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TRIAL CHAMBER III (“Chambef) 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”),

SEIZED of “Jadranko Prli¢’s Request for Leave to Reply to Prosecution Respan
Jadranko Pré's Request for Certification to Appeal tH2écision portant sur la
demande de la Défense Frlie (1) clarification sur le lien entre le Juge Pdier et
Viktor Andreev et (2) relative a la tenue d’'une i@mde publique, 26 juillet 2010
brought publicly by Counsel for the Accused JadoaRkli¢ (“Prli¢ Defence”) on 17
August 2010 (“Request”), whereby the Prdefence respectfully requests leave of

the Chamber to file a reply to the Prosecution’s response,

NOTING the “Decision on Jadranko Prli¢’s Request for 1) Clarification of Judge
Prandler's Association with Victor Andreev and 2ubRc Hearing”, rendered
publicly on 26 July 201(Q‘Decision of 26 July 2010"),

NOTING the “Corrigendum to the ‘Decision on Jadranko Prli¢’s Request for 1)
Clarification of Judge Prandler's Association witfictor Andreev and 2) Public

Hearing™, issued publicly on 30 July 2010,

NOTING “Jadranko Prli¢’s Request for Certification to Appeal under Rul2 (B)
Against theDécision portant sur la demande de la DéfensecRid (1) clarification
sur le lien entre le Juge Prandler et Viktor Andrest (2) relative a la tenue d’'une
audience publique, 26 juillet 207, Cfiled publicly by the Pri¢ Defence on 2 August
2010 (“Request”), whereby the RrDefence respectfully asks the Chamber to certify
the appeal it intends to lodge against the Decisfdtt July 2010,

NOTING the “Prosecution Response to Jadranko Prli¢’s Request for Certification to
Appeal under Rule 73 (B) against thécision portant sur la demande de la Défense
Prli¢ de (1) clarification sur le lien entre le Juge dder et Viktor Andreev et (2)
relative a la tenue d’'une audience publique, 26lg§ti2010, filed confidentially
along with annexes thereto by the Office of thesPooitor (“Prosecution”) on 16

August 2010 (“Response”),
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NOTING the “Revised Version of the Decision Adopting Guidelines on the Conduct
of Trial Proceedings”, rendered publicly on 28 April 2006 (“Decision of 28 April
20067),

CONSIDERING that, in support of its Request, the Prli¢ Defence argues that the
Prosecution twisted the arguments laid out in ggulest and has submitted arguments

not germane to the Requést,

CONSIDERING that the Chamber recalls that Rule 126 bis of the Rules of
Procedure and Evidence (“Rules”) authorizes the parties to file a reply, with prior
leave of the Chamber having jurisdiction, within a deadline of 7 days following the
filing of a response; that the Chamber recalls moreover its Decision of 28 April 2006,
which provides that replies will only be accepted by the Chamber in exceptional

circumstances, which must be expressly stated by the requesting party,’

CONSIDERING that the Chamber observes that the Prli¢ Defence has not stated in
support of its Request how the circumstances afficismtly compelling for the
Chamber to authorize the filing of a reply; it thire finds that there is no basis for

granting the Request,

! Request, p. 1.
? Decision of 28 April 2006, p. 9, para. 9 (p).
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FOR THE FOREGOING REASONS
PURSUANT TO Rule 126bis of the Rules,
DENIES the Request.

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

Isigned/
Jean-Claude Antonetti
Presiding Judge
Done this eighteenth day of August 2010
At The Hague
The Netherlands
[Seal of the Tribunal]
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