UNITED STATES OF AMERICA D-042

RULING ON MOTION
V. FOR ADDITIONAL CONTINUANCE
SALIM AHMED HAMDAN 26 June 2008

The Defense has moved for an additional continuance of the scheduled trial date from 21
July to 22 September, a period of nine weeks. The rationale for the request is that the Supreme
Court’s recent decision in Boumediene v. Bush, 533 U.S. ___, (2008) raises the prospect that the
constitution may protect detainees at Guantanamo Bay more broadly than has been realized. The
Defense seeks additional time to research and file new motions, and to permit the Commission to
reconsider rulings that relied in whole or in part on the opinion of the D.C. Circuit Court of
Appeals, Boumediene v.Bush, 476 F. 3d 981 (D.C. Cir. 2007).

The Government opposes the motion, pointing to the fact that the Commission has
already granted a continuance that will allow five weeks to consider the impact of the Supreme
Court’s new decision, and noting the Court’s extremely narrow holding, which reversed the
Court of Appeals’ determination that the Suspensions Clause was in applicable. “Our decision
today holds only that the petitioners before us are entitled to the writ; that the DTA review
procedures are an inadequate substitute for habeas corpus; and that the petitioners in these cases
need not exhaust the review procedures in the Court of Appeals before proceeding with their
habeas actions in the District Court. The only law we identify as unconstitutional is MCA §7, 28
U.S.C. A. §2241 (e) (Supp. 2007). Boumediene v. Bush, 533 U.S. _, slip op. at 66 (2008).

ANALYSIS

It is well settled that a Military Judge may grant a continuance for as long and as often as
may be required in the interests of justice. In granting the Defense request for continuance from
27 May to 23 July, the Commission acknowledged that the Court’s opinion might require a
wholesale rescheduling of the proceedings. That possibility was envisioned should the Supreme
Court issue a broad declaration that the constitution and all of its provisions did indeed apply in
Guantanamo Bay. But the Court’s holding was more limited and narrow, and clearly based upon
the most unusual circumstances that led to it, i.e. that the petitioners had been held for up to six
years without being charged, that they continued to deny that they were unlawful combatants or
associated with al-Qaeda, and that the DTA procedures in place gave them no reasonable
prospect of timely review of their detention. It is not clear, and the Court did not hold, that any
other provision of the constitution will protect the detainees at Guantanamo Bay. The more
relevant portion of the Commission’s 16 May ruling is the declaration that the Commission
“expects the parties to continue to work towards [the current trial] dates.”

The parties have already briefed, and the Commission has decided, a number of issues
that involve the applicability of the constitution to detainees in Guantanamo Bay, and which
relied on a decision that has now been overruled, at least in part. It is altogether proper that these



decisions be reviewed for compliance with the Court’s new guidance. It is not clear, however,
that the Defense should require an additional nine weeks to brief and file motions that it should
arguably have anticipated, researched and filed during the course of the past year, each of which
might well have raised the issues the Defense now declares an intention to raise, and argued that
the constitution should guarantee these protections. The Defense was aware on 16 May that the
case had been continued precisely because the applicability of the constitution was yet at issue,
and was instructed to work towards the 21 July trial date. The Commission is not inclined now to
continue the case to permit additional research by the Defense.

Faced with the Defense’s list of intended motions, however, the Government opposes any
continuance, even as it acknowledges the logistical and other burdens of orchestrating the travel
of twenty two government witnesses to Cuba for trial. The Government seems confident that all
the remaining matters can be resolved within the one week now set aside for motions, and that
the trial may follow immediately thereafter. In opposing the continuance, the Government thus
runs the risk that we will still be resolving pre-trial motions when the members and witnesses
begin to arrive in Guantanamo Bay.

DECISION

The Defense has had ample time to raise the issues it now seeks additional time to raise.
Indeed, the deadline for the filing of law motions passed months ago. The Motion for a
continuance of the trial date until 22 September is DENIED. We will assemble in Guantanamo
Bay on Monday, July 14™ to litigate the remaining pretrial motions. Trial will follow as soon as
the motions have been resolved, but not earlier than Monday the 21* of July. The Government
accepts the possibility that resolution of the motions may delay the trial beyond that date.
Motions for Reconsideration of rulings already issued, and new motions based on the Supreme
Court’s decision in Boumediene shall be filed not later than Wednesday July 2™ at close of
business. Answers are due in accordance with current Rules of Court. In light of the compressed
schedule, filings should be direct and to the point. The Commission is particularly interested in
the parties’ views on what principles govern whether other constitutional provisions, such as
those the Defense intends to raise, apply in Guantanamo Bay?

Keith ¥ Allred
Captain, JAGC, USN
Military Judge



D-042
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Prosecution Response to Defense Motion for
Additional Continuance
V.

SALIM AHMED HAMDAN 20 June 2008

1. Timeliness: This response is timely filed and the Defense request for expedited brief filed
20 June 08 in this matter is unnecessary.

2. Relief Sought: Defense motion should be denied.

3. Overview: The government respectfully opposes any continuance in the current trial
schedule in the captioned case. All outstanding issues are resolved or will be resolved prior to
trial. Moreover, further continuance is not justified due to the Supreme Court’s recent decision

in Boumediene v. Bush, 553 US. __ (2008).

4. Burden of Proof: The defense bears the burden of persuasion.

5. Law and Argument: A continuance of the final phases of this trial is unnecessary.

Trial issues: All discovery issues raised by the Defense are either completed or will be
completed well before trial. The requested mental health determination under MCRE 706 is
scheduled to be completed in accordance with the most recent court timeline.

Boumediene: The narrow holding of Boumediene is made plain in the Court’s emphasis
that:

“Our decision today holds only that the petitioners before us are entitled to seek the writ; that the

DTA review procedures are an inadequate substitute for habeas corpus; and that the petitioners in

these cases need not exhaust the review procedures in the Court of Appeals before proceeding

with their habeas actions in the District Cowrt. The only law we identify as unconstitutional is

MCA §7,28 U. S. C. A. §2241(e) (Supp. 2007).”

Boumediene v. Bush, 553 U.S. ___, slip op. at 66 (2008).

This narrow holding in a case concerning the Suspension Clause——something not at issue in the
present case-—does not necessitate any need for a further continuance of the scheduled trial date.
Morecover, the detainees in Boumediene stood in a very different position from Hamdan, in that
they had not yet been charged with a crime. Cf Boumediene, slip op. at 37 (contrasting the
defendants in Eisentrager, who had been charged and convicted of crimes, with the Boumediene
detainees, who had not been charged with crimes). Because Hamdan has been charged with war
crimes—and is about to be brought to trial and receive a full and fair adversary process —
Boumediene is of little relevance. See, e.g., id. at 58 (distinguishing military commission
procedures that “ha[ve] an adversarial structure that [wa]s lacking” in Boumediene).



It is time to proceed to the guilt phase of the trial. The public, the government, and the accused
all deserve that this case—in which charges were referred for trial over a year ago—finally move
forward to trial. If the court takes anything from the Boumediene decision, it should recognize
the importance in preventing any further delay in the matter presently before it and deny the
defense request. Cf. Boumediene, slip op. at 66 (emphasizing the unacceptability of further
delay).

This Court’s 16 May 2008 Ruling, granting a continuance until after the Boumediene decision,
already provided for a trial date that, as it turns out, comes more than five weeks after the

decision was released. This date provides the parties adequate time to address any new issues
identified in light of the decision. To the extent this court will allow further briefing, it should
set a due date in the very near future for any such motions (leaving the trial date undisturbed).

Lastly, the government respectfully requests that this court adequately consider the impact the
most recent continuance has had—and any future continuances will have—on the witnesses in
this case. In its 16 May Ruling, this court stated that “[t}he Government may easily re-schedule
its witnesses and their travel.” With respect, we disagree with the court’s statement and we must
ask the court to consider the very real impact the delays in this case have on the witnesses. The
government intends to bring approximately twenty-two witnesses, some from outside the United
States, to Guantanamo Bay, Cuba for a trial that may last up to three weeks. Most of these
witnesses serve our nation and perform important roles in support of the national security
mission of our country. Scheduling and re-scheduling the time required for this trial (which is
obviously a priority to these witnesses) necessarily requires witnesses to forego or reassign other
important work that may come to overlap with the scheduled trial date. Of course, 2 moving trial
date is the enemy of such witnesses, and further delay will only compound the problem.

Conclusion

The defense claim that it needs more than two full months to deal with the Supreme Court’s
opinion in Boumediene is meritless. This court should now put an end to the delay and proceed
to trial.

Justice must proceed—hard work is demanded by all participants. This trial must not be further
continued beyond 21 July 2008.

6. Request for Oral Argument: The Defense waived its request for oral argument in its
orniginal filing and its reply in its Request for special relief filed today, 20 June 2008. The
Prosecution similarly waives any argument and believes the motion can be decided expeditiously
as submitted.

7. Request for Witnesses: No witnesses are necessary for this motion.

8. Conference with Opposing Counsel: N/A.

9. Attachments: N/A.



Respectfully submitted,

(s

Timothy D. Stone
LCDR, JAGC, USN

/s/
Mr. John Murphy
Department of Justice

/s/
Mr. Clayton Trivett
Department of Defense



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Defense Motion

V. For Continuance of Trial Date
SALIM AHMED HAMDAN 19 June 2008
1. Timeliness: This motion is filed within the timeframe established by the Military

Commissions Trial Judiciary Rules of Court.

2. Relief Sought:  Pursuant to RMC 906(b)(1), Defendant Salim Hamdan moves for a
continuance of the trial in this matter to 22 September 2008, to allow adequate time for a careful
and thorough examination of the issues raised by the Supreme Court's recent decision in
Boumediene v. Bush, 553 U.S. __ (2008), and for rulings to assure that Commission
proceedings are consistent with the guidance set forth in that important decision.

3. Overview: The Military Judge has the authority to grant continuances for as long and
as often as may be required in the interests of justice. Under present circumstances, justice is
best served by a nine week continuance of the trial date to allow the parties to carefully analyze
the recent Boumediene decision, to thoroughly brief the issues, and to give the Commission the
opportunity to ensure that future proceedings at Guantanamo conform to constitutional
requirements consistent with Boumediene. Boumediene was decided in a manner sharply
adverse to the Government, rejecting numerous positions advanced, and authorities relied upon,
by the Government in this case. At the Government's urging, this Commission has issued a
number of Rulings over the past seven months premised in part on the now-overruled D.C.
Circuit opinion that constitutional protections did not apply at Guantanamo. Those Rulings need
to be carefully reviewed in light of the reversal of the D.C. Circuit in Boumediene. Likewise, the
guidance of the Supreme Court on Separation of Powers principles needs to be considered and
implemented, as the Court made clear that it is the role of the judiciary, not the political

branches, to say "what the law is." This means that recitals in the MCA concerning the content,
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meaning, and application of the law are not necessarily authoritative and that, contrary to the
Prosecution's arguments in this case, this Court need not defer to the political branches in this
regard. This Commission correctly anticipated that a decision adverse to the Government in
Boumediene could have significant impact on proceedings in this case, and that "re-schedu[ing]
such proceedings" following an adverse decision "may be necessary." (D-040 Ruling at 3.)
Accordingly, the Defense proposes 25 August 2008 as a date to begin hearings on legal motions
arising from Boumediene, and a continuance of the trial to 22 September 2008. The Defense
proposes that the 14 July 2008 hearing date be preserved for the RMC 909 hearing and the
presentation of evidence and argument on the conditions of confinement motion (D-019), which
is closely related to Mr. Hamdan's mental competence and his ability to cooperate intelligently in
the defense of the case.
4. Burden and Standard of Proof: The burden of persuasion on this motion rests with
the Defense as the moving party. RMC 905(c)(2)(A).
5. Facts:
A. The current charges against Mr. Hamdan were referred by the Convening
Authority on 10 May 2007.
B. On 4 June 2007, the Military Judge granted a Defense motion to dismiss the
charges due to lack of personal jurisdiction.
C. On 8 June 2007, the Prosecution moved for reconsideration of the dismissal of
charges.
D. On 17 October 2007, following a decision by the Court of Military Commissions
Review in U.S. v. Khadr (24 September 2007), the Commission granted the
Prosecution's motion to reconsider and ruled that it would hold an evidentiary
hearing on the jurisdictional question.
E. On 5-6 December 2007, the Commission held its evidentiary hearing on the

jurisdictional question of whether Mr. Hamdan is an unlawful enemy combatant.
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F. On 19 December 2007, the Commission made a finding, based on a
preponderance of the evidence, that Mr. Hamdan is an unlawful enemy combatant
and therefore subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission. In reaching that
decision, the Commission relied in part on the decision of the Court of Appeals
for the D.C. Circuit in Boumediene v. Bush, 476 F.3d 981 (D.C. Cir. 2007).
Specifically, the Commission stated that "[t]he accused's challenge to the exercise
of jurisdiction as a violation of the equal protection clause must...fail," as the
D.C. Circuit in Boumediene had "expressly ruled that the United States
Constitution does not protect detainees at Guantanamo Bay." (19 December 2007
Ruling on Reconsideration at 10.)

G. On 20 December 2007, the Commission issued a Scheduling Order setting Mr.
Hamdan's trial to start on 28 May 2008.

H. On 16 May 2008, the Commission granted the Defense Motion for Continuance
(D-040), setting a new trial date of 21 July 2008. The Commission based that
Ruling on the fact that the D.C. Circuit's decision in Boumediene was under
review by the U.S. Supreme Court, and a decision from the Supreme Court was
expected shortly. The Commission noted that the Supreme Court decision in
Boumediene "may well change the tenor or conduct of the trial." (D-040 Ruling
at2.)

L. In its 16 May 2008 Ruling, the Commission stated that "[i]f the decision [in
Boumediene] is adverse to the Government, or otherwise requires amendment of
this schedule, the Commission will consult the parties and re-schedule such
proceedings as may be necessary." (D-040 Ruling at 3.)

J. On 6 June 2008, the Commission issued a Ruling on D-030, the Defense Motion
to Suppress Statements of the Accused based on the right against self-
incrimination. The Commission denied the motion, again based in part on the

D.C. Circuit's view that Guantanamo detainees could not invoke the protections of
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the U.S. Constitution. For example, the Commission stated that "the
Constitution's ex post facto provision does not protect the accused in a military
commission." (D-30 Ruling at 4.) The Commission noted that "[t]he result in this
case [i.e., denial of a motion to suppress pre-trial statements] is at odds with what
would normally obtain under our law. It is true that in any other criminal trial
held in American courts, an accused who was questioned before trial, without
warning regarding his right to remain silent, could not later be prejudiced by the
admission of those statements against him." Id.

K. On 12 June 2008, the Supreme Court released its decision in Boumediene,
reversing the D.C. Circuit and holding that "[e]ven when the United States acts
outside its borders, its powers are not 'absolute and unlimited' but are subject 'to
such restrictions as are expressed in the Constitution." (Boumediene, 553 U.S.
___, slip op. at 35 (2008), quoting Murphy v. Ramsey, 114 U.S. 15, 44 (1885)). In
reaching this decision, the Supreme Court relied heavily on the Insular Cases
dating from the period following the Spanish-American War. The Court noted
that in those cases it "took for granted that even in unincorporated Territories the
Government of the United States was bound to provide to noncitizen inhabitants
'guaranties of certain fundamental personal rights declared in the Constitution."
Id., slip op. at 28 (quoting Balzac v. Porto Rico, 258 U.S. 298, 312 (1922)).

L. The Defense believes that numerous motions need to be prepared, filed, and
argued before the Commission to properly implement the guidance set forth in
Boumediene and assess the manner in which constitutional provisions apply to
military commission proceedings. In addition, certain Rulings that have already
been made by the Commission, i.e., those premised on the D.C. Circuit's
Boumediene decision (now overruled), need to be reconsidered. A listing and

explanation of those motions is set forth in the Argument section below.
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6. Law and Argument:

A. The Military Judge Has Discretion to Grant a Continuance Upon a Showing of
Reasonable Cause

MCA § 949¢ provides: "The military judge in a military commission under this chapter
may, for reasonable cause, grant a continuance to any party for such time, and as often, as may
appear to be just." RMC 707(b) provides that a continuance may be granted by the military
judge upon a "finding that the interests of justice served by taking such action outweigh the best
interests of the public and the accused in a prompt trial of the accused.” Discussion to RMC 906

in the Manual for Military Commissions states:

The military judge should, upon a showing of reasonable cause, grant a
continuance to any party for as long and as often as is just. Whether a
request for a continuance should be granted is a matter within the
discretion of the military judge. Reasons for a continuance may include:
insufficient opportunity to prepare for trial; unavailability of an essential
witness; the interest of the Government in the order of trial of related
cases; and illness of an accused, counsel, military judge, or member.

Under present circumstances, the interests of justice weigh heavily in favor of the two month

continuance requested by the Defense.

B. A Continuance Is Needed to Allow Adequate Time for Briefing on the Import of the
Supreme Court's Boumediene Decision

In Boumediene v. Bush, the U.S. Supreme Court held that the protections of the
Suspension Clause of the U.S. Constitution extend to Guantanamo Bay, as "the United States has
maintained complete and uninterrupted control of the bay for over 100 years." Boumediene v.
Bush, 553 U.S. __, slip op. at 34-35, 39 (2008) ("Guantanamo. ..is no transient possession. In
every practical sense Guéntanamo is not abroad; it is within the constant jurisdiction of the
United States"). The Court rejected the Government's argument, heard also in this case, that "the
Constitution [has] no effect [at Guantanamo), at least as to noncitizens, because the United States
disclaimed sovereignty in the formal sense of the term." Id. at 35. In assessing whether
constitutional protections apply, the Court rejected a "rigid and abstract rule" such as de jure

sovereignty, and focused instead on "whether judicial enforcement of [a constitutional] provision
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would be 'impracticable and anomalous.™ Id. at 30, quoting Reid v. Covert, 354 U.S. 1, 74-75
(1957) (Harlan, J., concurring). In the case of proceedings involving Guantanamo detainees, the
Court held that "there are few practical barriers to the running of the writ," as the United States
has exercised complete control at Guantanamo for over a century. Id. at 41.

The Court also made explicit what was implicit in the Hamdan v. Rumsfeld decision, the
principle that structural limitations on the powers of the U.S. Government apply wherever the
powers of the Government are exercised, and those principles can be invoked by noncitizens in
American courts: "Because the Constitution's separation-of-powers structure, like the substantive
guarantees of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, protects persons as well as citizens, foreign
nationals who have the privilege of litigating in our courts can seek to enforce separation-of-
powers principles." Boumediene, slip op. at 12 (citations omitted).

In addition, the Court emphasized that it is the role of the judiciary, not the political
branches, to determiné the content of the law, and whether that law applies in any given
situation. The Court rejected arguments that "would permit a striking anomaly in our tripartite
system of government, leading to a regime in which Congress and the President, not this Court,
say 'what the law is." Id. at 36 (citing Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. (1 Cranch ) 137, 177 (1803)).

The Boumediene holding that both substantive and structural constitutional protections
extend to Guantanamo has major implications for this case. These implications must be
carefully analyzed in numerous areas of law and procedure, including personal jurisdiction,
subject matter jurisdiction, admissibility of evidence, production of witnesses, the availability of
certain defenses, pre-trial and trial procedure, and the validity of provisions in the MCA in which
Congress purports to provide authoritative statements on what the law is. A continuance to allow
the parties to fully research and brief these issues is amply warranted in order to ensure that the
Commission properly applies the lessons of Boumediene.

Specifically, the Defense believes that, at a minimum, the following motions should be
presented to the Court and decided before trial:

1. Reconsideration of 19 December 2007 Ruling on personal jurisdiction. That Ruling set
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forth a finding that this Commission has personal jurisdiction to try Mr. Hamdan. It was based
in part on the rejection of the Defense's Equal Protection argument due to the now-reversed
Circuit Court opinion in Boumediene that constitutional protections did not apply at
Guantanamo. (19 December 2007 Ruling on Reconsideration at 10.)

2. Reconsideration of Ruling (D-030) regarding right against self-incrimination. The 6 June

2008 Ruling (D-030) was also premised in part on the perceived unavailability of constitutional
rights to criminal defendants in military commissions under the MCA. The Defense needs to
brief the applicability of the Fifth Amendment protection against self-incrimination, as well the
ex post facto nature of the Government's effort to strip detainees of those protections by means
of the MCA. In addition, the Commission should reconsider any ruling to the extent that it is
based on the fact that "Congress has expressly determined that the MCA satisfies" obligations
imposed by treaty or international law, as the Supreme Court has clarified that such
determinations are the province of the judiciary, not the political branches. (D-030 Ruling at 4;
Boumediene, slip op. at 36.)

3. Renewed motion to suppress statements based on coercion. The Defense needs to brief

the Fifth Amendment Due Process issues raised by the use of testimony obtained through a
systematic, carefully planned, and highly controlled regime of punitive conditions and coercive
and deceptive interrogation techniques designed to "disorient and disorganize" detainees,
techniques that were applied to the Accused in this case. The need for a continuance to prepare
such a motion is enhanced by the fact that, despite its many statements to the Commission that it
has produced all records relating to Mr. Hamdan's confinement (and Orders to that effect, see 4
April 2008 Ruling on D-020), the Government has yet to turn over hundreds of pages of such
material. Rather, the Government now states that it intends to produce a large quantity of
Detainee Information Management System (DIMS) records to the Defense this week. The failure

to produce such records as previously ordered' has prejudiced the Defense in submitting

! The Commission originally set a 31 December 2007 discovery deadline for the Prosecution. See 20 December
2007 Final Trial Schedule at 1.
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necessary pretrial motions, and impaired its ability to adequately prepare for trial.

4. Motion to compel access to High Value Detainees. The Defense needs to brief the Sixth

Amendment right of criminal defendants "to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in
his favor." This right, combined with new circumstances relating to the public appearance of the
High Value Detainees ("HVDs") in an arraignment on 5 June 2008, warrants reconsideration by
the Commission of the limited access provided to the HVDs by means of written questions.

5. Motion relating to the effective assistance of counsel. The Defense needs to submit

briefing on the Sixth Amendment right of a criminal defendant to "the assistance of counsel for
his defense," a right that has been materially impaired by the totality of the circumstances at the
Guantanamo Bay Naval Station, including particularly the conditions of confinement that have

undermined the ability of the Accused to maintain a working relationship with Defense counsel.

6. Motion to exclude hearsay evidence. The Prosecution has submitted a lengthy Hearsay

Notice, listing over 50 items of hearsay evidence that it intends to introduce at trial. The Defense
needs to brief the Sixth Amendment right of a criminal defendant "to be confronted with the
witnesses against him," and to otherwise address whether the MCA's hearsay provision, 10
U.S.C. § 949a(b), comports with constitutional requirements.

7. Motion for a speedy and public jury trial. The Defense needs to brief the Sixth

Amendment right of a criminal defendant "to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jufy" and
to address whether the trial by military commission contemplated by the MCA is consistent with
this right.

8. Motion to dismiss for failure to indict by grand jury. The Defense needs to brief the

question of whether the following provision of the Fifth Amendment applies in this case: "No
person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a
presentment or indictment of a grand jury."

9. Supplemental briefing on the ex post facto nature of the prosecution. If the Commission

would find it helpful, the Defense also stands ready to provide supplemental briefing on the Ex

Post Facto nature of the charges against Mr. Hamdan. This goes to the subject matter
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jurisdiction of this Commission, an issue raised by the Defense in a motion filed on 9 January
2008, and argued on 7 February 2008.% See Ex parte Quirin, 317 U.S. 1, 29 (1942) ("We must
therefore first inquire whether any of the acts charged is an offense against the law of war
cognizable before a military tribunal, and if so whether the Constitution prohibits the trial.") In
this case, the conditions required by Quirin for the exercise of jurisdiction are not satisfied, as the
acts charged are not offenses under the law of war and the trial of Mr. Hamdan on these charges
is prohibited by the Ex Post Facto Clause. In this context, the instruction of the Supreme Court
in Boumediene with respect to the Suspension Clause is also applicable with respect to the Ex
Post Facto Clause: "The test for determining the scope of this provision must not be subject to
manipulation by those whose power it is designed to restrain." Boumediene, slip op. at 36. In
other words, recitals by Congress in the MCA that the offenses it criminalizes are pre-existing
offenses under the law of war are without any legal effect, as "it is emphatically the province and
duty of the judicial department to say what the law is." Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. (1 Cranch)
137, 177 (1803); Boumediene, slip op. at 36.

This Commission has already noted that the Boumediene decision "may well change the
tenor or conduct of the trial,” and that in the event of a decision adverse to the Government, it
would "consult the parties and re-schedule such proceedings as may be necessary.” (D-040
Ruling on Motion for Continuance at 3). The Commission's anticipation that the Supreme
Court's Boumediene decision might present good cause for a continuance was well founded. The
Boumediene decision is a broad repudiation of many of the arguments advanced and authorities
relied upon by the Government in this case. A large array of constitutional rights and protections
now must be considered, affecting all aspects of the substantive and procedural law that must be

applied in this case. The Supreme Court's reliance on the Insular Cases requires counsel and the

? The Prosecution's primary argument in opposition to the Defense Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Subject Matter
Jurisdiction Over Ex Post Facto Charges was that "the accused cannot reasonably claim any constitutional
protections, including with respect to the Ex Post Facto Clause.” See 23 January 2008 Government Response re Ex
Post Facto at 1, 4. This argument is no longer tenable in light of the Boumediene decision. While granting the
Defense motion would result in dismissal of the current charges, it would not necessarily entail Mr. Hamdan's
release from confinement, as the Government stills holds Mr. Hamdan as an alleged enemy combatant.
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Commission to caréfully examine a large body of case law (over twenty reported cases) to assess
the relevance of that authority to the trial of the Accused. Likewise, the Court's emphasis on
practical considerations and specific circumstances in determining how fundamental rights apply
in different settings will entail considerable investigation and deliberation.

For these reasons, the Defense believes that a continuance of nine weeks — to 22
September 2008 — is necessary to promote the interests of justice. That modest delay is needed
to prepare the above-mentioned motions, present argument on them to the Commission, and
provide the Commission with sufficient time to consider and rule on them.

This short delay will not prejudice the Government in any way. Mr. Hamdan has been
held as an enemy combatant without trial for six and a half years, and he will continue to be held
throughout the pre-trial period. This modest additional delay to ensure that the trial is conducted
properly will, as the Commission has noted, "avoid[] potential embarrassment, waste of
resources, and prejudice to the accused. ..or the need to retry the case" that could accompany a
hasty and mistaken application of the guidance set forth in Boumediene. (D-040 Ruling at 2.)
For theses reasons, the trial date should be continued to 22 September 2008, and a hearing on the
newly filed motions should be set for 25 August 2008.

The Defense respectfully suggests that the 14 July 2008 hearing date be preserved for the
RMC 909 hearing on mental competence, and the closely-related motion on punitive conditions
of confinement (which presents the question of whether those conditions have impaired the right
to counsel) also be argued on 14 July.

7. Request for Oral Argument: The Defense does not request oral argument.

8. Request for Witnesses:  The Defense does not anticipate the need to call witnesses,
but reserves the right to do so should the Government Response raise issues requiring rebuttal by
live testimony.

0. Conference with Opposing Counsel: The Defense has conferred with the

Prosecution, who oppose the relief requested by this motion.
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Respectfully submitted,
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