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I. OVERVIEW 
 
This was a short week for our coverage of the International Crimes Tribunal due to a 
hartal on 18 February and a national holiday on the 21st. Tribunal 1 heard matters in the 
Gholam Azam, Nizami, and Chowdhury cases. In the Gholam Azam case the Tribunal 
heard arguments regarding a number of Defense applications, including requests to 
depose further witnesses and another request for bail. They began hearing the 
Prosecution’s Closing Arguments, as 
scheduled on 17 February. In 
Chowdhury, the Tribunal heard the 
cross-examination of Prosecution 
Witness 10, part of which was 
conducted by Chowdhury himself. In 
the Nizami case, the Tribunal heard an 
application from the Prosecution requesting permission to submit additional documents 
and the Defense cross-examined Prosecution witness 2, Zahir Uddin Jalal.  
 
Tribunal 2 covered the Kamaruzzaman and Mujahid cases. The Tribunal also rejected an 
application for review of its final judgment in the Qader Molla case. In Kamaruzzaman, 
the Tribunal granted a request from the Prosecution to limit the Defense to four witnesses 
in support of their case. They also heard the ongoing cross-examination of the 
Investigating Officer, Prosecution witness 18. In the Mujahid case, the Tribunal heard the 

examination of Prosecution witness 
13, Shakti Shaha. The Tribunal also 
dealt with contempt proceedings 
against Ahmed Ziauddin (linked to 
the Skype controversy)i and leaders 
of the Dhaka City Unit of Jamaat-e-
Islami.  

TRIBUBAL 1: CASES IN SESSION THIS WEEK  
• GHOLAM AZAM  
• NIZAMI 
• CHOWDHURY 

TRIBUBAL 2: CASES IN SESSION THIS WEEK  
• KAMARUZZAMAN  
• MOHAMMED MUJAHID 
• QADER MOLLA 
• CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS 
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II. TRIBUNAL 1: DETAILED WEEKLY CASE SUMMARIES 

CHIEF PROSECUTOR VS. GHOLAM AZAM  
 
Defense Applications: 
On the 17 February 2013, the Defense submitted three applications. The first application 
was a request to be allowed to submit a new list of Defense witnesses, and for permission 
to depose those witnesses before the Tribunal. The Defense claimed that the previously 
identified Defense witnesses were afraid to testify because of the ongoing protests at 
Shabagh, where thousands have gathered to call for imposition of the death penalty 
against everyone on trial. The Defense stated they were ready to produce witnesses to 
testify during that session. The Tribunal rejected the application, citing the fact that that 
the application sought time to supply a fresh witness list, but had failed to mention that 
the Defense was ready to produce Defense witnesses. Further reasoning was not 
elaborated. 
 
The second Defense application requested permission for the appearance and deposition 
of expert witnesses General Sir Jack Deverell and Professor William Schabas. The 
Defense additionally sought leavefor the witnesses to provide their deposition via video 
link, in the event the Court would not allow them to testify in person, or if either witness 
was afraid to appear in person. Alternatively, the application requested that the Tribunal 
receive the Defense’s expert witness reports in evidence, pursuant to Rule 46A of the 
International Rules of Procedure 2010. The third application was a request for bail, due to 
Gholam Azam’s advanced age and poor physical condition, and their claim that he is not 
receiving adequate treatment in the jail cell of the hospital. The Tribunal did not hear 
arguments for these applications until the 19th.  
 
On 18 February, the Defense filed an application objecting to the Prosecution’s 
submission of new documents.  Defense argued that such late submission of new 
documents was objectionable, given that the trial was already at the point of Closing 
Arguments. In reply, the Prosecution stated that they had only produced documents that 
already exist in exhibits previously presented by the Prosecution and Defense. The 
Tribunal stated it would not take any new documents into consideration which had not 
already been included and marked as exhibits, but they did elect to keep all the 
documents submitted by the Prosecution on record.  
 
On 19 February, the Defense submitted an additional application requesting permission to 
inspect the record of orders. Because the Defense does not receive all orders passed by 
the Tribunal automatically, they requested time to review the record so as to make sure 
that they had requested all the relevant orders. 
 
Prosecution Closing Arguments 
The Tribunal began hearing the Prosecution’s Closing Arguments on 17 February. Chief 
Prosecutor Gholam Arief Tipo covered the historical context of the Liberation War. 
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Prosecutor Zead al-Malum also confirmed that Gholam Azam has been charged on 61 
counts (incidents within a charge), under 5 charges. He stated that Charge 1 is for 
conspiracy, Charge 2 for planning, Charge 3 for incitement, Charge 4 for complicity and 
Charge 5 for murder and torture.ii 
 
Command Responsibility 
The Prosecution referred to the testimony of Prosecution witnesses 1, 2 and 3 to show 
that they had established that Gholam Azam (Amir of Jamaat-e-Islaami) had command 
responsibility over party members who committed crimes during the war. Prosecution 
witnesses 1, 2, and 3 testified primarily about their knowledge of events, and the political 
situation during the Liberation War, based on their memory of news coverage at that 
time. The Prosecution argued that Gholam Azam instructed his followers through his 
speeches to 1) resist and eliminate ‘miscreants’ (the pro-liberation population and 
freedom fighters), 2) cooperate with and assist the auxiliary forces of Pakistani army.  He 
also allegedly stated that Al-Badr and the Razakars should be given arms and 
ammunition with which to resist the pro-liberation fighters. The Prosecution further 
alleged that, as a member of the Executive Committee of the Peace Committee, Gholam 
Azam took part in planning and implementing strategy against the pro-independence 
movement. It was emphasized that Gholam Azam met with President Yahya Khan, 
General Bhutto, and General Tikka Khan. The Prosecution also alleged that even civilian 
members of Jamaat-e-Islami had significant influence over the Pakistani Army. The 
Prosecution concluded that Gholam Azam’s superior status means he should not escape 
liability for the conduct of his subordinates.  
 
 Charge 1 (conspiracy) 
The Prosecution addressed Charge 1, conspiracy to commit crimes against humanity, 
under section 3(2)(g) of the ICT Act of 1973. Prosecutor Simon submitted that Gholam 
Azam took part in meetings with General Tikka Khan and several other political leaders 
on 4, 6, and 14 April 1971. During these meetings, the participants allegedly discussed 
how to assist the occupying Pakistani Army, the formation of auxiliary forces, and plans 
for organizing people against the pro-independence movement. The Prosecution also 
stated that Gholam Azam took part in a high-level meeting on 19 June in continuation of 
the alleged conspiracy with the President of Pakistan, General Aga Mohammed Yahya 
Khan.  The Prosecution submitted that, during this meeting, Azam and the others decided 
on steps to take to facilitate the Pakistani position. The Prosecution alleged that Gholam 
Azam met with the Pakistani Jammat-e-Islami Chief, Sayed Abul Ala Moududi, on 20 
June 1971.  They allegedly discussed the Party’s plans and activities, and considered how 
best to implement these plans.  
 
The Prosecution asserted that Gholam Azam took part in a long conspiratorial meeting on 
1 December 1971 with President Yahya Khan, and that the Accused decided to murder 
the intelligentsia of Bangladesh. These murders were allegedly carried out by members of 
Jamaat-e-Islami, the Peace Committee, Razakars, Al-Badr and Al-Shams. This allegation 
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was the basis of the Prosecution claim that Gholam Azam conspired to commit crimes 
specified in section 3(2) of the ICT Act 1973. 
 
The Prosecution notes that the following exhibits support Charge 1: the Daily Azad dated 
5 April 1971 (Exhibit-33), 6 April 1971 (Exhibit-34), and 7 April 1971 (Exhibit-35); 
reports of the Daily Pakistan dated 6 April 1971 (Exhibit-52), and 7 April 1971 (Exhibit-
53); a report of the Daily Ittefaq dated 2 December 1971 (Exhibit-97); a report of the 
Daily Purbodesh dated 6 April 1971 (Exhibit-99), and 7 April 1971 (Exhibit-100). 
 
Charge 2: Planning 
Gholam Azam is charged under section 3(2)(f) of the ICT Act of 1973 for planning to 
commit crimes specified in section 3(2) of the ICT Act. The Prosecution alleges that on 4 
April 1971 Gholam Azam and others planned to form an organization named ‘Nagorik 
Committee’ in order to support the occupying Pakistani forces. This plan was presented 
to Lt. General Tikka Khan. On 9 April 1971 Gholam Azam and others allegedly formed 
the Peace (Shanti) Committee in various cities, unions, and mohallas.  On 4 May 1971 
they participated in a planning meeting for the purpose of forming units of the Peace 
(Shanti) Committee at various unions of Dhaka city. 
 
In support of the allegations in Charge 2, the Prosecution relied on Fortnightly Reports, 
Police Abstract Intelligence Reports, and newspaper reports of Gholam Azam’s meeting 
with Tikka Khan on 4 April 1971. In particular the Prosecution cited to Exhibit-33 from 
the Daily Azad, Exhibit-37, the Daily Azad dated 11 April 1971; Exhibit-101 the Daily 
Purbodesh dated 11 April 1971; and Exhibit-167, the Daily Azad dated 12 April 1971. 
The Prosecution argued that these reports confirm that the 140 member Peace Committee 
was formed to assist the Pakistani Army, and that Gholam Azam was one of the 140 
members.  
 
Charge 3: (Incitement) 
The third charge against Gholam Azam is for the crime of incitement under Section 
3(2)(f) of the ICT Act 1973. The Prosecution alleges that Gholam Azam incited activists 
of Jamaat-e-Islami and Peace (Shanti) Committee, through statements and speeches he 
made as the Amir, to destroy Hindus, supporters of the Awami League, and all Bengalis 
who supported independence. It is also alleged that Gholam Azam urged the Pakistani 
Government to take severe measures against the people who wanted independence. The 
Prosecution alleged that Gholam Azam urged his followers to assist the Pakistani army 
and destroy “miscreants” and armed Indian intruders in order to preserve the unity of 
Pakistan. He cited to Exhibit-2, the Daily Shangram dated 18 May 1971, in support of 
these allegations. He also argued that Gholam Azam was present in different strategic 
meetings, as shown by Exhibit-60, the Daily Pakistan dated 18 May 1971. The 
Prosecution claimed that on 10 April 1971, Gholam Azam gave an inciting speech on the 
radio, which was published in different newspapers the following day (Exhibit-102, the 
Daily Purbodesh dated 11 April 1971). Furthermore, the Prosecution argued that Gholam 
Azam described the atrocities of Pakistani army as an unpleasant incident (Exhibit-105, 
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the Daily Purbodesh dated 23 April 1971), and on 7 April 1971 gave a joint statement 
with other leaders, calling on supporters to restrain the Indian intruders (Exhibit-36, the 
Daily Azad dated 8 April 1971). 
 
Presentation of Final Arguments 
During the Prosecution’s submission, the Tribunal requested that both the Prosecution 
and Defense provide the Tribunal with a written copy of their submissions. They 
additionally directed both parties to include an index identifying which charges are 
supported by which documents, witness testimony, and other evidence, so that the 
Tribunal can better follow the arguments. 
 
Access to the Tribunal 
On 17 February, as the Tribunal was adjourning, Defense Counsel Mizanul Islam 
requested that the Tribunal not schedule the Gholam Azam case for the next day, because 
personal obligations prevented him from being able to attend. He did not state that the 
reason for his absence was the Hartal called by Jamaat for the 18th, but many observers 
present in Court assumed that this was what he was referencing. The Tribunal rejected his 
request, and instructed him to send a junior counsel to take notes if he was unable to 
attend himself. 
 

CHIEF PROSECUTOR VS. MOTIUR RAHMAN NIZAMI  
 
PROSECUTION APPLICATION TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS  
On February 20th, the Prosecution submitted an application for permission to submit 
additional documents in support of Charge 16 and other charges. Mizanul Islam, Defense 
counsel for Motiur Rahman Nizami, objected that there are no proper grounds to augment 
the investigation report at this stage, because the Tribunal already took cognizance of the 
case, based on a complete investigation report. The Defense further noted that they had 
not received the investigation reports. The Tribunal did not specify a date for giving an 
order in response to the application.   
 
Cross-Examination of Prosecution Witness 2 
The Defense conducted the cross-examination of Prosecution witness 2, Zahir Uddin 
Jalal, alias Bichchu Jalal, a former freedom fighter. The Defense sought to undermine the 
witness by raising doubts about his involvement in the liberation struggle, and 
questioning whether he really was a member of the Bichchu Bahini as he claims. The 
witness testified about his presence at various key locations in 1971, the identities of 
various other persons among the Bichchu Bahini, and details of his activities as part of 
the freedom fighter group. The Defense questioned him about details, inquiring about 
who led the Bichchu Bahini (a freedom fighter group), and asking the dates of their 
attacks on Pakistani forces. He testified that he (Jalal) went to Agortola, Melaghor 
(located in Sonamura District) in the last week of May or first week of June, in 1971. 
Despite Defense suggestions to the contrary, he insisted that training was given to 
persons under 18, because he was under 18 at the time. He testified that he entered 
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Bangladesh in June, near the Comilla border, and that the Bichchu Bahini attacked the 
Continental Hotel in Dhaka by grenade during the first half of that month. He claimed he 
participated under the leadership of Mofazzal Hossain Chowdhury Maya, who was a 
student of the University. He said that their second attack was on an army jeep in front of 
Darul Kabab Hotel, Moymonsing. He explained that the time gap between the first and 
second attack was 6 or 7 days. After he returning to Dhaka in June, he reportedly stayed 
there until 2 September 1971.  
 
Jalal denied allegations that he had, in fact, not been a member of the Bichchu Bahini. He 
also denied any knowledge about the regular writings published in the Daily Bangla, 
which apparently failed to even mention him as a member of the Bichchu Bahini.   
 

CHIEF PROSECUTOR VS. SALAUDDIN QADER CHOWDHURY  
 
Cross-Examination of Prosecution Witness 20 
On 17 February, Salauddin Quader Chowdhury continued the cross-examination of 
Sheikh Morshed Anwar, Prosecution witness 20. Chowdhury questioned the witness 
about his knowledge of the area around ‘Godd’s Hill’ (where atrocities allegedly 
occurred), and tested the witness’ level of familiarity with Chowdhury, himself. He also 
questioned the witness about his father’s political career, and his relationship with 
Chowdhury’s father. This line of questioning was designed to cast doubt on the witnesses 
story, and implied that he had made up the incident entirely.  
 
Anwar admitted that the Hathazari intersection, where the alleged abduction of his father 
and uncle took place, was generally a crowded place, and that the time of the alleged 
occurrence was 11am. Anwar said he doesn’t know whether, at the time of the alleged 
incident, any people recognized his father or not, but he acknowledged that he doesn’t 
know of any other detainee who was as well-known as his father. He testified that he 
found out about his father and brother’s arrests about 8 to 10 days after the alleged 
incident.  
 
The witness claimed that all of his family members were in Chittagong city from 25 
March the 1st of April 1971.  The Defendant suggested that the witness’ father did not in 
fact go to the temporary camp of the Awami League to help the soldiers who came out 
from UPR camp and Sholo Shohor East Bengal Regiment. The witness denied this 
suggestion.  Anwar stated that on 1 April 1971, he and his brother Khurshid and uncle 
Jafor Ahmed went to Koi village from Shodorghat by the river. He said he heard the 
proclamation of independence read by Major Ziaur Rahman from the Koi village. He 
denied that his father did not go to Koi village.  
 
Anwar testified that he had asked a retired Major, named Afridi, to investigate his 
father’s disappearance. He said that Afridi searched for his father and brother inside the 
cantonment and army camp, but told him that they were not there. Anwar said he didn’t 
know whether the name of this retired army officer was on the list of 195 Pakistani army 
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personals (who received clemency by the Tripartite Agreement) or not. 
 
Anwar again admitted that his allegations of what had happened to his father and brother 
are based on hearsay but denied that he did not actually hear about the incident and just 
repeated the story at the direction of the Prosecution. 

III. TRIBUNAL 2: DETAILED WEEKLY CASE SUMMARIES 
 

CHIEF PROSECUTOR VS. QADER MOLLA  
 
Defense Application for Review of Judgment 
On 17 February, the Tribunal summarily rejected an application for review of final 
judgment, filed by Defense counsel for Qader Molla. The Defense asked to be allowed to 
adduce additional evidence through further witnesses, in order to disprove the case of the 
Prosecution and the oral evidence of Prosecution witnesses. They argued that the Defense 
could establish Qader Molla's alibi if permitted to call additional witnesses. The 
Prosecution argued that the Court had previously heard the same arguments already, and 
that this application was a waste of the court’s valuable time and resources. 
 
The Tribunal ruled that the petition for additional time was merely a strategy to delay the 
proceedings, and would therefore be denied. They noted that it is not mandatory that the 
Defense disprove each and every fact portrayed by the Prosecution.  Moreover, the 
Tribunal concluded that the Defense had not presented any new grounds to be addressed, 
and the grounds they did present had already been previously ruled-upon.  As the Court 
pointed out, Section 9(4) of the ICT Act only allows the Prosecution to produce 
additional witnesses.  No such provision exists for the defense. Lastly, the Tribunal noted 
that the Defense had not previously relied on the argument of alibi, so the Court was not 
inclined to allow additional witnesses in support of this argument. 
 
The Court rejected the application for review, stressing that repetitive applications would 
be denied instantly, and declaring that any attempt to delay court proceedings would be 
met with sanctions. 
 
Request for Certified Copies of Court Documents 
Defense counsel for Qader Molla also submitted an application for certified copies of as 
many as seventy orders that had been passed in the case, but never provided in writing to 
the Defense. He argued that the copies are required for the preparation of the appeal to 
the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court. The Tribunal asked him to identify those 
orders passed by Tribunal 2, and promised to make arrangements for certified copies of 
such orders to be provided. The Bench declared that orders passed by Tribunal 1, and 
documents from the pre-trial stage, should be collected from the Registrar’s office. 
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CHIEF PROSECUTOR VS. KAMARUZZAMAN 
 
Prosecution Application to Limit Defense Witnesses: Granted 
On 19 February, the Tribunal heard a Prosecution application under Rule 46A of the 
Rules of Procedure, read with Section 11(3) of the International Crimes (Tribunals) Act 
1973, requesting that the Court exercise its power to limit the number of Defense 
witnesses, in the interest of an expeditious trial. Counsel for the Prosecution argued that 
the long list of witnesses submitted by the Defense was designed to delay the judicial 
process.  
 
In reply, the Defense argued that, although the Court has the power to limit the number of 
witnesses, the Prosecution is not empowered to file such an application. He further 
submitted that the number of Prosecution witnesses and Defense witnesses heard at trial 
should be proportionate, in order for the process to be balanced.  
 
On 20 February the Tribunal granted the Prosecution’s request, limiting the Defense to 
four witnesses. They stated that only four witnesses would be necessary to support the 
Defense’s plea of alibi. The Chairman of Tribunal 2 stated that the Defense bears no 
burden to prove or disprove the case. The Tribunal asked Defense counsel to provide the 
Prosecution with the names of such witnesses in the earliest opportunity. 
 
Cross-Examination of Prosecution Witness 18 
This week the Tribunal also heard the ongoing Defense cross-examination of Prosecution 
witness 18, the Investigation Officer. The Defense questioned the witness about sources 
of information in his investigation, and steps he took to verify information.  Defense 
alleged that the Investigation Officer had failed to test the veracity of information 
provided by biased sources. They aimed to undermine the credibility of the witness by 
pointing out contradictions between witness statements made to the Investigating Officer 
and witness statements made in court. 
 
The Defense addressed documentary evidence contained in Volume 2 of the Investigation 
Report. Specifically, they noted that Kamaruzzaman’s name does not appear in key 
documents and lists, raising doubt as to whether Kamaruzzaman is really implicated by 
the evidence. The Defense also stated that the alleged copy of Kamaruzzaman’s Al-Badr 
ID Card, enclosed in the 6th Volume, does not contain his signature. The witness denied 
the suggestions, put forward by Defense counsel, that Kamaruzzaman was never the 
Chairman of Mymensingh Islami Chatra Shangha. The Investigative officer explained 
that he did not discover Kamaruzzaman’s involvement through his investigation, but 
rather, it came to his attention in a fax, dated 20 January 2012, from the Police Super of 
Special Branch of Jamalpur district. He denied Defense suggestions that the information 
in this fax was not dependable.  

The Defense asked why the Investigating Officer did not meet the informants and 
witnesses in two cases filed against the Accused outside of the ICT: Case No. 60 of 25 
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January 2008 in Pallabi Police Station, and Case No. 34 of 31 December 2007 in 
Keraniganj Police Station. He stated he was not in charge of investigation in those cases. 

When questioned, the witness acknowledged that he did not know in which year the 
Accused completed Class 10, and that he did not visit the school of the Accused or talk to 
any of his fellow students, teachers or members of staff in order to confirm his 
involvement in student political groups. Defense counsel then suggested that the 
Investigation Officer’s findings about the alleged association of the Accused with Islami 
Chatra Shongho were baseless.  

The Defense asked the Investigation Officer about the testimony of Prosecution witnesses 
1 and 2, outlining the various contradictions between their testimony before the Tribunal, 
and their statements as given to him. The judges commented that the Court would look 
into the contradictions, but they made clear that minor contradiction is unlikely to have 
any impact on the overall outcome of the proceeding. 

CHIEF PROSECUTOR VS. ALI AHSAN MUHAMMAD MUJAHID  
 

Testimony of Prosecution Witness 13 in Support of Charge 7 
This week, the Tribunal completed examination-in-chief and began the cross-examination 
of Prosecution witness 13 in the Mujahid case. The witness, 57 year old Shakti Shaha, is 
allegedly the son of victim Upendra Narayan Shaha.  
 
Examination-in-Chief 
The witness testified about the involvement of the accused in the local Peace Committee, 
his participation alongside other Biharis in the burning of dwelling houses belonging to 
the Hindu community, the killing of Upendra Narayan Shaha, Nupen Shikder, Biren 
Shaha, and Nonita Ghosh, and the rape and murder of Jhorna in the presence of the 
accused. The evidence corroborated testimony which had previously been given by 
Prosecution witness 12, Chitra Ranjan Shaha, on 15 January 2013. Witness 13 stated that 
he witnessed Mujahid carrying a revolver, headed towards his house with other Biharis 
carrying rifles.  The Witness was able to see this from a distance, because he was 
reportedly climbing a fruit tree to get food. He testified that he saw them tie up his father, 
Upendra Narayan Saha, and approximately 10 others. His mother offered money and all 
her gold jewelry in exchange for the release of her husband. They refused her pleas, and 
took the detainees to the Shree Angan. The witness saw Mujahid direct the Biharis to 
shoot and kill the detainees. The witness testified that his mother was hit with a rifle 
during the attack, and a girl from Goalindo, named Jhorna, was raped and shot to death. 
Another girl named Nonita Ghosh was also killed.  

 
The witness stated that he has known Mujahid since childhood, and that his brother, 
Kiron Lal Shaha, studied with Mujahid’s younger brother. The witness then identified 
Mujahid in the dock.  
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Defense Cross Examination 
Defense counsel began their cross-examination but did not complete a significant portion 
of it. The cross-examination is scheduled to continue on 26 February.  
 

CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS 
 
Contempt Proceedings Against Ahmed Ziauddin  
The Tribunal addressed contempt proceedings against Dr. Ahmed Ziauddin, the Brussels-
based Bangladeshi international law expert who allegedly had extensive email and Skype 
conversations with the former Chairman of Tribunal 1 regarding ongoing cases.iii On 17 
January 2013, Tribunal 2 passed an order, suo moto, requiring Mr Ziauddin to give an 
explanation as to why contempt proceedings should not be issued against him for 
attempting to obstruct the independent proceedings of the Court. The Tribunal did not 
specify which comments were the basis for contempt, and there has been a ban on any re-
publication of the contents of the alleged conversations. The Tribunal stated that such 
comments could create a negative impression in the mind of the general public regarding 
the role and independence of the Tribunals.  
 
The Tribunal granted Ziauddin ten weeks to respond in accordance with his request for 
additional time. Ziauddin submitted the application seeking time to the Bangladesh 
consulate in Brussels. The Tribunal fixed the matter for hearing on 30 April 2013. 
 
Contempt Proceedings Against Dhaka City Unit Jamaat Leaders 
On 20 February, counsel for Jamaat’s Assistant Secretary General of the Dhaka city unit, 
and a Central Executive member of the party requested ten weeks time for the accused to 
appear in court and respond to the contempt charges against them. The judges rejected 
the application as unreasonable, and fixed 26 February as the next date for the matter. 
The judges emphasized that the two implicated leaders, Selim Uddin and Hamidur 
Rahman Azad, must personally appear in the court on that day. The Tribunal initiated 
contempt proceedings against the two Jamaat leaders, suo moto, based on comments 
allegedly made during a public engagement on 4 February 2013, one day prior to the 
Qader Molla judgment. Selim Uddin allegedly commented in public that the tribunal 
should not exist anymore, while Azad allegedly threatened the start of a civil war if the 
controversial tribunal delivered an unfavorable verdict.  
                                                
* AIJI is a collaborative project between the East-West Center, in Honolulu, and the War Crimes Studies Center, at the 
University of California, Berkeley. Since 2003, the two Centers have been collaborating on projects relating to the 
establishment of justice initiatives and capacity-building programs in the human rights sector in South-East Asia. The 
Program is funded through the East-West Center, thanks to generous grants from the Open Society Foundation and 
private donors.  
 This issue of ICT TRIAL OBSERVER was authored by Cole Taylor, with contributions from Nuzhat Hossain, 
Suhan Khan, and Penelope Van Tuyl, as a product of AIJI’s Trial Observation Program in Bangladesh. A complete 
archive of daily summaries and weekly digests covering the progress of all cases pending before the ICT are available 
at www.bangladeshtrialobserver.org, and are cross-posted on the East-West Center’s AIJI portal 
(http://www.eastwestcenter.org/research/asian-international-justice-initiative/) as well as the War Crimes Studies 
Center homepage (http://wcsc.berkeley.edu). 
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i Ahmed Ziauddin figures prominently in the skype controversy that resulted in the resignation of the former Chairman 
of Tribunal 1 in early December. The Defense alleges that the emails and skype conversations between former Justice 
Nizamul Hoq and Ziauddin show collusion between the Prosecution, Judges and outside influences. See here for 
discussion of the application for retrial based on the Skype controversy: 
http://bangladeshtrialobserver.org/2012/12/31/30-december-2012-detailed-summary-for-sayedee-and-nizami/; See here 
for rejection of the same application: http://bangladeshtrialobserver.org/2013/01/04/tribunal-1-rejection-of-retrial-
application-in-sayedee-golam-azam-and-nizami/; And see here for initiation of contempt proceedings against Ziauddin 
by Tribunal 2 on February 17th: http://bangladeshtrialobserver.org/2013/02/20/17-feb-2013-ict-2-daily-summary-
contempt-proceedings-vs-ziauddin-administrative-matters/ 
ii See here for the original Charge Framing Order against Gholam Azam: http://bangladeshtrialobserver.org/chart/ 
iii See above at endnote i. 


