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TRIAL CHAMBER III (“Chamber”) of the International Tribunal for the
Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Serious Violations of International

Humanitarian Law Committed in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since 1991
(“Tribunal™);

NOTING the “Order on Admission of Evidence Regarding Witness Dragan Curéi¢”
rendered publicly by the Chamber on 19 November 2009 (“Order”), in which the
Chamber admitted Exhibit P 09324,

NOTING the “Notice of Bruno Stoji¢ Regarding Erroneous Admission of Document
P 09324” filed publicly on 23 November 2009, in which Counsel for the Stojié
Defence (“Stoji¢ Defence”) recall that an earlier notice was filed on 27 October 2009'

for the purposes of withdrawing the request for the admission of Exhibit P 09324,

CONSIDERING that the Chamber notes that an error slipped into the first
“NOTING”,? as well as into the first “CONSIDERING’ on page 2 of the Order and
into its Annex; that by way of the Notice of 27 October 2009, the Stoji¢ Defence
withdrew its request for the admission of Exhibit P 09324, that it therefore requested

the admission of three, and not four exhibits,

CONSIDERING that the Chamber finds that Exhibit P 09324 should not have been
analysed and admitted by the Chamber and decides that it is appropriate to correct the
first “NOTING” and the first “CONSIDERING” on page 2 of the Order as follows:

“NOTING the request for the admission of [...] 3 exhibits presented by

Counsel for the Accused Stojic¢ (“Stoji¢ Dcfence”),I [..1”

“CONSIDERING that the Chamber notes that the “Stoji¢ Defence Objection”

is not an objection, but rather a notification from the Stoji¢ Defence with

' “Bruno Stoji¢’s Notice to Withdraw Request for Admission of Document P 09324”, public, 27
October 2009 (“Notice of 27 October 20097).

> “NOTING the request for the admission of 3 exhibits presented by Counsel for the Accused Praljak
(“Praljak Defence”),” the request for the admission of 4 exhibits presented by Counsel for the Accused
Stoji¢ (“Stoji¢ Defence™),? the request for the admission of 7 exhibits presented by Counsel for the
Accused Petkovi¢ (“Petkovié Defence”)” and the request for the admission of 10 exhibits presented by
the Office of the Prosecutor (“Prosecution™,” all four regarding the testimony of Dragan Curéic
(“Proposed Exhibit(s)”) who appeared in court on 12 and 13 October 2009 in accordance with Rule 92
ter of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence (‘“Rules”),”; See also the Annex to the Order referring to
Exhibit P 09324 as admitted by the Chamber.
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regard to Exhibit 4 D00618 which is allegedly more specific than Exhibit P
09324,

CONSIDERING that it is also appropriate to withdraw Exhibit P 09324 from the
Annex to the Order,

FOR THE FOREGOING REASONS,
PURSUANT TO Rule 54 of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence,

ORDERS that the first “NOTING” and the first “CONSIDERING” on page 2 of the

Order be worded as follows:

“NOTING the request for the admission of 3 exhibits presented by Counsel
for the Accused Praljak (“Praljak Defence”),' the request for the admission of
3 exhibits presented by Counsel for the Accused Stoji¢ (“Stojic Defence”),!
the request for the admission of 7 exhibits presented by Counsel for the
Accused Petkovié (“Petkovic¢ Defence™)! and the request for the admission of
10 exhibits presented by the Office of the Prosecutor (“Prosecution”),’ all four
regarding the testimony of Dragan Cur&i¢ (“Proposed Exhibit(s)”) who
appeared in court on 12 and 13 October 2009 in accordance with Rule 92 ter

of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence (“Rules”),”

“CONSIDERING that the Chamber notes that the “Stoji¢ Defence Objection”
is not an objection, but rather a notification from the Stoji¢ Defence with
regard to Exhibit 4 D00618 which is allegedly more specific than Exhibit P
09324,,

AND

ORDERS that Exhibit P 09324 be withdrawn from the Annex to the Order.

* “CONSIDERING that the Chamber notes that the “Stoji¢ Defence Objection” is not an objection, but
rather a notification from the Stoji¢ Defence with regard to exhibit 4 DO0618 which is allegedly more
specific than exhibit P 09324, which was also requested for admission by the Stoji¢ Defence,”.

Case No. IT-04-74-T 3 3 December 2009



1/56923 BIS

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

[signed/

Jean-Claude Antonetti

Presiding Judge
Done this third day of December 2009
At The Hague (The Netherlands)
[Seal of the Tribunal]
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