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RE-!XAMINATION OF THE DRAFT STA'lVl'E PHEPARED BY THE 1951 COMMITl'EE ON

INTERNATIONAL CRIMIIlAL JURISDICTION (continued)--
~tiele"2;

The Committee t~ntativeiz '!"'.oPted e.~..i~ 35 as worded iD' the draft statute.

Article 36

Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) proposed that the Committee should defer ,

consideration of th~,article penuin~ a decision on the wording of article 27,..~.. " . ~

Ii' the Committee deciQ.e~ to ,de~ete the 'Words "and by the Sta.te or States in ,. . .' . . . ~

whil;:h the crime is alleged to ha,"le 'been commi tted." from article 27 it would

~iso 'h'ave to .delete the. ,~ords :'.and o:f'th~ state' in '\'I~ich the crime is allege,d. '.' ' . .
. to have been cOI1JIl1ittedt~.from.article 36, .paragra1?h 1,

, . .
Mr" PONS-MOE:r..!.;ER (Denmark) felt tha.t -1::; . ~\ ?rd1ng of article ;6 should
'. '

be retained irrespective of the decision taken :W::'~~l ~~~gard to article 27•
• . . ,- - , J • •

Mr, DAUTRICOURT (Belgium) suggested tha.t prov;l,sion Eihould be made f'or
~ '" . ,." ,

notice of' the 'indictment to be transmitted also to the State of which the victim

of the ~nter~ational crime was ~ nntion~ ..
, ..

. M~. V~TOS (Unitud States. of Anc~rica) proposed that in paragraph 2 the. . .

lmrd "or" ~hould be replacc1 by "and" '. Jmd the words "as the case may be"

omitted.

·~e ~nu~N sugGested that~ in accordance with the Netherlands

representative's proposal, those points should be taken up after the Committee

had decided on the wording of al'ticle 27.
It was so asreed,

Mr.. ROBINSON (Israel) hoped that the drafting sub-coIil!l11ttee would, in. . .

considering article ;6, take the Isr~el Government!s views (A!AC.65/1" page 31)
into account.

'/!.
i;..tt'~_"'~'.~..:.~' . '



Mr. MAKTOS (United States of America) pro:posed the addition of the
words "except where otherwise pl"ovided in ·~.~e convention, special 8g-~eement or
unilateral declaration by "tihich the ....ce csed is subject to the jurisdiction of
the Court." The amendment would enable states recognizing the system of trial
by jury to accede to the statute.

Mr. MENDEZ (Phllip!'ines) observed that the legislation of some states
which had not adopted the system of trial by jury provided for the attendance
of assessors at trials. That was the case in the Philippines. Cases were tried
by a jUdge sitting alone but the parties to the action could decide to avail
themselves of the services of tvo or more assessor:J to be selected from a panel
of reputable independent laymen or ~·'.1r1sts. The assessors had no voice in the
decision but acted as observers. ThcJr examined the facts of the ecse and
submitted the:tr report. It was usual for t~e JUdge to take their views into
consideration before rendering his judgment.

He wondered lrhether the United states amendment c'overed that point.

The CHAmlAN toc:, it to be the Philippine representative's view that
provision for the employnwnt of assessors should be made in the convention,
spec1alagreement or unilateral declaration by which the accused person was
subject to the jurisdiction of the internat ....:;:1al criminal court. He himself
felt that the point vas covered m:;h3 United states amendment.

Mr. l>mNDEZ (Philippines) asked the Rapporteur to include that
interpretation in the Committee's reI:Jrt.

Yu-. LOm.mS (Au.stralia) pointed out tha.t the wording suggested by the
United states representative might have to be amended to bring it into line with
the terminology used in.other articles of the statute.
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,Mr. aOLOO (Ne"cherla.nds) as1".ed the United States representative.:for

particulars concerning' the operation of the jury system under his. proposed'
,

amendment. Would the details be laid' dOlnl 10 the instrument cor4'erring. ..

jurisdiction upon the international court?

Mr. MAKTOS (trnited stE\tesof America) replied that the c.ircumstances

governing a trial by jury would be settled. by the States concerneds. The United

States amendment was intended to $d,d elasticity to the ,operation ,of the court

by allowing it to try a case by jury if th~ States concerned. so desired. ' 'lliej

might do so .in the case of. specific Cl'i!neS such as genocide. However, .there

was no element of compulsion in the proposal.

Mr. MAURTUA (Peru) felt that provision j .•.: ;rial by jury would

complicate the c~t I s work. Horeover, there ,ms a close relationship between

articles 35 and 37. Any amendment of the latter along the lines suggested by the

United States representative WOuld have a bearing on the provisions of article 35
paragraph 1. . , '

Mr. NERLE (France) .agreed With the Peruvian representative. It was'·,
dangerous to mal~e provision in the statute for alternative methods of trial.

Moreover, the introduction of a jury system might lead to results :which were the

opposite of those the Committee was attempting to achieve. He would therefore

vote against 'the United States amendment.

The CHAIRMAN observed'that the present-'wording of article 37, "~1a.ls

shali be without a jury" would preclude some Ste-tea from conferring juris.diction

upon the 1Ilternational crimin31 cour'5.. The United States amendment was being

proposed ad an escape clause, designed to facilitate their accession to the

statute.

·Mr. ROLING (Netherlandslsaid that while t~:!.al\ by jury was not

recognized in th~ Netherlands, some States 'felt V_~J' 3tronglyon that point. He

would therefore vote in favour of the United States amendment•

.-i



Hr. l-mmmZ (PhilipPines) obser~ed that trial without a jury seemed to

be the practice in most countries. Adoption of the United States amendment

might make them reluctant t~ accede to the statute. Moreover, trial by jury in

an international ~r1minal ~ourt would give rise to numerous complications.

For instance, from what country 'Would the jurors be selected, assuming that the

prosecuting attorney represented the complaining State?

A/1..C.G5/SP..'l5
English
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Mr. 1-1ERLE (France) said that, in view of the c~ai.rmanIS explanation,

he would not vote against the United States amendment but would abstain•. He
, .

still preferred the text of the article as contained in the draft statute.

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Vene,zuela) ccncurred in the French representative's

views. Trial by jury under domestic legislation implied trial of an accused

person by .h.is peers, in other words by persons uho had the same background as

the accused. That would 'not be the case in ~ international trial, where a

person might be tried in one State for a crime committed in another sts.te.

Moreover, while the international court might conduct a trial outside its

permanent seat, that would be the exception rat:l~" '::1:an the general rule.

He could not see any justification for the UnLed states proposal but, in

view of the Chairman's explanation, would abstain.

IJ1r. GARCIA OLANO (Argentina) said that he too would abstain.

Mr. NINCIC (Yugoslavia) felt that, in addition to the difficulties

m~ntioned by previous speakers with respect to the United States a.mendnmnt, the

introduction in the draft statute of elements of the criminal procedure applied.

in a particular State wotl1d complicate the drafting of a logical statute for an

international court. It was his understandinc, however, that trial by jury would
. .

be the exception rather than the rule. He would therefore abstain from voting on

the United states amendment.

Mr. MAKTOS(United states of America.) observed that the difficulties
referred to by several representatives, forinstanca the question of the selectio!
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. of the jurors, could be ~ettled by, the parties in:' the convention or, special

e.gJ;"eement. It ,would be for tbe~ to d~cide ho~ tb~ t:rial. ~f. a. particular,
crime s~ould be conducted.

The Committee was faced with the problem of choosing between an ideal

statute, to Which many states· might not accede , and a realistic one which would

commend itself to a majority ofStatas. The Und.ted States delegation preferred

the latter. ,In fact, ~uring the drafting of the Convention on Genocide at

Geneva,. the Un'Jted Sta.tes had von an important point but had not hesitated to

change its position When intqrmed that several Latin American States would find
• . I • .

it difficult to accede to the convention if the destruction of political groups

was considered an act of genocide. They had pointed out that the repression
I

of a political revolution might req~~re ~he'destruction of a political group.

The United States had c.onceded that,po;i.nt'end the wording. of the releyant artiele

had been amended. 'The, United States .delegation had thus deferred to tq.e wishes

of several delegations for the sak~ of·making the ,convention accEilptsble to as

many States as possible. The Committee was faced with a similar situation.

The CHAlBMAN put article ?n, as amended by~the United States, to the

vote , ' ,...

Article 31, as amended, ~TB.s tenta:tivelY adop'te~ b;.r 4 votes to none, With

10 abstentions.

Article 38

. Mr. MENnEZ (Philippines). suggested the inclusion of a prOVision

guaranteeing the personal s~fety of an accused person. That was implicit in

domestic juri~diction, A person accused of a cr.1me under interL.ational law might

have to pro~eed to the seat of the court for trial; he should be protected dU~1ng

the journey.

The CHAIRloIAN suggested that the po~nt was covered by ~rticle 42, which

prOVided for the maintenance of order at the trial.

Mr. HANG (China) felt' that the' protection of the accused whe~ not

actually in court was a matter for the police.

v



·... ';

~h'. DAUTRICOURT (BelgiUUl.j proposed the addition of the words "provided

that" iJy his action". he does not hirider the course of justicell in article 38,
paragra.ph 2( a). An accused person might Wish to sabotage his own trial.

Hr. LOOMEn (Australia) ~~estedth~t article 42 would cover that. eaoe •.

The C~'ll.."':"t ~'Tas empowered to maintain order at the ttia.l.

Mr. MEI'IDEZ (Philippines) observed thE-to (ll·ticle 42 covered the s1.tuation

referred to by the Belgi~ representati.....e but not the point he himself had

raised.

The CHAIRMAN observe~ that the Committee, while appreciating the

Belgian representative's poin';;, felt tha.t no limitation should be imposed on
'. . .

the righ't 01' the accused to be precent at all stages of the prOceediI1gs; the

eourt 'Would have adequate po'Wersunder 'article 42 of the dro..~ statute to

maintain order at the trial•

. Mr. DAUTRICOURT (Belgiwri) wqndered 'lhet: ~":! the implication was that

the court might, under certain Circumstances, continue the proceedings in the

absence of the a.ccuse~.

The CHAIffi~ replied in the affirmative.

Mr. DONS-MOELIER (Denme.rk) suggested that the dra:f't1rJ8 sub-committee

should consider the advis1'bllity o,f re'Wordinf.! paragraph 2(b) soac to limit the

number of counsels for the defence.

Mr. LOOMES (Australia) agreed, end felt that the point would be

covered by the insertion of the word. "rcesonabje" before the word "expenses" in

paragraph 2( c).

Mr. GARC.IA OIANO (Argentina) pointed out a discrepancy bctlmen the

Spanish and French versions of' .parcgraph 2(b), 'wich referred to "c"ounsel" in the

sinsular, and the English text, i~ ,\.zhich the term could be taken as singular or

plural.



• I .. '

Mr. ROLING (Nether~) felt that the existing text of the dra.t't

atatute elripowered the court to rule1 it neces~ary, on the ~~~er of counsel

for 'the defence. 'Moreov~r, 'according to parssre.ph 2(c), if the court was

satisfied' that the 'defence requiremento ot the accused wer~ adequately matS'

it Would not authorize furthe~ eXpenditUre for t::" ;'l.rpoae. '" ,

iM¥~~,~~~~r;'f;:'~'1j~'~~~~~:r~~~~~~~~C""~~y;t~:~!\:~P'f7~1'T" ':' , " ,
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The CHAIRMAN recalled that the 1951 Committee had drafted tbe, ,

or1g1nal text iD English with the iiltention that the accused could have one

counsel or more. The ~ench end Spe.ni~h versions should be amended accordingly.

"

, I In reply' to' an en~tiiry from Mr. MAURTUA (Peru), the 6HA~ said

that the 1951 Committee bad considered that no accused person could invalidate'

the court's jurisdi~t:tonby failing to attend the trial, except for reasons

~f ~ majeure. An absent accused perso~ could only challenge th~ court's

ruling if he had not been'notified or if he had been prevented from attending.
, ' , ~!

Mr. MH:NDEZ (Philippines)' r:Jugges:ted that the word "speak" in paragraph :;

should be amended to l'ead "testi:f"y".' ' It was not a que6ti~n of giving the

acoiiaed' the opportunity of speaking in general but of 6ubmitting evidence on

his own behalf. The proper interpreta.tion of "speak" 'Was juridical ra.ther

than srmmnatica.l, otherwise the case of a. Plute ""'i"ld'be cited to nega~e

the literal import of the word in qll.est10n~ A f.;Ourt was not an orators' club. ,

but an organ of law. The draft statute said. an accused could not be compelle!i

to speak; obviously, it was not logical to compel a. person to ex~rcise a r1ght~

'What was logical 'was :to assure a member of an orators', club that' he 'would not
, ,

'be compelled to speak; The question involved was a fundamental rule of evidence,

namely,:tnat when a Witnes~ '~swered a question he subJected himself to quest1~ns
• . • I '.+ •

by tlie court ahd could not thereafter refuse tt) f:::-:~ ":.:":".. The last sentence of

article '38 which sai'd thBt ' "should he elect to a!: ~ ~; 7, he shall be liable to

questioning by the Cour,t' and by counsel" clearly showed that "speech" in that

(.,/context meant testimony. The liabi11ty to ,quest100ing obviously could not mean

that he would be questioned about a matter totalJy irrelevant to' ,the issue of his

innocence or guilt, for in such a case the court's duty was to stop the

, irrelevance rather than to encourage 1t •

.'.~~

lIr...i'."."'.. ",_



Mr:-. ROLING (Ne'~herlands) recalled that the matter had been exhaustively

discussed by the 1951 Committee .whicb had preferred the more neutral term "speak".

Mr. PEREZ PEROZO (Venezuela) pointed out that the Spanish text rightly

used the word decle.ral', which was equivalent to "testify".

Mr. MAURTUA (p~ru) remarked that, acccrddng to articJ ~ 38, the accused

could refuse to speak. There were courts, for. instance in Peru, where a
statement by t~e accused could not be used as proof against him except after

verification of the facts. There was a case for attributing some legal value
to the testimony of the accused. The m8~ter might be brought out in the

o Comm1~tee's report.

Mr. DAUTRICOURT (Belgium) ·proposed the f. ...;·1.\.cipn to para.graph 3 of the

words: "He shall not be compelled to swear an oath."

Mr. VAI:LAT (United Kingdom) sa.id that a substantial risk was involved
./ .

in using. the word "testif,y". If. the term were adnpted, and an accused person
wished to "testH~y", then, so far a$ English law was concerned, the court might

have to decide whether what he said was testimony. If the word "speak" were
retained,the accused woul:d have wider latitude. It should be remembered that

the main purpose of article 38 was to ensure that the a~cused.had a fair trial.

Mr. MERLE (France) felt that article 24 so.lved the difficulty. The

court itself could decide on the interpretation of tlo!xts such as that under
discussion.

l'I.1". MAKTOS (United States of America) drew attention to the Netherlands
representative's statement, at the sixteenth meeting of the 1951 Committee, to .

the effect that, since an accused before the court might be a national ot a .
. .

country where the Anglo-saxon system of law applied, the Drafting SUb-Committee

had considered it desirable to afford him the ri~lt, ~ithin the court's
. l'

procedure, ot making a sworn statement and of .bei:.r. :~:.. :-ss-examined.:::I

y A/AC.48/SR.16, page 1.
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., .
M;r. DAUTRICOORT (Belg~;Um) agreed that ail .accus~d person 'shOUld be tree.

to ~wear--. au oath if .he, 'liJP desir.edJf. bl,1~·':1,t. should, be' made clear in the draft

statute· that he could· :not, be ,compelledi.to .do Ba o' ,

"

The CHAIRMAl'l put the Belgian amendment to the ,vot~.. .

The mnendment was adO',Rted by 3 votes to 1, with 10 abstentions •

..' The CHAIRMAN ,-put. the ,:P1,lilippine amendment to ~he Vote.,' .

. The, amendment was rejected by 10 votes to 4.

Mr 0 MENDEZ (Philippines) wondered whether the court could mive at a

jus~decision if the accused had not spoken.

Mr. nOLING (Nether.lands) replied that en accused person should never

be compelled to co-operate in establishing his own guilt. He felt sure that

arti~le, 38 as it stood would ensure a fair trial.

Mr'. DONS-MOELLER (Demnark) proposed that paragraph 2(c) should be

amended to read:

, ~IThe right to have the reasonable ,expenses of his defence. cha'rged .

to,the·1'und,referred to in article 23 in so far as the court is. ,

satisfied that the accused is financially unable to discharge such

expenses , "

Mr. LAURl~L (Argentina). ~ga1n referred to the disparity between the'

English text. on the one hand, and the French and Spanish versions on the other,

with regard to the number of counsel for the defence (sub..paragraphs (b) and (c».

, ,

Mr.DAUTRICOURT (Belgium) and the CHAIRMAN felt that the' French and

Spanish versions of aub-paragraph(b) should be altered to conform to the English

t'ext which used the word "counse.L" and. which implied that more than one might '

be employed. They agreed, and Mr. VALLAT (United ;':.r2·1om) concurred, that the

Danish proposal disposed of that problem in respect or sub-paragraph (c).

"/'. :,

!~I~l"'_., ~~<':_..::.; ",;~' '.; ~ -'" ~"Li '!~..':~," ..'._" :::"/ J_ "",,' ',',-.' :., ,J ~Io>
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At the suggestion ot Mr. VPJUT (United Kingdom), Mr. DONS-MOELLER
(Denmark) deleted the word "tinancially" trom the text ot his proposal, to

allow tor contingencies such as the possession ot adequate tunds which might

not be available due to the blocking of the accused's account.

The Danish emandment to para~aph 2, sub-p!3-ragraph (c) was adopted by
10 votes to none, with 2 abstentions.

Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) reserved the right to propose some slight

changes in article 38, in 'line with'the comment ot his Government (A/p-c.6S/I,
page 31, paragraph 2), at a later stage.

Article 32

At the request ot Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines), the CHAmMAN explained

that in drafting article 39 the 1951 Committee haJ bad in mind that the court's
deliberations should take place in private and itb c,1.";tings in pUblic; he

added that any convention, or unilateral declaration, which Btipulated that

a certain type ot crime should be tried by a jury would specify how the jury
was to function.

Ml.". DAUTRICOURT (Belgium) telt that there might be an element ot

contradiction between article 39 and article 48 in that the secrecy ot the
court's deliberations was difficult to reconcile with a provision tor the
delivery ot separate opinions.

The CHAIRMAN and Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) both telt that there was

no contradiction between privacy ot deliberations and public delivery ot
separate opinions.

Mr. V~ (United Kingdom) drew a parallel between articles 39 and

48 of the draft statute and Articles 54, paragraph 3, 56, paragraph 1, and 57
ot the Statute of the International Court of Justice, which functioned
satisfactorily.



Mr. rarE (F~ance) agreed With the Belgian representative. that there

was a certain c04tradiction, and obse~edthat the International Court of

Justice was in a different position trom en inte:n:lSttional criminal 'court so

far as the delivery ot separate opinions ws concerned.

The CHAIRi'Wl agreed 'With :.h". leNDEZ (Philippines) that article 48
would not be applicable to a trial by jUl'y, but said that separate opinions

woUld be admiss1b:j.e it' the court rendered jUdgment on a demurrer to the. .
indictment.

Article 39 was tentatiyely adopted, subject to a.'J.Y modification which the

Committee might decide to adopt after considering article 48.,

Article 40

In reply to a question fl"Om Mr. ltlENDEZ (Philippines), the CHAIRMAN
,

said th~t that article was concerned purely with the issue of warrants} the

serving or execution of which would be the responsibility of a Government

assisting the court.

Articles 40. 41 and 42 were t~nt,atively ,.,dopted•

.!.rticle 43

Mr. MAURTUA (Peru) observed that the article embodied three possible

courses of action open to the court, and that they gave a confusing impression:
dismissal of the case which might be taken to mean temporary or permanent

dismissal depending on whether the circumstances preventing a fair trial were

transitory or 1as'ting; discharge of the accused - in the Spanish version

abandono de la accidn, which in the st~ict technical sense was a matter for the

parties to the case; and acquittal a priori, in the absence of tIle possibility

of a fair trial, whereas logically acquittal was tl-.£.. ,;: ;ico:ue of a judgment.

The CHA~ and Mr. MAKTOS (United St,ates of America) explained that

the article had been frained by the 1951 Committee to allow the court latitude in

deciding how to deal with circumstances, such as·the threat of mob violence

against the accused, ~hich made a fair trial impossible at the time. The

. United State~ .df7legation to that Cominittee had favoured the l-rording "dismissal

~.....~ "'I
, •....... ;~

r .".

,,;. ...2l..i::3.~
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Witllou~ prejud,ic~ tQ·further prosecution"." The. power to 'acquit had been included

in case the ev~dence fq~ qraga~~s~ ~he accused should be insufficient for; a

fair trieJ, Owing,:fo~_ example~ to a :gover.nment's retention ot papers which it

did not desi~e to make public.

·Mr.~ (France) agreed wlth the Peruvdan representat,ive that

acqu1tte+ was logically the. outcome of Cl triali., it was apJITopriately provided .

for in article 44, but he proposed that -the wox~s,lIand may also acquit him"

should be deleted from article 43.

Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines), supporting the French proposal, said'that

article 43 should. be read in the light of article 51 which dealt with the

question of' double JeopardYi since that artic,le s','ol~e of' trial and acquittal

o~ tri~1..an4·conviction, a tr~l was, clea.r;Ly the f ..;ndo.mental requirement.: An

accused :cotp.d not :be ~cquitted without being tried. On the other hand, if

he was nQ~ t.ri~d because there was no case against· himJ that circumstance

should be clearly stated in the order of discharge. The no~l rule was that

there was no case against a p~rsoni and,the exception was wbena person was
, '

acquitted•. rr -:re was a great difference between the two situations.

l1J:'. VAlJ.AT, (United l,{ingdom) felt that the question of double jeopardy

was. so importarr,t that the better way to amend .article 43 woUld be to delete,
the phrase: "discharge the accused and",

Mr. DA~ICOURT (Belgium) proposed that, ·~nstead of amending

article 43,a8 .proposed by the French representative, by, dele.ting the last

phrase, the Committee should delete the w~ole ot:the·second sentence of the

article. In reply to a q~~tion fr~m Mr.' VAJ..J.J.lr (United Kingdom) he explained

that that would mean that, before the case could be reopened,' the prosecutor,

or the partiea,would have to .create the c?nditions necessary for a fair trial.

In reply to a question from Mt-. LOOMES (tul'ltralia) as to. whether

there was a difference, in interpretation between tL:: 2'L~ench and the English

versions of ,the term. "dis1'lli.ssal", the ·CHAIRMAN sa:id that the 1951 Committee had



Mr. DAUTRICOURT (Belgium) considered that the need for the provisions

of the second sentence was covereg. by article 4h.

,3tion.Mr. LOOMES (Australia) made a similar

.A/Ae.•·65/sa:15
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Mr. ROLING (Netherlands) supported the French and Israel proposals,

and observed that the provision for acquittal had not formed an original part

of the 1951 Committee's conception of article 43. He suggested that the

Belgian representative should withdre.w hie proposal.

'Mr. ~LE (France), supporting his own criginal proposal, observed

that the suspension of proceediugs favoured by the Belgian representative

would give rise to delicate problems and should be avoided.

Mr. ROBINSON (Israel) agreed with the Chairman that suspension was

a matter tor the court's rules of procedure and could be dealt with under
article 24. Article 43, as amended by the French representative, was a

necessary provision for cases where the conditions for a fair trial were

absent and should theref.ore be added to article 38. As pa.ragraph 4, article 44
was a necessary provision in the event of there being no case against the

accused; it prevented indefinite persecution of the accused, and confirmed

that the court alone could discharge or acqUit him.

a3s~d that the court would possess an inherent power to suspend the trial

pending the restoration of the necessary ~ond1tions tor a fair trial, a power

which ~t was unnece~sa.ry to specify ,in the statutej, the dismi~s~l lI1eotioned

in article 43 meant an actual termination of the case. The. Belgian ,pr,oposal
was based on the interpretation of dismissal as suspension of the case, which

would render the second sentence 01' article 4, unnecessary; but if, as intended

in the 1951 Committee I s draf'!ij.,ng, dia.missal was final, that second sentence
would be needed.



Mr. MAURTU'A. (Peru) $uppo:rted the 'Belgian proposal on the grounds
that the absence of the conditions fora fair trial would be due to
transitory circumstances.

Mr. DAUTRICQURT (Belgium) requested, that an opportunity should be
given for him to reach agreement with the F~ench and Israel 'representatives
before a vote on his proposal was tal;:en.·

~e meeting rose at 1.5.p.m.

24/8 p.m.

."


	biton0003D07
	biton0003D08
	biton0003D09
	biton0003D10
	biton0003D11
	biton0003D12
	biton0003D13
	biton0003D14
	biton0003E01
	biton0003E02
	biton0003E03
	biton0003E04
	biton0003E05
	biton0003E06
	biton0003E07
	biton0003E08



