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MILIT ARY COMM ISSIONSTRIAL JUDICIARY
GUANTANAM O BAY

UNITED STATES OF AM ERICA AE 55 X(WBA)
V. Mr . bin ‘Atash’s Motion to Transfer
AE 595W(WBA), Mr. bin ‘Atash's Mation to
KHALID SHAIKH MO HAMMAD:; Disqualify Colonel Keith A. Parrdla, USMC, as

WAL ID MUHAMM AD SALIH MUBARAK |Military Judge to Cdonel Doudas K. Watkins,
BIN ATTASH; RAMZI BIN AL SHIBH; |USA, Chief Judgeof the Milit ary Commissons
ALI ABDUL-AZIZ ALI; MUSTAFA
AHMED ADAM AL HAWSAWI 27 February 2019

1. Timeliness Thisreques is imely filed.
2. Relief Sought: Mr. bin ‘Atash mowes to trarsfer AE 595W(WBA), Mr. bin ‘Atashs Mdion

to Disqualify Coonrel Keith A. Parrella, USMC, as Military Judg Presiding in _United Statesv.

Mohanmad et al, to be read before olonel Douglas K. Watkins, USA, Chef Judge of the

Milit ary Commissions pursuant to R.M.C. 502 c) and 503()(2).
3. Burden of Proof: The deferse bkeais the burden of persuason. RM.C. 905c)(1).
4. Eacts

a. On 27Augug 2018, Cdonel James Pohl, USA, Chief Judgeof the Milit ary Commisgons,
detaled Colorel Keith Parrdla, USMC, asMilitary Judge in the indant case.(AE 001A at 1 1).
Chief Judge Bhl also annourted his retirement as Chef Judge effective 30 Sptember 2018.

(AE 001Aat 1 2).

b. On 17 Cctober 2018, Secraary of Defense James Mattis detiled Colonel Dougls K.

Watkins, USA, as Chef Judge o the Military Commisgons.

c. On 10 Sptembe 2018, Defese Goungl for the Accused questbned Judg Rarrella
regarding his gualifications to srve asmilitary judge in this case. Atthe cacluson o the woir

dire, Defense Coungl for Mesgs. Mohammad, bin ‘Atash, Bn al Shibh, and al Baluchi moved
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jointly thatthe Military Judg Farrdla recige hinself. In particular, Coungl for Mr. Mohammead

argued that basedon the information adduced during var dire that in 20142015 didgeParrdla
had worked in the Department of Justice National Secuity Division's Couterterrorism Secton
("CTS")—the very entity that ha been jointly prosecuting this case sice he Accised were
arrested—it was rea®nmable o asert that Judg Parrella “served as adwyer in the mater in
controversy.” (Tr. 20570). Accardingly, Judge Farrella would be disqualified to srve asmilitary
judge pursuant to 10 U.S.C. §948)c) (2018) aad R.MC 902¢)(2). Counsl for Mr. Mohammead
also argued that disqualification is recessary based on hs work a CTS and relationshp with
current ard former members o the Rosecttion, including Mr. Jeffrey Groharing. Becawse o
thoe relatonshps, Judge FRarrella’s impartiality is reassonably subpd to question and/ar he
possessea pasordl biasin favor of the Proseaution. (Tr. at2057071). Impartiality or biaswould
warrant disqualification urder R.M.C. 902@) and 902()(1). Counsl for Mr. bin‘Atash adopted
the agument of Coungl for Mr. Mohamnad, but noted thatthey intended “brief it” because ther

team members werein midg of developing factual recad ard evidence (Tr. at 20575).

d. On 11 Sgptember 2018,from the bench, udge Rurella denied the oral motions b reause
himself or to abate the procealings finding nocause under R.M.C. 902(). (Tr. at2060120603,
20605). Degite working as a Trial Coungl in CTS from 2014415, and having a long-standing
relationshp with members of the Rosecuion sich asMr. Groharing, Judg Parrdla rejecied ary
argument that his “i mpartiality asa military judge might rea®nably be questoned pursuant to
R.M.C. 904a).” (Tr. at 20603. Judge Parrella’s concluson restedon tre following: while he
worked atCTS, he remained a US. Marine, wasnever tecmicaly employed by the Department
of Jugice, and “did not undergo any type of hiring process @ training within the Department of
Jugice” (Tr. at20603. Interestingly, Judge Rrrdla ended with thisqualfied gatement: “to the

best of my knowledge, | never worked on any matter involving 911 or any other commissons
2
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case.” (Tr. at20604).

e. On 19 Cctober 2018, @unsl for Mr. al Hawsawi filed a notion torecuse ludge Farrella.
(AE 595I(MAH)). Mr. bin ‘Atash, pa RC 3.5i, was automaticdly joined tothe motion. In the
motion, Mr. al Hawsawi arguedthat Judge Parrella shoud recuse hinmself becaise o his ime sgent
a CTS, longtime relationship with Mr. Groharing, ard extersive interacton ard continued
loyalties tothe FBI and CIA. (AE 593(MAH) at 1-3). Mr. al Hawsawi emphasizedthat Judge
Parrella’s evasiveness during voir dire heightenedthe agpearance d bias ard that mere asurances
from Judge Rrrdla—that he caild be fair and t-asde hisloyalties tothe very agencies assting

Trial Coungl proscuing the ingant cas—cauld na cleanse that (AE 595I((MAH) at 3-5).

f.  On 19 November 2018, didge Rrella deniedthe notion torecwse amd denied a dfense
motion to &ate proceedings pending an appel of that decision. (AE 595QRUL) at 13) With
regectto the allegtion that his work & CTS am relatonshps with Mr. Groharing and ahers
would be a bass for recwsal, Judge Rarrdla ageedthat CTS atorneys havebeen and continue to
be members o the Rosecuion in the indant case, but parsed that those CTS atbrneys “are
explicitly assgned to the Department of Defense’s Office o the Chief Prosecuor (OCP)”
(AE 595Q(RUL) at 6), guaing (AE 595JGOV) at 15). Withou citing any basis for his
concluson, Judg Parrella found that he and the CT'S prosecuors asignedto this case worked fr
two separate govemment agencies during the Military Judges time as a posecuor at CTS (2014-
2015)" (AE595QRUL) at6). Judg Farrellaalso fourd that nothing dou his prior relationshp
with the intelligence community that would prevent him from execising his duites as military
judge uncer the Military Commissons Act of 2009 and Rus for Military Commisson.
(AE 595Q(RUL) at7-8). In misinterpreting R.M.C. 904a)’s requirement of disqudificaionwhen
the military judge’s impatrtiality might rea®nable be qestoned Judg PRarrella noted similar

language in 28 U.S.C. 455@) for federal judges and then quated Jugice Kennedy’' s concurrercein
3
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Liteky v. United States, 510U.S. 540, 557(1994, for the following propostion: disqualification

is ahigh kar ard is warrarted “only if it appeass that he a she harbors an avesion, hosility or
dispostion of a kind that a far-minded pesoncould nd st asde when judgng the dispue.”
(AE 5950(RUL) a 7). In amere sentence of analysis, didge Rrrellafound that Defense Counl
had not denonstrated an aersion, hosility, or dispo#tion warranting reausal and that R.M.C.

902(@)provided nobasis for disqualification. (AE 595QRUL) at9).

g. On 27 Novembe 27 2018, M. al Hawsawi filed aPetition for Extraordinary Reliefin the
Nature of a Writ of Mandamusand Applicationfor Stayof Proceedngs,in the United SetesCourt

of Milit ary Commisson Review (“CMCR’), gyled as Inre d Hawsawi, Case No. 18004,arguing

that Judge Parrella should be dsquelified. The Govemment filed its repong on 10 Decenter
2018. On 31 &nuay 2019, tle CMCR granted the request of Mr. al Baluchi to join the petition

filed in In re d Hawsawi.

h. Additionally, Mr. Mohammad has apending petition for writ of mandamus ®e&ing the

disquelification o Judg Farrdla before the OMICR, styled as In re Mohamnad, Case No. 19001.

On 13 February 2019, tle CMCR ordered the Govemment to respond tathe petitionfiled in Inre
Mohammad no later than 15 March 2019.
i. On 27 February 2019, M. bin‘Atashfiled AE 595W(WBA), Mr. bin ‘Atash’s Mation to

Disqualify Colorel Keith A. Parrdla, USMC, as Military Judg Presiding in United States v.

Mohanmad et al Inthemation, Mr. bin ‘Atash gave rotice thatheintended the mationto be hard

not by Judg Parrella, bu rather by Chef Judge Wakins a, in the alemative, a military judge

detailed by Chef Judge Witkins qualfied to rear the Motion, pursuant to R.MC. 504c) and

503()(1).
4
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5. Argument:

Judee Parrella houd be dsqualified to srve asmilitary judge in this matter ard Judge
Parrella shoudt not wle on the motion for his disq@lificaion. The Military CommissonsAct of
2009 (MCA”) requires, at a lare minimum, that the “milit ary judge shell be a ommissoned
officer of the amedforces vho is a member of the bar of a Feerd court, or a member of the bar
of the hghest ourt of a Stte, am who iscettified to be qualified for duty under [26 U.S.C. § 826]
asa military judge o generd courts-martial by the Judg Advocate Gererd of the amedforce d
which such military judgeis a membe.” 10 US.C. §948fb) (2018) An otherwise qualified
military judge s ineligible to rve on the cag “if swch personis the accger or a witness o has
actedasinvestigator or a caungel in the same cae.” 10 U.S.C. §948fc).

The Rules for Milit ary Commisson further require the military judge to dsquelify himself
or herself “in any proceealing in which thet military judge’s impartiality might reaonable ke
questioned.” R.M.C. 902a). The Rules delineste specific grounds inwhich the military judge
“shell disqualify himself or herself,” including wherethe milit ary judge: (1) has a pesorel bias o
prejudice caceming a party or persoral knowledge o dispued evdentiary facts conceming the
proceedngs (2) has acted as cm=l, legal officer, daff judge ad/ocate, or convening authority
asto ary offense dharge a in the same cag generdly; and (3) hasbeen or will be a wtnessin the
same cag, the accger, hasforwarded ctargesin this case with a persoral recanmendation as to
dispogtion, a, except in the performance d duties agmilitary judge in a previous tial of the same
or a rlaied casehas &presed an opgnion conceming the guilt or innocerce d the Accused
R.M.C. 902(). Neaty every disqualifying principle listed ébowe gpplies to lidge Rrrella.

a. JudgeParrella isunwilling or unabl eto reviewthe relevant fads and rul e on a motion
for disgualification.

Judge Parrdla’'s denial of the aal motion for his recuisal on 11 Sepenber 2018
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denondrates that Chief Judge Watkins slould hear the ingant Motion to Disgualify. On 10
September 2018, a the concluson of voir dire, Defense Coungl for Messrs. Mohammad, bin
‘Atash, Bin al Shibh, and alBaluchi moved that Judg Parrella recise himself under R.M.C. 902.
JudgeParrdla denied the oral motion with almog no analysis. His ruling dd na addesshow or
why R.M.C. 902@) would nd require disqualification. didge Rirrdla rested on ore finding:
despte working at CTS from 201445, he remained a US. Marine, was never techmicdly
employed by the Department of Jugice and “did not uergo any type of hiring process a training
within the Department of Justice” (Tr. at20603. What United States entity paid JudgeParrdla
for his proseaution work & CTS is not dspodtive. Rather, the judge mug analyze “w hethe a
‘reasanable person, knowing the kelevant faas would percave ‘an agpearance o partiality.’” |

re Mohammad, 866 F.3d 473, 4770(C. Cir. 2017). Judge Farrdla failed to engagein such an

analysis.

Judge Rarrella’'s subgquent 19 November 2018 denial of Mr. a Hawsawi’s mdion to
recwse further denongrates why Chief JudgeWatkins mug hearthe ingant Motion to Disqualify.
In myriad ingances during var dire, Judg PFarrella failed to ansver questions gang tothe hert
of his qualficaions to ydgethe 9/11 @se. In addessng hisrefusals to answer questions about
his qualficaions, JudgeParrdla tersely labeled thos ingarces asDeferse mischaracterizatons
or inaccuate asesments o his tesimony. (AE 5950(RUL) at2-4). Misinterpreting the relevant
legal principles applicable to R.M.C. 902(@)’s diqualification mandate when the military judge’s
impartiality might rea®nable be gestoned Judg Parrella noted the similr language d 28
U.S.C. 455@) for fedeal judges. Judg PFarrella then quoted Jugice Kennedy’s concurrence in
Liteky for the propostion that sich a disqualification is a high bar ard is warranted only if it
appears that he a ske harbors an aersion, hogility or dispostion d a kind that a fair-minded

personcould nd set aside when judgng the dispue.” (AE 595QRUL) at 7)
6
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The problem with Judge Rrella’s sinde sentence analysis in AE 5950(RUL) is that he

misapplied Liteky. Liteky did not apply Section 45%a). Liteky wasingeada challenge by the
petitioner to the re-assigmment of his ca® © the same tial judge dter appellate renand; the
petitioner had been unsatisfied with same of the trial judge’s comments during the original
proceedngsand wanted adifferent judgeonremand. SelLiteky, 510 US. at 55456. Becawse
the only bases for judicial disqualification in Liteky were previous rulings agang the petitioner
and comments that the trial judge macde during ealier proceedngs,the Supreme Court held that
disqualification without sone extrajudicial basis was inappiopriate under Sedion 455@). See

Liteky, 510 US. at 555(providing Berger v. United Sates 255 US. 22 (1921) as an example of

when the etra-judicial statements of atrial judge required recwsal). Here, where the parties
adduced extrajudicial evidence and questioned the judgeés work higory, relationshp with
members of the prosecuion, and duies d loyalty and confidentiality with the govemment
agerties that materially support the prosecttion, Liteky doesnat apply. Seeliteky, 510 US. at
55456.

Jude Rarrella’s cursary dismissal of the facts presentedby Mr. al Hawsawi also
demonrstrates why Chief Judge Watkins shoild hea the ingant Motion to Disqualify. After
misapplying Liteky, Judg Parella engagedin a single sentence of anaysis, concluding that
“[ nJothing about my brief serviceat[CTS]; my limited assaciation with ore of the prosecutors; or
my recdlection regarding the events d 11 Sepember 2001 raises any negative inplication.”
(AE 595Q(RUL) at9). Any subgquent motion to disqualify head by dlidge Rrrdla will be met
with a similar terse aralysis and misapplication of the law, contrary to requirements of the

Congitution o the United States, the MCA of 2009,and intemational law.
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b. Federal pracice and due process consderations warrant transfer of the Motion to
Disgualify to adisinterested judge.

Rule 902 of Rules for Military Commisson tacks the federd datute goveming the
disqualification of judices judges ard magstrates: 28 U.S.C. § 455. A review of the federd
sydem denondrates that the deemmination of motions to digualify by the target judges are
disfavored. Inthe Wesem District of Washington, the locd rules sgedficaly provide that mations
to digqualify be heard by ajudgeotherthanthe target judge:

Whenever amation to recuse direded at ajudgeof thiscourt isfiled pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 1440r 28 U.S.C. § 455 the challenged judge will review the motion

papers ard dedde whether to recuse wlurtarily. If the challenged judge decides

not to voluntarily recwse, he a she will directthe derk to refer the notion tothe

chief judge If the notion is drected atthe chef judge, or if the chief judge is

unavailable, the derk shell refer it to the actve judge with the hghest seniority.

L. Gv. R W.D. Wash. 3f). Section 144 ¢ Title 28, which provides a gatutory basis to moe for
disquelification of a judge with an affidavit that establshes the judge has a prsoral bias or
prejudice against the movant or in favor of any adverse party, spedficaly requiresthe notion to
be drectedto ajudge aherthanthe target judge. See28 U.S.C. § 144,

At a minimum, the Rules for Military Commisson do notprohibit the Chief Judgefrom
heaiing the ingant Motion to Disqualify or, in the dtemative, detaling ancther milit ary judge ©
hearit. A fair reading o Rule 902 dlows for the Chief Judge orhis designee rule onamationto
disquelify a pesiding military judge Rue 902()(1) provides that “the military judge shall, upon
motion d any party or sta orte, decde whether the military judge is dsqualified.” Becaise
Rule 902()(1) does not us the reflexive verb “disqualify himself or herself”—as is ugd eatier
in the Rue—it is a ra®nable © interpret that the Secretary of Defense, epedally upon
condderation of the detiling provisions d R.M.C. 502() and 5@(b)(1), contenplated that the

Chief Judgewould deail a different military judgeto hearamation to digjualify.

Academia and jurists have long favored a sysém that requires disqualification mationsbe
8
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head bydisinterested judges. The Brennan Center for Jugice put it thus

[T]hat judgesin many jurisdictionsdecide on tleir own digqualificaionand reausal
challenges, with little to noprosped of immediate review, is ore o the nog heavly
criticized feaures of U.S. disqualificaton law, ard for good rea®n. When
significant rights ard intereds are at ¢ake,the American legal sydem is generdly
carefll to ersure a neutal dedsionmaker. Disqualification motions are nat like
other procedural motionsbecause they challenge the undamental legitimacy of the
adpudication. They aso challenge the judge in a very persoral manner—they
specuate on the judge's interess ard hiases; they may imply urettradive things
abou him or he. Allowing judges to €lf-requlate with regpectto these nations
conflicts with our gererd commitrrent to impartiality in adudicaton ard ou
spedfic commitment, as manifested in ABA Canon (1), to ohjedivity in the
disqualification dedsion. To awid these poblems, satesshoud consgdera ystem
similar to the one enployed by certain gate courts in which the chakknged judge
mug trarsfer disqualificaion motions immediately to a olleague ctosen by a
presiding judge or the chief judge

James Sample and David Posen, Making Judcial Reausal More Rigorous, 46 ddges J. 17, 57
(Winter 2007). Leslie Abramson Professor of Law atthe University of Louisville Sctoal of Law,
after comparing ard contrasting the proceses and oucomesbetweenstates requiring motions to
disqualify be head by the target judge vicea dsinterestedudge, sunmarized in two sentercesthe
superiority of the states that dired such motions toa desinterestedudge:
The appearance d partiality and the perils o self-serving gatutory interpretation
suggestthat, to the extentlogisticaly feasble, another judge shoud presde over
[disqualification] mations. To pemit the judge whos conduct or relationships
prompted the motion to decide the notion erodesthe necessary pulic confidence

in theintegrity of ajudicial system which shoud rely on the presence of a neaitral
ard detacled judge o presde over all court proceedngs

Leslie W. Abramson,Dedding Reausal Motions Who Judges the Judges? 28 Val. U. L. Rev. 543,

561 Winter 1994)(emphasis addel).

Recardless of whether the Rules for Military Commisdons sgdficdly provide for the
assgnment of a disinterested judge to hear a mation to digualify, the Fifth and Eighth
Amendments to the United States Constitution, and intemational law, require the trarsfer of the

ingant Motionto Disqualify to Chief JudgeWatkins Becawse Mr. bin ‘Atadh isentitled asydem

9
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devoted to impartial jugtice Mr. bin‘Atash isentitled to aprocesthat fairly addresses hs Mation
to Disqualify Judge Farrella.
Due poces entitesMr. bin ‘Atash to“a proceedng in which he may present hiscag with

asurance” that no member of the caurt is “predspo®dto find againg him.” Marshall v. Jerrico,

Inc., 446 U S. 238,242 (1980. Asthe Supeme Court noted in Will iamsv. Pennsyhania, “[b]ias

is easy to atribute to otters and dfficult to discem in oreself.” 136 S. @ 1899, 19052016.
Accadingly, when determining whether a udge shauld have been recwsed from a casethe
Supreme Gourt explains the question is “not whether a judge harbors an actial, subectve bias,
but ingeadwhether, as arobjectve matter, ‘the average pydge in his pod&tionislikely to ke neutal,

or whethe there is an urconstitutional potential for bias.” Id. at 1905 quaing Caperton v.A. T.

Massey Coal Co, 556U.S. 868, 881(2009)

The Due Roces Qause attitlesan accisedto an impatial and neutral judgein hiscriminal
ca®. The requirement of neurality “safeguards the two cental concems d procecural due
proces, the prevention of unjugified or mistaken deprivationsand the romotion o participation
and dalogue by affeded individuak in the decision-making process . . .[and] helps to guaantee
that life, liberty, or property will nat be takenon tre bass o aneronecus a distorted @ncegion
of the facts a the law.” Marshall, 446 US. at242(intemal citations anitted). “At the sme time,
it preerves bath the ageamance and redity of fairness. . . by ensuring thet no pesonwill be
deprived of his interest in the alsence d a poceedng in which he may present his ca® with
asurance hat the arbiter is na predispo®d to find agang him.” Id.; see also Williams, 136 S.
Ct. at 190940 (“An ingstence a the appeaiarce of neutrality is nd same atificial attenpt to
mask imperfection in the judicial proces, bu rather an esential means d ensuing the redity of
a fair adjdication. Boththe ageamance aml redity of impartial jugice ae recessary to the pubic

legitimacy of judicial pronourcements ard thus tathe rule of lawitself.”).

10
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In this case, assanent by a dsintereded judge of factors affecing Judg Parrella’s
impartiality is of paramourt import becase the United Statesis seking death. The Supeme Court
wamsthatthe EighthAmendment requires a heghtened degree of fairness and reliabilit y in capital

prosecutions. Beck v. Alabame, 447 US. 625, 68 (1980)

Trarsfer of the ingant Motion to Disqualify to adisinterested judge is also required urder
intemational law. Common Article 3 d the Geneva Conentions d 1949 prohiltis “the passng
of sentences and the carying out of exeautions without previous judgnent pronourced by a
reqularly congdituted oourt, affording al the judicial guarantees vhich are recgnized as
indispensable by civilized peoples.” Geneva Corvention (Third) Relative to the Treament of
Prisorers of War, at. 3(1)(d), Aug. 12, 1949, &.S.T. 3316, 79U.N.T.S. 135. Theright tohave
a disinterested judge hear a motion to digjualify the presiding judge mug be ore of those

indispensable judicial guaantees. e Hamdan v. Rumgéeld, 548 US. 557, 633 (2006

(remgnizing the Convention for the Rotedion o Victims o Intemational Armed Corflicts
(Protocol 1), art. 75, Jun. 8, 1977, 112&N.T.S. 3,which provides that any procedure “shall afford
the accweed before and duing hs trial all necesary rights ard means d defence”).

Given Judg Parrdla’s prior work as a Preeautor a CTS—the very division o the
Department of Jugice that has been prosecuing Mr. bin ‘Atash snce his capture in 2003—aul
Judee Parrdla’s <lf-described friendly ascociation with at least ore member of the prosecuion
team(Mr. Jeffrey Groharing), due proces condderationsand, at minimum, the goal of giving the
appearance of fundarnental fairness, require that AE 595W(WBA), Mr. bin ‘Atash’s Mation to
Disqualify Colonel Keith A. Parrdla, USMC, asMilitary Judge, be trarsferred to ard head hy
Chief JudgeWatkins. In the altemative, Chief Judye Watkins could detil a military judgeother
than JudgeParrdla o hearthe notion, pusuantto R.M.C. 504 c) and 5@(b)(1).

As famed pdliticd grategist Lee Atwater said, “Percefion isreaity.” Not only mug the
11
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determination of AE 595W(WBA) be fair, but t mug apearto be fair. SeeWilliams, 136 S. @

at 190910. Theonly mechanism by which the pulic can be &sued that Mr. bin ‘Atash Mdion
to Disqualify is given an apropriate determination onthe nerits is totrarsfer it away from Judge
Parrella to adisinterestedjudge. To do ess violates thethe Fith and Eighth Amendments to the
United Stetes Constution, the MCA of 2009,and intemational law.

6. Requeg for Oral Argument: Coungl for Mr. bin ‘Atash requestoral agument

7. Requed for Witnesses: None.

8. Conference with Opposing Counsd: The Rosecuion ohects to the trarsfer of
AE 595W(WBA), Mr. bin ‘Atash’s Mation to Disqualify Colonel Keith A. Parrdla, USMC, to a
neutral and dsinterested judge

9. Aftachments:

A. Cettificate of Service

10. Signatures:

s/ s/

CHERYL T. BORMANN EDWIN A. PERRY

Leamned Coungl Detaled Defense Gounsel

s/ s/

MATTHEW H. SEEGER WILLIAM R. MONTROSS Jr.
MAJ, USA Detailed Defense Gounsl

Detaled Deferse Counsel
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Attachment A
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on 27 February 2019, I electronically filed, via e-mail, with the Trial Judiciary, and

all counsel of record, AE 595X(WBA), Mr. bin ‘Atash’s Motion to Transfer AE 595W(WBA),

Mr. bin ‘Atash’s Motion to Disqualify Colonel Keith A. Parrella, USMC, as Military Judge, to
Colonel Douglas K. Watkins, USA, Chief Judge of the Military Commissions.

/s/
CHERYL T. BORMANN
Learned Counsel
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