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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. The Appeals Chamber should dismiss the interlocutory appeal 1 of Trial Chamber II' s 

(the Trial Chamber) decision on the Defence's preliminary motion challenging 

jurisdiction2 filed by Defence Counsel assigned to represent the rights and interests of 

the Accused, Salim Jamil A YY ASH (Defence) because the Appeal fails to demonstrate 

that the Trial Chamber erred in a way that invalidates the Impugned Decision. 

2. The Trial Chamber independently assessed each of the Article 1 connectivity factors. It 

determined that the indictment pleaded facts (i) showing a connection between the three 

attacks and the Hariri attack with respect to all but one of the Article 1 connectivity 

factors; and (ii) showing that the attacks in the indictment were of a similar nature and 

gravity as the Hariri attack. The Defence has not demonstrated that the Trial Chamber 

erred in its understanding of the meaning of nature and gravity. Given this independent 

assessment of each factor in conjunction with the pleaded facts in the indictment, other 

errors of interpretation regarding the nature of the Defence preliminary motion, or the 

purported primacy of a single connectivity factor cannot invalidate the Impugned 

Decision. 

II. SUBMISSIONS 

A. Preliminary Matter: the Nature of the Defence's Jurisdictional Challenge 

3. The Defence appeal is premised, at least in part, on the mistaken belief that the Trial 

Chamber was required to determine de nova connectivity under Article 1 of the Statute. 

This is demonstrated in the appeal by the Defence's repeated assertion that the Trial 

Chamber was required to first define and then apply each of the criteria of 

connectedness, 3 including the criterion of "similar nature" which the Defence had not 

made substantive arguments on in its preliminary motion.4 This is incorrect. 

4 

F0001-AR90.l, Memoire d'appel interlocutoire a l'encontre de la « Decision on Defence Preliminary 
Motion Challenging Jurisdiction» datee du 10 septembre 2020, 21 September 2020 (Appeal). 

F0203, Decision on Defence Preliminary Motion Challenging Jurisdiction, 10 September 2020 (Impugned 
Decision). 

Appeal, paras. 17, 20, 27, 49. 

Impugned Decision, para. 115. 
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4. As the judge authorised under the Statute and the Rules to review indictments and 

connected cases submissions by the Prosecutor, the Pre-Trial Judge is empowered to 

determine whether the Tribunal has jurisdiction over other attacks in accordance with 

the requirements of Article 1 of the Statute. 

5. The Defence is authorised to challenge jurisdiction by preliminary motion under Rule 

90. Rule 90(E) defines the nature of this preliminary motion "exclusively" as a 

challenge to whether the indictment relates to an attack within the jurisdiction of the 

Tribunal, including the requirements of connectivity and similar nature and gravity. 

6. The Trial Chamber's role is to adjudicate this challenge. In doing so, the Trial Chamber 

must address the Defence arguments, not engage in its own de nova interpretation of 

Article 1. The Trial Chamber recognised this limitation to its role. 5 

7. To the extent the Trial Chamber also considered that Rule 1 l(C) authorised it to 

consider the correctness of the Pre-Trial Judge's ruling and to make evidentiary 

determinations,6 this was in error. Specifically, the Trial Chamber incorrectly 

determined that Rules 1 l(C) and Rule 90(E) authorised, in effect, two distinct 

challenges, "both a remedy challenging [the Pre-Trial Judge's connectivity decision], 

and a preliminary motion challenging the indictment."7 In doing so, it ignored that Rule 

ll(C) authorised the Defence to "challenge the ruling by the Pre-Trial Judge as a 

preliminary motion on jurisdiction under Rule 90" (emphasis added). The inclusion of 

the word "as" serves to limit and define the nature of the Rule ll(C) challenge to a 

challenge just like any other Rule 90 jurisdictional challenge. 

8. The Trial Chamber also ignored that Rule 90(E) limits preliminary motions challenging 

jurisdiction "exclusively" to motions challenging the indictment on jurisdictional 

grounds. The Appeals Chamber has recognised the strict and narrow parameters of 

preliminary motions challenging jurisdiction under Rule 90. 8 

6 

See e.g., Impugned Decision, paras. 86, 93. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 79-86. 

Impugned Decision, para. 79. 

Prosecutor v. Ayyash et al., STL-l l-Ol/PT/AC/AR90.l, F0020, Decision on the Defence Appeals Against 
the Trial Chamber's "Decision on the Defence Challenges to the Jurisdiction and Legality of the Tribunal", 
24 October 2012, paras 11-17. 
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9. The Trial Chamber considered this evidentiary challenge to the Pre-Trial Judge's 

Connected Cases Decision necessary, at least in part, because of a fundamental 

misunderstanding of the nature of indictments before the Tribunal. Specifically, the 

Trial Chamber considered that limiting the preliminary motion to an indictment 

challenge, as required under Rule 90(E), "would require the Trial Chamber to rely only 

on a Prosecution act (the indictment) and then make a leap of faith leaving every 

effective assessment behind."9 Contrary to the Trial Chamber's understanding, under 

the Tribunal's legal framework an indictment is a judicial act. The Pre-Trial Judge 

confirms the indictment, but only after finding that there is evidence supporting the 

material facts as alleged, including those relevant to connectedness. This judicial act of 

confirmation gives the indictment legal force and mandates judicial proceedings. 

10. In any event, although the Trial Chamber misinterpreted the nature of the Defence 

challenge, it ultimately limited itself to consideration of the indictment in the Impugned 

Decision because "the Defence did not support its preliminary motion with any 

evidentiary material." 10 As the Prosecution demonstrates below, the Trial Chamber was 

able to make an effective assessment of connectivity that was limited to the indictment. 

B. The Appeal largely ignores that the Trial Chamber assessed each of the Article 1 

elements of connectivity and determined that the indictment pleaded facts showing a 

connection between the three attacks and the Hariri attack 

11. In the Impugned Decision, the Trial Chamber independently assessed each of the 

Article 1 connectivity factors as well as the requirements of similar nature and gravity. 

It determined that the indictment pleaded facts showing a connection or similarity 

between the three attacks and the Hariri attack with respect to all of the Article 1 

elements save one: 11 

10 

11 

• The Nature of victims targeted: The Trial Chamber accepted that "[t]he 

indictment pleads that both the victims targeted in the three attacks and Mr 

Impugned Decision, para. 84. 

See e.g., Impugned Decision, para. 84. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 108-123. 
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Hariri were linked by close relationships and were prominent political figures in 

Lebanon who were opposed to Syria's presence in Lebanon around the time of 

the attacks."12 It considered that the nature of the victims targeted supported the 

existence of a "series of political murders of a certain type occurred in 

Lebanon." 13 

• Pattern of the attacks (modus operandi: The Trial Chamber accepted that the 

indictment alleges a connected pattern between the three attacks and the Hariri 

attack, including that each of the attacks and the Hariri attack "(i) involved the 

use of linked covert telephone networks for surveillance and communication by 

those involved in preparing and executing the attacks; (ii) was carried out by 

means of improvised explosive devices involving motor vehicles; and (iii) was 

undertaken on a public street in Beirut during daylight hours." It concluded that 

"there is a commonality of modus operandi". 14 

• Perpetrators: The Trial Chamber found that because the indictment pleads 

"Messrs Ayyash's and Badreddine's involvement in the attacks ... there is an 

overlap of perpetrators between the three attacks and the Hariri attack." 15 

• Purpose behind the attacks: The Trial Chamber noted that the indictment 

"pleads facts which go to a common or similar criminal design", including: 16 

o "the nature of the victims, their close personal relationships, and political 

views, namely that Messrs Hamade, Hawi, and El-Murr were prominent 

Lebanese political figures who, like Mr Hariri, were opposed to Syria's 

presence in Lebanon around the time of the three attacks;" 

o "the same perpetrators involved in the three attacks and the Hariri attack;" 

Impugned Decision, para. 108. 

Impugned Decision, para. 109. 

Impugned Decision, para. 112. 

Impugned Decision, para. 118. 

Impugned Decision, para. 119. 
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o "Similar modus operandi connoted by the use of linked covert telephone 

networks for surveillance and communication before and during the 

attacks, and the detonation of explosives in public places during 

daylight."17 

• The Trial Chamber considered that "[t]hese facts pleaded in the indictment, 

indeed, underpin the purpose of committing political murders combined with 

terrorist acts with the specific intent to cause a state of terror in Lebanon." 18 

• The Trial Chamber further described this linked purpose behind the attacks as a 

"'strategy of tension' implemented through political murders combined with 

killing or injuring bystanders and sowing panic in the population". 19 

• Similar Gravity: With respect to gravity, the Trial Chamber considered that 

"[ f]or the three attacks, as it was for the Hariri attack, the execution of political 

murders and spreading fear and terror amongst the Lebanese population was of 

comparable gravity."20 It also rightly rejected the Defence assertion that gravity 

was a question of magnitude.21 

• Similar Nature: The Trial Chamber recalled that the Defence had not made a 

substantive challenge to the presence of this factor. 22 The Trial Chamber also 

noted that "the indictment alleges attacks which were violent, planned and 

executed in such a manner as to attract public attention and contribute to a 

climate of insecurity, tension and intimidation in Lebanon-similar to what 

occurred in the Hariri attack-which also had contributed to a similar climate 

of terror among the population."23 In addition, the Trial Chamber considered 

that the "three attacks involve the same substantive criminal offences for which 

Impugned Decision, para. 119. 

Impugned Decision, para. 119. 

Impugned Decision, para. 120; see also paras. 103-105. 

Impugned Decision, para. 114. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 113, 116. 

Impugned Decision, para. 115. 

Impugned Decision, para. 116. 
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Mr Ayyash was convicted in relation to the Hariri attack: all are felonies under 

Lebanese law and attract the highest penalties, in addition to sharing a number 

of commonalities in terms of how they were perpetrated."24 

12. The only Article 1 connectivity element that the Trial Chamber did not make a 

determination on is "criminal intent (motive)".25 The Trial Chamber noted that the 

Defence did not challenge this element of connectedness. 26 It also noted that Mr Ayyash 

is charged with the same crimes in the indictment for which he was convicted in the 

Hariri case, but seemingly considered that it was not in a position to make a 

determination at this stage.27 In any event, the Trial Chamber correctly determined that 

this factor was not indispensable to a finding of connectedness. 28 

13. To the extent the Trial Chamber's failure to make a determination as to the commonality 

of "criminal intent (motive)" was based on the view that it was not appropriate or 

possible to do at this stage of the proceedings, 29 this was in error and the Appeals 

Chamber should assess whether this factor was demonstrated before granting any 

Defence appeal. In this regard, the Prosecution recalls that for each count that the 

indictment has in common with the Hariri case, "there are confirmed allegations that 

A YY ASH possessed the requisite criminal intent under Lebanese law ."30 

14. As a result of its overall assessment, the Trial Chamber determined that the three attacks 

are within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal and that the Defence has not demonstrated 

any reason for the Trial Chamber to decline to exercise its jurisdiction. The Trial 

Chamber dismissed the Defence preliminary motion. 31 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

Impugned Decision, para. 116. 

Impugned Decision, para. 123. 

Impugned Decision, para. 122. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 116, 121. 

Impugned Decision, para. 123. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 121, 123. 

Prosecutor v. Ayyash, STL-18-10/PT/TC, F0166, Prosecutor's Response to Defence Preliminary Motion 
Challenging Jurisdiction pursuant to Rules l l(C) and 90 of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence, 24 June 
2020 (Response to Preliminary Motion), para. 35. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 124, 128. 
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15. The Defence does not demonstrate any specific errors in relation to the Trial Chamber's 

independent treatment of the Article 1 factors. The Defence does not, for example, 

allege that the Trial Chamber erred in identifying the pleaded facts in the indictment 

relevant to the various Article 1 factors. Indeed, the Defence largely ignores this aspect 

of the Impugned Decision, instead lodging abstract challenges to the Trial Chamber's 

interpretation of Article 1 of the Statute. Given that the Trial Chamber engaged in this 

independent assessment of the indictment in relation to each of the relevant criteria for 

connectivity, including similar nature and gravity, the Defence fails to demonstrate any 

error that invalidates the decision. 

C. The Defence has not shown that the Trial Chamber's overall interpretation of Article 

1 of the Statute invalidates its decision dismissing the Defence challenge to jurisdiction. 

16. As demonstrated above, the Trial Chamber accepted that the indictment pleads facts 

showing that the three attacks and the Hariri attack are similar in nature and gravity and 

connected through the following factors: the nature of the victims targeted, the pattern 

of the attacks (modus operandi), the perpetrators, and the purpose behind the attacks. 32 

Even if the Trial Chamber erred in its interpretation that the Article 1 factors overlapped 

or in assessing similar nature and gravity as being factors relevant to showing 

connectivity as opposed to independent jurisdictional factors, the Trial Chamber 

independently considered each of these elements and identified pleaded facts in the 

indictment that were relevant to these individual factors. 33 The Trial Chamber's 

individual assessment of each of the relevant factors demonstrates that any error in the 

Trial Chamber's interpretation that the factors overlap had no impact on its ultimate 

decision. 

17. Moreover, the Defence has not demonstrated any error in relation to reliance on the 

reports of the UNIIIC as a source for interpreting Article 1 of the Statute. The Trial 

Chamber rightly dismissed the Defence submission that the UNIIIC reports were not 

32 

33 

Impugned Decision, paras. 108 

Contra Appeal, paras. 17-20. 
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an appropriate source for interpreting the Statute. It did not, however, rely on any 

UNIIIC reports in its own interpretation of the meaning of the terms of Article 1. 

18. The Trial Chamber refers to UNIIIC reports in two footnotes in its decision.34 In 

footnote 151, the Trial Chamber addressed the Defence argument that the UNIIIC 

reports could not be used as a source. It did not interpret Article 1 according to a UNIIIC 

report. In footnote 157, the Trial Chamber cited a UNIIIC report in support of the fact 

that the connected cases attacks were part of the UNIIIC's mandate. Again, the Trial 

Chamber did not rely on a UNIIIC report as a source of interpreting the meaning of any 

of the terms of Article 1. There is no basis in these two references to consider that the 

Impugned Decision turned on UNIIIC reports. The Defence therefore has not 

demonstrated that this alleged error could possibly invalidate the decision, and the 

Appeals Chamber should dismiss this alleged error on this basis alone. 

D. The Defence has not shown that the Trial Chamber's interpretation and application 

of connectedness invalidate its decision that the Tribunal has jurisdiction over the attacks in 

the Connected Case Indictment 

1. The Trial Chamber did not err by referring to the temporal link between the three attacks 

in the indictment and the Hariri attack as a factor relevant to demonstrating connectivity 

19. The Trial Chamber recognised that the pleaded facts in the indictment and those related 

to the Hariri attack demonstrate that all four attacks took place over a period of nine 

months and considered that this temporal link also tended to demonstrate 

connectivity. 35 The connectivity factors listed in Article 1 of the Statute are not 

exhaustive. It is uncontroversial that the three attacks pleaded in the indictment fall 

within the temporal jurisdiction listed in Article 1 of the Statute; the Defence did not 

challenge this. Moreover, as noted above, the Trial Chamber independently considered 

each of the listed factors in Article 1, so its consideration that the temporal link between 

the attacks was also relevant to showing connection was in addition to, not a substitution 

for, its consideration of these factors. 36 

34 

35 

36 

Impugned Decision, para. 91, fn. 151 & para. 102, fn. 157. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 86, 95, 100, 106, 119. 

Contra Appeal, paras. 24-26. 
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20. Even if the Appeals Chamber considers that the Trial Chamber's inclusion of the 

temporal link between the attacks as a criterion potentially demonstrating 

connectedness was in error, the Defence has not shown that the Trial Chamber 

neglected any other Article 1 criterion because it considered the temporal relationship 

between the attacks. This alleged error could not possibly invalidate the decision, and 

the Appeals Chamber may dismiss it on that basis. 

2. The Defence has not demonstrated any error that could invalidate the Impugned 

Decision related to the Trial Chamber's treatment of the criterion of the "purpose behind the 

attacks" 

21. As a preliminary matter, to the extent the Defence argues this part of its appeal by 

reference to its preliminary motion, 37 the Appeals Chamber may dismiss this alleged 

error on that basis. The Appellant is required to substantiate its appeal in its appeal 

brief, not incorporate its arguments by reference to its preliminary motion. 38 To the 

extent the Appeals Chamber entertains arguments in the Defence' s preliminary motion, 

it should also consider the Prosecution's position in its response to that motion. 39 

22. The Prosecution agrees that Article 1 of the Statute does not establish the primacy of 

any single connectivity factor and that the connectivity factors are independent of one 

another. 40 The Trial Chamber reached the incorrect conclusion that the "crucial element 

of connectedness is the existence of a similar purpose behind the three attacks and the 

Hariri attack" by divining a singular "will" that "pervaded the spirit" of Security 

37 

38 

39 

40 

Appeal, para. 29. 

Prosecutor v. Ayyash et al., STL-11-0 l/PT I AC/ AR90.2, F0007, Decision on Defence Appeals against Trial 
Chamber's "Decision on Alleged Defects in the Form of the Amended Indictment", 5 August 2013, para. 
14 ("We also note the extensive references in the appeal brief filed by counsel for Mr Badreddine to their 
submissions before the Trial Chamber. Counsel state that they have done so 'for economy of process.' We 
disapprove of this practice. As is consistently done at other tribunals, we require 'appellants to substantiate 
their arguments in support of appeal in their appeal briefs and not by reference to submissions made 
elsewhere.' While the Appeals Chamber is seized of the entire record on appeal, which includes the filings 
of the parties before the first-instance Judge or Chamber, the parties on appeal must present their arguments 
in a concise and comprehensive manner in the appeal brief."); Practice Direction on Procedure for the Filing 
of Written Submissions in Appeal Proceedings before the Special Tribunal for Lebanon, Art.4(1)(b)("The 
Appellant shall file an Appellant's brief within the time limit specified by Rule 182 of the Rules, containing 
[ ... ] (b) the arguments in support of each ground of appeal"). 

Response to Preliminary Motion, paras. 12-32. 

Appeal, paras. 30-31. 
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Council "Resolution 1757, and consequently the Statute".41 According to the Trial 

Chamber, this was the intention to independently determine whether there was a 

strategy, what the Trial Chamber describes as a "strategy of tension", behind the Hariri 

attack and, potentially, other attacks under investigation by the Lebanese authorities 

and the UNIIIC at the time.42 This resulted in the determination that the "crucial element 

of connectedness" was the existence of "similar purpose" and all other factors were 

evidentiary considerations to prove this purpose. 43 It is respectfully submitted that this 

has no basis in, and is directly contrary to, the wording of Article 1 of the Statute. 

23. Despite this error, the Trial Chamber did independently consider each of the Article 1 

factors. It identified facts pleaded in the indictment related to each independent factor 

that demonstrated connections and similarity between the three pleaded attacks and the 

Hariri attack.44 The Trial Chamber identified the relevant criteria and its findings 

demonstrate the connectedness required. The Defence ignores the Trial Chamber's 

independent consideration and finding of each factor. 

3. The Defence has not demonstrated that the Trial Chamber committed a legal or factual 

error in referring to a "strategy of tension" 

24. Contrary to the Defence submissions,45 the Trial Chamber did not refer to the "strategy 

of tension" as a legal concept. It did not determine that a "strategy of tension" was a 

criterion or requirement for demonstrating connectivity. Rather, the Trial Chamber used 

the phrase "strategy of tension" to describe the use of "inherently indiscriminate" car 

bombs in each of the attacks to achieve multiple objectives, including: (i) political 

murders, (ii) collateral damage including the killing of bystanders, (iii) causing a state 

of terror, and (iv) sowing panic and demoralisation of the Lebanese population.46 

Though this description was unnecessary and somewhat confusing, this "strategy of 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

Impugned Decision, paras. 104-105. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 104-105. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 104-106. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 108-120; contra Appeal, para. 32. 

Appeal, paras. 34-39. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 3, 103, 120 and 124. 
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tension" relates to the Trial Chambers consideration of the connectivity criterion of"the 

purpose behind the attacks". The Defence was able to address each of the factual 

features relevant to what the Trial Chamber describes as a "strategy of tension" because 

they are pleaded in the indictment.47 

25. At this stage of the proceedings, the Trial Chamber has only determined that facts 

relevant to what it describes as a "strategy of tension" are pleaded in the indictment and 

are also facts relevant to the Hariri attack. It has not made any final factual 

determination that the car bombs used in each of the three attacks were "inherently 

indiscriminate".48 In any event, the Defence cannot demonstrate that Trial Chamber II 

reached a decision that no other reasonable trier of fact could have reached49 simply by 

referring to a purportedly contrary determination by Trial Chamber I in its trial 

judgement. Moreover, the Defence has not demonstrated how any such factual 

determination would lead to a miscarriage of justice in the context of the Impugned 

Decision, which concerns only the exercise of jurisdiction as opposed to any final 

factual determinations on the charges in the indictment. 

E. The Defence has not shown Trial Chamber Il's interpretation and application of the 

Article 1 requirements of similar nature and gravity invalidate its decision that the Tribunal 

has jurisdiction over the attacks in the indictment 

26. Contrary to the Defence submissions,50 the Trial Chamber independently considered 

each criterion of Article 1 of the Statute, including an assessment of whether the attacks 

pleaded in the indictment were of a similar nature and gravity to the Hariri attack. 51 , 

The Trial Chamber addressed and dismissed the Defence assertion that "similar 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

Contra Appeal, para. 38. 

Contra Appeal, paras. 40-41. 

F0008-AR126.2, Decision on Appeal against Pre-Trial Judge's Decision on Motion by Counsel for Mr 
Badreddine alleging the Absence of Authority of the Prosecutor, 13 November 2012 ("13 November 2012 
Decision"), para. 5, referring to D Milosevic Appeal Judgement, paras 15; Gatete Appeal Judgement para. 
10; Sesay Appeal Judgment, para. 32. See also 11 July 2016 Decision, para. 27; Al Jadeed et al. Appeal 
Judgment, para. 15. 

Appeal, para. 42. 

Impugned Decision, paras., 108-123 (the Trial Chamber assessed gravity in paras. 113-114, and nature in 
paras. 115-116). 
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gravity" was a matter of magnitude, referring to the principle of non-selective justice 

in doing so.52 The Defence has demonstrated no error in the Trial Chamber's 

approach. 53 

27. Moreover, the Trial Chamber did not determine the existence of a threat to international 

peace and security. 54 Rather, the Trial Chamber noted the Security Council's 

determination of the Hariri attack as a threat to international peace and security in its 

consideration of the intention behind the establishment of the Tribunal. 55 

28. The Defence has not demonstrated that the Trial Chamber was required to provide a 

legal definition of the concepts of nature and gravity. 56 The Trial Chamber was required 

to consider the Defence preliminary motion challenging connectivity, not interpret and 

apply Article 1 of the Statute de nova. The Trial Chamber has rejected the Defence's 

quantitative approach to "gravity" and rightly notes that the Defence did not make 

specific submissions on "nature".57 Moreover, the Trial Chamber is not required to 

articulate every step of its reasoning in reaching a particular finding. 58 

29. Furthermore, the Defence cannot merely refer to its submissions by citation to its 

preliminary motion.59 Nor can it merely assert that the Trial Chamber failed to consider 

the proposed jurisprudence without demonstrating that such failure invalidates the 

decision. 60 The Appeals Chamber should summarily dismiss these unsubstantiated 

alleged errors. 61 If the Appeals Chamber considers the Defence submissions on gravity 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

Impugned Decision, para. 113 

Contra Appeal, paras. 43-45. 

Contra Appeal, para. 46. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 3, 11, 25, 102-103, 124. 

Contra Appeal, para. 49. 

Impugned Decision, paras. 113-116. 

STL, Prosecutor v. Ayyash et al., STL-ll-01/T/AC/AR126.10, F0013, Decision on Interlocutory Appeal 
Against the Trial Chamber's Decision Regarding the Conditions of Assignment of Defence Expert 
Consultant, 3 May 2016, para.51; ICTY, CelebiCi AJ, para.481. 

Appeal, para. 50. 

Appeal, para. 50. 

Prosecutor v. Ayyash et al., STL-11-0 l/PT I AC/ AR90.2, F0007, Decision on Defence Appeals against Trial 
Chamber's "Decision on Alleged Defects in the Form of the Amended Indictment", 5 August 2013, para. 
14 ("We also note the extensive references in the appeal brief filed by counsel for Mr Badreddine to their 
submissions before the Trial Chamber. Counsel state that they have done so 'for economy of process.' We 
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