty to tk
2429 ARK and were issued uniforms with ARK insignia. Mosand Croat police officerg KrajiSnik TJ,
were given another chance to sign the pledge am@122 May 1992. Those who | para. 445.
refused to sign were relieved of their duties.
In the days prior to 7 May 1992, Muslims were disseid from the SDK and from tk
2430 local radio. Muslims, who had failed to sign a gleaf loyalty to the new state, as| KrajiSnik TJ,
well as one Serb married to a Muslim, were fireahfrexecutive posts in public para. 445.
bodies and companies.
On 21 July 1992, the war presidency of Klmunicipality issued a decision stating
that all central positions in public institutionsdacompanies were to be filled only |
2431 Serbs loyal to the Bosnian-Serb Republic. Followtimg decision, the war Krajisnik TJ,
presidency ordered the dismissal of several nobsSeom municipal positions, para. 445.
including the positions of president and vice-ptest of the executive board of the
municipality.
On 25 May 1992, after disarming Muslim police offis, the Serb police establishe Kraiignik TJ
2432 | a checkpoint between the predominantly Muslim gila of Biljani and Sanica. ) '
: ! para. 446.
Freedom of movement for Muslims was severely retst.
On 27 May 1992, armed clashes broke out in thagdllof Krasulje between local | KrajiSnik TJ,
2433 : :
Muslims and the Serb police. para. 446.
All residents of the municipality, who were membefsarmed units, including Whitg Kraiignik T
2434 | Eagles, were ordered to place themselves undeothenand of the Klj& defence ar; 446 '
operative force. para. '
2435 Serb military and White Eagles searched Biljariagé for weapons on 30 May Krajisnik TJ,
1992. No weapons were found during the search. para. 449.
Biljani was searched for weapons again on 27 J982 by JNA soldiers and by Krajisnik TJ,
2436 ;
White Eagles. para. 449.
ii. Killings, Schedule A
a. Schedule A, 7.2
Around 1 June 1992, approximately one hundred Belibe officers armed with
automatic weapons arrived in the Muslim villagdPoifiovo. They assembled about Kraii&nik TJ
2437 | 40 male villagers and a number of women and childnene of whom were armed. arél 450 '
The villagers were ordered to line up facing thdl wha house. Several residents para. '
were beaten and between five and eight men wdeslkil
2438 The commander of the Serb unit, Marko Adanéperdered the soldiers through a | Krajisnik TJ,
megaphone to set the village on fire and to kel women and children. para. 450.
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b. Schedule A, 7.3

On 10 July 1992, in accordance with an order isfyeithe commander of the local Kraiignik TJ
2439 | battalion, Muslim males, aged 18 to 60, were rodnge by VRS soldiers near ) ’
R para. 453.
Biljani primary school.
iii. SJB Building in Klju ¢ — Schedule C, 15.1
On 28 May 1992, the SDA-appointed president of Kijuunicipality’s executive Kraii&nik TJ
2440 | board, Asim Egrli, was arrested at a checkpoint, and taken to theepgtation in ) ’
. para. 448.
Klju¢ where he was severely beaten.
On the same day, Muhamed Filipéva Muslim member of the Klfjumunicipal
2441 assembly, was arrested by two Serbs in militarjoums and taken to the local Krajisnik TJ,
police station, where he was subjected to beatiggSerb soldiers. At the time, at | para. 448.
least 22 other Muslims were held at the station.
2442 The detainees, including Egrland Filipovt, were later taken from the police stati¢ KrajiSnik TJ,
to Stara GradisSka and subsequently to M&n@amp in Banja Luka municipality. | para. 448.
On 24 June 1992, a former Muslim reserve police@ffwas arrested pursuant to &
order of Dragan Stoi¢ — the police commander in Kfju- and taken to the police Kraii&nik TJ
2443 | station in KIjE. There the detainee was severely beaten by feerve police arcja 448 '
officers and a man in civilian clothes. The nexy tla was transferred to Magig@a para. '
camp and in December 1992 taken to Croatia.
iv. Nikola Ma¢ki¢ elementary school — Schedule C, 15.2
Around 2 June 1992, approximately 300 Muslim menevgetained by Serb reservy Krajisnik TJ,
2444 I .
police in the elementary school in Ktju para. 452.
On 5 June 1992, Serb reserve police escorted éetainom the school to Madm | Krajisnik TJ,
2445 . . N
camp in Banja Luka municipality. para. 452.
v. Killings related to Velagi¢i school — Schedule B, 10.1
Serb police and military authorities, who arrivedree site after the shooting at the
2446 school building in Velagi made arrangements to transfer the bodies to a grase | KrajiSnik TJ,
site in the woods outside LaniSte. A total of 7dies were exhumed from the mas{ para. 451.
grave on Mount Grme(Laniste II), Kljui¢ municipality.
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All the persons whose bodies were found at thevggiee male Muslim civilians who
were identified as residents of Veléigrillage killed by Serb paramilitary forces
outside Velagii primary school on 1 June 1992. Following the decit, an
2447 investigating judge was sent to the school to meakexord of the crime. Several VR KrajiSnik TJ,
soldiers were arrested in connection with thergldi. The suspects were transferre para. 451.
to Mali Logor, in Banja Luka, where they were képta short time, before being
released to their units in Kifuwithout being tried for their participation ingh
killings.
vi. Property related crimes
Following the crisis staff's order 3,500 Muslim-ogdhhouses in Klj@imunicipality Kraiignik TJ
2448 | were either completely destroyed or heavily damdgefire and explosives set by J ’
: para. 447.
Serb forces during 1992.
Lo ’
para—449.
vii. Destruction of a sacred site listed in SchedalD, 13
Following the crisis staff's order, one Catholiaueth, and at least four Muslim
2450 monuments in Klja municipality, including the Atik mosque in the towf Kljug, Krajisnik TJ,
were either completely destroyed or heavily damdmnefire and explosives set by | para. 447.
Serb forces during 1992.
When Serb forces attack Pudin Han, a village mosy&eidin Han was levelehd | KrajiSnik TJ,
2451 | . )
village residents were forced to leave. para. 449.
viii. Removal of non-Serbs
An agency for the reception and removal of refudeabsalready been established Kraiignik TJ
2452 | 27 May 1992 by the crisis staff. Persons who widieemiove out of the municipality ar(Ja 455 ’
had to obtain a permit issued by the municipal auwtiles. para. '
In accordance with the crisis staff decision ofJ80y 1992, those who wished to
leave the municipality had to submit a statemeyinggthat they were leaving Krajisnik TJ,
2453 ) : 2
permanently, and were to exchange their propersumender it to the municipality,| para. 455.
The SNO and SJB were in charge of issuing the agliestocuments.
2454 In accordance with the ARK decision of 4 August 298dividuals leaving the ARK KrajiSnik TJ,
could take with them no more than 300 German marks. para. 455.
2455 Out of the 17,000 or so Muslims who had been livmthe Klju¢ area only around | KrajiSnik TJ,
600 remained by the summer of 1992. para. 455.
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A report from the VRS 17th KlgiLight Infantry Brigade command of the 2nd
Krajina Corps, dated 16 February 1993, detailechtirabers of people who had lef
Muslim villages and communes in K§umunicipality between May 1992 and Krajisnik TJ
2457 | January 1993: 4,154 of the 4,200 residents of &aBid29 of the 3,649 residents o ara. 455 '
Velagkii (lists indicating the desired destinations fog tkmaining 220 residents ha para. '

been drafted); 2,655 of the 2,815 residents of;Re250 of the 1,732 residents of
Humici; all of the 778 residents of Sokolovo; and allredidents of Gornji Ribnik.

~

38. THE MUNICIPALITY OF KOTOR VARO S
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39. THE MUNICIPALITY OF PRIJEDOR

i. Detention Facilities Generally

On 22 August 1992 an unsigned report stamped “CamdméDoboj Operative
Group 2" addressed to the Prijedor Operations Gomupmand stated: “all are now
washing their hands regarding camps and recepéntries, attempting to pass
2484 responsibility for issuing orders for mass exeautd civilians in the camps and Krajisnik TJ,
centres onto someone else. This has become particnbticeable since the visit of] para. 495.
foreign reporters to Prijedor, more precisely to&ska and Trnopolje. Forged
(antedated) documents about this are even appear{dge thing is certain: we are
already starting to feel the cost of the needlpdbrgy [of] Muslim blood.”
On 28 August 1992 Simo Drlja, in response to a request from the Ministry of Kraiignik TJ
2485 | Health, informed the CSB that there were no campsons, or collection centres in ar; 496 ’
Prijedor and that 1,335 “prisoners of war” had beeved to Manjéa. para. '
On or about 24 September 1992 Milomir S¢akvcal SDS president, answered
complaints by local Serbs on the release of detsiftem Keraterm, Omarska, and Kraiignik TJ
2486 | Trnopolje, stating that the Government in Pale thecided to release them for two ) ’
- ) . . o . . para. 496.
reasons: “pressure from international public opiramd official policy and the steeyj
cost of maintaining the prisons.”
il. Omarska camp — Schedule C, 20.2
2487 One of the groups abusing prisoners at Omarskaasagcial MUP detachment Krajisnik TJ,
placed under the command of the Banja Luka CSB. para. 490.
Around the beginning of August 1992 Serbian andifpr journalists were allowed Kraiignik TJ
2488 | into Omarska camp. Detainees were warned not t@l@mabout the conditions of ) ’
. para. 491.
detention.
2489 Of the total number of persons processed at Omaémgkaid-August 1992, 1,773 Krajisnik TJ,
were transferred to facilities in Trnopolje and31,30 Manj&a camp, in Banja Luka para. 492.
iii. Killings related to Trnopolje Camp — ScheduleB, 15.6
On 23 or 24 August a police unit from Prijedor, @opanied by Simo Drlf@ and Krajisnik TJ,
2490 | Stojan Zupljanin, returned to Kéanske Stijene and removed the bodies of those paras. 489,
executedon 21 August 1992. 491, 494,
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This incident was mentioned again in a report ef1kt Krajina Corps, dated 3
September 1992, to the VRS Main Staff. It clainteat Drljata was responsible,

2491 adding: “This action caused indignation not onlyoaug citizens but also among 1s{ Krajisnik TJ,
Krajina Corps soldiers. This dark stain which wesated did not have support, but| para. 494.
is very fortunate that the international commuuiity not find out about it in more
detail.”

On 14 September Dria, responding to a request byddiStanist, the MUP

2497 Minister, to start an investigation into the matt@rote that an investigation could | Krajisnik TJ,

not be carried out because the officers who haticgzated in the convoy were para. 494.

currently deployed in the battlefield.

iv. Removal of non-Serbs

40. THE MUNICIPALITY OF ROGATICA

i. Takeover of the municipality

By the beginning of 1992, Rajko KiSia prominent SDS leader in Rogatica and g Kraiignik TJ
2494 | member of the SDS Main Board, had formed a partanyliunit composed of 45-50 arga 675 ’
Serbs, among them SDS supporters from Rogaticaaipaiity. para. '
Rajko Kus¢, and Sveto Veselinodj the municipal SDS president, sought the
2495 partition of the municipality as well as the diwsiof the police and the TO in Krajisnik TJ,
Rogatica. In March 1992, Muslim negotiators agrieethe partition in order to avoi|{ para. 675.
war.
2496 The Serbs then implemented the division of thegadditation, keeping the weapong Krajisnik TJ,
they had been issued, a part of the police buildang two-thirds of the vehicles. | para. 675.
2497 Around the same time, the SDS established a Skib staff, of which Ku&i and Krajisnik TJ,
Veselinovt were members. para. 675.
2498 | Serbs also declared the establishment of the Senlicipality of Rogatica. g;?g sg|;<5TJ,
Kusi¢ and the SDS ordered all Muslims in Rogatica mypaility to surrender their | KrajiSnik TJ,
2499 .
weapons under threat of arrest and expulsion. para. 675.
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On 5 or 6 March 1992, about 50 people in camouftageed with automatic
weapons, including six members of the reserve pdticce, gathered in the majority Kraiinik TJ
2500 | Serb village Borika, declared themselves to bel§@rpolice”, and proceeded to ) ’
. . . e ; : para. 676.
tour other majority-Serb villages in the municipglifiring weapons into the air
threatening the Muslim population.
2501
para—677.
At the beginning of May 1992, representatives eflttal SDS, including the SDS
2502 board member Tomo Batihiand by that time president of the crisis staffavéid Krajisnik TJ,
Sokolovi demanded control of the whole municipality of Riogafrom Muslim para. 677.
representatives with whom they were negotiatingge Mluslim authorities objected.
ii. Veljko Vlahovi ¢ secondary school — Schedule C, 21.1
On the night of 12 to 13 May 1992, the area of f&wina in Rogatica municipality Kraii&nik TJ
2503 | was shelled by mortar and anti-aircraft weaponglaies, and cannons from the arga 678 '
villages of PljeSevica and Seljani. para. '
After the shelling of Rogatica which began on 22yM892 and lasted for
approximately seven days, the Serbs ordered théivkito gather in the town’s
2504 central square. Soldiers in INA uniform, includangeserve JNA captain, demande KrajiSnik TJ,
that the Muslim population sign a loyalty oath twrender and move to the Veljko | para. 678.
Vlahovi¢ secondary school, under the threat of being kifitloey did not comply. A
total of 2,500-3,000 Muslims assembled in the tegnare.
Serb police and others in olive-green camouflagiotm removed from their homeg Kraiignik TJ
2505 | those who did not comply with the orders to goh® $econdary school, proceeding ar; 678 ’
to separate the men from the women and then betigngen. para. '
2506 Later on, local Serbs under the authority of Ragki$i¢ detained up to 1,100 Krajisnik TJ,
Muslims of Rogatica in the secondary school. para. 679.
2507 Guards and machine-gun nests were posted aroursgétbadary school and the Krajisnik TJ,
detainees were informed that the surrounding aaelebleen set with landmines. para. 679.
Serb soldiers, police officers, special unit memspand paramilitaries interrogated Kraiignik TJ
2508 | Muslims detained in the secondary school for pexigidup to three and a half J 679 ’
months. para. '
2509 | The guards beat, raped, and tortured the Muslirairniets. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 679.
2510 Serb forces detained up to 1,100 Muslim civiliantha secondary school in Rogati Krajisnik TJ,
where they were mistreated, beaten and raped ipethed June to August 1992 para. 685.
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lii. Killings related to the Veljko Vlahovi ¢ secondary school — Schedule B, 16.1

On some occasions between June and Septembernmi8@2detainees were taken | Krajisnik TJ,
2511 .
out and killed. para. 679.
iv. Removal of non-Serbs
A group of 1,500-2,000 Muslims left Rogatica towmedo the intensified shelling in
May 1992. When the group arrived at the villag&/dgolovi in Rogatica
2512 municipality, there were approximately 5,000-6,@dplaced Muslims and refugee Krajisnik TJ,
In July, 1,500 of these Muslims escaped to Gorad#n Serb forces shelled para. 682.
Vragolovi. In August, all but ten of the remainirgfugees left the village for
GoradZe after having received a warning about amd@erb attack.
v. Destruction of sacred sites listed in Schedule, 28
By the end of 1992, more than ten mosques in tha@cipality were destroyed by
mines. They included the Rogatica town mosqueAthaudija mosque and three | Krajisnik TJ,
2513 . . . ) . .
mosques in the Vragolovi area, west of Rogaticanfamcluding the mosque in para. 684.
Vragalovi
41. THE MUNICIPALITY OF SANSKI MOST
i. Takeover of the municipality
In March 1992, local SDS officials acting on theélens of regional SDS officials in
Banja Luka repeatedly requested the municipal aslsetm discuss the issue of Kraiignik TJ
2514 | Sanski Most becoming part of the Bosnian-Serb Rigpulyhen the assembly arél 509 '
refused, the local SDS authorities called for asttim of the municipality along para. '
ethnic lines.
On 25 March 1992, by proclamation signed by thaident of the local SDS Vlado
2515 Vrkes, and the president of the Sanski Most muala@gsembly Nedjeljko Rasula, ¢ KrajiSnik TJ,
Serb territories in the municipality were declapedt of the Bosnian-Serb Republig para. 509.
as the unified Serb municipality of Sanski Most.
2516 On 3 April 1992, the Serb assembly of Sanski Mestided that the municipality | KrajiSnik TJ,
would become part of the ARK. para. 509.
The Serb crisis staff in Sanski Most issued a statd that, as of 20 April 1992, onl
2517 the Constitution and laws of the Bosnian-Serb Répgball be in effect in the Krajisnik TJ,
territory of Serb Sanski Most. On the same dayctiss staff declared the former | para. 509.
municipal assembly illegal.
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The crisis staff dismissed many Muslims and Créats their jobs, including judge
and directors of public companies, the local radiad the health centre; others wer
put off from going to work by the treatment thegewed there, and were replaced Krajisnik TJ
2518 | with Serbs. Serb managers who had allowed Croat$/fuslims to work in their ara. 509 ’
companies were also dismissed. SDS president Vakedmpanied by SOS para. '
members and the Serb police, forced out the Crioattdr of the municipal SDK,
appointing a Serb in her place.
On 11 April 1992, Adil Draganovj the Muslim president of the Sanski Most
municipal court, received a threatening letter s@jby members of the White Eagl¢
stating that he and the municipal deputy prosectiover Ceft, also a Muslim, weré Kraijisnik TJ
2519 | to leave Sanski Most by 15 May 1992 or their fagsitwould be harmed. On 15 Mg ara. 510 ’
1992, the Muslim employees of the court were infedrby the Serb police that they para. '
had to take mandatory leave. Dragaiavas dismissed from his post and the
judiciary authority was transferred to the Serlpgyruan order of the crisis staff.
On 17 April 1992, Stojan Zupljanin, head of CSB palnuka, ordered the division ¢
the police along ethnic lines. Police officers werdered to demonstrate their loya Krajisnik TJ
2520 | to the Serb municipality by wearing the insignigloé Bosnian-Serb Republic and ara. 511 ’
signing a declaration that they would respectatgs and regulations. Only persons para. '
of Serb ethnicity signed the declaration.
Some non-Serb police officers and SDA leaders te@kge in the municipality
2591 building, where negotiations between the politjgatties continued. On 19 April Krajisnik TJ,
1992, the crisis staff addressed an ultimatum dsehnside the municipality para. 511.
building.
The municipality building was surrounded by soldief the JNA 6th Krajina
2597 Brigade. Those inside the building managed totitbegurrounding villages. Nedjeljk| KrajiSnik TJ,
RaSula, as head of the crisis staff, dismissed inushd Croat officers from the para. 511.
police force.
On the same day, Serb forces attacked the munigijpalilding in the town. Around
2593 that time, members of the SOS who were supportadd$DS, armed with Krajisnik TJ,
automatic weapons and dressed in camouflage, gedt28 shops and restaurants| para. 511.
belonging to Muslims and Croats in the Sanski Moet.
2524 para-—-5H.
In March and April 1992, Serb forces, includingdiets of the JNA 6th Krajina
2505 Brigade, and Serb police, erected checkpointseartdatvn of Sanski Most and aroun Krajisnik TJ,
non-Serb villages, and the crisis staff establishedrfew prohibiting movement at | para. 512.
night. At the checkpoints, armed Serb forces che@tke Muslims that went through
2596 During May 1992, various armed groups were se¢hdmunicipality, including the Krajisnik TJ,
SOS, the White Eagles, and local SUP and JNA units. para. 513.
On 25 May 1992, calls upon Muslims to surrenderr tiveapons to the Serb
authorities were broadcast over Sanski Most r&gob patrols collected the
o507 | Weapons. The broadcasts also called on severaldhengieiduals — wealthy Muslim{ KrajiSnik TJ,
and Muslim intellectuals — to surrender. That s@vening, Sanski Most town was | para. 514.
shelled by Serb forces. Serb forces also shelledhdimlet of Okr& which was
predominantly Muslim.
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On or around 25 May 1992, the JNA 6th Krajina Bdgand the TO also launched

o50g | @n artillery attack on the Muslim settlements ofdia, Muhéi, and Otoka. Serb Krajisnik TJ,
soldiers forced Mahala residents to gather atinitrgaground and then shelled the | para. 514.
village and partially destroyed houses and thel loxsque.
On 27 May 1992, between 50 to 100 Serb soldier®snded the majority-Muslim Kraiignik TJ
2529 | village of Lukavica and ordered the village be axated for the purpose of searchir aré 515 '
the houses for weapons. para. '
In late May 1992, Serb forces began to arrest GrndtMuslim leaders. Some, Kraiignik TJ
2530 | including the secretary of the SDA municipal boadluslim judge, and the aril 573 ’
municipal chief of police, were killed. para. ’
ii. Killings - Schedule A, 12.3
2531 On or around 27 June 1992, local Serb reservigtfiva-grey uniform arrived in the| KrajiSnik TJ,
Muslim hamlet of Kenjari. para. 520.
In a nearby house, 20 Muslim men were arrestedirogated and taken before
Vlado Vrkes, president of the Sanski Most SDS, whsured them they had nothin
2539 to fear. They were led by Serb soldiers to a hauslkee hamlet of Blaze¥i. The Krajisnik TJ,
soldiers threw explosives into the house, and tpEmed fire with rifles against para. 520.

those trying to escape. The bodies of the dead taken back into the house and t

house was set on fire.

lii. SIB Building and Prison in Sanski Most — Schedle C, 22.1

SRk T,
para-—523.

iv. Betonirka factory garage, Hasan Kikic school sport halls & Krings Hall — Schedule C, 22.— 22.4
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The Betonirka prison camp and Krings Hall as welttee detention centre at the Kraiignik TJ
2537 | Hasan Kike sports hall were set up by the crisis staff ofks&ost municipality in ) ’
A para. 522.
the beginning of May 1992.
2538 The detainees were delivered to these centreseébgrthy and the SJB, on direct | KrajiSnik TJ,
orders from the crisis staff. para. 522.
: . . KrajisSnik TJ,
2539 | The SJB was made responsible for the securityesetdetention centres. para, 522
According to information from the Bosnian-Serb arities, of the 1,655 detainees
2540 the three centres, the majority were men from 1@6tgears; 1,538 were Muslims | KrajisSnik TJ,
and the rest Croats. About 900 detainees weregadanja&a camp in Banja Luka | para. 522.
upon an order of the crisis staff, and another\Géfe set free.
v. Killings relating to Betonirka factory garage -Schedule B, 17.1
On 22 June 1992, around 20 detainees from Betophikan camp were taken to Kraiignik TJ
2541 | nearby Kriva Cesta, where they were ordered at gahpy soldiers in olive-grey arfa 524 ’
uniforms to dig their own graves. para. '
A group of ten persons, among them Nedjeljko Ra&ahat a picnic table nearby, | Krajisnik TJ,
2542
watching the digging. para. 524.
vi. Krings Hall — Schedule C, 22.4
In early July 1992, all Muslims from Hrustovo, Tpalje, and Kamiak who had Kraiignik TJ
2543 | sought refuge in Tomina elementary school werentageghe Krings Hall in Sanski arét 526 '
Most, where they were detained with 600 others. para. '
. . . . Krajisnik TJ,
2544 | The hygiene conditions at this detention centresveattremely poor. para. 526
2545 | Serb police officers beat the detainees with basmubrifles. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 526.
vii. Magarica Military Facility — Schedule C, 22.5
2546 Faik Bi&evi¢, a member of the local SDA’s main board, was &eesn 27 May Krajisnik TJ,
1992 and detained in a house in Magarice villagéwo days, without food or wate| para. 525.
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viii. Property related Crines

In late May 1992, the Hasanbegova mosque in S&nhe&t was destroyed by Kraiignik TJ
2547 | members of the 6th Krajina Brigade. A parking l@snaid out on top of its aril 521 ’
cemetery. para. '
ix. Destruction of a sacred site listed in Schedulg, 19
In mid 1992, the SDS ordered the destruction ofDbaji Kamengrad mosque. Kraii&nik TJ
2548 | Mladen Majkt, a military engineer, was ordered by a membehef3DS to set arél 501 '
explosives in the mosque. para. '
X. Removal of non-Serbs
On 30 May 1992, the crisis staff of Sanski Mostdssed “the problem of refugees Kraiignik TJ
2549 | from the Mahala area, as well as that of Musling @roats who were disloyal to th aril 529 '
Bosnian-Serb Republic and its laws. para. '
The crisis staff decided that all persons who hatidaken up arms and who wished Kraiignik TJ
2550 | to leave the municipality would be allowed to do ka@lso decided to contact the arél 529 ’
ARK leadership regarding population resettlement. para. '
o551 In May or June 1992, Bosnian-Serb police were $aing people out of their Krajisnik TJ,
homes in a Muslim area of Sanski Most. para. 529.
In June 1992, Besim Islafvi¢, a Muslim from PodbrijeZje, organized a meeting
2552 attended by Vlado Vrkes during which a procedurdlie departure of the Muslims| KrajiSnik TJ,
was discussed. Muslims wishing to stay had to amgoath of loyalty to the Serb | para. 530.
authorities in the municipality.
para. 530.
After Serb soldiers killed a man and sixteen woraed children, who had taken
refuge inside a garage in Jadeici, a Muslim hamlet in the area of Hrustovo, on 3
May 1992, between 50 and 100 Serb soldiers esctirgesurvivors with around 200 Kraiignik TJ
2554 | inhabitants of neighbouring villages to the harolieljevci, where their valuables aré 516 '
were confiscated. Serb soldiers detained the @hagt various locations before para. '
transporting them by bus and train to Doboj, whbey were ordered to find their
way to Muslim-held territory.
On 22 June 1992, the Sanski Most crisis staff wasned about the ARK crisis
staff's decision that every municipality in the i@gwas to appoint a person
2555 responsible for matters relating to the removal exchange of populations and Krajisnik TJ,
prisoners, and that this person was to report o Xopresanin of the ARK. The para. 531.
crisis staff of Sanski Most appointed Vrkes fosstpurpose and established a five-
member committee for population migration.
Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 66 14 June 2010

Appendix A




36266

The crisis staff also decided on 2 July 1992 tlegiagiture from the municipality

2556 would be granted to persons who had given a statetméhe municipal authority | KrajiSnik TJ,
that they were permanently leaving the municipaditg who had exchanged their | para. 531.
immovable property or surrendered it to the muralip.

Around 3,000 persons left Sanski Most municipdiggween May and August 1992

2557 and as of 16 August 1992 the SJB had approvedalecations of 12,000 persons,| KrajiSnik TJ,
mostly Muslims, who wished to leave the municipalitit had not been able to do | para. 532.
SO.

On 4 June 1992, the Sanski Most crisis staff taskiekio Vrucini¢, Nedjeljko
Rasula, and Colonel Atit with specifying categories of detained persorthén Krajisnik TJ,

2558 T : : PR
municipality for transfer to Manfa camp. The categories comprised “politicians”| para. 527.
“nationalist extremists”, and people “unwelcome’Sanski Most municipality.

Almost all Muslims had left the municipality of Sgla Most in 1992. Krajisnik TJ

2559 ’

para. 533.

42. SARAJEVO MUNICIPALITIES — HADZI ClI, ILIDZA, ILIJAS, NOVI GRAD, NOVO SARAJEVO,

PALE & VOGOS CA

i. Takeover of Sarajevo municipalities generally

On 1 March 1992, Serbs, including Serb employedseoBosnia-Herzegovina MUF
such as the then assistant Minister of Interiornidiéo Mandi¢, and the head of the Kraiignik TJ
2560 | Novo Sarajevo SJB, Milenko Jovanéyvand SDS officials such as Rajko Déki aril 575 ’
Jovan Tintor, and Ratko AdZibegan to organize barricades at strategic points para. '
Sarajevo and surrounding municipalities.
para-—575.
ii. Takeover of Hadzii
From mid April 1992, SDS leaders and JNA barrackemanders in Had&i
2562 cooperated openly in bringing in JNA reserve ufiidsn Serbia and Montenegro. | KrajiSnik TJ,
These units occupied strategically important baddi and positions in the town of | para. 542.
HadZii in the course of the second half of April 1992.
In early May 1992, the SDS held a session to a@stablSerb municipality of Hadii| KrajiSnik TJ,
2563 c7 :
and to define its boundaries. para. 542.
On 7 May 1992, armed Serb reservists and Serbgméa entered the Hadvi Krajisnik TJ,
2564 - - o
municipal building, evicting the employees. para. 542.
On 7 May 1992, the SDS issued an ultimatum demaritiiait the Muslim police, TQ Kraiinik TJ
2565 | officers, and members of other municipal bodiesdgdadzéi municipality by the ) '
. para. 542.
following day.
Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 67 14 June 2010

Appendix A




36265

On 8 May 1992, an artillery attack against the geoBtation of Had2i was launched| Krajisnik TJ,

2566 | During the next few days, Serbs took control ovaatgof the municipality and paras. 542-
started to arrest people and expel and evict lpages of the non-Serb population. | 543.

Two to three thousand Muslim and Croat men, wormehchildren left HadZi

2567 town, many left on foot and withdrew through theods. Serb women and childrer] Krajisnik TJ,
were evacuated from Hadéobn buses. Only two to three hundred membersef th| para. 543.
original Muslim and Croat population remained indAiéi town.

2568 Serb reservists set up checkpoints and positiotigitown centre, restricting KrajisSnik TJ,
movement. para. 543.
Between 15 and 20 May 1992, the Serbs also shibiéegettiement of Muéii, part of | KrajiSnik TJ,

2569 . o
the village of USivak. para. 544.

2570 Serb forces took over Hadztown and parts of Had&imunicipality with the Krajisnik TJ,
assistance of JNA forces and expelled most of tmeSerb population in May 1992 para. 550.
In late 1992, the Serb assembly of the municipalitidadzti decided to rescind
citizenship rights in the Bosnian-Serb Republialtdormer residents of Had4i

o571 who had not returned to the territory of the mypedity or had not provided an Krajisnik TJ,
explanation for their inability to return before 20ly 1992. The decision also para. 549.
terminated their tenancy rights and employmenttsigimd stated that their property
was to be used temporarily for the requirementh@fdefence of the municipality.

iii. Takeover of llidza
In the beginning of March 1992, a Serb SJB wastedeafter the Muslim police Krajisnik TJ,

2572 : I . o
officers were dismissed from their positions. para. 552.
By the end of April 1992, under the orders of Lendnt Colonel Tadija Manojloi

2573 JNA heavy artillery, rocket launchers, anti-airegins, and tanks, fired every Krajisnik TJ,
evening on targets in Sarajevo, including the neaginhoods of Butmir and Hrasniq para. 553.
in llidza municipality. The Serb SJB also took parthe attacks.

-~ Krajisnik TJ,

2574 | By early May 1992, Serb forces controlled llidza. para. 553.
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v. Takeover of Novi Grad

On or about 22 February 1992, a Serb municipaldg @stablished in Rajlovac, Kraiignik T
2580 | comprised of mixed population villages including firedominantly Muslim village ) ’
para. 567.
Ahatovici.
iSRIkCT,
para-—567.
vi. Takeover of Novo Sarajevo
2582 At the end of April 1992, JNA forces shelled Savajand its neighbourhoods, sucl KrajisSnik TJ,
as Bijelo Polje and Novo Sarajevo. para. 576.
2583 From June 1992 onwards, soldiers, assigned torsditg, took position at the uppe KrajiSnik TJ,
floors of four multi-storey buildings in the comneunf Grbavica. para. 576.
Members of the Serb army, the Serb police, andl@e8en, searched Muslim and| Krajisnik TJ,
2584 )
Croat houses of Grbavica for weapons. para. 576.
Three women, two Muslim and one of mixed ethnicigre raped during these Kraii&nik TJ
2585 | house searches from June to September 1992, byneal anan, named Batko, who ) ’
. para. 576.
had come to their apartments.
2586 | Batko also looted and plundered in Grbavica in Jiulg 1992. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 576.
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vii. Takeover of Pale

2587 | In early March 1992, Muslims were dismissed from piolice in Pale. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 584.
During March 1992, the Serbs started a campaigonwince Muslims to leave the
2588 municipality. In some parts of the municipality rB@olice officers and paramilitary KrajisSnik TJ,
commanders attempted, on a daily basis and for maeks in a row, to convince | para. 584.
Muslims to leave in peace and thereby avoid troidiks.
In March and April 1992, Serbs paramilitaries, lqualice and reserve soldiers set Kraiinik TJ
2589 | up checkpoints in Pale which severely restrictednttovements of Muslims. In aril 584 ’
connection with this, many local Serbs were armetiassisted at the barricades. para. '
2590 In May and June 1992, there was an increasing obraten of regular and Krajisnik TJ,
paramilitary personnel in the municipality of Pale. para. 584.
2591 On 22 May 1992, Serb forces attacked and shelkegriadominantly Muslim village Krajisnik TJ,
of Donja Vinta, setting houses on fire and forcing the villagereave. para. 584.
viii. Takeover of Vogo&a
In early March 1992, the SDS delegates withdrewnftbe Vogo&a municipal Krajisnik TJ,
2592 : .
assembly and established their own assembly. para. 595.
Jovan Tintor, member of the SDS Main Board andigess of the Vogo& crisis
staff, Rajko Koprivica, president of the local S&d other local SDS leaders Kraiignik T
2593 | wanted the municipality of Vogéa to be divided along ethnic lines. The divisios, arél 595 '
envisaged by them, would leave the Serbs withdha tcentre, the important para. '
communication links, and all local industry.
In March 1992, the JNA set up roadblocks aroundoirtigmt factories in Sarajevo, Kraiignik TJ
2594 | including the Pretis artillery and rocket manufaictg plant in Vogo&a, which was ) ’
) para. 595.
one of the largest in Europe.
. - e Krajisnik TJ,
2595 | In late March 1992, the police were divided alotithe lines. para. 595,
I ’
2596 KrajiShikT
para. 96.
2597 On 30 July 1992, the Vogés war commission decided to remunerate the volusit¢ Krajisnik TJ,
under Major Jovo Ostdjj referred to as the “SoSa detachment”. para. 596.
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On the basis of instructions received from the Vi the local military command
all Serb police forces in Vogéd municipality were sent to the front lines asyad | KrajiSnik TJ,

2598 mid-April 1992. Rather than maintaining law andemdolice officers engaged in | para. 597.
combat activities.
2599 Many police officers participated in criminal agtigs, such as looting of Muslim | KrajiSnik TJ,

houses. para. 597.

A special platoon from Sokolgled by Dusko Malowi and assigned to Nib

2600 | Stanis¢, was involved in the large scale theft of carsrfiitie TAS factory in Kl‘ajlsglé(7TJ,
Vogog&a, while the reserve police looted Muslim houses. para. '
On 2 May 1992, Serbs surrounded and shelled tteges of Svrake and Semizova
in Vogo&a municipality. Military aeroplanes bombed theagjés, following which
residents surrendered their weapons. After the-¢ake of Svrake and Semizovac i Kraijisnik TJ
2601 | early May 1992, the Serbs took 470 Muslim men, wonaed children to the para. 599 ’

barracks in Semizovac. The women, children, ancltierly were later released, by
the men were kept. They were supposed to be exelddognine Serbs who had
been taken prisoner by Muslim forces.

ix. Killings, Schedule A

2602
2603
2604
2605
266
b. Schedule A, 9.1
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In March 1992, at the talks between local SDA ab& $epresentatives in the villag
of Ahatovki, the Serbs threatened to attack the Muslimsay ttid not leave the Krajisnik TJ
2607 | village. The Muslims refused to comply with the derd and established a local ’
. . ) . ... | para. 567.
crisis staff, set up barricades, organized villggards and armed themselves with
infantry weapons.
On 24 or 25 May 1992, women, children, and thergldgtempted to leave
2608 Ahatovii for the nearby municipality of Visoko, but wereepented from doing so | KrajiSnik TJ,
by Serb soldiers who fired at them. Following fimisident, about 120 men from para. 567.
Ahatovii, armed with light infantry weapons, organizedstsce in the village.
On or about 27 May 1992, Serb tanks and armourkithes took up positions in th¢
2609 hills around Ahato\ii. Using megaphones, the Serbs urged the villagessrrender] Krajisnik TJ,
They threatened: “Balijas, surrender, or we kiluyahildren.” When they refused, | para. 567.
Serb infantry launched an attack but they werellegphéy the Muslims.
Serb forces proceeded to shell the village of Avigtdrom the hills. Serb former
JNA soldiers and White Eagles then entered thagallwith APCs and tanks Krajignik TJ
2610 | whereupon the Muslim villagers surrendered. Duthgattack, a number of Muslin ara. 567 ’
villagers were killed and about fifteen wounded aagdtured Muslims were executs para. '
by Serb soldiers.
x. Garage of the Hadzi Municipal Assembly building — Schedule C, 11.1
On 20 May 1992, armed Serbs in JNA uniform or dedsa olive-green camouflagg
2611 uniforms entered Muéi, gathered fourteen Muslim men and took them &ogarage| Krajisnik TJ,
in the Hadzéi municipal assembly building. Another 46 men wieedd in the same | para. 544.
garage.
2612 The Serb forces ill-treated the detainees at tihaggain the Hadi municipal Krajisnik TJ,
assembly building and did not give them sufficitzad and water. para. 544.
Around 25 June 1992, a woman known as Witnessri®tasecutor v. KrajisSnik
2613 (IT-00-39) and her sister were moved to the garddle municipal building from | KrajiSnik TJ,
the Hadzéi civil defence headquarters—atthe-garage-oftbricipalbuildingthe | para. 547.
xi. Hadziéi Culture and Sport centre — Schedule C, 11.2
On 25 May 1992, Serb forces transferred some ofi¢h@nees from the garage of Krajisnik TJ
2614 | the municipal building to the HadZisports centre where at that time 60 men and| . ’
. para. 545.
woman were detained.
2615 | It was a decision of the crisis staff to keep theshns at the Hadzi sports centre E;?gsgi(sn’
While in detention in the Had&isports centre, the detainees were often beatgn g KrajiSnik TJ,
2616 - .
sexually abused by members of the paramilitarysunit para. 545.
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Around 22 June 1992, the detainees were transféoetthe Hadii sports centre Kraiignik TJ
2617 | to the SlaviSa Vajndric¢a barracks in Lukavica, Novo Sarajevo municipaiity, arél 546 ’
order to be exchanged. para. '
When the exchange attempts had failed, on 8 Sejgteh®92, Musi was returned tg Kraiinik TJ
2618 | Hadzii town and detained at the Haéizports centre along with 500 others. The aré 546 '
majority of the detainees were women and children. para. '
2619
2620
2621
2622
2623
2624
2625
xiv. Cisterns near the Rajlovac Army barracks — Sckdule C, 17.1
On 2 June 1992, after the attack on AhatipWluslims from the village were taken Kraiignik TJ
2626 | to the Rajlovac army barracks where other Musliresanalready being detained. Q anja 568 ’
the way to the barracks, the Serbs cursed Alijtbexgove and “balija mothers”. para. '
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2627 | The commander of the detention centre at the besnaas Mile Stojanovi gﬁgsggsn,
. : . : . . Krajisnik TJ,
2628 | The detainees received no food and little watemdutheir detention. para. 568
xv. Killings related to the Cisterns near the Rajlwac Army Barracks — Schedule B, 12.2
On 14 June 1992 Serb man calledZuti and some other guards took about 52
2629 | detainees by bus to Sokolina, near Srednje, eslimunicipality. There the guards | KrajiSnik TJ,
and the driver got off the bus and attacked it Withnades and automatic weapong para. 569.
A total of 47 detainees were killed during thisident.
xvi. Slavida Vajner Ci¢a Barracks in Lukavica — Schedule C, 18.1
2630 | Another detention centre in Novo Sarajevo where-8erbs were detained was KrajisSnik TJ,
under army jurisdiction and located at Lukavicaybl&arajevo. para. 578.
2631 | In Lukavica detainees were regularly beaten. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 578.
2632 At the Lukavica barracks, detainees were forcquetform manual labour such as | KrajiSnik TJ,
digging trenches and graves. para. 578.
xvii. KP Dom Butmir (Kula Prison) — Schedule C, 1&
From the outbreak of conflict until October 199 Kom Butmir or Kula Kraiignik TJ
2633 | accommodated 10,000 Muslim civilians of all ages,eriods ranging from a few J '
para. 577.
days to several months.
2634 Between 12 May 1992 and 20 May 1992, 118 unarmesbps, including 31 from | KrajisSnik TJ,
Dobrinja, were detained by TO forces on variousugds at Kula. para. 577.
Kula was under the Serb MUP jurisdiction until treginning of August 1992, whet KrajisSnik TJ,
2635 | . -~ )
it was taken over by the Ministry of Justice. para. 577.
2636 | In Kula detainees were regularly beaten. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 578.
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2637 In Kula detainees were forced to perform manuablatsuch as digging trenches aj Krajisnik TJ,
graves. para. 578.
In several cases, detainees were transferred @ ptidon within a month after their, Krajisnik TJ,
2638 ) .
arrival at the Lukavica barracks. para. 578.
xviii. Killings related to KP Dom Butmir (Kula Pris on)
a. Schedule B, 13.1
2639 In Kula, two detainees were beaten to death bygtiaeds on or about 7 April 1992. g;?g SE%T‘]’
b. Schedule B, 13.3
In Kula, detainees were obliged to participate imaaik platoon. Some of them wereg Kraiignik TJ
2640 | ordered to dig trenches at front lines, and asalteat least four detainees were parél 578 ’

killed by snipers or shells and others were injured

xix. Former Culture Centre/Dom Culture in Pale (al® referred to as a Gym) — Schedule C, 19.2

Mirsad SmajS and other detainees from the Sarage@® were transferred from the
2641 Kula prison in Novo Sarajevo to the sport comple®ale on 10 May 1992. They | KrajisSnik TJ,
were detained at the sport complex for three daysre they were exchanged. At | para. 585.
this time, the sport complex held between 400 d@@idetainees.
In mid-May 1992, ReSid Hasanéwand others who had been arrested and detain| Krajisnik TJ,
2642
Bratunac were also brought to the sports complex. para. 585.
When, on 4 June 1992, Azem Omeroand three other men were taken to the sp Kraiignik TJ
2643 | complex by Serbs in camouflage uniforms using gotiars, there were about 50 J '
' para. 585.
detainees held there.
2644 The conditions at the detention centre were hanghdetainees slept on the floor | KrajiSnik TJ,
without blankets and were provided with food onheey other day. para. 585.
Many of the detainees were humiliated and beategulayds and Serb men who we Krajisnik TJ,
2645 , >
allowed into the facility. para. 585.
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2646

In early August 1992, the detainees were told tthey were going to be taken for
exchange but were instead transferred back to Kula.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 585.

xX. Killings related to the Former Culture Centre/Dom Culture in Pale (also referred to as a Gym) —

Schedule B, 14.1

el On one occasion three detainees were beaten to. deat Krajisnik TJ,
para. 585.
xXi. Planjo’s house (Planjina kia) in Svrake — Schedule C, 26.1
On 29 May 1992, Gornja Bta was shelled by Serb forces. Some Muslim men w Kraiignik TJ
2648 | had been guarding Gornja Beowith hunting and military rifles fled into the wds. ari\ 600 ’
They were arrested and detained in Planjo’s hau§&emizovac on 31 May 1992. para. '
2649 Since the beginning of June 1992, Serb police détained men from the village of| Krajisnik TJ,
LjeSevo, in IlijaS municipality, in Planjo’s house. para. 600.
On 8 July 1992, the municipal secretariat for tgamning, property rights, housin Kraiignik T
2650 | policy, and land register decided, upon request@iMinistry of Justice, to arél 600 ’
temporarily turn over Planjo’s house to the Mirystor use as a prison. para. '
On 17 August 1992, a group of more than 80 Musliemmwho had been in detentiq o
. : ARG ST i . .1 Krajisnik TJ,
2651 | in a school in Podlugovi, in llijas municipality,ere transferred by police officers i ara. 600
camouflage uniform to Planjo’s house. para. '
There were a total of 113 men detained at Plamjoisse, most of whom were
2652 Muslims, but also some Croats and one Serb. Womeérclaldren were held in Krajisnik TJ,
separate quarters upstairs. They were guardedrbysSkliers and police officers in para. 600.
camouflage uniform, who would often severely bbait.
. . KrajisSnik TJ,
2653 | In October 1992, 172 people were detained at PRhjuse. para. 600.
In the period between August and November 199)SSeould come from Serbia Kraiignik TJ
2654 | on the weekends to beat the detainees at Plama'sehand force them to perform argi 600 '
sexually humiliating acts. para. '
At the end of August 1992, Serb military persorimegan to take Muslim detainees
from Planjo’s house to perform labour at the friomés in Ravne and £u This Kraiignik TJ
2655 | included digging trenches, carrying ammunition, egroving the bodies of Serb ar; 601 '
soldiers killed in battle. Sometimes groups of tetas from Planjo’s house were para. '
used as human shields.
xxii. Killings related to Planjo’s house (Planjinaku¢a) in Svrake — Schedule B, 19.1
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During the month of September 1992, at least fift#keislim detainees from Planjo’

2656 house were killed while performing labour at thenfrlines or being used as huma K;zilgsgglﬂ,
shields. Several detainees were also wounded. para. '
2657
xxiv. “Bunker” in Vogos ¢a — Schedule C, 26.3
In May 1992, some detainees from a detention tgahlled “bunker” where 35 oy
2658 : . SR ) Krajisnik TJ,
male villagers from a Muslim majority village Svealvere detained were taken ou ara. 602
by a man called Boro Radand also sent to dig trenches incZu para. '
2659
xxvi. Property related crimes in Novi Grad
2660 | Almost all 130 houses in Ahat@viwere damaged or destroyed during the attack | KrajiSnik TJ,
against the village. para. 567.

xxviii. Destruction of a sacred site listed in Schaule D, 15

2662 | A few days after the attack against Ahatavihe village mosque was blown up. E;?gsg'g;—‘]’
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xxiXx. Removal of non-Serbs from llidza

On 25 June 1992, Nedjeljko Prstojevoresident of the llidza crisis staff, spoke wi
Rade Ristt, a local official from llidza, about the situatiomthe Kasindol area.

2665 Upon hearing that the Serbs were holding their gdo@Prstojevi told Ristic: “All Krajisnik TJ,
right. But have them hold on to it tightly and hakiem all killed there please ... Kill para. 555.
all the Muslims, like Alija ... | don’t want to seme military aged Muslim alive
there”.

Prstojevé went on to authorize Rigtio give Muslim apartments in the area to Sel

2666 involved in the fighting, saying that he had prthtee requisite forms for the transf| KrajiSnik TJ,
of property, and that on that same day authoritidsdza had already filled out 30 | para. 555.
such forms for apartments in the Ned&iaairea, east of llidza town.

xxX. Removal of non-Serbs from Novi Grad

Following the attack against Ahatdwiall the surviving Muslims in the village werg¢ Kraiignik TJ

2667 | either arrested or expelled, together with somésand Croats who were married J '
. para. 567.

Muslims.

A May 1993 MUP report indicates that 13,000 Musliamsl 40 Croats had left the Krajisnik TJ,
2668 S ; , paras. 572-

municipality while 3,400 Serbs had arrived. 573

xxxi. Removal of non-Serbs from Novo Sarajevo
2669
2670
xxxii. Removal of non-Serbs from Pale
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2671

In late June and early July 1992, the transfer o§lvhs from the municipality was
organized, with announcements and schedules imaicahich streets would be
affected each day. This was carried out with thgpsut of the SDS crisis staff.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 587.

2672

The Muslims were transported to the Muslim parEafajevo in around 20 busload
and were allowed to take with them only the itehresytcould carry.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 587.

43. THE MUNICIPALITY OF SOKOLAC

i. Takeover of the municipality

2673

In March 1992, barricades were set up and somé Ssrés began appearing in JN
and camouflage uniforms and carrying automatic waap

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 687.

2674

Some time in March or April 1992, Zoran Cvijetchief of the Sokolac SJB,
dismissed all Muslim police officers from their mb

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 687.

2675

During April 1992, several paramilitary units basedmselves in Sokolac town an
its surrounding villages. These units included A¥kamen, the White Eagles, and
some local groups.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 687.

ii. Killings, Schedule A, 13.1

2676

On 22 September 1992, members of the VRS 2nd RgarBnigade surrounded thg
village of Novoseoci and, despite there being moeat resistance, killed 40 to 45
Muslim civilian men, and put the women and childognbuses and transported the
to Sarajevo.

Krajisnik TJ,
paras. 691,
693.

2677

General Krsti informed the VRS Main Staff on 22 September 1922 tDuring the
day, the village of Novoseoci was cleansed”.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 691.

iii. Slavia Vajner Ci¢a elementary school — Schedule C, 23.2

2678

Around 20 July 1992, four Serbs from Sokolac aneéXma dressed in military
police uniforms, driving an APC with an anti-airftranachine placed on it, arresteq
Gagula, a Muslim teacher from Knezina in Sokolaaitipality. They brought him
to a barrack situated in the former KTK factoryinezina, where he was
interrogated and beaten by one of the officers.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 690.

2679

Gagula was then transported to the elementary $¢Btavisa VajnerCi¢a” in
Sokolac by local Serb soldiers where he was dedamth thirteen other detainees
until 3 October 1992. On his arrival at the sch@dgula was again interrogated a

beaten by members of Serb soldiers.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 690.
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iv. Former elementary school inCavarine — Schedule C, 23.1

2680 On 3 October 1992, Gagula, along with other detinevas transferred to the form KrajisSnik TJ,
elementary school i@avarine. para. 690.
2681 Conditions in the former elementary schooCiavarine were harsh with insufficien| Krajidnik TJ,
food and hygiene facilities. para. 690.
2682 Detainees at the former elementary schodlamarine were beaten by Serb KrajisSnik TJ,
paramilitaries coming from llijas. para. 690.
2683 Gagula was detained (tavarine until 15 March 1993, when he was transfetoe | Krajisnik TJ,
the Batkové camp in Bijeljina. para. 690.
v. Destruction of sacred sites listed in Schedule, R0
In the period from the end of July to the end gbtBmber 1992, the VRS 2nd
Romanija Brigade attacked and destroyed severaliMwdlages in Sokolac
2684 municipality, |ncll_Jd|ng_P|hI|c_e, Kaljina, Sahb_egéml_\/langgrbl, and Meljine. Krajisnik TJ,
Attacks began with artillery fire, followed by infary incursions and lastly, the ara. 689
villages were burnt. All five mosques in Sokolacmuipality, namely in KneZina, para. '
KruSevci, Kaljina, Novoseoci, and KoSutica, werevinh up or destroyed during
these attacks.
vi. Removal of non-Serbs
2685
44. THE MUNICIPALITY OF VLASENICA
I. Takeover of the municipality
From late 1991 and up to May 1992, Muslims workimgtate-owned companies
and other public services in Vlasenica municipalre dismissed from their jobs. Kraiignik TJ
2686 | Muslim shopkeepers feared keeping their businegses, and Muslim workers of arél 347 ’
the local bauxite company stopped being paid, whigr Serb colleagues continue para. '
to receive salaries.
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A large number of soldiers and reservists weregumeis the municipality, of Kraiignik TJ
2687 | Vlasenica and during the first days of April 198#hks, artillery, and armed vehiclg arél 348 '
from Mili¢i, Han Pijesak, and Sekaviwere deployed there. para. '
2688 Also in the beginning of April 1992, SDS and lob&lislims negotiated the division| Krajisnik TJ,
of the municipality of Vlasenica into Serb and Mosparts. para. 348.
Izet Redzt, the SDA-appointed president of the executive h@diVlasenica Kraiignik TJ
2689 | municipality, received threats from Tomislav Saykhe local SDS president that, aril 348 ’
the Muslims refused the partition, armed intervemtivould follow. para. '
On or about 23 April 1992, JNA soldiers took ouse town of Vlasenica with the
assistance of local armed Serbs, by taking coofrtile municipality premises, the Kraii&nik TJ
2690 | police station, the post office, and the bank. Irdiaely after that, the seat of the ar; 349 ’
Serb municipality of Vlasenica was moved from Klitio Vlasenica town, and a para. '
Serb crisis staff was set up.
The crisis staff, under Milenko St&nissued passes which Muslims were require Kraiignik TJ
2691 | use in order to move around Vlasenica municipalitjo travel to other arél 349 '
municipalities. para. '
2692 Checkpoints were erected under the authority ofj8eaMilakovi, an SDS Krajisnik TJ,
member. para. 349.
2693 The crisis staff ordered Muslims to surrender tiv@apons to the Serb authorities| KrajisSnik TJ,
and introduced work obligations for them. para. 349.
In May and June 1992, a MUP special unit led bydwraljevi¢, but ultimately
under the command of the local crisis staff, conelditwo operations, one in SusSic
and another in Gradina and other Muslim hamleth@émunicipality, occasionally
encountering armed resistance. Their orders wesedoch for weapons, detain me Kraiignik T
2694 | who surrendered for questioning, kill men tryingerape, and send women and ar; 351 '
children to Vlasenica town. Some men were arrestehined at the municipal cou para. '
house, and then transferred to SuSica camp. Dthigge operations, the unit was
explicitly ordered to burn all the houses to prawee owners from returning, and
almost all the Muslim houses in the area were éh dastroyed.
ii. Killings, Schedule A
a. Schedule A, 15.1
Early in the morning on 2 June 1992, Serb soldepported by an APC with a
machine gun, attacked the predominantly Muslim lequoi Drum near the town of Kraiignik TJ
2695 | Vlasenica. The soldiers moved from house to howsg fautomatic weapons, and arél 352 ’
breaking into homes. More than 20 Muslim males vkdled in a few minutes. Only para. '
three of the male residents of Drum survived thacht
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The soldiers took the three male survivors and 28Ivh women by bus to SusSica | KrajiSnik TJ,

2696 camp. para. 352.

b. Schedule A, 15.2

At the beginning of May 1992, the Muslims in Zakdda, a Muslim-majority
village, were asked to hand over their weapons 8grb delegation led by Milenko| KrajiSnik TJ,
buri¢, a manager at the Mtiibauxite mines and SDS member. The Muslims did| para. 350.

comply and hid their hunting rifles.

2697

On 16 May 1992, four or five army vehicles togetiveéh a white police car arrived
in Zaklop&a. The men in those vehicles were in army and alidforms and some Krajisnik TJ,
wore masks. The population tried to flee, but appnately 80 people, mostly men, para. 350.

were shot dead by the Serbs. The dead bodies efeigihg around the village.

2698

iii. The SJB Building in Vlasenica — Schedule C, 2%

Muslims aged between 18 and 60 and five minors @Wetained at the police statio
2699 | in Vlasenica town, where they were repeatedly m&ed and beaten with metal | Krajisnik TJ,
pipes, chains, and other objects. No health casepravided, and the conditions of| para. 355.

detention were poor.

iv. Killings related to the SJB Building in Vlasenca

a. Schedule B, 18.3

2700 | DZemal Ambeskovi, who had organized a local referendum on the iedéence, | Krajisnik TJ,
was killed while in detention at the police statmmor about 22 May 1992. para. 355.

b. Schedule B, 18.4

On 21 May 1992, the detainees were ordered outedf tell at the police station in Kraiignik TJ

2701 | Vlasenica by two police officers and placed on lsuskere soldiers confiscated thg J '
: : ) para. 355.

personal belongings, including money and documents.

The bus headed in the direction of Bratunac, aceomag by an armoured vehicle

and four cars. It stopped on the outskirts of tilage of Nova Kasaba, where the Kraiinik TJ
2702 | detainees were ordered off the bus in groups et #\s the detainees got off, they ar; 355 ’

were shot by Serb soldiers using automatic rifle @ machine gun mounted on th para. '

armoured vehicle. The soldiers searched for sursimad shot them in the head.

v. The Prison building in Vlasenica — Schedule C,522
Case No. IT-95-5/18-T 82 14 June 2010

Appendix A




36250

2703 About 150 detainees were held in very poor condgim five rooms of the Krajisnik TJ,
Vlasenica municipal prison, under the control & folice. para. 354.
Detainees at the Vlasenica municipal prison wereeftb to perform tasks such as Kraiignik TJ

2704 | burying bodies, removing property from abandonedliviuhouses, and digging J ’

. para. 354.
trenches at the front lines.

2705 When the commander of the prison Sukatevas present, however, the premiseg Krajisnik TJ,
were aired and cleaned, and no ill-treatment adidees took place. para. 354.

vi. SuSica camp — Schedule C, 25.3
SuSica camp was established on 31 May 1992 by ofd&vetozar Andd, Kraiignik T2

2706 | commander of the BitaBrigade, and pursuant to a decision of the B8AO which aré 353 '
regulated the moving out of the Muslim populatioonh the territory of Bir& para. '

2707 The guards at the SuSica camp, under camp wardigo\Basic and deputy Krajisnik TJ,
Vidosav Mlaienovi, were members of the MUP and VRS. para. 353.
The local MUP and the municipal crisis staff, lgdNdilenko Stané, received Krajisnik TJ,

2708 L .
regular reports on the situation at the SuSica camp para. 353.

2709 The crisis staff made decisions concerning thecausamp and detainees, such ag Krajisnik TJ,
decisions on release, visits, and exchanges. para. 353.

2710 Approximately 2,000 to 2,500 Muslims of both gersdand all ages passed throug Krajisnik TJ,
SusSica camp. para. 353.
The SuSica camp remained operational for four ngritbm June to September | KrajiSnik TJ,

2711
1992. para. 353.
In the first days, over 1,000 persons were deta@tede SuSica camp. Just a few

2712 days later, Serb officials allowed the great m&oof the women, more than 800, t| KrajiSnik TJ,
leave after they were stripped of their valuables bad signed a declaration that | para. 353.
they were leaving the municipality voluntarily.

The detainees at the SuSica camp performed sdypea of forced labour, includin Kraiignik TJ

2713 | burial of the men killed in Drum, digging of treres) and carrying munitions at fro panJa 353 '
lines. ' '
Detainees at the SuSica camp were insufficiently Weater was very scarce, sanita| Krajisnik TJ,

2714 " : .
conditions were poor, and medical care was notigeal para. 353.
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Some time in June 1992, Dragan Nikokas put in charge of SuSica. He told the Kraiignik TJ
2715 | detainees that he was “God and the law”, and suédhihem to all kinds of ) ’
i . . : para. 353.
mistreatment, including frequent beatings.
On two occasions, members of international orgaiuiza visited the SuSica camp. Kraiignik TJ
2716 During both visits, Nikolt managed to conceal many detainees and the tigec$ta J '
o . para. 353.
the conditions of detention.
vii. Killings related to SuSica Camp
a. Schedule B, 18.1
2717 | Nine detainees in the SuSica camp were killed loypcguards or died from Krajisnik TJ,
mistreatment. These deaths were reported to wdadsénh with no consequences. | para. 353.
b. Schedule B, 18.2
2718 On the last day of September 1992, a public bofiahore than 20 Serb soldiers | KrajiSnik TJ,
killed in an ambush by the Bosnia-Herzegovina awag held in Vlasenica town. | para. 357.
. N " Krajisnik TJ,
2719 O.n the night of 30 September 1992., three MUP aﬁlmrlved.at the SuSica camp paras. 357
with a bus, removed all 140 to 150 inmates in foads, and killed them. 358 ' ’
2720 The massacre was reported to the Vlasenica ctafisnsembers, who took no actio Krajisnik TJ,
except to order the dismantling of the camp ancctimeealment of its traces. para. 357.
viii. Removal of non-Serbs
2721
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2422
2723
2724
225
2726
46. THE MUNICIPALITY OF ZVORNIK
i. Takeover of the municipality
On 3 April 1992, despite ongoing discussions betwegresentatives of the SDA, Kraiignik TJ
2727 | SDS, and JNA about defence measures to be taleseof an attack, a long ) ’
: para. 360.
convoy of Serbs left Zvornik town.
On 5 April 1992, the Serb T®@as mobilized pursuant to an order of the Serlscris
2798 staff. Around this time, paramilitary forces, indlng the White Eagles, the Yellow| KrajiSnik TJ,
Wasps and the Red Berets, began to arrive in theaipality. They had been invite| para. 360.
by Branko Gruj, president of the crisis staff of Zvornik.
On 5 and 6 April 1992, Serb police and paramilifanges — mainly Arkan’s men —
2729 erected barricades throughout the municipality pibiece was divided along ethnic | KrajisSnik TJ,
lines pursuant to a dispatch of Méilo Mandi¢, and Serb members of the Zvornik| para. 361.
SJB relocated to Karakaj, where the Serb crisi$ w&s located.
During the night of 7 April 1992, the SDA also gextbarricades, on the bridge Kraiignik TJ
2730 linking Zvornik to Serbia. When shooting broke out8 April 1992, the barricades ar;s 361-’
were temporarily taken down, allowing hundreds afdfms and Serbs to leave thg¢ 262 '
municipality. '
2731 The Serb civilians had been informed of a planaweehthem killed, and some were| Krajisnik TJ,
forced by Serb paramilitaries to abandon their hmme para. 362.
As a result of the take-over of Zvornik town, mavyslims withdrew to the nearby Kraiignik TJ
2732 | deserted village of Kula Grad, which was also &gdcand taken over by arél 362 '
paramilitaries and local police on 26 April 1992. para. '
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2733 By late April 1992, Serb authorities had taken coimf the Muslim village obuli¢i | Krajisnik TJ,
in Zvornik municipality, and the villagers surremelé their weapons to Serb forces para. 365.
In order to remain employed, Muslims had to sigiesige of loyalty to the Serb | KrajiSnik TJ,

2734 "
authorities. para. 365.
Also in late April or early May 1992, Serb forcesnganded the surrender of the
Muslim village of Divi. However, before the deadline for surrender hauired,

2735 Divi¢ was attacked by Serb forces consisting of Arkames, White Eagles, and Krajisnik TJ,
reserve police officers. About 1,000 Muslims fleavards the nearby village of para. 365.
JoSanica. When some of them attempted to retuenitatMay, they were turned
away by Serb forces
By the end of May 1992, a large number of Muslithagers gathered in the Kraiignik T2

2736 | Muslim-majority village of Kozluk fearing paramidities and Serb forces who J '

. para. 366.
harassed them with demands to surrender arms.
After the take-over of Zvornik town, paramilitaryogips and local Serbs had set u| Krajisnik TJ,

2737 : . : .
barricades in nearby villages and isolated Kozluk. para. 366.

: . . . : Krajisnik TJ,

2738 | The police force in the village of Kozluk was sptito Muslim and Serb parts. para. 366

2739 In the beginning of June 1992, Muslim police offcén Kozluk were forced to Krajisnik TJ,
surrender their uniforms and weapons to a Serlegaolificer. para. 366.
On the night of 20 June 1992, the Serb TO undectn@mand of Marko Pavlo¥i | Krajisnik TJ,

2740
attacked Kozluk. para. 366.

ii. Killings, Schedule A
a. Schedule A, 16.1

2741 On 8 April 1992 a combination of Serb forces- the police, the TO, the JNA, and Kraiignik TJ

Arkan’s men — launched an attack against Zvornikitowhich originated, at least J '
. o . para. 362.

partially, from inside Serbia.

Many civilians were killed during the attack, andoznik town was taken over by Kraii&nik TJ

2742 | the Serb forces within a day. The Serbian flag @sted on top of the main town ar; 362 '
mosque. para. '
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2743

On 10 April 1992, Arkan’s men looted houses in ZAkitown and piled dozens of
dead bodies — including the bodies of children, woprand elderly persons — onto
trucks. More dead bodies lay in the streets angideithouses

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 362.

b. Schedule A, 16.3

2744

On 5 June 1992, a total of 550 detainees from @u@kaj technical school, includin
a person known as Witness 57 IPirosecutor v. KrajiSniKIT-00-39), were taken in
a lorry to a cinema hall in Pé&. From there Witness 571 together with another 6
men was taken to Gero’s slaughterhouse in Kar&agrds in JNA uniform forced

the men to face the wall and shot them dead. W4tB&4, who managed to escapeg
the execution, saw two more buses arrive at thegbl@rhouse. A total of 190 men
were executed

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 371.

iii. Celopek Dom Culture — Schedule C, 27.1

2745

From late May 1992 onwards, Muslims were detaimethé Dom Kulture building
in Celopek village and subjected to severe physicalpmydhological abuse.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 372.

iSRiCT .
para—3+2.

2747

Some detainees in the Dom Kulture buildingielopek village were forced to beat
each other.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 372.

2748

In mid July 1992, the remaining detainees in thenDulture building inCelopek
village were transferred, with the assistance ftbenSerb municipal authorities of
Zvornik, to Batkové camp in Bijeljina municipality.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 372.

iv. Killings related to the Celopek Dom Culture — Schedule B, 20.2

2749

The Yellow Wasps, headed by thedkavié¢ brothers, Regiand Zio, arrived at the
Dom Kulture on 11 June 1992 and killed at least fietainees. One man had his ¢
cut off, others had their fingers cut off, andesdt two men were sexually mutilate
Repik’s men forced detainees to eat the severed body, pating two detainees
who could not bring themselves to do so.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 372.

2750

On 27 June 1992, Repieturned to the Dom Kulture alone and shot 20ideé&s
dead and wounded 22 others.

Krajisnik TJ,
para. 372.

v. Karajak Technical School — Schedule C, 27.2
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In late May 1992, Muslim representatives met wittall Serbs, including a membe Kraiignik TJ
2751 | of the Zvornik provisional government, to discuse temoval of Muslims from the arél 370 '
municipality. para. '
A group of approximately 3,000 Muslim men, womemgl &hildren left in fear for
their safety. On 1 June 1992, soon after the ghagpset off, Serb soldiers separat
2752 out men fit for military service from the colummadtook the women, children, and KrajiSnik TJ,
elderly to Muslim-controlled territory. The men eelaken, together with other para. 370.
Muslim men captured in the village of Klisa on g@ne day, to the Karakaj
technical school, where they were detained in &slp building.
2753 | The Karakaj technical school was guarded by Selhess. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 370.
2754 Within hours of arriving at the Karakaj technicaheol, approximately 20 detaineg Krajisnik TJ,
had died from heat stroke and lack of water. para. 370.
2755 Over the course of several days, many of the detsiat the Karakaj technical Krajisnik TJ,
school were severely beaten. para. 370.
vi. Killings related to Karajak Technical School —Schedule B, 20.3
2756 | About 160 detainees at the Karakaj technical scthveoé removed in small groups | Krajisnik TJ,
and executed by Serb guards. para. 370.
vii. Alhos Factory — Schedule C, 27.3
The Serb police, Arkan’s men, and the White Eaditained Muslims in the Alhos Kraiignik TJ
2757 | factory in the Karakaj area of Zvornik town, whéne Muslims were extensively J ’
i para. 367.
mistreated.
On 9 April 1992, a person known as Witness 67Rrivsecutor v. KrajiSniKIT-00- Kraiignik TJ
2758 | 39) was interrogated and beaten by Branko Gand approximately eighteen otheg arél 367 ’
Muslim detainees were killed by Arkan’s men thaheaday or soon thereafter. para. '
viii. Novi Izvor company (also known as Ciglana) -Schedule C, 27.4
. . Krajisnik TJ,
2759 | The Novi lzvor factory was guarded by the reserviécp. para. 368.
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2760 The Novi Izvor factory received 186 Muslim detaiad®m Divic village on 27 May| Krajisnik TJ,
1992. para. 368.
2761 Armed groups, including members of paramilitariesrf Serbia, frequently visited | Krajisnik TJ,
the Novi Izvor factory and severely mistreateddb&inees. para. 368.
ix. Killings related to the Drinja ¢a building (Dom Culture) - Schedule B, 20.1
2762 | Soon after the arrival of the detainees, a unibite Eagles took them out in KrajisSnik TJ,
groups of ten and shot them dead. In total, 88 leawpre killed at Dom Kulture. para. 369.
X. Ekonomija Farm — Schedule C, 27.6
Around 10 May 1992, several Muslim men were mowethle Serb police from the
2763 Standard factory in Karakaj to the Ekonomija fagt@lso in Karakaj, where a lot o KrajiSnik TJ,
Muslim men were already detained. Some time |#tery were moved again, to the para. 368.
Novi Izvor factory.
I ’
2464 Krajishik T
para—368.
xi. Killing related to the Ekonomija Farm — Scheduk B, 20.4
2765 One detainee died in the Ekonomija factory. Krajisnik TJ,
para. 368.
xii. Standard Factory — Schedule C, 27.7
2766 Around the end of April 1992, several Muslim merrevdetained at the Standard | KrajiSnik TJ,
factory in Karakaj, guarded by local Serbs. para. 368.
2767 Armed groups, including members of paramilitariesyf Serbia, frequently visited | KrajiSnik TJ,
the Standard factory and severely mistreated thaaroees. para. 368.
xiii. Destruction of sacred sites listed in SchedalD, 22
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2768 Most of the nineteen Muslim monuments in Zvornikmaipality had been damage Krajisnik TJ
or completely destroyed through shelling or expesiduring the attacks on Muslir '
villages in April and May 1992. para. 367.
xiv. Removal of non-Serbs
On 10 April 1992, the provisional government of Av& instructed all persons with
2769 tenancy rights in socially owned apartments, a$ agehll owners of immovable Krajisnik TJ,
property including private houses and businessagturn and lay claim to those | para. 364.
properties before 15 May, or face loss of titléhte municipality.
On 5 May 1992, the provisional government establish “real estate exchange Krajisnik TJ
2770 | agency” authorized to execute exchanges of reateebetween residents of Zvorni 364 '
municipality and other municipalities. para. '
Around 28 May 1992, between 400 and 500 Muslimsffaivi¢ village, including
o771 | Women, children, and elderly persons, were foragd buses by members of the | Krajisnik TJ,
Yellow Wasps and told that they would be taken tasMn territory. In Crni Vrh, para. 365.
the captives were released and allowed to depdidain
The same day, Major Svetozar Ariditcommander of the VRS 1st Bir8rigade,
ordered the Zvornik TO to organise and co-orditlaéemoving out of the Muslim Krajisnik TJ
2772 | population with municipalities through which thepwd pass. Only women and ara. 365 ’
children would be moved out, while men fit for rtaliy service were to be placed i para. '
camps for exchange.
In early June 1992, Serbs were seen moving inteitlages in Zvornik municipality] Krajisnik TJ
2773 | where Muslims had been evicted. Some of them had bedered to do so by the 365 ’
provisional government of the Serb municipalityZebrnik. para. '
On 26 June 1992, a large number of Serb soldi€sand paramilitary units entere
Kozluk in tanks and other military vehicles. Amathg group were Branko Gruji
president of the Zvornik SDS and crisis staff, B&id, and Jovan Mijatoyi a Krajisnik TJ
2774 | member of the Zvornik crisis staff and a deputyhi® Bosnian-Serb Assembly. The ara. 366 '
informed the Muslims that they had one hour to ée@r they would be killed. They para. '
also told them that they could not take any persbel@ngings with them, and
forced them to sign statements surrendering threpeanty.
On 26 June 1992, a convoy of vehicles organizethéyserbs who had attacked ar Kraiignik TJ
2775 | taken over Kozluk transported approximately 1,88(spns out of the municipality ) ’
to Serbia. para. 366.
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