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THIS TRIAL CHAMBER of the International Tribunal for the Prosecutiof Bersons
Responsible for Serious Violations of Internatioklaimanitarian Law Committed in the Territory
of the former Yugoslavia since 1991 (“Tribunal”)ssised of the Accused’s “Request for Review
of Indigence Decision” filed confidentially anek parteon 7 November 2012 (“Request”), and

hereby issues its decision thereon.
I. BACKGROUND AND SUBMISSIONS

1. Having elected to represent himself, the Accusdunsiied a declaration of financial means
to the Tribunal’'s Registry on 29 September 2008¢Rration of Means”), in which he applied for
funding for his defence as a self-represented actos the basis that he did not have sufficient

means to pay his defence team.

2. Until 2012, and in line with Article 9 of the Direee on the Assignment of Defence Counsel
(“Directive”),? the Registrar conducted an investigation intoAbeused’s financial means during
the course of which it interviewed the Accused hrsdfamily, contacted and obtained information

from the relevant authorities, and performed arsitainvestigatior.

3.  On 2 March 2012, the Registrar sent the Accusetterlinforming him of the outcome of the
inquiry into his financial statdsand preliminary determination in relation therets,well as giving
him the opportunity to comment and provide add#iodocumentation in support if he disagreed

with the Registrar’s findings (“Registrar’s LettgP”

4. On 11 April 2012, the Accused responded to the Rexgis Letter by providing
documentation and reasons in support of his claiat he did not have any disposable means to

contribute to the costs of his defence (“Resporeeet”)®

5.  On 11 October 2012, the Registrar issued the aecisn the Accused’s financial means

(“Impugned Decision”), deciding that the Accusedlslontribute 146,501 euro to the cost of his

Request, para. 2; Confidential Annex A.

2 Directive on the Assignment of Defence Counsel (Divedo. 1/94) (IT/73/Rev. 11).

See Registrar’'s Submission Regarding Radovan Kat&lZRequest for Review of Indigence Decision,
confidential andex parte 29 November 2012, paras. 5-12, which was re-filed on 30 Nove20i@ EeeNotice

of Re-Filing of Registrar's Submission Regarding Radovana#&i’'s Request for Review of Indigence
Decision).

The Registrar considered the Accused’s assets, liquid mbabisities, and estimated living expenseSee
Request, Confidential Annex B.

Request, para. 3; Confidential Annex B.

Request, para. 4; Confidential Annex C.
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defence before the TribunalThe Registrar further decided that this contidrutill be deducted
from future allotments issued to the Accused’s defeteam, in a manner to be agreed upon by the

Registrar and the Accuséd.

6. On 7 November 2012, the Accused filed the Requessuant to Article 13(B) of the

Directive. In the Request, the Accused asks thentier to quash the Impugned Decision, arguing
that the Registrar erroneously: (i) failed to cdesithe effect of two outstanding judgements
against him in the United States (“U.S.”) and Fegr(@) considered assets which he does not own;
(iif) concluded that those assets are readily diapte; (iv) overvalued those assets; (V)
unreasonably delayed issuing his decision untildefence case was underway; and (vi) failed to
consider other means of ensuring his contributionhis defence without disrupting the trial

process.

7. The Registrar filed the “Registrar's Submission &egng Radovan Karad?s Request for
Review of Indigence Decision” on 30 November 201Rufe 33(B) E‘;ubmission”)“‘.O In his
submission, the Registrar responds that he coyrassessed the Accused’s ability to contribute
towards the cost of his defence and that the cemmis set out in the Impugned Decision are

reasonablé’ The Registrar submits that the Chamber shouldidisthe Request in its entiréfy.

8. The details of the specific submissions of the Aecliand the Registrar will be addressed

below.
II. STANDARD OF REVIEW

9. Article 13(B) of the Directive provides a Chambeayrreview a decision of the Registrar on
the partial indigence of an accused. The jurispngé of the Tribunal has established the standard

of review for a first judicial review of an admitrigtive decision made by the Registry as follows:

A judicial review of such an administrative decisis not a rehearing. Nor is it an
appeal, or in any way similar to the review whiclaamber may undertake of its own
judgement in accordance with Rule 119 of the Raie®rocedure and Evidence. A
judicial review of an administrative decision mdethe Registrar in relation to legal aid

Registrar’'s Decision with public Appendix | and confidaintand ex parte Appendix 1l, 11 October 2012
(“Impugned Decision”), p. 4.

Impugned Decision, p. 4.

Request, paras. 1, 17, 68eeRequest, paras. 20-63.

See suprdootnote 3.

™ Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 24-31, 33-37, 39-43, 45-51, EB-5A, 81-83, 85-91, 93-95, 97-106.
2 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 107.

10
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is concerned initially with the propriety of theogedure by which [the] Registrar
reached the particular decision and the mannehiohahe reached 1t

10. An administrative decision by the Registrar maygb@ashed where he: (i) failed to comply
with the legal requirements of the Directive; {a)led to observe basic rules of natural justicéoor
act with procedural fairness towards the persoac#tl by the decision; (iii) took into account
irrelevant material or failed to take into accouwekevant material; or (iv) reached a conclusion
which no sensible person who has properly applisdriind to the issue could have reached (the
“unreasonableness test!f. Where an indigency determination of the Registhas been
challenged, it is the party contesting the decisiat bears the burden of proof to demonstrate that
both an error of the nature described has occwamedsuch an error has significantly affected the
administrative decision to his detriméntAn administrative decision will only be quashetene
both matters are demonstratédA Chamber will not interfere with the margin gipeciation of
the facts or merits of that case to which the decimaker is entitled unless the

“unreasonableness” of an administrative decisiandeen establisheéd.
I1l. DISCUSSION

11. In the Request, the Accused challenges the mam@mich the Registrar calculated his
contribution to the costs of his defence. For sh&e of clarity, the Chamber will address the
Accused’s specific submissions in relation totl{g determination of his disposable means; (ii) the

option of reassigning his assets; and (iii) thegel delay in issuing the Impugned Decision.

13 Prosecutor v. Tolimjr Case No. IT-05-88/2-AR73.2, Public Redacted Decisiorzdravko Tolimir's Appeal
Against the Decision of Trial Chamber Il on the Registr@@sision Concerning Legal Aid, 12 November 2009
(“Tolimir Appeal Decision”), para. 8 (the public redacted versios fikad by the Registrar on 27 February 2013
in accordance with a confidential aexl partedecision of the Appeals Chamber on 15 February 2@t8xecutor

v. Karadz#, Case No. IT-95-5/18-AR73.2, Decision on Interlocutory Apméahe Trial Chamber’s Decision on
Adequate Facilities, 7 May 2009Karadzi¢c Appeal Decision”), para. 1®rosecutor v. KrajiSnikCase No. IT-00-
39-PT, Decision on the Defence’s Motion for an Order Sefisige the Registrar’'s Decision Declaring Mé&ta
Krajisnik Partially Indigent for Legal Aid Purposes, 28ndary 2004 ([KrajiSnik 2004 Decision”), para. 16;
Prosecutor v. Kvéka et al, Case No. 1T-98-30-1/A, Decision on Review of Regi&r&recision to Withdraw
Legal Aid from Zoran Zigi, 7 February 2003 Kvacka et al. Appeal Decision”), para. 13Prosecutor v.
Sljivarcanin, Case No. IT-95-13/1-PT, Decision on Assignment of Defe@mminsel, 20 August 2003
(“Sljivarcanin Decision”), para. 22. In addition, the Registrar’s inquiity the means of the Accused pursuant to
Article 10(A) of the Directive is an administrative tdinding procedure. See Kveka et al. Appeal Decision,
para. 12.

Tolimir Appeal Decision, para. &vocka et al.Appeal Decision, para. 1Brosecutor v. KrajiSnikCase No. IT-
00-39-A, Decision on KrajiSnik Request and on Prosenulitotion, 11 September 2007KfajiSnik Appeal
Decision”), para. 30Karadz¢é Appeal Decision, para. 1(®rosecutor v. Mrk& Case No. IT-95-13/1-PT,
Decision on Defence Request for Review of the Registi@€gcision on Partial Indigence of Mr&Si9 March
2004, p. 3.

5 Tolimir Appeal Decision, para. &vocka et al. Appeal Decision, para. 1&aradzi: Appeal Decision, para. 10.
8 Tolimir Appeal Decision, para. ®vocka et al.Appeal Decision, para. 14.

" Tolimir Appeal Decision, para. &aradzié_Appeal Decision, para. 1&rajiSnik Appeal Decision, para. 30;
Kvocka et al.Appeal Decision, para. 135eeSljivarcanin Decision, para. 22.

14
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A. Alleged errors relating to the Accused’s dispodale means

12. In determining the disposable means of the Accuttexl Registrar took into accounter
alia,*® the Accused’s principal family home in [REDACTEBRjpublika Srpska ([REDACTED]
and “RS”, respectively) and his spouse’s sharehefinterest in the [REDACTED] (collectively,
“Properties”)’® Concluding that the Properties constituted jaimrital assets, the Registrar
included the equity in the [REDACTED] Property eegdiang the reasonable needs of the Accused
and his spouse, as well as the equity in the [REDIO], in the Accused’s disposable means,
notwithstanding that the Properties were transteite [REDACTED] during the course of the
Article 9 inquiry?® The Registrar also included the pension incomin@fAccused’s spouse and a
portion of monies in the Accused’s account at thaitedl Nations Detention Unit (“UNDU
Account”)? The Registrar did not however include any lidiei§i in the Accused’s disposable

means??

13. The Chamber will address in turn the alleged erraised by the Accused in relation to the
Registrar’s inclusion of these assets in his digplesmeans, the valuation of these assets, as well
as the Accused'’s assertion that the Registrar eowsly failed to consider liabilities arising out o

two foreign judgements issued against him in tHe. @nd France.

1. Alleged errors in relation to the joint marigmbperty of the Accused and his spouse

14. The Accused submits that the Registry Policy forteDmining the Extent to which an
Accused is Able to Remunerate Counsel (“Registyci?d, which allows for the inclusion of the
full value of marital assets in the calculationasf accused person’s disposable means “violates
Bosnian marital property law by aggregating marésséets and holding one spouse liable for the
debts of the othe™® The Accused contends that the Registrar failecbtwsider that only half of
the marital propertyi.e. his share of the marital assets) can be usedythipalefence costs under
the Family Law of the R%' He also submits that the Properties cannot h@des of without the

consent of his spouse and that she “does not cotséme disposition of any joint property to pay

8 The Registrar also considered the properties [REDACTEiR]did not include these assets in the Accused's

disposable meansSeelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aed parte paras. 18-20, 45-51, 65-66,
67—69.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexl parte paras. 31, 37, 59, 64. The Accused’'s spouse owns
50% of the shares of [REDACTED]. Impugned Decision, AppeHdconfidential andex parte para. 52.

Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential agdparte paras. 34-37, 43, 62—64.
Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexdparte paras. 71-74, 78-82.
Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexiparte para. 95.

Request, para. 33.

Request, paras. 35-36, referring to Article 272(1) of tmeillFd.aw of the RSDenisova and Moiseyeva v. Russia
Case No. 16903/03, [2010] ECHR 439, 1 April 201Ddhisova and Moiseyeva v. Russia

19

20
21
22
23
24
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[the Accused’s] defence costs”.Further, in relation to the [REDACTED] Propertiie Accused
submits that the Registrar unreasonably rejectatrsents that the [REDACTED] Property was
purchased by his spouse with inheritance moneyrsteived from her father and was intended
“solely for her'?® The Accused argues that the Registrar ignoredyipéicable provisions of the
Family Law of the RS and therefore erroneously tated that the [REDACTED] Property was
marital property.’

15. The Registrar first responds that he reasonablyded the entire value of the Properties in
the Accused’s disposable means pursuant to Artig{@) of the Directive and in accordance with
the Family Law of the RE Second, the Registrar responds that the [REDAQTEDperty was
correctly considered as the joint marital propeftyhe Accused in light of the circumstances and
under the Family Law of the RS. Therefore, the [REDACTED] Property was approgfiat

included as a part of the Accused’s disposable s1i@an

16. The Chamber notes that pursuant to Article 10(Ajhef Directive, the Registrar shall take
into “account means of all kinds” of both an accliaed his spouse when determining the extent to
which an accused is able to remunerate counsetletUthe Registry Policy, such means include,
inter alia: (i) the equity in the principal family home ofettaccused and his spouse exceeding their
reasonable needs; and (ii) the equity in assetsir@chduring the course of their marriages.(
marital property), unless the marital property vaaguired by way of a gift made exclusively to
one spous& As such, the equity in marital property jointiwmed by an accused and his spouse
(and exceeding their reasonable needs in reladidhe principal family home) is to be considered
when calculating an accused’s disposable meanég wig equity in assets owned by an accused’s
spouse that do not constitute marital propertpibe excluded® Whether assets constitute joint
marital property, however, is to be determined dnaadance with the marital property regime of

the state in which the accused and his spousewedter residé’

17. In concluding that the Properties were joint mamtssets, the Registrar considered that the

Properties constituted marital property jointly @einby the Accused and his spouse under the

% Request, paras. 33-34, referring to Article 271(1) and (@)eoFamily Law of the RS.
% Request, para. 51.

Request, paras. 51-56.

% Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 60, 62, 66.

29 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 45, 47.

% Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 47.

81 Registry Policy, Sections 4, 5.

See TolimirAppeal Decision, para. 24.

Registry Policy, Section 6(e).

27

32
33
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relevant marital property regime in Bosnia and ldgmina (“BiH")3* In particular, the Registrar
correctly considered that Article 270(5) and (6)tbé Family Law of the RS establishes joint
property as property acquired by a spouse througtk @wuring marriage and earnings gained from
that property, as well as gifts received from thpatties during the marriage, unless the purpose of
the gift is established otherwid®.This is notably in line with the definition of migal property in
Section 4 of the Registry Policy.

18. The Chamber considered the provisions of the Fahaly of the RS to which the Accused
refers when suggesting that he cannot independdigpose of the Properties and that only the
Accused’s share in the joint marital property carubed to fund his defence. It notes however that
these provisions apply to the legal requirementgeming the division of property and liabilities
owed by a spouse to a creditbrThese provisions are therefore irrelevant todéermination of
whether the assets themselves constitute jointtahgsioperty under RS la#f. The Chamber
makes two observations in this regard. First, o of consent of the Accused’s spouse to the
dissolution of marital property is not a basis updmch the Accused can avoid his obligation to
contribute towards his defence. Second, an actusedtribution towards his defence is neither a
debt nor a liability owed to the Tribunal. Rathan accused is expected to contribute to his
defence to the extent that he is determined ablesmaunerate couns&l. The Registrar was
therefore entitled to ignore those provisions whetermining whether the Properties constituted

marital property in accordance with the relevantia

19. The Chamber will now turn to the Accused’s parcubsubmission in relation to the

[REDACTED] Property. It is observed that the Réwgis expressly considered the Accused’'s
submission that the [REDACTED] Property is the safgproperty of his spouse. In particular,
the Registrar considered statements of the Accasddis spouse that the [REDACTED] Property

% Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential asxparte paras. 24, 31, 57-58.

Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexl parte para. 24.

% gseeFamily Law of the RS, Articles 271(1) and (2), 272(1).

37 SeeRegistry Policy, Section 6(e).

SeeRegistry Policy, Section 4 (definition of the “contributioof an accused). The value of the contribution is
deducted by the Registrar from defence team allotmentgistRePolicy, Section 12.

The Chamber considered the cas®efisova and Moiyeyeva v. Russiawhich the Accused cites by analogy for
the proposition that only his portion of the marital &ssan be used to contribute to the costs of his defence. In
that case, the European Court of Human Rights (“ECHR”) feumiblation of the Convention for the Protection
of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms on the basis thattidoroests failed to consider legitimate claims
that only a convicted person’s share in jointly owned propeatyle confiscated during the course of criminal
proceedings pursuant to Russian law. Two distinctions caindven between the case before the ECHR and the
matter currently before the Chamber. It is first noteat the Tribunal is not seeking to seise the Accused’s
Properties in contrast to the case before the ECH&ond, the Chamber notes its finding that the Registrar did
not unreasonably ignore those provisions of law put forwartdAtcused.

35

38

39
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was purchased in 1993 with money his spouse pwglgrreceived in cash [REDACTED] and
intended solely for hef’

20. In rejecting the Accused’s claim that the [REDACT|EHRYoperty was the separate means of
his spouse, the Registrar noted that the Accusddnba provided evidence that the funds were:
(i) gifted to the Accused’s spouse [REDACTED]; dijl“held separately and segregated, without
the use of a banking institution, for over twengays, and then used to purchase the [REDACTED)]
Property”*! In addition, the Chamber observes that the aats@lof the [REDACTED] Property
does not demonstrate that the property was purdhagle funds gifted to, and intended solely for,
the Accused’s spouse. The Chamber notes in tgardethe following observations made by the
Registrar: (i) the property was purchased durirgdburse of marriage by the Accused’s spouse in
1993 and legally finalised in 1997{ii) the property was purchased with the intentddmaking it

a [REDACTED]; (iii) the Accused and his spouse blitled at the property [REDACTED]; and
(iv) the Accused and his spouse were officiallyiseged as residing at the [REDACTE].It
cannot therefore be inferred from its use that[REDACTED] Property was intended solely for
the Accused’s spouse. In the absence of evidémaethe actual funds used to purchase the
[REDACTED] Property were from a gift made exclusyw# the Accused’s spouse, and in light of
the actual use of the [REDACTED] Property, the Chanconsiders that it was not unreasonable
for the Registrar to reject statements of the Aeduthat the [REDACTED] Property was the

separate property of his spouse.

21. Further, the Chamber observes the Accused’s sulamiisat pursuant to Article 273(1) of
the Family Law of the RS, the Accused’s spouse ddel expected to be awarded the entire value
of the [REDACTED)] Property, were the matter to bacpd before a court, since her contribution
was largef? The Chamber considers in this regard that theigion to which the Accused refers
concerns the division of marital property and ieréiore not relevant to the Registrar's
determination as to whether the property consstigant marital property under the Family Law of
the RS® The Registrar did not ignore relevant provisiohtaw as asserted by the Accugéd.

%" Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential amdparte paras. 25-31.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential agxdparte paras. 26, 30 (internal citations omitted).

The Chamber notes that the Accused and his spouse aetiedrin 1967.Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix |,
confidential ancex parte para. 28.

Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential agxparte paras. 23, 28-29.
SeeRequest, paras. 54-55.

SeeRegistry Policy, Section 6(e).

See suprapara. 17.

41
42

43
44
45
46
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22. For the foregoing reasons, it was therefore notaswnable for the Registrar, in accordance
with Article 10(A) of the Directive, to considereahfull value of the joint marital assets of the

Accused and his spouse when determining his disi®saeans.

2. Alleged errors in assessing the value of th@é&htaes

23. The Accused first submits that the Registrar oveec the [REDACTED] Property and the
[REDACTED] by failing to deduct costs associatedmthe sale of the properties and relying on
outdated appraisafé. Second, in relation to the [REDACTED] Propertyyorthe Accused further
argues that by failing to consider that a resideiocegwo persons inf[REDACTED] RS cannot be
purchased for 7,000 euro, the Registrar’s calautatif the Accused’s contribution to the costs of
his defence from the [REDACTED] Property is excessf

24. The Registrar responds that the Accused’s assets nigasonably and fairly assesS&dde
first submits that the Accused neither challendexl Registry’s determination of the value of his
property nor presented evidence concerning thes asstociated with the sale of the Properties in
the Response Lettét. Second, the Registrar submits that he appliegtbper methodology when
valuing the [REDACTED] Property and that the Acalisiiled to provide evidence that a
residence could not be purchased for the sum di07guro>*
included [REDACTED] euro of equity in the [REDACTEProperty valued at [REDACTED)],
representing its value exceeding the reasonabldsneg the Accused and his spodéeThe
Registrar therefore excluded the amount of 7,000 @f equity in the [REDACTED] Property

from the Accused’s disposable means in accordaritetive formula in Section 9 of the Registry

The Registrar explains that he

Policy, which is applied equally to all accusedkseg legal aid, after taking into account his

particular circumstances.

25. In relation to the Accused’s submission that thegjiRear failed to deduct costs associated
with the sale of property, such as real estate cigsioms and litigation costs, the Chamber notes
that the Accused neither provides an estimatiothete costs nor any evidence to support his
contention which he now raises for the first tinefdoe the Chamber. In light of the Registrar’s

exclusive competence to make a determination onAtwised’s indigence or partial indigence

4" Request, para. 37.

Request, paras. 57-58.

49" Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 67—-68, 70-74.

%0 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 68—-69, 73.

L Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 75-79.

2 SeeRule 33(B) Submission, para. 76; Impugned Decision, Appehdintfidential ancex parte paras. 40, 43.

Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix I, confidential aexl parte paras. 40-43. The Registrar considered the make-
up of the Accused’s family [REDACTED]See alsdrule 33(B) Submission, paras. 75-76, 79.

48

53
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pursuant to Article 10 of the Directive, the Chamisenot the appropriate forum for the Accused to
raise this matter for the first tin?8. It was therefore not unreasonable for the Remisiot to

consider hypothetical costs which were not put fzefom by the Accused.

26. The Chamber further observes that the Accused ditl challenge the Registrar's
determination of the value of the Properties in Response Letter but now contends that the
Registrar erroneously relied on outdated appraisaleen determining the value of the Properties,
the Registrar considered valuations provided byAbeused during the course of the Article 9
inquiry in addition to appraisals from the RS taxhmrities> In both instances, the Registrar
accepted, to the benefit of the Accused, the l@apgraisal of each respective propeftyAlthough

the Accused now challenges the appraisals accéptéiie Registrar, it is however insufficient for
the Accused to merely state that the Registraedetin “outdated appraisals” without adducing
evidence to substantiate his claim. If the Accubelieves that the appraisals are outdated, the

burden is on the Accused to provide alternativeatbns for consideration.

27. The Chamber will now turn to the Accused’s subnoisghat the Registrar failed to consider
whether a residence could be purchased in [REDAQT&D7,000 euro. Pursuant to Section 5(a)
of the Registry Policy, the equity in the princifiamily home of an accused may be included in his
disposable means to the extent that the properdgesls the reasonable needs of the accused and
his spous&’ The amount of value which is greater than theage family home in the region in
which the principal family home of an accused isaked is therefore to be included in the

disposable means of an accused pursuant to Sebfi@anand 9 of the Registry Policy.

28. In applying the standard formula set forth in Smtt® of the Registry Policy, the Registrar

concluded that the [REDACTED)] Property exceedsrdasonable means of the Accused and his
spouse in the amount of [REDACTED] edfoThe Registrar based his conclusion on information
he obtained concerning the value of the [REDACTPBRjperty and the average number of square

metres of living space per person in BiH from défidlocumentation from the RS. In particular,

® See Kveka et al. Appeal Decision, para. 14. The Chamber notes that the hwwds on the Accused to

demonstrate in the first instance before the Registrahthkacked the means to remunerate couk@alka et al.
Appeal Decision, para. 135ee alssuprg para. 9.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexdparte paras. 39, 53-55, footnotes 43, 53.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aer parte paras. 39, 54, footnotes 43, 53. In relation to the
[REDACTED] Property, the Registrar accepted as a fduateon the appraisals conducted by a Permanent Court
expert as provided by the Accused. In relation to tHeOQRCTED], the Registrar accepted the lower appraisal
from the RS tax authorities, as opposed to the appraysalvdd Permanent Court experts as submitted by the
Accused.

> See als®irective, Article 10(A).

8 Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential aex parte paras. 40, 43.

Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential agx parte para. 40, footnote 44.

55
56

59
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the Registrar considered that the [REDACTED] Prgpér valued at [REDACTED] euro and is
approximately [REDACTED] larger than the averagenber of square metres of living space for
two persons in BiH? The Chamber considers that the amount of equicyuiled from the
[REDACTED] Property was therefore not excessivaleged by the Accused but rather a result of
the difference in the size and value of this propas compared to the average living space for two

persons in BiH.

29. Although the Accused alleges that the Registrdedaio consider that a property cannot be
purchased for 7,000 euro in [REDACTED], the Accuked failed to adduce evidence in support
of his contention. The Chamber finds that it waeréfore not unreasonable for the Registrar to
exclude from his consideration facts which were mait before hinf? Accordingly, the Accused
has not demonstrated that the Registrar unreasomaidided [REDACTED] euro of equity in the
disposable means of the Accused which was calaculbésed on official documentation and in

accordance with the formula provided in Sectiorf the Registry Policy.

30. For the foregoing reasons, the Chamber finds thatRegistrar was not unreasonable in

assessing the value of the Properties.

3. Alleged errors in relation to the disposabitfitransferred properties

31. The Accused further submits that it was unreasendbt the Registrar to include the
[REDACTED] Property and his spouse’s share of tRE[DACTED] as part of the Accused’s
disposable means, arguing that they are not redislyosable since ownership was transfeffed.
He argues that litigation would be required by de$ence team to void their transfer and liquidate
the assets which would cost more than that owedeimbers of the Accused’s defence té€arnThe
Accused further submits that since the transfersthefse properties were disclosed in his
Declaration of Means, duly recorded in the RS, &ad long been plannéd,the Registrar

therefore erred when concluding that the purpogbefransfer was to conceal the asSets.

32. The Registrar responds that it was reasonablertsider the Properties as readily disposable

asset$® He argues that the fact that the transfers oeduduring the course of the Article 9

Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aex parte para. 40. The official documentation relied on by
the Registrar provides that the average living space pgopén RS is 23.27 square metres.

See suprgfootnote 54.

Request, paras. 26-32.

Request, paras. 30-32.

Request, paras. 39, 41.

Request, paras. 40, 43ee alsdrequest, para. 38.
®  Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 33, 53.
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inquiry demonstrates that they are readily disples¥bThe Accused, according to the Registrar,
“should be estopped from relying on a purposefahgfer of assets” which occurred neither at an
arm’s length nor for any consideration, to supguost contention that the property is no longer

readily disposabl&®

33. Pursuant to Section 5(f) of the Registry Policynyaassets previously owned by the
applicant, his spouse and persons with whom hetwdlyi resides” which are transferred “for the
purpose of concealing those assets” are includetlerdetermination of an accused’s disposable
means. The Chamber notes that the Accused’'s spwassferred, for no consideration, the
[REDACTED] Property [REDACTED], and the [REDACTEDdNn 24 March 2011 and 28 March
2012, respectivel§? The Registrar was therefore entitled under thgigey Policy to include the
equity in the [REDACTED)] Property and his spoussisre of the [REDACTED] to the extent that
he was satisfied, on the balance of probabilitiest the Properties were transferred for the pwpos

of removing the assets from consideration withim Atcused’s disposable medfls.

34. The Chamber considers that the Accused misapprsfieachotion of “concealment” insofar
as he contends that the fact that these transfers disclosed to the Registrar in the Response
Letter and recorded in the appropriate land regidEmonstrates that the Properties were not
transferred for the purpose of concealing his as$eSimilarly, assets may be included in an
accused’s disposable means if an accused has edhldrg assets of a family member or of anyone
else in order “to avoid his obligations under theebtive, or in general to conceal or obfuscate the
extent of his own asset&”. It has also been established before the Tribilnalthe “concealment

of assets includes a visible transfer to one oetsie Accused’s immediate household (whose

assets the Registry would not normally take inwoaat) for no consideratior®

35. As considered by the Registrar, the Properties waresferred as a gift faro consideration
despite being of considerable value, during thersmwf the Article 9 inquiry* The Chamber

observes that these transfers were made to [REDACHAd who are therefore excluded from

7 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 34, 36-37, 54.

% Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 3See alsdRule 33(B) Submission, paras. 42—43, 56-57.
%9 Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential aexiparte paras. 34-35, 62—63.
Seedmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential agxl parte paras. 36, 64.

I [REDACTED]. SeeRequest, para. 29.

2 Krajignik 2004 Decision, para. 22.

3 Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential a@xiparte paras. 33, 61 [REDACTED].

" Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential ape parte paras. 34-35, 60, 62—63. The Chamber notes in
particular that the [REDACTED] was transferred shoftllowing the Accused’s receipt of the Registrar’'s eett
outlining the Registrar’s finding with respect to ownership teff property. The [REDACTED] Property was
valued at [REDACTED] euro and the [REDACTED] was vale@dREDACTED] euro. Impugned Decision,
Appendix I, confidential anéx parte paras. 39, 53.
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inclusion in the Accused’s disposable me&hsThe Accused was acutely aware of this fact as
evidenced by the Response Letter wherein he inforthe Registrar of [REDACTEDF In this
regard, the Chamber further notes that the Accdsed not substantiate his claim that the transfers
were not made to exclude the assets from considerat that the transfers, as he contends, “had
been long planned” To the contrary, the particular timing of thenséers suggests that the
transfers were indeed made to enlarge the assgREGIACTED)] so to obfuscate the extent of his
assets and those of his spouse constituting mamitaderty. In light of the circumstances, the
Chamber therefore finds that it was not unreasenfislthe Registrar to conclude, on a balance of
probabilities, that the Properties were transferf@dthe purpose of concealing the Accused’s

assets.

36. In relation to the Accused’s contention that theperties are no longer readily disposable,
the Chamber emphasises that the Accused cannainedych purposeful transfers to claim that the
Properties are no longer readily disposable so &dgmnefit from the exclusion provided in Section
6(d) of the Registry Policy. To allow such praetiwould be contrary to the spirit of the Directive
and the Registry Polic}? Since the Registrar did not unreasonably find tha purpose of the
transfers was to conceal the assets, the facthbaProperties were transferred has no impact on
their disposability. In light of the foregoing,utas therefore not unreasonable for the Registrar t

include the Properties in the disposable assdtseofccused.

4. Alleged errors in including the pension of #iecused’s spouse in his disposable means

37. The Accused argues that the Registrar erred inidersg the monthly pension of the
Accused’s spouse amounting to 287 euro as readihodable means and failed to consider that the
other assets available to her cannot be used to fem living expenseS. According to the
Accused, it was therefore unreasonable for the $&ggto include his spouse’s pension in his

disposable mear¥s.

> Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential aexl parte footnote 45. [REDACTED].SeeDirective, Article
10(A); Registry Policy, Section 6(d).

Response Letter, pp. 1, 2.

See TolimirAppeal Decision, para. 23.

Section 6(d) of the Registry Policy excludes from thgpasable means “the equity in assets owned by [an
accused], his spouse, or persons with whom he habituaitiesethat are not readily disposable”.

Request, para. 59.
Request, paras. 59-61.
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38. The Registrar responds that the living expensdbefAccused and those of his spouse were
properly considered in assessing the Accused’sribotion to the costs of his defence in
accordance with Article 10(A) of the Directive aBdction 7(d) of the Registry Polié§/.

39. The Directive and Registry Policy establish a regiwhereby the income of an accused’s
spouse is included in his disposable means. PuotrsigaArticle 10(A) of the Directive, the
Registrar shall determine the extent to which atused can remunerate counsel “by taking into
account means of all kinds of which the [...] accubad direct or indirect enjoyment or freely
disposes, including but not limited to [...] pension&ection 7(d) of the Registry Policy similarly
provides that “government pensions” of an accusegiospouse constitute income to be included
in the Registrar’'s assessment of the disposabl@snafean accused. The Chamber observes in this
regard that although Section 8 of the Registrydyoéinumerates a number of sources of income
which are excluded from the disposable means aicanised, income received from government
pensions are not exclud&d. The Registrar's inclusion of 8,059 euro, repréisgnthe monthly
pension of the Accused’s spouse in the amount @f&8euro over the course of the estimated
duration of the trial (28 month& was therefore in line with the Registry’s poliay include a
spouse’s pension in the assets of an acctisénl.accordance with Article 10 of the Directivedan
Section 7(d) of the Registry Policy, it was therefaot unreasonable for the Registrar to consider

the pension of the Accused’s spouse when detergthia Accused’s disposable me&ns.

40. The Chamber observes that the Registrar was tabldetermine the make-up of the
Accused’s family and the Accused’s disposable m&&nghe Chamber emphasises that the
Registrar was also able to ascertain the estimiatey expenses of both the Accused and his

spouse to ensure they can meet basic family exppeadiin accordance with the formula set forth

8 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 85-87.

82 gseeRegistryPolicy, Section 8. The Chamber considers that the gertalleged in the Response Letter that his
spouse’s pension was “like’ a government welfare paymemtd therefore “is not subject to legal claims”.
Response Letter, p. Bee alsdrule 33(B) Submission, para. 88. Although “government welfayengnts” are to

be excluded from the Accused’s disposable means pursu&gctmn 8(a) of the Registry Policy, the Accused
however has not raised this matter in the Requeshasrhe provided material in support of his claim that his
spouse’s pension constitutes a “government welfare payment”.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexiparte paras. 71-74.

See TolimirAppeal Decision, para. 34, discussing the “salafy@raccused’'s spouse.

Although the Accused refers to the Trial Chamber’s dmtiin the Prosecutor v.SeSeljcase to support his
assertion that it was unreasonable for the Registraak® into account his spouse’s pension, the conclusions
contained therein are inapplicable in the present case; thml@haonsiders the circumstances in that decision
distinguishable from those before the Chamber in this caBREDACTED] The Chamber further notes that the
Appeals Chamber ruled that tBeSeljDecision, which directed the Registrar to fund 50% of the falidsated to

an indigent accused, was not a final ruling on the matieran interim measure until the means of the Accused
could be assessedee Prosecutor v. Seddljase No. IT-03-67-R33B, Public Redacted Version of thecitien

on the Registry Submissions Pursuant to Rule 33(B) Regatingrial Chamber’s Decision on Financing of
Defence”, 17 May 2011, para. 28ee als&eselDecision, p. 8.

Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexl parte paras. 31, 37, 55, 64, 74, 82, footnote 26.
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in Section 10 of the Registry Policy, which is aeglequally to all accuséd. In doing so, the
Registrar calculated the estimated monthly livixkgenses of the Accused and his spouse to be
779.85 euro per month based on official data obthinom the RS Institute of Statistics concerning
the average monthly expenditures in #3sn addition to expenses that are particular to the
Accused, such as tuition fees, extraordinary mediaee, and reasonable visits to The HaYue.
The Registrar's determination of the estimatechfivexpenses of the Accused and his spouse are

not contested by the Accused.

41. Although the Accused contends that the Propertiesnat readily disposable and cannot
therefore be used to fund his spouse’s living ezxpsnthe Chamber considers that since the
transferred properties were properly included m disposable means of the Accused, it was also
therefore not unreasonable for the Registrar tairassthe reasonable prospect of the Accused
raising funds against the Properties by way of ,salertgage, or lease, notwithstanding the

transfers for living expenséS.

42. In light of the foregoing, the Registrar was notraasonable in including the Accused’s

spouse’s pension in his disposable means.

5. Alleged error in including monies from the Ased’'s UNDU Account in the Accused’s

disposable means

43. The Accused submits that the Registrar erred iludieg funds from the UNDU Account as
part of his disposable meatfsHe argues that the UNDU Account contains monées by friends
and family for his “nutritional and cultural needshd that these gifts would be revoked by

contributors were the funds to be “diverted” todums legal defenc¥

44. The Registrar responds that he reasonably tookaitount the amounts deposited by friends

and family into the UNDU Account The Registrar argues that an accused who regjugsts to

87 Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential aexiparte paras. 97-98.

The average monthly expenditures includes a basket of oditi@s and other living costs such as transportation,
communications, tobacco, clothes, footwear, educatiorcalture. Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential
andex parte para. 97, footnote 70.

Impugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential agxdparte footnote 71.
See TolimirAppeal Decision, para, 24See alsoRegistry Policy, Section 4 (definition of “readily dispoab
asset”).

Request, paras. 62—-63.
Request, para. 62.
% Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 93—-94.
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pay his defence team on the basis of indigency atatearmark parts of his available means for

personal use” and notes that the nutritional needdiving expenses are covered by the UNBU.

45. At the outset, the Chamber notes that the basiegliexpenses and nutritional needs of the
Accused are provided for by the UNDU. Pursuarection 5(d) of the Registry Policy, the equity
in an accused’s UNDU Account, less allowances pgidhe UNDU into that account, are to be
considered in determining an accused’s disposabknms Although the Registry Policy excludes
certain types of income from the disposable medm@@ccused, monies provided by friends and

family to an accused are not excluded pursuaneti& 8.

46. The Chamber observes that when including 3,508 ffrom the Accused’'s UNDU Account
as part of his disposable means, the Registraridemesl that the Accused received in his UNDU
Account amounts representing UN allowances providedkly in the amount of 15.88 euro to
detainees for additional and miscellaneous liviogte and other amounts from outside sources,
including friends and familj> While the portion of the Accused’s UNDU Accouepresenting
monies obtained from friends and family was inclide the Accused disposable means, weekly
UN allowances were excludéd.The Chamber considers the Registrar’s inclusicheportion of

the Accused’'s UNDU Account representing monies ffaends and family to be consistent with
Section 5(d) of the Registry Policy. Having cothe@xcluded UN weekly allowances, it was
therefore not unreasonable for the Registrar tdude the portion of the Accused’s UNDU

Account representing monies received from frienmus family in the Accused’s disposable means.

6. Alleged errors in relation to the Accused’®géd liability arising from foreign judgements

47. The Accused submits that the Registrar erred thirfip that the two judgements arising out of
civil lawsuits against him in the U.S. and Franwgéther, “Foreign Judgements”) ordering him to

pay $775 millio’” and 215,000 euro, respectively, in punitive andhpensatory damages to

% Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 93.

% seelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aex parte paras. 78-82. The Registrar considered that from
31 July 2008 and 22 June 2012, the Accused’s received in hiB3UUAccount 36,432.77 euro from outside
sources and 3,176 euro as UN allowances. The Accused’s UAdtunt balance as of 22 June 2012 in the
amount of 3,808.68 euro was considered relevant for the purpbsit®e Registrar’s determination, thereby
excluding 35,800.09 euro which the Accused had already spese #ile opening of his UNDU Account.
Impugned Decision, Appendix I, confidential aexi parte paras. 79-80.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexdparte paras. 80-81.

The Chamber notes that the Accused erroneously reftre tomount of $775 million in the Request, when in fact
the US District Court ordered damages against the Acansbeé amount of $745 millionSeeRequest, para. 20,
but seeRequest, Annex D. The Chamber further notes that thesiRagalso erroneously refers to the amount of
$755 million in the Impugned Decisiotseelmpugned Decision, Appendix |l, confidential aex parte para. 92;
Rule 33(B) Submission, footnote 16.
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victims of the conflict in BiH do not constitutebiliies® The Accused argues that any proceeds
from the sale of his assets would be subject td-tireign Judgements and should not therefore be
included in his disposable means. He submitsttieaRegistrar’'s consideration of the effects of the
Foreign Judgements in BiH was erroneous and teaR#uyistrar failed to consider whether they are
enforceable in The Netherlantfs. The Accused argues that since the Foreign Juduysnsge
enforceable in The Netherlands, members of hisndeféeam would be “subject to having to pay
over any monies received from [the Accused] tojldgement creditors, or, at least, to be drawn
into expensive litigation over the payment®.He contends that this would impact the willingnes
of his defence team to work on his beH8lf. The Accused further argues that the Impugned
Decision may be quashed on the sole basis thaarttmunt of each of the Foreign Judgements

exceeds the amount of his purported as$ats.

48. The Registrar responds that he acted reasonablyhabhdhe Accused has not demonstrated
that his assets are subject to liabilities as altred the Foreign Judgemer?f’sf’. In support of his

submission, the Registrar first argues that asAbeused’'s primary assets that comprise his
disposable means are located in BiH, only a forgigigement against the Accused which is
enforceable in BiH through an official recognitievould be relevant to a determination of the
Accused’s disposable mealf8. The Registrar further responds that the enfoitisalnf the

Foreign Judgements in The Netherlands is irrelexantnone of the assets examined in the
Impugned Decision are located in The Netherldfildn any event, the Registrar asserts that the
Accused has failed to demonstrate that the Forédiglyements were recognised in Dutch courts

and that monies paid to his defence team membeukivbe subject to such an attachm@ft.

49. The Chamber notes at the outset that the Registrasidered the Accused’s submission in
the Response Letter that “any proceeds to whicimbhg be entitled from the sale of his assets

would be subject to two foreign judgements agatist.**” In excluding the Foreign Judgements

% Request, paras. 20, 2BeeRequest, Annex DKadic v. Karad#, No. 93 Civ. 1163, Judgment, S.D.N.Y., 16

August 2000); Request, Annex E, Tribunal de grande instandeads, Zuhra Kou& et consorts c. Radovan
Karadzt et consorts, 14 mars 2015ee alsdmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aex parte paras.
93-94.

Request, paras. 21, 23.

Request, para. 24. The Accused notes that most membéis défence team work, reside, and have bank
accounts in the NetherlandgeRequest, para. 22.

Request, para. 245eeRequest, para. 22.

Request, para. 25.

103 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 24.

104" Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 25.

195 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 26.

198 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 27-%e alsdkule 33(B) Submission, para. 31.
Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexl parte para. 92.
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as liabilities in his determination of the Accusedisposable means, the Registrar concluded that
he was not satisfied, based on applicable law #&eddocuments provided, that the Foreign
Judgements are enforceable against the assets Attused® The Registrar considered that the
enforceability of either of the Foreign Judgemesitsontingent on official recognition by a court in
BiH, taking into account that the Accused failedatduce evidence that recognition has been
sought or granteﬂj.9 In this regard, the Chamber observes that athefAccused’s assets that
comprise his disposable means, as considered bRRéhestrar, are located in BiH, save for the
small amount of funds in his UNDU Accoulif. Since the majority of the Accused’s assets are
located in BiH, the Registrar therefore correctiyiled his consideration to the legal framework
governing the enforceability of the Foreign Judgetsen BiH. Although the Accused contends
that the Registrar ought to have considered therea&bility of the Foreign Judgements in The
Netherlands, he has adduced no evidence that tmees@aid to members of the Accused’s
defence team would be subject to attachment orétatgnition of the Foreign Judgements in The
Netherlands has been soudht. Therefore, it was also not unreasonable for tlegiftrar to
exclude from his consideration whether the Forelyrdgements were enforceable in The

Netherlands.

50. The Chamber also observes that the Accused hasl fail adduce evidence that he himself
has taken steps to satisfy the Foreign Judgemeaisisa him. To the contrary, the Accused
refused to participate with post-judgement efftitghe plaintiffs to obtain information concerning
the nature, location, status, and extent of theused assefs? The Accused cannot seek to rely on
the judgements for which he himself has not attexhpd satisfy. In the absence of evidence that
recognition has been sought or granted by a couiH, the Chamber finds that the Registrar was

not unreasonable in excluding the Foreign Judgesrantiabilities.

B. Alleged failure to consider the option of reasgning the interest in the Properties

1% mpugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexiparte para. 94.

Impugned Decision, Appendix Il, confidential aexl parte para. 93. In particular, the Registrar considered that
BiH is not a party to the Convention on the Recognition anadrEement of Foreign Judgements in Civil and
Commercial Matters (1144 UNTS 249) (“Convention”) and that utitkerelevant law, recognition by a court in
BiH is required to enforce the Foreign Judgements amsigine Accused’s assetsSeelmpugned Decision,
Appendix II, confidential anéx parte para. 93, footnote 68, citing the Convention and Article 458etLaw on
Civil Procedure of the Republika Srpska, Official e of the Republika Srpska, No. 58/03, 17 July 2003.
Seelmpugned Decision, Appendix II, confidential aexl parte paras. 43, 64, 74, 93. Concerning the Accused’s
UNDU Account,see supraparas. 43—46.

In this regard, the Chamber notes the Accused’s sglamisoncerning the unwillingness of his defence team to
work on his behalf but considers such a consideratidre torelevant to the determination of the extent to which
the Accused is able to remunerate members of his defeace

112 [REDACTED]. SeeRule 33(B) Submission, para. 30, referring to Requestfi@orial Annex G.
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51. The Accused submits that the Registrar erred wiechaited to consider “the more reasonable
alternative of having the Accused sign over whatemterest he has in those properties to the
Registrar™*® He further submits that the Registrar can thetetapt to recover whatever of [the

Accused’s] assets he believes exist in those piieparithout disrupting the trial process?*.

52. The Registrar responds that he correctly rejedteddption of reassigning the Accused’s
interest in his properties to the Tribui&l. According to the Registrar, the Accused’s proposs
neither relevant nor a reasonable alternative abigilat the Registrar’s dispos&l. The Registrar
further submits that the Accused has a duty tortwmrie to the costs of his defence to the extent

that he is determined capabfé.

53. The Chamber recalls that the Registry Policy esthé$ that an accused is expected to
contribute to his defence to the extent that hahbie to remunerate cound&l. The manner in
which the contribution is to be made by an accusédwever not regulated by the Directive or the
Registry Policy. The Chamber observes that thg diuthe Registrar is limited under Article 6(C)
of the Directive to “pay that portion of [an accds} defence costs which the accused does not
have sufficient means to cover, as determined dor@ance with the Registry Policy”. Although
the Accused suggests the option of assigning hesest in the Properties to the Registrar, it is
noted that neither the Directive nor the Registo)idy provide the Registrar with the authority to
reassign the Accused’s interest in the Propertigbé Tribunal to cover the costs associated with
his defence. In this regard, the Chamber concittstive Registrar’'s assertion that “[tjhe Tribunal
does not enter into agreements for the transfegafor personal property with persons indicted by
the Tribunal. Nor is the Tribunal a creditd?® The assignment of the Accused’s interest in the
Properties to the Registrar was therefore not @iom@available to the Registrar. Accordingly, the

Chamber finds that it was not unreasonable foRibgistrar not to consider it.

C. Alleged unreasonable delay in issuing the Impu@ Decision

54. The Accused argues that in delaying the issuantleeofmpugned Decision until the “eve of

the commencement of the defence case”, the Reagisineeasonably and unduly delayed his

13 Request, para. 49

Request, para. 4%ee alsdrequest, para. 50.

15 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 81-83.

1 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 83eeRule 33(B) Submission, paras. 81-82.
17 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 81.

118 gseeRegistry Policy, Section 4. The value of an accusentiribution is deducted by the Registrar from defence
team allotments. Registry Policy, Section 12.

19 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 81.
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determination of the Accused's ability to contribub his defence cost® It is the Accused's
position that this shifts the burden of proof otite Registrar to establish why legal aid should now
be withheld:**

55. The Registrar responds that he acted reasonalgriducting the Article 9 inquiry?? He

submits that the Accused suffered no undue delayeajudice as he received public funds towards
the cost of his defence throughout the duratiothefArticle 9 inquiry and was granted additional
funds by a decision issued by the President offtiteuinal’?® The Registrar further contends that
the process to determine the extent to which theufed could remunerate counsel was

complicated by the Accused’s own actidffs.

56. At the outset, the Chamber notes that the Accugbrhited the Declaration of Means on 29
September 2008 and that the Registrar issued tpagned Decision on 11 October 2012. It is
however emphasised that the Accused continuedcwve funds covering the costs of his defence
throughout the duration of the Article 9 inquiy. Accordingly, the Accused did not suffer any
prejudice as a result of the length of time, allseibstantial, it took the Registrar to issue the
Impugned Decision after receiving the DeclaratibiMeans. In the absence of prejudice there is
no reason to examine whether the delay in isstiagripugned Decision was reasonable and there

is no basis to grant the remedies sought by theigext.

120 Request, paras. 44-45.

Request, paras. 45-47.
122 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 104.

123 Rule 33(B) Submission, para. 97, citiBgosecutor v. KaradZj Case No. IT-95-5/18-T, President’s Decision on
Request for Review of Decision on Defence Team Funding, 3B3aR012 (“President’s Decision”), para. 45.

124 Rule 33(B) Submission, paras. 100-102.

125 See Prosecutor v. KaradziCase No. IT-95-5/18-T, President’'s Decision on ReqfmsReview of OLAD
Decision on Trial Phase Remuneration, 19 February 20105.p86a56; President’s Decision, para. 45.
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IV. Disposition

57. For the foregoing reasons, the Chamber, pursuaArttole 13(B) of the Directive, hereby
CONFIRMS the Impugned Decision am@ENIES the Request.

Done in English and French, the English text beinthoritative.

4

Judge O-Gon Kwon
Presiding

Dated this third day of December 2014
At The Hague
The Netherlands

[Seal of the Tribunal]
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