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1. On 19 May 2014, Dr. Radovan Karad#i¢ (“Karadzié¢”) requested that the PI‘CSldCHt of the
Mechanism for International Criminal Tribunals (*Mechanism™) appoint, pursuant to Rule 90
(C) of the Mechanism Rules of Procedure and Evidence, a Single Judge to “consider the
appointment of an amicus curiage prosecuior to investigate whether members of the Office of
the Prosecutor [of the Intemational Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (the
“ICTY™)] have wilfully interfered with the administration of justice at fthe ICTY]”
(“Request™),!

2. On 21 May 2014, the Office of the Prosecutor of the Mechanism (“Prosécution™) filed a
motion to strike: the Request (“Prosecittion Motion to Strike™) arguing that a Mechanism
Single Judge could only be appointed if and when the KaradZi¢ Trial Chamber determines
that there is “reason to believe” thai members of the ICTY Prosecution had wilfully
interfered. with the administration of justice in the KaradZi¢ case (“Jurisdictional Issue™).?

3. On 26 May 2014, Karadzi¢ responded to the Prosecution Motion to Strike® and on 2 June
2014, the Prosecution filed a response with respect to the merits of the Request.*

4, By decision of 5 June 2014, the President of the Mechanism assigned me as Mechanism
Single Judge to rule on the Jurisdictional Issue and the 'Karad;z"ié'Requ’est.S

5. On 21 July 2014, I found that the Karadzi¢ Trial Chamber retained jurisdiction to determine
whether there is. “reason to believe™ that members- of the ICTY Prosecution may be in
contempt pursuant to Rule 90 (C) of the Mechanism Rules. 1, therefore, invited the KaradZié
Trial Chamber to make such a determination and remained seised of the matter pending a
decision from the Trial Chamber.®

6. On 6 August 2014, the Karadzi¢ Trial Chamber, Judge Morrison dissenting, -accepled my
invitation to determine whether members of the ICTY Prosecutions may be in contempt
pursuant to Rule 90:(C} of the Mechanism Rules.”
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7. The Karad¥i¢ Trial Chamber determined that despite numerous disclosure violations from the
ICTY Office of the Prosecutor, it has never found that “such violations were indicative of a
lack of good faith on the part of the Prosecution™® The Karad#i¢ Trial Chamber, therefore,
held that there is no reason to believe that contempt may have been committed by members
of the Prosecution.” '

8. Considering the Decision from the Karad#i¢ Trial Chamber, I find Kafadiié’s Request moot.

FOR THE FOREGOING REASONS, 1

L DISMISS as moot Dr. Radovan Karad#i¢’s Request in its entirety.

Arusha, 22 August 2014, done in English and French, the English version being authoritative,
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