IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRICT OF VIRG NI A
ALEXANDRI A DI VI SI ON

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA )
)
V. ) Crimnal No. 01-455-A
)
ZACARI AS MOUSSAQUI )
alk/a “Shaqil,” )
a/k/a “Abu Khalid )
al Sahraw ,” )
)
Def endant . )
ORDER

In his Energency Mdtion docketed as #919, the defendant
reports that the United States has not yet conplied with the
Court’s Order of May 12, 2003, which directed that standby
counsel’s Response and bjection to the Governnent’s Proposed
Substitutions and the Governnment’s Reply be resubmtted for
classification reviews so that |ess redacted versions could be
provided to the defendant by the cl ose of business on Monday, My
12, 2003. Conplaining that this devel opnent makes it inpossible
for himto respond, as ordered by the Court, by May 14, 2003, he
requests additional time to submt witten coments on these
briefs.

Al t hough the defendant seens particularly concerned about
his inability to submt specific objections to standby counsel’s
proposed alternative to the Governnent’s Proposed Substitution,
st andby counsel’s proposal is not for this Court’s consideration.
As directed by the Court of Appeals, consistent with Section 6(c)

of the Classified Information Procedures Act, 18 U S. C. App. 3,



the United States has been given “an opportunity to propose
substitutions for the classified information authorized to be

di scl osed” on January 31, 2003; and this Court is now tasked with
determ ni ng whet her that proposal “w il provide the defendant

Wi th substantially the sanme ability to make his defense as woul d”
the relief ordered by this Court on January 31, 2003.

The defendant has had access to the Governnment’s Proposed
Substitution since April 25, 2003, and has filed approximtely
thirteen pleadings in response. Although he has not yet had an
opportunity to review certain portions of the debate between
counsel for the United States and standby defense counsel, the
def endant has had nore than enough tinme to advise the Court of
hi s position concerning the adequacy of the Governnent’s Proposed
Substi tution.

In light of the May 15, 2003 deadline inposed by the Court
of Appeals for this Court’s decision regarding the adequacy of
the Governnent’s Proposed Substitution, the defendant’s request
for additional tine to respond nust be DENI ED. However, it is
her eby

ORDERED that the United States either conply with the O der
of May 12, 2003 or advise the Court why it has been unable to do
so by the close of business on Wednesday, May 14, 2003.

The Cerk is directed to forward copies of this Order to the

def endant, pro se; counsel for the United States; standby defense



counsel ; and the Court Security Oficer.
Entered this 13'" day of My, 2003.
/sl

Leonie M Brinkema
United States District Judge
Al exandria, Virginia



