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UNTTED STATES )
)
v. )  Crm.No. 01455-A
)
7 ACARIAS MOUSSAOUI )

UNOPPOSED MOTION FOR ADOPTION OF PLEADING
0 DOCKETINUME RS

The United States respectfully requests that the Court adopt 8 pleading schedule to

address the defendant's pro se mﬁma
_ We propose a procedure in which the defense first proffers its

required showing of the materislity of the putmtive witnesses, then the United States responds,
and, finally, the defense replies to the Government's response. We propose that such pleading be
done in order, and not simulianeously. In addigon, there is additional dtscovmy_
”ﬂm should be summanzed gnd submmed 1o the Court under CPA § 4.
. Upder the Court's Order of Tuly 7, 2003 the parties will be required smultaneously to fle

briefs in support of and in:pposiﬁon to the motions docketed" The

~ Government rspeﬂtﬁﬂly submits that our proposed approach to briefing both will ephance the
parties' ability to present t‘hezr positions W the Coun clearly and coheremly snd will aid the Court
in receiving the information necessary to rule on the pending motions. szu amuitancous
Slings, the Goverament cannot mow exactly what clamms of materiality the defense may meke

— As 2 result, without hearing from the defense first, the

Govemmment caanot fully respond to & bare requ.es‘r— The Govemment would not be
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to explaiz the ae= IR <o: co:ls Tie Covermment ‘aew wheder there mey be

highlighted by the defease — alternagves that could i

.= 27 mzizmaliny thet the defense raises

some altemative to proving rhe points

potentially obviate the need [N Si-icly, the defense would not be able
1

1o respond to the Goverument's presentzrion if caly oge round of simultaneous briefs is

permitted. The Cours, moreover, will likely not be subsiantially gided by simultaneous briefs that
gddress d:spara!:c topics and fail 10 join issus ca the same claims of materielity supporting 2 need

— For the Court to receive & coherent set of views from the

adversary parties presenting all the information necessary for the Court to rule, 2 more traditional

round of plezding would be béneﬁcial.
We propose the following schedule:
Tuly 14, 2023 - Govt. tolsubmit CIPA § 4 material 1o Court
J ﬁly 23, 2003 - Defense filing in support due | ’

Tuly 29, 2003 - Govt. opposition dus

- August 1, 2003 - Defense reply due
f short, we seek an orderly process for dealing with the questions (ENIINENIRENE

AN S ch = process il permit & more

complete record for the Couzr to make its rulings and will permit appellate review if appropriste.
The procedare proposed here will =pply solely 1o the motions "

HNSEI = =ill not affect the Govemment's response to the Cowrt's order of January 31, 2003.

Tn accordence with the Cowt's July 7 Order, the Govemment will respond to the Coutt oo July
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o+ course. JOIR in avrsegusst for T E =linE schedule ouiliced above orly because

of our representation that there is additonal informmanon ’ﬂm should be

submitted 1o the Court under CIPA § 4.
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RespecCully submitted,

Paul J. McNulty
Lnitzd States Anorney

o L

Rober A. Spenest
Keaneth M- Karas
David J. Novak
Assistant U.S. Attomeys
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