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1. Th accused, PavJe Strugar t•Strugar '), has applied for an extension of tim in which to tite 

a preliminary motion in relation to the indictm nt. 1 trugar entered a plea to he indictment on 

25 October last,2 but as granted provisional reJ ase on 20 November and he was released on 

1 De ember. 3 Disclo •,ure pursuant to Rule 66( )(i) .of the Rules of Procedure and E idence 

(' Rules") was compJeted on 4 December,4 th fixing Strugar·s tim limit for fiJing a preliminary 

motion as 3 January 2002. 

2. The basis for the application is th.a Strugar bas been receiving medical treatment which was, 

not completed until 25 December, wh n implanted J stents were remov d. 5 U is said that Stru.gar's 

counsel have been unable to discus the disc]osed materi~ ,:vith hun due to hi. medical rondition 

but they e·xpoot to be abJe, to do so • in day to come".6 The supporting material is said to e.ry 

voluminous, and that discu ion .of that material and 'other aspects hnportan for filing a 

preliminary motion win no be possible before the expiration of that time lirnh.; An extension of 

hat t" m · limit until 18 January i sought 11 

3. Th.e Motion does not identify the nature of the preliminary motio,n which it is contemplated 

win be filed. It is not immediately apparent from the Motion ho , it could be ne essary to discus s 

th supporti.ng material with .1rugar befor - filing a preliminm:y motion which challenged either the 

form of tbe indictm.ent or the jurisdiction of the Tribunal, as the validity of each depend upon the 

sufficiency of what is pleaded. not upon the uffic1enc of the supporting material. 9 N evertheles , it 

is al ways the wi r course for c uns I to consult their client folJy before embarking upon a step as 

ignificant as filing a pr Hminary motion with the delays which such. a process may well entai.l. 

ome d lay is reasonabl • in. the circumstances which have been outUn d for tha · onsultation to 

take place. Moreover the pr-0secution has; very fairly. indic.ated o:ran. that it doe not object to the 

relief sought Good cause has therefore been established for the r Jief sought. 

4 . Accordingly, pursuant to Ru.1e 127~ r enlarge the time pre ·cribed b~ Rule 72 for the filing of 

a preliminary motion to 18 January 2002. 

1 D fence Re<r t for Extension of Tune, 27 Dec 2001 (" 1otionj. 
Motion, pair 1 . 

~ Ibid. par 2. 
"4 Jbid, par 3. 

Ibid, pru-5. 
~ Ibid, ·pw- 6. 
7 Jbd., f1"1r1. 
8 Ibid, par 9. 
~ 

Prosecutor v Brll.anin, CaBe [ .99. 6-P , De is.ion 011 Mo ion to DJ ·miss Indictment, 5 Oct 1999; pars l -0- 3; 
interlocutory appea nnsucce.ssful: Decision on Int rllocutory Ap •al !tom Decision on. Motion to Dismiss 
Indictment Filed Under Rule 12, 16 Nov 1999. 
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Done in English and French the Engiish text being auth.01iw.tive. 

Dated this 28 th day of Derember 2001, 
AtTheHagu 
The · 1e:therlands. 

Case o. ff-0l-42-PT 

Judge I a id Hunt 
Duty Judge 

fSeal of tihe TrlbunaQ 

3 23 Deceniber 2001 




