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I.  Submissions

1.  The defence for Mr. William Samoei Ruto (“Defence”) has observed that central
to the determination of the Prosecution’s appeal against the “Decision on Mr Ruto’s
Request for Excusal from Continuous Presence at Trial” (“Appeal”)? is the
interpretation of Article 63(1) of the Rome Statute (“Statute”).? The Defence has
also observed that the Appeal is the first time that Article 63 and its import has

been judicially considered.’

2. Set in this context, the Defence welcomes submissions from any State which
will assist the Appeals Chamber to determine the proper interpretation of

Article 63(1).

Respectfully submitted,

(e

—

Karim A.A. Khan QC
Lead Counsel for Mr. William Samoei Ruto

Dated this 19th Day of September 2013
At The Hague, The Netherlands

"1CC-01/09-01/11-831.
2 ICC-01/09-01/11-932, para. 3.
3 1CC-01/09-01/11-685, para. 19.
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