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1. In his Motionl the Accused Radovan Karadzic ("Accused") requests that his 

response to the Prosecution's second and third adjudicated fact motions be 

delayed until 21 January 2010. The Accused has failed to show good cause for 

his request in accordance with Rule 127(A)(i) of the RUles2
• 

2. In his Motion the Accused does not provide a specific justification for the 

lengthy extension which he requests, as is required under the RUles3
• Whilst 

the Accused appears to suggest that he requires additional time to submit his 

response because he receives "part-time" assistance in preparing the response,4 

this is not a proper basis for establishing good cause. The fact that the Accused 

is only able to avail himself of part-time assistance is due to his status as a 

self-represented accused. However, as the Appeals Chamber in Prosecutor v. 

1 Motion for Extension of Time to Respond to 2nd and 3'" Motions for Judicial Notice of Adjudicated 
Facts, 14 April 2009 ("Motion"). 
2 Rule 127(A)(i) of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence ("Rules") reads: "Save as provided by 
paragraph (C), a Trial Chamber or Pre-Trial Judge may, on good cause being shown by motion [ ... ] 
enlarge or reduce any time prescribed by or under these Rules". 
3 See Prosecutor v. Naletilic & Martinovic, IT-98-34-A, Decision on NaletiliC's Motion for Leave to 
File his Second Motion to Present Additional Evidence Pursuant to Rule 115, 27 January 2005, p. 3, 
which provides that the good cause reqUirement "obliges the moving party to demonstrate it was not 
able to comply with the time limit set out in the Rule." 
4 Motion, para. 3. 
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Krajisnik emphasized, it is the Accused's responsibility to bear the limitations 

associated with his decision to opt for self-representation.5 

3. Accordingly, the Prosecution requests that the Trial Chamber dismiss the 

Accused's Motion. 
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Dated this 15th day of April 2009 
At The Hague 
The Netherlands 

Hildegard U ertz-Retzlaff 
Senior Trial Attorney 

5 Prosecutor v. Krajisnik, IT-00-39-A, Decision on Krajisnik Reqnest and on Prosecution Motion, 11 
September 2007, para. 41, which provides "as 'part of the choice to self-represent, Mr. KrajiSnik must 
accept responsibility for the disadvantages this choice may bring"'. See also Prosecutor v. Tolimir, IT­
OS·88/2-PT, Decision on Motion for Suspension of Time Limit for Filing of Preliminary Motions, 18 
October 2007, p. 3, where in denying the Accnsed Zdravko Tolimir's request for a suspension of the 
time limits in which to file his preliminary motions, the Trial Chamber noted "that, as a result of his 
choice to represent himself, [Tolimirl accepted a number of responsibilities, including the 
responsibility for filing written submissions in accordance with the Rules and practice directions of the 
Tribunal". 
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