Lo

SCSi~ O -1S =T Q4o

(2200 -

SPECIAL COURT FOR SIERRA LEONE
OFFICE OF THE PROSECUTOR
FREETOWN — SIERRA LEONE

Before: Judge Bankole Thompson, Presiding Judge
Judge Benjamin Mutanga Itoe
Judge Pierre Boutet

Registrar: Mr. Lovemore G. Munlo SC

Date filed: 25 July 2006

THE PROSECUTOR Against Issa Hassan Sesay
Morris Kallon

Augustine Gbao

CASE NO. SCSL - 04-15-T

PUBLIC
PROSECUTION CORRIGENDUM TO PROSECTUION NOTICE PURSUANT
TO RULE 92bis TO ADMIT INFORMATION INTO EVIDENCE

Office of the Prosecutor: Counsel for Issa HassSesay:
Mr. James C. Johnson Mr. Wayne Jordash

Mr. Mohamed Bangura Ms. Sareta Ashraph

Mr. Alain Werner

Ms. Shyamala Alagendra Counsel for Morris Kallon:
Ms. Amira Hudroge Mr. Shekou Touray

Mr. Charles Taku
Mr. Melron Nicol-Wilson

Counsel for Augustine Gbao
Mr. Andreas O’Shea
Mr. John Cammegh

25 JUL 2006

Lonme HikoRees Etnny
srer.. MNE_danseonda

e

B TR D T :A;;.. PTER IR 8 RN A

TUMAE _ .



2465

On 30 May 2006 the Prosecution filed a “Public Notice Pursuant to Rule 92 bis to Admit
Information into Evidence™'. Annex 1 was attached describing the documents the
Prosecution sought to admit into evidence. This Annex provided a brief description of the
documents, stated which portion of the document the Prosecution sought to have admitted
into evidence (“reference page”), indicagted whether judicial notice was taken of the
document, and whether the document wias admitted into evidence in either the AFRC or

CDF trials pursuant to a Rule 92bis Notice.

On 5 June 2006 the accused Issa Hassan Sesay and Augustine Gbao filed a “Public Sesay
and Gbao joint response to Prosecution Notice Pursuant to Rule 92 bis to Admit

Information into Evidence’>.

It has now come to the attention of the Prosecution that the document listed as Exhibit 107
in Annex 1, entitled “Report of Non-Governmental Organization No Peace Without J ustice,
Conflict Mapping Report” and dated 9 March 2004 is a draft copy for review. A letter from
the Legal Counsel of No Peace Without Justice dated 21 July 2005 advises that the current
and public version of the report is dated 10 March 2004.

Accordingly the Prosecution now files the current and public version of the “Report of
Non-Governmental Organization No Peace Without Justice, Conflict Mapping Report”
dated 10 March 2004 at Annex A and the letter of the Legal Counsel of No Peace Without
Justice dated 21 July 2005 at Annex B. The Prosecution has marked the version dated 10
March 2004 with a double line in the right margin to indicate the passages that are being
relied upon which are in substance the same as those marked in the draft version for

review.

The page numbers of the 9 March and 10 March versions of the report are different. The

' Prosecutor v. Sesay, Kallon and Gbao, SCSL-04-15-T (19015-20458), Public Prosecution Notice
Pursuant t Rule 92 bis to Admit Information Into Evidence, 30 May 2006.

? Prosecutor v. Sesay, Kallon and Gbao, SCSL-04-15-T (23837-23843), Pubilc Sesay and Gbao Joint
Response to Prosecution Notice Pursuant to Rule 92 bis to Admit Information into Evidence, 5 June 2006.

Prosecutor v. Sesay, Kallon and Gbao, SCSL-04-15-T 1
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table below shows the portions of the 10 March version that the Prosecution seeks to have

admitted into evidence and the page numbers that were referred to in the ori ginal Notice:

Exhibit | Document Name/Description | Reference Corresponding
List Type of Document Pages Reference
Number | and Date for No Peace Pages for No Peace
Without Without Justice
Justice Conflict Mapping
Conflict Report 9 March
Mapping 2004
Report 10
March 2004
107 Report of Report of Non- 1-3 1-3
Non- Governmental 20-41 22-43
Governmental | Organization No 132-147 138-152
Organization | Peace Without 153-161 159-166
Justice, Conflict 169-182 176-188
Mapping Report, 194-211 201-218
10 March 2004. 231-245 239-254
277-285 285-294
317-326 327-336
353-373 364-384

6. When it filed its motion on 30 May 2006 the Prosecution mistakenly marked pages 49-51
of the 9 March report, which refers to the NPFL. The preceding pages, 46-49, which refer
to the RUF should have been marked. The Prosecution wishes to correct this oversight and

has marked the relevant extract of the 10 March report, pages 44-47.

Filed at Freetown, on 25 July, 2006.

frnin—

Alain Werner

Prosecutor v. Sesay, Kallon and Gbao, SCSL-04-15-T 2
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ANNEX A

Exhibit List Number 107: Report of Non-Governmental Organization No Peace Without
Justice, Conflict Mapping Report, 10 March 2004. Pages 1-566

Prosecutor v. Sesay, Kallon and Gbao, SCSL-04-15-T 3
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FORWARD

The purpose of this report is to examine information gathered in Sierra Leone by No Peace Without Justice’s
Conflict Mapping Program and analyse it through the lens of international humanitarian law, particulatly
those crimes within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Special Court.

Accountability exists in many forms and at many levels; this report focuses on accountability for the violation
of the laws of war in the belief that it is only by holding responsible those who violate those laws can there be
deterrence for future would-be perpetrators. Too often, thete ate those who argue for the preservation of
general amnesties and other guarantees of immunity in the name of “stability” or “moving on”; yet too often,
history shows that the only way to achieve real stability and to move forward is to account for what has
happened in the past.

Accountability for violations of international humanitatian law for conflicts such as that experienced by Sierra
Leone requires more than one avenue; even the formal institutions established for this purpose — the Truth
and Reconciliation Commission and the Special Court — can only do so much. This report hopes to
contribute to the accountability process, to the strengthening of the rule of law and to sustainable peace by
adding to the historical record of what happened during the long years of the conflict.

The Conflict Mapping Program deliberately took a wide approach: chronologically, it covers the whole petiod
of the conflict and substantively, it covers all violations of humanitarian law, irrespective of whether they are
subject to the jurisdiction of Sierra Leone courts or of the Special Court. Thus, it hopes to demonstrate two
main things. First, that what happened to the people of Sierra Leone were ctimes, whethet they are
prosecuted or not. Second, to demonstrate that all such crimes are worthy of an account, from the
harassment of one person in a remote village, obliged to give all he owns to an invading force, to the
systematc killing of hundreds or thousands of people.

The world characterised the conflict in Sierra Leone in two words: diamonds and amputations. For certain,
those two factors construct a persuasive framework by painting acts of great horrot and ruthlessness against a
background of solid greed. However, the conflict was about much more than that, as the facts gathered and
analysed for this report show. There is another story of a decade of cruelty and petty humiliations, systematic
brutality, murder, theft and exploitation: a million or more tales of human suffering, sadness and loss. The
conflict in Sierra Leone was characterised by extreme levels of violence against a civilian populaton from all
sides, even from those supposed to be their protectors. The violence focused on the domination of a country
and her resources, particulatly her people: the most valuable resource of all.

If the rule of law is to be upheld, the perpetrators of these acts, which are astonishing not only in their
brutality but also in their repeating pattern across more than a decade, must be held to account. Such
perpetrators rely upon people not watching closely and not speaking out, in keeping quiet and living with fear
in their hearts and minds; they rely on the language of “forgive and forget”. It is hoped that this report goes
some small way towards removing the shield of impunity for the planners and perpetrators of such predatory
enterprises and that in its reading, the plight not only of the hundreds or thousands killed but also the one
person who lost everything will remain in our memory.

NPWJ Conflict Mapping Report
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
10 March 2004
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Through the years we have worked in Sierra Leone, we have made many close and valuable friends. This
report is dedicated to two friends who are no longer with us, to Idrissa Kendor, one of NPW]'s
Conflict Mapping Recorders, and to Mr S.A. Sankoh, former Treasurer of the Special Conrt Working
Group, whose enthusiasm and dogged determination are sorely missed.

NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
10 March 2004



2421

@«@

NO PEACE WITHOUT JUSTICE

Preface: An overview of NPWJ activities in Sierra Leone 1
I. NO Peace WIthout JUSHICE ........ociiiiiiii ittt se e et e s e e eee e eneenea 1
2. No Peace Without Justice in Sierra Leone....
2.(a). Judicial ASSISEANCE PrOZIAIM........iiviiiiiiiiiiii ettt st st ab et s
2.(b) OULIEACH PIrOGIAIM. ..iiviiiiicie ettt e,
2.(¢c) Legal Profession Program
2.(d) Conflict Mapping Program
Chapter One:  Methodology
. Selecting and training Conflict Mapping Recorders ................coooiivieiiiicveoevere e, 11
1.(a) Selection of CMRS ..o,
1.(b) Training of CMRs.........
2. Key persons
3. Database..........ococeviiriiinnnnnn.
4. Theanalysi$..........cc.cocoieininnn,
4.(a) District level analysis
4.(b) The first draft factual analysis............c..cococviiiinon,
4.(c) The second draft factual analysis
4.(d) The legal analysis
5. Notes on thereport................
0. PAIIIETS ...ttt et e et et en e
Chapter Two: A General Overview of the conflict in Sierra Leone from 1991 to 2002

Chapter Three: Overview of Armed Forces Involved in the Sierra Leone Conflict .....covvverrevereien.

1. Fighting factions
a. The Republic of Sierra Leone Military Forces (RSLMF) ........ccooiiiiiiiiniiieiiicie et
The Revolutionary United Front (RUF)..........cooiiiiiiiiii ettt

National Patriotic Front for Liberia (NPFL) .......ccovoveiviiiciiiiiiven,

United Liberation Movement of Liberia for Democracy (ULIMO)
Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC)
The West Side BOys .....oocooiviiiiiiiiicc e
Civil Defence Force (CDF).........

2. Private military companies.................
a.  Gurkha Security Guards Limited
D EXCCULIVE OULCOIMES . ....cv.iiiviiiri ettt ettt s ee ettt ettt et ee e et es et ens e enen s
¢.  Sandline International..
3. PeacekeePing fOrCes .. ...cooiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt are e nee e
a.  Economic Community of West African State (ECOWAS) Cease-fire Observer Group (ECOMOG) ....... 57
b, United Nations Mission to Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) ......cocoovviiiiimiiie et 59
Chapter Four: Legal Analysis 61
Lo IREFOAUCLION ..ottt et st et eas e s s et es e e s et er ettt
20 APPHCADIE JAW ...t
2a Introduction to international humanitarian law (IHL)...........c.co.covoviov e,
2.b The International Criminal Court (ICC), including the Elements of Crimes..............c.o.cocoeernevrnnnn.
2.¢c Noteon procedural [aw...........occocviiiiviiiiiiiiii i
Special Court for Sierra Leone: Background and establishment
4. Crimes within the jurisdiction of the Special COUTt .............ccooiiiiiiiiicicee et
4.a  The existence and nature of an armed conflict: the 1aw ..............cooco oo
4.b  The existence and nature of an armed conflict: the facts .
4.b1  Existence of an armed CONTIICT ..o iviiiiii ot
4.b.ui Nature of the armed COnTlICt.........coooiiiiiiiii e e
4biit Conclusion ......cocviiiiiiiiniieie e

4.¢ Crimes Against Humanity (Article 2): The law
4.ci  Contextual elements of crimes against RUMANILY ...............c.ooovviiiiiiesiieceeies e

NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
10 March 2004

—e oo o

s

(o)



Chapter Five: Factual Analysis
C.

5.
6.
7.

a.

) 2% 2.3

NO PEACE WITHOUT JUSTICE

4.ci Elements of enumerated acts constituting crimes against humanity .................c..oocvioieiie oo 76
4.d  Crimes Against Humanity (Article 2): The fACS....cccovviiiiiviiiiiieic e e 88
4.di  Crimes Against Humanity Committed by members of the RUF, the RUF/NPFL and the RUF/AFRC..

4.d.ii Crimes Against Humanity Committed by members of the West Side Boys

4.d.iii  Crimes Against Humanity Committed by members of the SLA...............nn
4.d.iv. Crimes Against Humanity Committed by members of the CDF ...........cccoooivviiiiiniiiri s
4.e Violations of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions and of Additional Protocol II (Article 3):
THE TAW. ..o et e et ettt et set e e et et eee et an e 97
4.ei Contextual elements of violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol II..............c........... 99
4.e.i Elements of enumerated acts constituting violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol 11
103
4.f Violations of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions and of Additional Protocol II (Article 3):
THE fACES ... e e ettt e et ettt et et et en e 106
4.fi  Violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol II by members of the RUF, the RUF/NPFL
and the RUF/AFRC ...t 107
4.t.ii Violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol I by members of the West Side Boys . 108
4.fiii  Violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol Il by members of the SLA .................. 109
4.fiv Violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol II by members of the CDF.................. 110
4.1v Violations of common article 3 and Additional Protocol I by members of ECOMOG............... 110
4.¢  Other serious violations of international humanitarian law (Article 4): The law........ccccooevveeievieennane. 111
4.h  Other serious violations of international humanitarian law (Article 4): The facts......c..cooeecrrirreennne, 113
4.h.i  Other serious violations of international humanitarian law committed by members of the RUF/NPFL,
RUF and RUF/AFRC ...ttt ene e st e 114
4.h.1 Other serious violations of international humanitarian law committed by members of the West Side
By S e e et e e e n 114

4.h.ait Other serious violations of international humanitarian law committed by members of the SLA . 115
4h.iv  Other serious violations of international humanitarian law committed by members of the CDF . 115
4.h.v  Other serious violations of international humanitarian law committed by members of ECOMOG

.............................................................................................................................................. 115
4.1 Crimes under Sierra Leonean law (Article 5): the law........o.ocoooviiiiiiii i 116
4] Crimes under Sierra Leonean law (Article 5): the facts.......ccovoviieiiiiiiiiiiccr e 117
4,51 Crimes under Sierra Leone law committed by members of the RUF/NPFL, RUF and RUF/AFRC 118
4.j.i Crimes under Sierra Leone law committed by members of the West Side Boys..........ccccvvevnin. 118
Temporal jurisdiction of the Special Court (Article 1(1)) ...cooviiiiiiiriiiieiive e 119
Personal jurisdiction of the Special Court (Article 1(1))...cccovviiiiiiiiiiiieiieiie et e 121
Individual criminal responsibility (Article 6)
7.a Direct criminal responsibility............cccccevienn.o.
7b  Command reSPonSIDIILY ......o.ioiiiriiii oo

Northern Province
Bomball DISIIICE. ..o e e e e
Lo IntrodUCHION Lo e
2. Factual AnalysiS...........c.cccoevineennn.
Kambia District.........cocoooviovcin
1. Introduction...............c.cccccooininnnn,
2. Factual Analysis.......c..coccoooeiinn
3. Conclusion.........c.cooooiviiiiie
Koinadugu District.............................
1. Introduction .......................c
2. FACHUAl ANALYSIS......oiiiiiii ittt ettt a s

NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
10 March 2004



NO PEACE WITHOUT JUSTICE

d.  Port Loko District

N O 13 e s LD Tot4 To) ¢ NS SRSOPPPTPPPRRON
2. Factual analysis
T O 13 o3 13 To s W OO TR O PO PRRT PR
LT 0 1000 3 T v o o S PP PP TP RPPPPPUPRPPIRE
1. Introduction ...
2. Factual analysis
B COMC S O . e et a e
D. Eastern Province
A, KA AU DSt e e 251
I (1T e e [T T £ Te) ¢ AU SP SRR UPURR 251
2. FaCtUAl ANAIYSIS ..ottt ot ettt s e e 253
3. Conclusion
D, KENEIMA DISIIICL. .. o i i it s e ettt eee ot st r e be e easeee e s e sa s ssn s eanbran e n e e e aaeaae et e na i r e e
I 0 1T e e 0 To ALY ¢ NSO RUROPOPPPN
2. Factuval analysis
COMCIUSION ...t e ettt ettt et et et eea e e e e e stb e e ae s etanaeae e srbnaaeenibeean s
Co KONO DISIIIC Lottt e s e et et er e e et e e e e e e e e e e a bt e et e b b e enteeaeearee
1. Introduction ...............
2. Factual analysis
T o' 1Yol 1113 o) s DSOS R PP TU T TRUPPPN
b Southetn Province
A, BO DISITICt ..o e e e e e e e e e e e
1 [ntroduction ................
2. Factual Analysis
3. Conclusion..................
b.  Bonthe District
1 Introduction
2. Factual analysis
T 070! ool 11Ty o) WU OSSP O PP TRTRUPP PPN
c.  Moyamba District
|.  Introduction............
2. Factual analysis
3. Conclusion..............
Ao PUJCRUN DISITICE . oottt et r ettt era s
Lo INITOAUCHION Lo ettt et et e e e e b et e e v et be s e e e et es b beeae s easbe s anennraana
2. Factual Analysis...
K T Oe) Yol 11T ) F OO PP PP UPPSUPTION
F. Western Area
1 | FY8 oo L1 o1 4 Te) s PPt
2. FACTUAL ANALYSIS. ..ot e e e
3 COMCIUSTON .o et e e e et e e et e e e e e et e ee e e e te s b et ree e et e e et ae et eeaaan e e nesraen
Annex I:  List of Acronyms 548
Annex II:  Acknowledgments 550

NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
10 March 2004



24218

NO PEACE WITHOUT JUSTICE

Conflict Mapping in Sierra Leone:
Violations of International Humanitarian I aw from 1991 to 2002

Preface: An overview of NPW] activities in Sierra Leone

1. No Peace Without Justice

No Peace Without Justice (NPWJ) is an international non-profit organisation working for the
establishment of an effective international criminal justice system and in support of accountability
mechanisms for war crimes, crimes against humanity and genocide, with a view to strengthening
democracy and the rule of law worldwide.

Since its creation in 1994, NPW]J has been engaged in activities to promote public awareness on the
International Criminal Court (ICC) as well as to pressure Parliaments, Governments and other
decision-making bodies with the aim of accelerating the entry into force of the first permanent
international jurisdiction over war crimes, crimes against humanity and genocide.

NPW/’s international activities have involved a series of inter-governmental regional conferences in
FEurope, Africa, Asia, North America and Latin America to foster the prompt creation of the ICC.
At an academic level, NPW] has organised a series of seminars and workshops to create a “Task
Force” to enable the participation of developing and less developed countries in the process towards
the establishment of the Court. On the eve of the 1998 Rome Diplomatic Conference, NPW]
launched a project of concrete technical cooperation called the “Judicial Assistance Program™ (JAP)
to assist small delegations to participate in ICC-related negotiations. To date, some 15 countries
have benefited from this program, profiting from the competence and expertise of more than 40
jurists, lawyers, law professors and researchers.

In August 1998, NPWJ launched an ad hoc campaign to support the activities of the International

Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) concerning the ctimes perpetrated in Kosovo.

This was followed in 1999 by an extensive Humanitarian Law Documentation Project, conducted

under the auspices of the International Crisis Group, which gathered statements from witnesses of

serious violations of international humanitarian law committed duting the KKosovo conflict, primarily

for use by the Office of the Prosecutor at the ICTY. In addition, the “analysis” part of the project

produced a report generalising the findings and helping to reconstruct chains of command.! A third -
purpose was to build local capacity to continue this work and promote human rights after the

project ended in December 1999.

In June 2000, NPW]J also launched a Judicial Assistance Program related to internationalised courts,
including the Serious Crimes Panel established by the United Nations in East Timor after the
obtainment of independence and the then-proposed Special Court for Sierra Leone. Following the
entry into force of the Rome Statute on 1 July 2002, NPW]J has continued its international activities
to universalise the jurisdiction of the ICC aimed at enlarging the membership of the Assembly of
States Parties to the Rome Statute and continues to assist developing countries to participate in

I See “Reality Demands” on the ICG website for the report from this project: www.crisisweb.org.
NPW]J Conflict Mapping Report
10 March 2004
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
PAGE 10of559
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1CC-related meetings. NPW/J has also expanded its scope of action to other issues such as the fight
against Female Genital Mutilation and the direct promotion of the enforcement of democracy.

NPW]J projects are carried out in collaboration with a variety of international and regional entities,
such as the United Nations and the European Union, as well as groups of Non-Governmental
Organisations, such as the International Coalition of NGOs for the ICC and others. NPWJ
publishes a quarterly newsletter and operates a website at www.npwj.org,

2. No Peace Without Justice in Sierra Leone

NPWJ’s involvement in Sierra Leone began with the secondment of experts in international criminal
law to the Government of Sierra Leone in June 1998 on the occasion of the Rome Diplomatic
Conference that adopted the Statute of the International Criminal Court. Since 2000,
NPW]-scconded experts have been working in Freetown and New York, within the Mission of
Sierra Leone to the United Nations and the Office of the Attorney-General and Ministry of Justice,
to assist the Government of Sierra Leone in relation to the Special Court for Sierra Leone.

Since 2001, NPW]J has also been engaged in a wide-ranging field-based Outreach and public
information campaign on the Special Court, in cooperation with Sierra Leonean grassroots
organisations and civil society groups. In 2002, after the Special Court came into existence, NPWJ's
Sierra l.cone project considerably expanded both its scope of activity (and its expenditure) to include
a Conflict Mapping program and a Legal Profession program designed specifically for the Sierra
Leonean Legal Profession.

NPWJ's most recent Sierra Leone program, which ran from July 2002 to October 2003, included

four principal components:

1. The Judicial Assistance Program (“JAP” Program), namely the secondment of expert

personnel to the Government of Sierra Leone in Freetown and New York to assist with

dealing with requests of assistance and other requests by the Special Court and to build the
capacity of the relevant Government Departments to deal with these requests, as well as to
provide advice on issues relating to international law in general;

The Outreach Program, namely cooperation with local grassroots organisations to carry out

public information and education on the Special Court and on accountability mechanisms in

general, in order to facilitate a sense of ownership of these mechanisms and increase reliance
on the rule of law and the mechanisms of democracy; this included the organisation of

“Training the Trainers” workshops throughout the country, seminars, the production of

outreach materials in different media, community events including street theatre and creating

a robust network of non-governmental organisations centred on issues of accountability;

3. The Legal Profession Program, namely the promotion of the role of the Special Court within
the legal profession in Sierra Leone and the role of the Sierra Leonean legal profession
within the Special Court, in order to enhance the relevance of the Special Court in the lives
of legal professionals and the potential of the Special Court for leaving a legacy of respect
for the law and knowledge of international human rights standards; this included training
seminars, public lectures and the production of reports and informational materials;

4. The Conflict Mapping Program, namely the reconstruction of the chain of events during the
ten-year war through the scrupulous selection and debriefing of key individuals throughout

s8]

NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
10 March 2004
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
PAGE 2 of 554
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the country whose profession, role in their community or in the forces involved in the
conflict, placed them in a position to follow events as they unfolded.

Gach program, while distinct in their specific aims, was conducted so as to reinforce the other
programs and thereby increase the contribution of each program to the project’s overall aim of
strengthening the ability of Sierra Leone society to address violations of human rights and
humanitarian law. The most striking example of this was the close cooperation between the
Outreach and Conflict Mapping programs. While the Outreach Program trained villages and towns
on the Special Court, through “Training the Trainers” sessions and community events, these same
communities continued to participate in accountability efforts by providing the Contflict Mapping
program with their own views on and expetiences of the conflict, by being consulted on the events
and by directly taking part in the gathering of information. In addition, the project as a whole
operated so as to maximise the participation of Sierra Leoneans in decision-making processes, both
in relation to project policy as well as the design, implementation and follow-up for activities. This
was premised on the belief that for Sierra Leone’s accountability mechanisms to make a meaningful
impact and achieve their goals, there must be “ownership” of the processes by Sierra Leoneans. It is
also underpinned by the notion that, as a matter of policy, Sierra Leoneans are best placed to know
what activities and approaches would be the most effective to reach the people of Sierra Leone.

2.(a). Judicial Assistance Program

Since 2000, NPW]J-seconded experts have been working in Freetown and New York, within the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Office of the Attorney-General and Ministry of Justice, to assist
the Government of Sierra Leone in its negotiations for the establishment of the Special Court for
Sierra Leone. This component of the project addresses the consequences of the conflict in Sierra
Leone by increasing governmental awareness of and commitment to accountability mechanisms,
which is vital for the successful operations of these mechanisms. Increasing the awareness of the
Government and Parliamentarians of the benefits of international human rights and humanitarian
law increases the likelihood of legislation passing through Patliament, which in turn strengthens the
rule of law by providing legal mechanisms by which to seek redress for its violation.

In July 2000, responding to the request of Sierra Leone to provide specialised assistance, NPW]J
seconded a legal expert to the Sierra Leone Mission to the UN in New York to continue assisting
the Sierra Leone Ambassador to the UN, which had begun during the negotiations for the
establishment of the ICC in 1998. In August 2000, a further two legal experts were seconded to the
Office of the Attorney-General and Minister of Justice in Freetown, Sierra Leone. This ensured that
the Government, with the advice of NPW]J-seconded personnel, was able to form a co-ordinated
response, both in Freetown and in New York, and to convey that response in the best possible way
at the best possible time. By maintaining this close contact, NPWJ-seconded legal experts have kept
the often delicate negotiations balanced and have ensured that the concerns of Sierra Leone were
not lost in the debate.

The work of NPWJ-seconded legal experts has centred around advising the Sierra Leone
Government on critical issues arising in relation to the Special Court and issues of international
criminal justice in general, including representing the Government during meetings and negotiations.
This, together with detailed legal and policy analyses and recommendations on a range of issues

NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
10 March 2004
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
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raised directly and indirectly by the ongoing negotiations, has enabled Sierra Leone to formulate
policies and address all the relevant issues in a timely manner.

In addition, NPWJ-seconded legal experts have been assisting the Attorney-General and the Sierra
L.eone Mission with various other tasks relating to international human rights and humanitarian law.
[For example, in New York, NPW]J-seconded legal expetts have been participating in the VI (Legal)
Committee of the General Assembly, while in Freetown, the Government has often taken advantage
of the presence of NPWJ-seconded international law experts to provide information and analyses on
matters within their areas of expertise, such as the requirements of implementing legislation for the
International Criminal Court.

2.(b) Outreach Program

During the team’s stay in Freetown in 2000, NPW] identified a need for public sensitisation and
education, given that what was being reported concerning the Special Court in the local media was
often wildly inaccurate. The NPW/J Sierra Leone Mission was therefore expanded in 2001 to include
an Outreach Program, designed to facilitate public information and sensitisation on the Special
Court. The Outreach Program incteased awareness of the mandate and operations of the Special
Court, including promoting knowledge about human rights and humanitarian law issues to the
public at large. The Outreach Program worked through the medium of local organisations, in
partcular the Special Court Working Group, by building the capacity of such local organisations to
formulate and disseminate information coherently and in simple terms. Part of this process includes
working with local organisations to formulate the issues in language and ways easily understandable
by the general public. This fosters the role of civil society in promoting accountability within Sierra
l.eonean society and creates a stronger civil society by supplementing them with potent means to
raisc the issues publicly, both in general and in terms of prompting the Government to ensure
international standards are promoted.

The Outreach Program commenced with “The Freetown Conference on Accountability
Mechanisms for Violations of International Humanitarian Law in Sierra Leone”, held in the
Lagoonda Complex on 20 to 22 February 2001 and attended by over 100 mainly Sierra Leonean
participants. The conference provided a vehicle for the exploration of mechanisms designed to
provide accountability for atrocities committed in Sierra Leone during the course of the conflict. It
tocussed on the two mechanisms then envisaged for Sierra Leone (the Special Court and the Truth
and Reconciliation Commission) and the interaction between those institutions as well as exploring
how traditional or customary justice could be incorporated into or operate alongside those
mechanisms. Two key recommendations were adopted at the plenary session of the Conference,
both based on participants’ perceived need for ownership of accountability mechanisms by the
people of Sierra Leone: holding training workshops on the Special Court and establishing a coalition
of interested Sierra Leonean NGOs to conduct the bulk of public sensitisation and information
sharing about the Special Court. This concrete set of recommendations formed the basis for much
of NPWJ’s subsequent outreach work.

The “I'raining the Trainers” seminars presented a detailed overview of the provisions of the (then)
draft Statute and Agreement for the Special Court. To place the Special Court in context, the
seminars began with a brief introduction to the purposes and principles of international
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humanitarian and criminal law and discussed practical issues surrounding the Special Court. A
number of identical workshops were held over a period of days, limiting the number of participants
within cach session to ensure the maximum opportunity for discussion. This model was employed
over a number of months to facilitate holding seminars both in Freetown, the capital city, and in the
provinces. The series of seminars thus held in 2001 attracted a total of over 600 participants from a
diverse range of human rights, civil society and other organisations, including the RUF and the
CDF. Training sessions were also held at the Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration
(DDR) camp in Lunsar and “extra-ordinary” sessions were held for specialised groups, such as the
legal profession and human rights monitors.

An additional motive for the training seminars conducted in March 2001 was to identify those
members of Sierra Leone civil society who were interested in establishing a “Special Court Working
Group”, a coalition of Sierra Leone civil society otganisations who were interested in the issues and
who could play a crucial role in outreach and sensitisation, including ensuring that information being
disseminated about the Special Court by various groups within Sierra Leone would be uniform and
consistent. NPW/J organised a number of meetings of the Special Court Working Group (SCWG);
over the course of 2001, the number of participants in working group meetings grew to a total of
39 members representing as many organisations. The SCWG, which met every two weeks in plenary
and more often in smaller specialised groups, discussed the types of messages concerning the Special
Court that would need to be directed to specific groups within Sierra Leone, together with the
modalities through which the sensitisation program would be implemented. The SCWG adopted its
constitution on 30 June 2001 and held elections for the national executive in July 2001, from which
time the Special Court Working Group Sierra Leone (SCWG-SL) was established as an independent
entity.”

During 2002-2003, the NPW/J Outreach Program gathered momentum and expanded in terms of
the range of activities undertaken, its geographical reach and its implementing partners, which at the
end of 2003 included the Special Court for Sierra Leone itself. NPW] continued to work with the
SCWG, including facilitating the establishment of 12 District Working Groups and the holding of
elections for the national executive in August 2003, as tequired by the constitution. NPW] also
cooperated with the SCWG to hold “top-up training” for existing and new SCWG members, to
ensure people were kept well informed about ongoing developments in relation to the Special Court.
Among the targeted training held in 2002-3, NPW]J held a seminar for performing artists, which saw
the creation of “The Right Players”, a group of Sierra Leonean dramatists who write and perform
skits, short plays and songs on themes related to the Special Court. Building on this and the targeted
training held for market women, NPW] organised a series of Market Tours for the Right Players, in
which the Right Players staged short plays about the Special Court in 16 markets across the
Freetown area, with NPW]J staff on hand to answer questions from the audience.

Together with the Peace and Conflict Studies Department of Fourah Bay College at the University
of Sierra Leone, NPWJ organised a series of public lectures, which commenced with the first public
engagement of the newly-elected President of the Special Coutt, Judge Geoffrey Robertson. These

2 The Special Court Working Group subsequently changed its name to the Coalition for Justice and Accoutability.
Given that during the time period covered by this preface they were still known as the SCWG, that is the name this
preface will use.
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lectures were video-taped and broadcast on SLBS, Sierra Leone’s national television station. In
addition to television, NPWJ continued to facilitate the SCWG’s “Special Court Hour”, held every
Saturday on Radio UNAMSIL since 2001, and helped to establish and support similar radio shows
in five locations across the country. Again in conjunction with the SCWG, NPW] held a series of
training sessions for the newly-established District Working Groups in 13 locations in the provinces.
These sessions were attended by over 520 participants, ranging from NGO and civil society activists
to the Sierra Leone Police and Sierra Leone Army, traditional leaders and the local Law Officers’
Departments.  These were followed by two major conferences in the provinces for the District
Working Groups, based on the model adopted for the Freetown Conference in 2001, which resulted
in concrete plans of action for the District Working Groups for the coming months. During
August 2003, NPWJ and the Special Court for Sierra Leone built on these seminars and conferences
by conducting a major series of training seminars across the country targeting specific groups such
as the military, children, women and others.

The Outreach Program continued to develop and distribute materials on the Special Court,
including production of the “Special Court Times”, a newspaper-sized broadsheet on issues related
to the Special Court, and its accompanying “Pocket Edition”, which contained “Frequently Asked
Questions” about the Special Court. In addition, NPWJ produced a number of small informational
pamphlets, reproduced the constitutive and supporting legal documents of the Court’ and assisted
the Special Court to put together a booklet covering all aspects of the Special Court, illustrated by
local artists. NPWJ also produced a series of informational materials on the International Criminal
Court, to accompany two seminars hosted by NPW], one for civil society in conjunction with the
Coalition for an International Criminal Court and other foreign and local NGOs, including the
National Forum for Human Rights, and one at the request of Sierra Leone Parliamentatians.

2.(c) Legal Profession Program

In 2002, after the Special Court came into existence, NPW]J's Sierra Leone project expanded to
include a Legal Profession Program, aimed specifically at the Sierra Leonean Legal Profession and
working primarily in partnership with the Sierra Leone Bar Association. The Legal Profession
Program promoted knowledge of human rights and humanitarian law norms within the legal
profession in Sierra Leone. A robust legal profession with knowledge about human rights will lead
to a profession capable of defending human rights through various means, including legal means.
This in turn strengthens the rule of law by enabling the Sierra Leone legal profession to ensure they
have the knowledge required to work effectively with and within Sierra Leone’s accountability
mechanisms.

The actvities undertaken within the Legal Profession Program included training seminars,
roundtable discussions and the drafting of explanatory and critical documents. The program also
encouraged the Special Court to involve itself in the legal community so that the Court may make a
sustainable contribution to the rule of law in Sierra Leone. To that end, NPW] together with the
Sierra Lcone Bar Association and the Special Court held a half-day seminar on the Rules of
Procedure and BEvidence of the Special Court in December 2002. During this seminar, selected
members of the Bar Association made submissions to the newly sworn in Judges on different

* Namely the Agreement establishing the Special Court, the Statute, the Rules of Procedure and Evidence, the
Rules of Detention and the indictments.
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aspects of the Rules, in particular with reference to the laws of Sierra Leone. In addition, NPW]
brought an international law expert to Sierra Leone to consult with the Special Coutt and others on
potential models for defence before the Special Court. Both activities resulted in reports that were
made available to, among others, the Judges of the Special Court during their first plenary meeting
to consult on the Rules in early 2003.

The Legal Profession Program also worked closely with the Outreach Program on the public lecture
series, including selecting an international law expert to provide specialised training for the members
of the Sierra Leone Bar Association on the Rules of Procedure and Evidence of the Special Court.’
In July 2003, NPWJ in partnership with the Bar Human Rights Committee of England and Wales
held a week-long “IHL Training Seminar” for members of the Sierra Leone Bar Association and
other interested legal practitioners. This training resulted in a set of lecture notes, which was widely
distributed in Sierra Leone and abroad. In addition, many of the trainers participated in another
NPW]J activity, the Lawyers’ Guide to the Special Court, which is a guide to the substantive and
procedural law relating to the Special Court.”

A major component of the Legal Profession Program was providing access to relevant library
resources through the establishment of the NPWJ International Human Rights and Humanitarian
Law Library in Freetown. This library was a continuation of the “Book Donation” program
launched in 2000, whereby foreign universities, individuals and others donated legal books and
materials to NPWJ’s international law reading room and resource centre in Sierra Leone. NPWJ was
fortunate to receive a large donation from the Colombia University Human Rights Law Program,
which was shipped to Sierra Leone in 2002 and formed the backbone of the library, which also
included donations from Penguin Publishers, the Canadian Law Book Company, Geoffrey
Robertson QC (as he then was), Caroline Morgan and others. The library was officially opened at
the beginning of 2003 by Desmond de Silva, QC, the Deputy Prosecutor of the Special Court.
NPW] hired a qualified librarian to manage the collection, which included a digital library compiled
by NPWJ, and to oversee the library itself, which also contained internet stations and photocopying
facilities. The majority of users consisted of human rights activists and university and school
students, who used the library for research on human rights, humanitarian law and related matters.
Following the conclusion of the NPW]J Sierra Leone project in 2003, NPW] embarked on a
partnership with the Campaign for Good Governance, who are now housing the library at their
Freerown headquarter office and ensuring continued public access to the collection.

2.(d) Conflict Mapping Program

In 2002, NPWJ launched the Conflict Mapping Program, which reconstructs the chain of events
during a conflict through gathering information in the field and analysing the decision-making
processes to ascertain the role of those who bear the greatest responsibility for policies of systematic
and massive violations of the laws of war. This analysis is based on testimonial and other data
overlaid with order of battle and command structures of the various forces as they evolved over
time and space. This chronological and geographical mapping of the conflict, including
reconstructing the order of battle and chain of command, serves to prevent denial of those events.
An analysis of events according to international law establishes prima facie accountability for

* Staff of the Special Court also attended these training seminars.
> The Lawyers’ Guide is available from www.specialcourt.org,
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violations of international humanitarian law. In so doing, it both serves to strengthen the rule of law
and to promote and defend human rights by publicising the price for violating them. In addition,
establishing the chain of command within the armed forces operating in Sierta Leone and
assembling these disparate pieces of information to create the bigger picture of the decade-long
contlict in Sierra Leone enables the crucial first phase of establishing who bears direct and command
responsibility for crimes committed during the conflict. This will enable the people of Sierra Leone
to establish who should be held accountable for those crimes, thereby avoiding the trap of blaming a
group or segment of society and promoting peaceful conciliation.

Beginning in 2002, the Outreach Program increased its geographic spread. This opened up new
channels, networks and possibilities for collaboration and consequently increased the diversity and
size of NPWJ’s network of partner organisations and individuals. In addition, the Outreach Program
deepened NPWJ’s pre-existing relationships with many key sectors of society. These factors made it
possible to conceive of a field based nation-wide Conflict Mapping Program in two main ways.
NPWJ’s extensive and trusted network of partners would be essential in devising and implementing
any system of collecting information. Following this, NPWJ’s network of partners embedded in
communities throughout the country would also be essential in maximising the possible impact of
the program: in encouraging people to participate in the program; in promoting the underlying
rationales of accountability; and then in disseminating the results.

Meaningful long-term conciliation and reintegration can only take place if the accountability process
belongs to each and every community — and if ecach community is able to participate in it.
Rehabilitation and reintegration is not simply a matter of locating next of kin and assisting in
individual reintegration; it is about enabling society and each community to move forward and to
accept individuals back into their fold. The outreach and information gathering processes have
contributed towards establishing confidence in the accountability mechanisms, by providing victims
and witnesses with the opportunity to recount their stoties and the stories of others in such a way as
to help them understand their personal and their communities’ experiences in the context of the
conflict.

In the implementation of the Conflict Mapping Program, NPW] worked closely with local partner
organisations, with whom an excellent relationship had been built over the previous two years. The
Contlict Mapping Program has therefore involved as much of the country as possible in conducting
sensitisation and documentation in this manner so as to encourage a sense of ownership of the
processes by the people of Sierra Leone.

The results of this work, which are found in this report, together with the work of organisations in
Sierra Leone undertaking human rights reporting, are hoped to support the work of the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission and the Special Court. It must however be emphasised that the process
in itself is as important as the final document, because the direct involvement of Sierra Leoneans
(both as interviewer and interviewee) in this program has allowed them to be at the heart of the
accountability worl being carried out in the country.

NPW]J Conflict Mapping Report
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Chapter One: Methodology

The purpose of the Conflict Mapping Program, as outlined in the preface, is two-fold: to gather
reliable information so as to put together an accurate picture of what happened in Sierra Leone and
to make the process meaningful for Sierra Leoneans. Initially, on the basis of NPWJ’s experience in
other situations, it was determined that there wete four main ways in which a reportt such as this one
could be produced, namely:

1. Individuals recounting their own experiences;

2. Individuals giving an overview of what happened in their area, through their own experience

and what they have learnt from others;
3. Groups recounting their experiences in a shared environment; and
4. Open source materials.

The question facing the program during the conceptual phase was which method to select in order
to maximise both the quality of the information gathered and the impact of information-gathering
on Sierra lLeoneans, given the resources and constraints. The main constraints were limited financial
resources; a limited amount of time; the size of the country and lack of ease of movement, including
the condition of the roads; and the fact that Sierra Leone experiences torrential rains for six months
of the year, making many roads completely impassable.

In addidon, each method listed above has its own pros and cons. TFor example, while the first
method involves Sierra Leoneans to the greatest degree, every single person in the country would
have to be given an opportunity to tell their story in order to gather enough information to be able
to put together an accurate picture of what happened across the country. This would be difficult if
not impossible to achieve at the national level for a ten-year conflict with limited resources and
limited time. On the other hand, while the last method can also give a very comprehensive picture
of what happened across the country, it would have limited to no impact on or involvement of the
people of Sierra Leone.

Given these factors, it was considered that the most appropriate method for NPWJ to conduct a
Conflict Mapping Program that focused on the whole of the country rather than a limited
geographical area was to use information gathered from people in Sierra Leone with a good general
overview of the conflict in their area (“key persons™),’ supplemented with open source materials. In
order to maximise community participation, enhance the quality of the information and overcome
potential cultural and linguistic barriers, it was considered that the best people to take records from
people with an overview were Sierra Leoneans from the same geographical area as the key persons
("Contlict Mapping Recorders” or “CMRs™). In addition, it was considered that in order to enhance
community “ownership” of the accountability mechanisms, the Conflict Mapping and Outreach
Programs should as much as possible be conducted together. Marrying the sensitisation and the
documentation processes ensures that the perception of the communities reached is not that of
being “told” about the accountability process as something that happens elsewhere and is relevant to
others, but rather of truly taking part in it.

¢ Key persons provided information to NPW] on the basis of confidentiality, subject to certain exceptions for
which the consent of the key person was obtained prior to taking the record, including use of the information in
the compilation of this report.
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While this method was the most appropriate in the circumstances, it comes with its own potential
drawbacks, which had to be addressed during the conceptual phase so as to minimise their possible
impact during implementation. There are seven major areas of concern of such importance that
failure to recognise and address them would have compromised the value of both the process and
outcomes of the program, described here as “critical areas”. These are addressed comprehensively in
the following sections, but are worth discussing briefly here.

The first critical area is the quality of the CMRs and their ability to draw out relevant information
from the key person so as to compile a record that could be used during the analysis phase. This
was addressed through a rigorous two-fold selection process. In the first instance, NPWJ outlined
the program to partner NGOs in the regions, often members of the SCWG, who would nominate
persons they considered suitable to be CMRs. Following that initial nomination, NPWJ held a
training session for the potential CMRs, including a practical exercise in record-taking, and selected
CMRs on the basis of the results of that training. In addition, CMRs were trained in recognising
their own potential biases and how to overcome them and, at the very least, to identify those biases
tor the analysts.

The sccond critical area concerns the quality and usability of the records, which is distinct from the
quality of the person taking the record, although the two often correlate. This was overcome by
rigorous training in how to take a record and what information might be relevant, which included
practical exercises in taking a record before interviewing the first key person. In addition, once the
first record had been taken, NPWJ personnel reviewed the record with the CMR, to point out
potential problems and provide advice on how to take a2 more comprehensive record.’

The third critical area is the type of the key persons interviewed by the CMRs in terms of the kind of
information they might provide. In order to overcome this concern, CMRs wete provided with
rigorous guidelines and criteria for ideal candidates for key persons. Once CMRs had made their
initial selection of the key persons they wished to interview, NPW]J personnel went through the list
with them and discussed their choices, suggesting alternatives where the initial choices were
Inappropriate.

The fourth critical area is the accuracy of the information provided by the key persons. This was
addressed by providing CMRs with guidelines and training in interviewing and how to take a record,
including the importance of accuracy and not “making up” information to fill in gaps, as well as
recognising potential bias in key persons.

The fifth critical area concerns the accuracy of the information itself. Given that the conflict ranged
over the course of a decade and many key persons were either relatively young when events
happened or were relatively elderly at the time they gave their record, not to mention the potential
cttects of post traumatic stress disorder, even with the best intentions on the part of both the CMRs
and the key persons there is always the possibility that people are mistaken. This was addressed by
reviewing the first factual analysis with well respected local human rights activists who were not
involved in the Conflict Mapping Program and who themselves had a good general overview of

" In most cases, CMRs were required to go back to the first key person to fill in information that was lacking in the
record, which would generally improve the comprehensiveness of the remaining records that were taken.
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what happened in a particular District. In addition, it was addressed by providing the factual analysis
to other local and foreign experts and by cross-checking the information with open source materials.

The sixth critical area was geographical coverage. In its original conception, the Conflict Mapping
Program was to have one CMR per chiefdom, in order to have saturation coverage across the whole
country. However, time, financial and logistical restraints meant that this was not possible, as there
are 149 chiefdoms across the country, plus the rural Western Area, not all of which are accessible at
all times of the year. In order to avoid making arbitrary decisions about which chiefdoms to cut and
with a view to minimising the damage to the report as a whole, NPWJ therefore discussed this issue
with the Campaign for Good Governance (CGG), the leading human rights NGO in Sierra Leone
with human rights monitors in every District, and the SCWG. NPW] sought their advice on which
chiefdoms could be covered by a CMR from a neighbouring chiefdom (termed “linked”) and which
chietdoms were not the scene of a great deal of activity during the conflict and could be cut
altogether. In addition, NPW]J discussed with CGG the chiefdoms about which they would be able
to provide information, on the basis of their regular human rights reporting work as well as a special
human rights violations reporting project they undertook during 2001.

The final critical area related to processing the raw information generated by the project — in short,
information management. Failure to secure, store and accurately break down the records into a
practical format for analysis would undermine efforts to buid an accurate reconstruction of the
events described in them. In November 2002, NPW] together with Sensible Data srl, an Italian IT
company specialising in emergency situations, began developing a customised database that would
allow the narratives in the records to be broken down into incidents, storing simple information
about the incident alongside data about the exact location and date of its occurrence. As soon the
first completed records began to be collected in mid May, they entered a process of digitisation. In
late June, once all the records were collected, records were broken down into incidents by a team of
specially trained database analysts. A thorough system of cross-checking was implemented
throughout to maintain the accuracy of information from record through to database.

1. Sclecting and training Conflict Mapping Recorders

The gathering of information in the field in Sierra Leone was conducted by national human rights
workers or “Conflict Mapping Recorders”, trained and supervised by NPW] personnel, in
communities and villages throughout the country.

1.(a) Selection of CMRs

While the selection of the CMRs in the communities was one of the most important parts of the
program, it also presented one of the greatest challenges from a quality control perspective. In this
process, NPWJ was very heavily reliant on the judgment and expertise of its collaborating
organisations and their representatives, with whom a relationship of trust had been built over the
previous two years.

As a system of quality control, NPW]J tried to ensure the collaborating organisations selected their
best people to nominate as CMRs, by discussing with the organisations the purpose of the program
and providing the following checklist for indicators that people could make good CMRs:

® They should have a good level of knowledge about the conflict in their chiefdoms.
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e They should have a good level of written and spoken English.

e They should be able to overcome their bias as much as possible.

e They should show willingness and have time for the program, since much of its success lies
in the quality of their records.

Following the initial selection stage by local partners, NPW]J held a training workshop at which the
final selection was made (see below), based on how the CMR responded to the training and their
performance in the practical exercise of taking a record. By the end of April 2003, the selection
stage was complete and NPW/J had hired a total of 136 CMRs to cover 146 chiefdoms.” Twenty-two
CMRs were hired to cover the Western Area, which is a densely populated area to which many IDPs
fled during the war. In each District, NPW] appointed a focal point, who was the main contact
person for that District and who assisted with logistical and other arrangements, including bringing
the final records to Freetown for review purposes. These CMRs and the focal points represented a
broad cross section of civil society and included human rights activists, teachers and others.

1.(b) Training of CMRs

NPW] conducted training workshops in various locations in the Western Area and in the
12 headquarter towns throughout the country. In order to provide greater participation and
information sharing, as well as due to time and logistical constraints, CMRs travelled from their
chiefdoms to the headquarter town rather than NPW] personnel travelling to each chiefdom. In
addition, this allowed the focal point to meet every CMR selected and identify possible logistical
obstacles. The training was divided into three distinct components: the introductory workshop, the
training workshop and the review process.

The first visit, called an “introductory workshop”, was dedicated to meeting with community leaders
and collaborative organisations to introduce the program. This session was the final part of the
“Training the Trainers” seminar held by the NPWJ] Outreach Program and the Special Court
Working Group. This placed the Conflict Mapping Program in the context of the Special Court,
accountability mechanisms and the difficulties faced in reconstructing accurately the events of the
conflict in Sierra Leone. The introductory workshops laid the groundwork for the quality of the
CMRs selected, following the considerations outlined above, as well as the relevance of the key
persons identified. One of the main aims of this session was to engage the participants, so that over
the following days they could identify potential CMRs for the training workshop and compile a list
of potential key persons for reviewing at the end of that training workshop. This stage was
completed for the whole country by mid April 2003.

The second visit was the “training workshop”, a one-day session composed of sensitisation on the
Special Court to ensure that CMRs would be well versed in crimes under international law, in
particular those within the jurisdiction of the Court, to enable them to take all the relevant details
from their key persons. This sensitisation was followed by a workshop on the Conflict Mapping

¥ CMRs were paid a small stipend to cover transport and incidental costs incurred during their time spent taking
records. It should be noted, however, that CMRs were not paid according to the number of records they took but
were paid a sum that had been set in advance. It was felt that paying according to the number of records taken
could harm the quality of the records, as there was the possibility, however remote, that some people may take
more records, which could be of reduced quality, in otder to increase their remuneration.
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Program itself, concluding with the selection of Conflict Mapping Recorders to take records from
kev persons. The training focused on explaining the Conflict Mapping Program, how conflict
mapping differs from human rights reporting, how to take a record, what type of information to
focus on and discussed the fact that these interviews would be taxing and draining on both the
CMRs and the key persons. The session culminated in practical exercises in record taking. In
addition, this stage included training in the crucial first step of selecting appropriate key persons who
have a good general overview of the conflict in their area. On the basis of performance during this
training session, including perceived understanding of the process and principles and the quality of
the practice record, NPW]J selected a limited number of individuals to work as CMRs. This stage
was completed for the whole country in the first week of May 2003.

The third stage consisted of reviewing the first records collected by the CMRs for content and
organisation before the final two records were taken from key persons selected by the conflict
mapping recorders in consultation with NPW]. This stage was essential to provide top up training (if
necessary), to address problems the CMRs may have encountered, to ensure the quality of the
records taken and to ensure that CMRs never felt abandoned. The fact that this process took place
after the collection of each CMR’s first record and before the collection of subsequent records
enabled NPW]J to undertake a thorough system of quality control on an ongoing basis. This stage
was completed for the whole country in June 2003.Thus each location was visited at least three times
by NPW] according to a schedule worked out in advance with local partners, especially the SCWG,
and the NPW] Outreach Program.

The structure of the training was developed by NPW]J in consultation with local partners during
October and November 2002 and was reviewed on an ongoing basis to incorporate lessons learnt
during the training process. The first round of training commenced in December 2002 in Freetown,
followed by further meetings and the training of conflict mapping recorders in the rural Western
Area, near Freetown. Although this ran the risk of appearing there was a “Freetown bias”,” NPWJ
selected the Western Area as the first point of entty to enable NPWJ to perfect the conflict mapping
training before taking it into the provinces, as logistically it is more difficult to perfect such
processes in the provinces. Lessons learned from the training in the Western Area were
incorporated into the planning process for the provincial training and in late March 2003, following
preparatory work undertaken in consultation with the SCWG and the Outtreach program, conflict
mapping training began in the provinces.

Partly in consideration of the time frame and the impending rainy season, which starts in May and
during which many roads become impassable, NPW]J hired a Sierra Leonean team comprised of the
best CMRs from the Western Area to undertake the training workshops and the collection of the
first records in some parts of the country. This enabled thete to be two conflict mapping training
teams working simultaneously in different locations around the country, allowing full coverage of
the whole country by the conclusion of the time frame for the gathering of records.

A common criticism by Sierra Leoneans of foreign NGOs and others in Sierra Leone is that they focus too much
on the capital, Freetown, and do not focus enough on the provincial and rural areas in Sierra Leone.
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2. IKey persons

The Contlict Mapping Program was primarily based on the scrupulous selection and debriefing of
selected individuals (“key persons”) whose profession, role in their community or in the forces
involved in the conflict placed them in a position to follow events as they unfolded.

To facilitate proper identification and selection of key persons, CMRs were provided with the
following guidelines for characteristics of people who would likely be best suited to being a key
person:
1. The widest possible overview of the conflict in their area.
They were present in their chiefdom for much of the conflict.
Reliability.
Trustworthiness.
They have a good reputation in their community.
6. They would usually be regarded in their community as a person that others can confide in.
Honesty.
8. They are able to pass on their knowledge to the Conflict Mapping Recorders accurately and
tully.
9. They are as free from bias as possible or at least are able to recognise their own bias.
10. They will usually be recognised as local community leaders in some respect.

EUENSSIN

1

In addition, CMRs were provided with the following list of people who may make good key persons:
1. Teachers.

Doctors.

Lawyers.

Counsellors/Social workers.

Youth Leaders.

Women’s Movement Leaders.

Senior Police from the local area.

lL.ocal Magistrates.

Chiefs.

10. Section Leaders.

1. Local Commanders from the different fighting factions.

12. Any person in the local community who has been able to gain an overview of the conflict
through a number of other persons talking to them or through holding some respected and
trusted position in their community.

P NN O RS

2 O

To facilitate and monitor the quality of the records and the key persons selected for interviews, the
CMRs were asked to provide a report prior to conducting an interview, in order to maintain the
focus of the process and the standard of the key persons selected. These reports covered the
following matters:

1. Why that key person was selected from their list of potential key persons.

2. How the selected key person meets the criteria, for example how and why that key person

has an overview of the conflict in that area.

3. The nature of the information provided by that key person.

The key person’s knowledge of the conflict.

+
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Each CMR was to select three key persons in their chiefdom from whom to take a record, based on
the time necessary to take a record and the time frame within which the record-taking phase had to
be completed. Nevertheless, the main emphasis was on quality and not quantity when identifying
key persons to be interviewed. It was therefore the case that fewer key persons were selected for
interviewing in some chiefdoms whete the scale of the conflict was minimal or where there was a
smaller population.

Following these criteria, the Conflict Mapping Program gathered records from 401 key persons
across the country, who ranged in age between 19 and 82. Of these, 6.7% were former members of
one of the fighting factions; 6.7% were women; and 10.7% had been captured by one or more of the
fighting factions and used either as forced labour or were recruited into a fighting faction."” The
most common occupation of key persons was a farmer, most of whom had occupied some position
of authority during the conflict (such as Town or Section Chief) and many of whom were members
of a fighting faction, most commonly the Civil Defence Forces. Other occupations included
Paramount Chiefs, Town Chiefs and other chiefdom authorities, teachers, fishermen, housewives,
retired military personnel and civil servants.

3. Database

The information gathered by CMRs from key perons comprised over 400 records, each containing
an average of 30 pages, with a total of approximately 5,500 separate incidents, that is, instances of an
alleged violation of international humanitarian law or key strategic or other information contained in
a record. Given the amount and breadth of information, it had to be collated and stored in such a
way as to enable easy search and retrieval in order for it to be used by analysts.

NPWJ therefore entered this information into a database designed specifically for the purposes of
analysis according to order of battle and chain of command information. Prior to the completion of
the design and programming of the database,'" typists entered the records in their entirety into digital
format. The resulting files underwent rigorous proofreading to ensure they were exactly the same as
the record provided by each CMR. These documents then formed the basis of the data entry
process and were used extensively during the analysis phase.

For data entry purposes, each record was broken into incidents, which consist of discrete parts of
information, usually chronological, containing examples of serious violations of international
humanitarian law or other relevant information. Each incident was classified according to what
crimes were allegedly committed, who allegedly committed them, what weapons they allegedly used
and other pertinent information. To ensure accuracy and consistency in the classification of
incidents, NPWJ personnel provided training to data entry operators in the basics of international
humanitarian law as well as a manual outlining how different factual scenarios should be classified.
To ensure accuracy of the database as a whole and to enhance its effectiveness for analysis purposes,

" These people are not included in the 6.7% who were former members of a fighting faction, which refers only to
those people who joined willingly, according to the information they provided to the CMR.
' The database was designed and developed by Sensible Data s.r.l. Sensible Data is an I'T company that specialises
in information technology, data processing and secure communications for emergency and humanitarian
operations: www.sensible.it.
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each entry went through a thorough process of checking and cross-checking, to ensure that it was
consistent, complete and correct.'

4, The analysis

4.(a) District level analysis

At the conclusion of the data entry stage, NPW]J’s analysts began piecing together what happened
during the 10 years of war in Sierra Leone, using three tools: the database; detailed maps, mostly at
District level; and the typed records. The result of this stage, which involved collating and
cross-checking vast amounts of information, was a rough outline of what happened in each District
during the conflict, highlighting troop movements, chains of command and events, including acts
likely to constitute violations of international humanitarian law.

Following this stage, the rough drafts for each District were reviewed in Freetown with field
monitors from the Campaign for Good Governance (CGG) responsible for that District. CGG’s
ficld monitors are very experienced human rights activists with an in-depth knowledge about what
happened during the conflict in the District for which they are responsible. NPWJ specifically did
not hire any CGG field monitors as Conflict Mapping Recorders, so that their experience could be
better utilised once the first analyses were done, to ensure that there were no major errors ot
inconsistencies in the District-level analyses, thus providing a crucial first level of cross-checking.

In addition, over a six month period, NPW] debricfed a former high-level member of the
Revolutionary United Front (RUF), who provided a great deal of information on the inner workings
of the RUF and an overview of the conflict since it began in 1991. The hours spent working with
this key person yielded a statement of over 100 pages, plus various documents and maps describing
the structure, procedures and geographical locations of the RUF, which were of immense benefit
during the analysis phases. A senior Kamajor was also debriefed for the same purposes, although not
as extensively.

The process as a whole enabled analysts to piece together the conflict as it happened across time and
space and, in particular, to draw out patterns of conduct that may constitute crimes against
humanity, namely those crimes committed in a widespread or systematic manner.

4.(b) The first draft factual analysis

Once these stages were complete, experienced analysts began the long process of putting all the
information together, which consisted of three stages. First, a “first review” was conducted of the
rough drafts, checking for internal sense and consistency. Second, each rough draft went through a
more thorough review, addressing potential problems in the analysis, often going back to the
original records and maps to clarify issues. Finally, the rough drafts for each District were put
together and cross-referenced, which enabled the compilation of the general overview of the
conflict. This first stage was based purely on the information gathered in the field and, as such, did
not incorporate any information from open soutces or other materials.

12 In compiling the database and the data entry process, NPW]J hired personnel who had worked on the ICG
Humanirarian Law Documentation Project so as to enable this phase to benefit from lessons learnt during that
project.
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4.(c) The second draft factual analysis

The first draft factual analysis formed the backbone of the work that followed, namely the
incorporation of information from open sources and other materials, going back to the records
when necessary to iron out inconsistencies and to fill in details. Further, at this time, cross-checking,
filling in details and checking dates and other information was undertaken when there was
contlicting, contradictory or inadequate data. To facilitate this process, NPW] incorporated a range
of diverse information into a fully searchable open source database, with 8,500 entries comprised of
news reports,”” UNAMSIL press briefings,' situation reports from NGOs and the United Nations
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), United Nations press briefings and
documents, press releases from other relevant bodies, such as mining companies, and other relevant
information. Other open source materials were also used, including reports from major human
rights organisations, particularly Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International.

The primary purpose for open source and other material was to provide background material,
cross-check the information gathered from key persons and to fill in gaps where any existed.
Nevertheless, it must be emphasised that the main source of information for the facts as analysed in
this report was Sierra Leoneans themselves, through the records of key persons gathered by Conflict
Mapping Recorders throughout the country. Wherever open sources provided information used in
the report, that is noted in a footnote to the relevant pordon of the text.

The result of this was the second draft factual analysis, which incorporated all verified information
from the first draft, with the addition of open sources and other material that had not been gathered
directly by NPWJ in the field, but which was useful for confirming ofr correcting the data. This
second draft factual analysis was then sent to a selected number of “resource persons”, namely
Sierra Leonecans and foreigners with expertise in the conflict in Sierra Leone who had agreed to
review the information contained in the draft report and help clear up any lingering inconsistencies
or unclear information.

4.(d) The legal analysis

While the factual analysis was being petfected with the assistance of resource persons, NPW] put
together a legal analysis of the events that happened during the conflict. This involved researching,
presenting and discussing the relevant principles of international humanitarian and criminal law,
which were then applied to the information contained in the factual analysis, so as to ascertain what
crimes under international law and Sierra Leonean law were committed during the conflict.

The draft of the legal analysis was sent to NPWJ’s network of international law expetts, many of
whom have had experience working on similar projects, such as the Humanitarian Law
Documentation Project in Kosovo, or practicing before international courts or tribunals. These
people are to the legal sections what the CGG field monitors and the factual resource persons are to
the factual sections.

! The main sources used were BBC and AFP wire reports and reports from the Xinhua News Agency.

1 Often, the records did not contain as detailed information about events that occurred from late 2000, partly
because the decade-long conflict was beginning to come to an end. As such, UNAMSIL press briefings — which
were regular and very detailed about UNAMSIL deployment in particular — were used to bring structure to the
recollections of key persons, where necessaty.
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5. ___ Notes on the report

One difficulty in a country with limited resources is the availability of detailed, comprehensive and
up-to-date maps. In Sierra Leone, the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian
Aftairs has begun producing detailed maps, which were vital for the analysis of the information
gathered during the Conflict Mapping Program. Difficulties were nevertheless encountered because
a number of villages mentioned in the records — which span back to 1991 — were completely
destroyed during the conflict and, as such, no longer exist. Wherever possible, this report tties to
identify the location of such villages based on the information contained in the reports.

Due to the fact that OCHA maps were used in the analysis phase and specially-constructed maps
were provided by OCHA as visual aids for the report itself, this report adopts the spelling of place
names used on the OCHA maps. If that was not available, this report uses the spelling used in the
records. Throughout, the report tries to be as specific as possible about the location of a particular
place, adopting the formula of naming first the town or village, then the chiefdom and District,
where it is different from the District under analysis. For example, if Peyema is being discussed as
part of the factual analysis for Bo District, it will read: “Peyema (Lower Bambara Chiefdom)”;
however, it is is being discussed as part of the factual analysis for Pejuhun District, it will read
“Peyema (Lower Bambara Chiefdom, Bo District)”. In addition to avoid any possible confusion, the
word “Town” was used to distinguish a town from a District, for example, “Pujehun Town”,
although “Town” is not an official part of the place name.

Finally, while it may appear counter-intuitive in a report on a conflict in which many victims and
perpetrators were named in the media, this reports does not “name names” of either victims or
perpetrators. While the case for not naming victims is clear, it was decided also not to name
perpetrators, even where they might be considered to be “notorious”. This decision was taken
because the allegations made are often extremely serious and would require further investigation
before public disclosure could be considered. It must be borne in mind that the information
analysed in this report has not been tested to the level required for sustaining a conviction, for
cxample through cross-examination in court, nor have the alleged perpetrators had the opportunity
to tell their side of the story or answer the allegations made in this report. Therefore, although some
names are well known and the decision not to include them may seem artificial, it was decided that
the best approach would be to omit entirely any references to names.

0. .. _Partners

NPWJ would have been unable to complete the Conflict Mapping Program without the support and
assistance of a number of partners. First and foremost, the Special Court Wotking Group, both in
Freetown and across the country, was invaluable at every stage of the process from the initial design
of the training seminars, to planning the up country ttips, to providing us with CMR candidates.
They also assisted us in undertaking training on the Special Court, together with the Outreach
Program, during the first phases of training of the CMRs.

Another crucial partner was the Campaign for Good Governance (CGG), who provided assistance
both as a member of the SCWG and independently. In particular, the CGG field monitors provided
vital assistance by going through the preliminary District-level analyses for their District to verify the
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accuracy of the information and fill in any gaps. CGG field monitors are particularly well placed to
undertake this task, as they are based in the District and have been gathering information on human
rights abuses for CGG, one of Sierra Leone’s leading and most reputable organisations.

A proper understanding of the movement of forces and how events interplayed would not have
been possible without the use of maps provided by OCHA. The illustrative maps contained in the
report were produced with the generous assistance of OCHA personnel, who put together
District-level maps that contain as many of the places mentioned in the report whose location could
be identified.

Special recognition should go to the European Commission, who financed the bulk of our 2002 and
2003 activities in Sierra Leone, including the Conflict Mapping Program.

Finally, the Special Court for Sierra Leone provided much needed co-financing during the analysis
stage of the Conflict Mapping Program. It must be emphasised, however, that this assistance was
limited to financial assistance only and in no way implies endorsement by the Special Court of any of
the material or conclusions, factual or legal, contained in this report.

Indeed, the content and conclusions drawn in this report are the sole responsibility of No Peace
Without Justice and cannot be attributed to any of our partners.

Kk

The present report does not and cannot mention or even truly reflect the varied range of tasks
carricd out by all NPW]J personnel in the Conflict Mapping Program or or other programs in the
project. Nor can it acknowledge fully or exhaustively the wide range of assistance and support given
to us by our partners, friends and people we met throughout the country. Rather, the purpose of
this report is to provide as comprehensive as possible a picture of what happened during the
decade-long conflict in Sierra Leone, analysed over time and space according to chains of command
and order of battle information. With this picture, we hope to demonstrate that what happened to
the people of Sierra Leone over the course of more than 10 years was a crime — the result of
deliberate policies to commit systematic and massive violations of the laws of war — and by so doing
to give a voice to the countless victims of these ctimes, to play our part in ensuring they will not be
torgotten.
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Chapter Two: A General Overview of the conflict in Sierra Leone from 1991 to 2002

Sierra Leone is located on the south-west coast of Africa, bordered on the north and north-east by
Guinea, on the east and south-east by Liberia and on the west coast by the Atlantic Ocean. Sierra
Leone’s compact shape and coastal situation mean that her international borders are only 555 miles
in total, sharing 397 miles with Guinea and 158 miles with Liberia. Sierra Leone’s territory covers
27,699 square miles (71,740 km?®), housing a pre-conflict population estimated at 4.3 million.
The 13 ethnic groups in Sierra Leone had strong administrative structures in the provinces prior to
British colonisation in the late 18"or early 19" century, which were utilised by the British when they
expanded control from Freetown across the rest of the country. This is echoed in today’s legal and
administrative systems, which are comprised of both traditional structures and traditional or
customary law as well as a Westminster style Parliament and the application of British common law.

Sierra Leone is endowed with mineral resources, namely diamond, gold, bauxite, rutile and iton ore.
Although only 6.7% of the land is arable, it also produces cash crops, in particular, coffee, cocoa,
ginger and rice. Of the 800 km of waterways running through the country, 600 km is navigable the
vear round. Very few of the major highways running through the country are paved and there are
no common carrier railroads, rendering travel through the country difficult during the rainy season,
which runs from May to October. Indeed, rainfall along the coast can reach 495 cm (195 inches) per
year, making Sierra Leone one of the wettest countries in West Africa. Prior to the rainy season,
from December to February, the dry haramattan winds carry sand from the Sahara, depositing large
amounts of sand throughout the country and bringing corresponding dust storms.

The early years of independence, which Sierra Leone attained in 1961, are marked by a number of
military coups until 1968, after which the one-party State was established in the late 1970s. Once
prosperous Sierra Leone would experience a steady decline throughout the 1980s, widely regarded to
be the result of rampant corruption, which would set the stage for the conflict that erupted in the
1990s.

On 23 March 1991, combined forces of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) and National
Patriotic Front for Liberia (NPFL) entered Kailahun District from Liberia through the town of
Bomaru in Upper Bambara Chiefdom. On 27 March 1991, another group of RUF/NPFL entered
Kailahun District from Liberia through the town of Koindu in the north of the District. By mid
April, these two fronts would join in the centre of the District, having by then occupied the majority
of it. On 28 March 1991, a third RUF/NPFL group crossed the Mano River forming the border
between Liberia and Sierra Leone, in the south-east part of the country. They immediately occupied
Zimmi, the southern-most town on the road network in Pujehun District.

As at 23 March 1991, units of the Sierra Leone Army (SLA) were stationed in the towns of
Koribondo (Bo District), Daru (Kailahun District), Gandorhun (Kono District) and Kenema Town
(Kenema District). RUF/NPFL forces would move towards these locations to confront directly the
SLLA in an aggressive inland-moving campaign that was accompanied by systematic attacks against
the civilian population.

In April 1991, the RUF unit that had entered Bomaru was engaged with the SLA at Daru Barracks in
the south ot the District. This was an important SLA position on the notthern bank of the Moa
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River, as it controlled further inland access by road. Occupying Daru Barracks would be a
continuing objective of RUF/NPFL forces throughout 1991 and 1992. Again in April, the
RUF/NPFL unit that entered through Koindu town immediately attacked SLA forces stationed
some 20 km south in the town of Buedu, forcing them to retreat to Kailahun Town.

When the RUF/NPFL forces entered a town or village, civilian residents were gathered together in
the centre of town, at the Court Bartie, where the RUF/NPFL forces introduced themselves as
“freedom fighters” seeking to redeem the people of Sierra Leone from the corrupt All People’s
Congress (APC). Government. NPFL members were immediately identified as Liberian through
their foreign accent and use of Liberian dialects. Enlisting, conscripting and training of both adults
and children started immediately, particularly in Kailahun, where numerous training camps were
established; the ranks of the RUF swelled quickly.

Reacting to such events, the Government of Sierra Leone requested and received support from the
Governments of Nigeria and Guinea, who sent forces to provide security for strategic locations in
and around Freetown. The Government of the United States would also provide indirect logistical
and training assistance to the Government of Sierra Leone throughout 1991.

The RUEF/NPFL unit entering Pujehun District from Liberia spread out across the District in a 45
mile arc from the town of Zimmi. They attacked through Pujehun Town, northwards into the
southern chiefdoms of Bo District and north-east toward Koribondo Town, where the SLA was
garrisoned. RUF/NPFL forces would attack the SLA in villages on the route to Koribondo until
August 1991. The advance of RUF/NPFL forces in April allowed them access to land running
south-west into Bonthe District, where RUF/NPFL occupied a number of small towns in the
extreme south and east of the District, eventually trying but failing to occupy the District
headquarter town of Bonthe, on Shetrbro Island. Around this time, SLA forces were deployed in
Bonthe Town and by the end of the yeat had opened new bases in the south-east of the District.
RUF/NPFL forces moved into the southern chiefdoms of Kenema District using the main road
linking Zimmi to the south of the District. Combined Guinean and SLA forces checked their
advance through Kenema District into Kenema Town, where the main SLA brigade was located.

As they advanced, RUF/NPFL forces uniformly abducted civilians, simply killing them, or forcing
them to carry looted property and perform domestic tasks. Almost without exception, sexual
violence against women accompanied the arrival of RUF/NPFL forces in a locality. The burning of
civilian residences and targeting of government and traditional authorities, in addition to the
violence against civilians, caused massive panic and an exodus of civilians northwards inland.
Rudimentary administrative structures — pass systems, checkpoints and appointment of their own
personnel as town and chiefdom authorities — were put in place by the RUF/NPFL as they
advanced. This would continue throughout the following years.

In June 1991, RUF/NPFL forces moved further north into Kono District along the main road to
the District headquarter town of Koidu, staging a number of attacks on SLA positions in the south
of Kono District. Throughout August and September, SLA forces from Koribondo would react
offensively, forcing RUF/NPFL forces to retreat back through Pujehun District along the routes by
which they had entered. In recapturing Pujehun and pushing the RUF/NPFL southwards, the SLA
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collaborated with forces of the United Liberian Movement for Democracy in Liberia (ULIMO), a
Liberian movement engaged in watfare with the NPFL in Liberian tertitory.

To consolidate their own advance and successes against RUF/NPFL forces, SLA forces in Kono
District began supporting the establishment of civilian vigilante groups, armed with bladed weapons
and short-barrel shotguns. Throughout Pujehun District, SLA forces executed civilians suspected of
collaborating with RUF/NPFL forces in even the most menial of ways.

By December 1991, RUF/NPFL forces had consolidated positions in Kailahun District and were
compressed into small pockets of activity away from main towns in Pujehun District.

In April 1992, junior officers from the SLA Tiger Unit led by 25 year-old Captain Strasser moved
from the war front to Freetown to complain about poor conditions. They successfully staged a coup,
ousted the APC Government and established a military government known as the National
Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC). Following the coup, SLA forces looted many civilian shops and
residences in the Western Area, which was accompanied by the infliction of violence upon civilians.

In carly 1992, the SLA, now under the command of the NPRC, continued to unseat RUF/NPFL
forces throughout Pujehun District. Moving southwards from Koribondo (Bo District), SLA and
LLIMO forces retook the network of roads crossing the Sewa River and moved towards Pujehun
Town. With the assistance of the SLA, a civil militia group comprised of local hunters called the
“Donsos” gained in strength in Kono District, participating as auxiliary forces to the SLA and
ULIMO. The Donsos, together with other local hunting societies across the country — the largest of
which were the Kamajors — would later join forces under the umbrella of the Civil Defence Forces.

RUF/NPFL forces attempted again to enter Kenema District, having failed in 1991. Entering
Kenema from points in the east of the District, RUF/NPFL were resisted by ULIMO and freshly
deploved SLA forces. SLA secured these positions until late 1993.

RUE/NPFL forces continued to attack Kono District, uniformly attacking the civilian population as
they advanced until their expulsion from the District in early 1993. In mid 1992, in response to this
increasing northwards movement of RUF/NPFL forces, the NPRC Government initiated,
supported and strengthened the process of mobilising a civil militia group in Koinadugu District, in
the extreme north-east of Sierra Leone. Comprised of local hunters, the “Tamaboros” — as they
became known — were deployed to Kono District to engage RUF/NPFL forces. In late October
1992, RUF/NPFL forces occupied Koidu Town and were able to attack further inland in the
northern chiefdoms of Kono District. Combined SLA, ULIMO and civil militia forces pushed them
out of Koidu Town and Kono District in early 1993.

By May 1992 in Pujehun District, combined SLA and ULIMO forces had pushed RUF/NPFL
forces back across the Moa River, leading by the end of the year to their retreat back into Liberia
across the Mano River. Pockets of RUF/NPFL activity continued to pressure the SLA in the
southern chicfdoms of Pujehun District and in the extreme south-east of Bonthe District.
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The SLA intensified attacks on “collaborators” from October 1992 to February 1993. To the SLA,
therc appeared to be little distinction between civilians who cooperated enthusiastically with the
RUF/NPFL and those who found themselves with little choice or simply failed to escape when the
RUP/NPFL entered an area. The criteria used to determine who was and was not a “collaborator”
were largely arbitrary. The SLA forced civilians to mine diamonds, provide food and carry out other
forms of manual labour. In Pujehun Town, the SLA started providing basic military training,
weapons and ammunition to civilians.

In Kailahun District, RUF/NPFL forces continued to attack Daru and other SLA positions in the
west of the District. At the end of 1992, the RUF/NPFL grip on the northern chiefdoms of
Kailahun District was unchallenged. Within these areas, a special unit of NPFL fotces known only as
“T'AP 207 executed terror operations against the civilian population, including the widespread killing
and cannibalism of civilians. Later, in 1993, “TAP 40” and “TAP Final” would continue this
operation.

In the early months of 1993, SLA forces established positions in advance of Daru and started to
engage RUF/NPFL forces stationed in the northern chiefdoms of Kailahun District, where
RUF/NPEL forces had first entered Sierra Leone. The SLA built on this eastward progression by
successfully preventing the RUF/NPFL from moving northwards into Kono District. By mid-1993,
the SLA had rolled back and confined RUF/NPFL forces to the far eastern part of Kailahun
District.

RUF/NPFI. activity in Pujehun District resumed in December 1992 to January 1993 when the
RUF/NPFL moved a large force into the District, crossing the Moa River, entering Pujehun Town
and Potoru, a strategic town giving access to Kenema District. Their push into Pujehun District,
while brief, was accompanied by a brutal attack against the civilian population; the RUF /NPFL
forces routinely killed, raped and abducted people and burnt down large numbers of civilian
residences. However, their control of these two towns and the surrounding areas was quickly
overturned by SLA and ULIMO forces. RUF/NPFL forces were then confined to the bordering
chiefdoms with Liberia and in the swampland south of Pujehun District. RUF/NPFL forces also
made intermittent attacks on locations in the south-east of Bonthe District, following the course of
the Wanjei River.

In December 1993, the then Head of State announced a unilateral ceasefire, RUF/NPFL forces
having been repelled almost entirely back to Liberia. Taking advantage of this ceasefire, in the last
days of December 1993, RUF forces moved across the border from Liberia into Kenema District,
occupying its seven southern chiefdoms by March 1994 and inflicting violence on the civilian
population. By this point, NPFL had withdrawn from Sierra Leone to fight ULIMO forces in
Liberia. “Camp Zogoda”, established in March 1994 to the north of the Moa River in the south-west
of Kenema District, became the RUF’s main base until 1996. From Camp Zogoda, RUF forces were
able to stage ambushes on the main Bo-Kenema highway, a major arterial route.

In carly 1994, the number of forces under arms in the SLA swelled to around 12,000 owing to a

recruitment drive by the NPRC Government. RUF forces in Pujehun District fully tepelled the SLA
castwards towards Koribondo, allowing their forces to push northwards into Bo District. SLA
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forces stationed in Bonthe Town on Sherbro Island used boats to patrol the coastal waters off
Sherbro Island, engaging on the water RUF forces entering the mouth of the Sewa River. The RUF
had control over the boundary between Bonthe and Pujehun Districts, setting up a number of town
and village level administrations and continuing to inflict similar violence on the civilian population
as had begun earlier in Kenema District,

Although in April 1994, RUF forces made incursions into Kono District, they were from the
beginning of 1994 unable to undermine significantly the hold over the District exercised by the
Donsos and SLA forces in the northern chiefdoms and the Civil Defence Units, mainly composed
of local hunters known as the Kamajors, in the south. This prevented RUF forces moving directly
through to Koinadugu District, to the immediate north of Kono District. However, an alternative
route was found.

Thus the RUF expanded their operations in a westerly direction from the three Districts bordering
Liberia, continuing to inflict serious violence against the civilian population as part of an attack that
had begun in Kenema District in 1993 and would last until the end of 1994. Thousands of civilians
in Pujehun District were asked by SLA forces to go to an Internally Displaced Persons (IDP) camp
in Gondama (Bo District), placed undet the protection of foreign forces. RUF forces established a
base in the north of Kenema District in February 1994, thus preceding their advance through
Kenema District from the south and guaranteeing control over the entire District, bar Kenema
Town, by April 1994. From this northern base, RUF forces staged ambushes on the main
Koidu-Makeni highway in Tonkolili District, making it impassable for civilian and military traffic
alike. In April, RUF forces attacked the towns of Masingbi and Makali, both along the
Koidu-Makeni highway, very close to the notthern tip of Kenema District. SLA forces sent from
Makeni were repelled from Makali by the RUE. RUF forces would move progressively further along
this road, attacking Matotoka in July. Getting ever closer to Magburaka Town, by October the RUF
were able to loop round through Tonkolili District into the southern chiefdoms of Koinadugu
District. A string of attacks on the Magburaka-Alikalia highway by an RUF expeditionary force
culminated in a heavy attack on Kabala Town on 7 November 1994. This force would leave Kabala
the next day and return to Tonkolili District in the following week, leaving in its path a trail of
destruction and hundreds of civilian deaths.

The RUF grip on Pujehun and Kenema Districts presented opportunities for the RUF to further
infiltrate Bo and Bonthe Districts. In early 1994, RUF forces executed countless “hit and run”
attacks on villages in the eastern chiefdoms of Bo District along the entire boundary with Kenema
District. Initially, these were “food-finding missions”, mostly staged from Camp Zogoda. Between
June and December, however, these missions became mote substantial, with RUF forces attacking
but not occupying towns just across the District boundary. In November, RUF forces attacked an
IDP camp in Gerihun, but were repelled by SLA forces. On 24 December, RUF forces attacked the
IDP camp at Gondama, killing hundreds of civilians displaced from the fighting in the preceding
vears. On 25 December, Kenema Town was attacked but left unoccupied. Towns in the centre of
Bo District, including the District headquarter town of Bo on 27 December, were attacked by the
RUF; none of these towns were occupied. RUF forces re-entered Bonthe District, occupying the
castern chicfdoms, using the natural features of the District to expand their control in areas in the
three chiefdoms on the east and south.
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Responding to RUF advances into Bo and Tonkolili Districts, groups of civilians were formed into
civil militia, variously labelled “Civil Defence Units” or “Territorial Defence Forces”. In Jaiama
Bongor Chiefdom (Bo District), these units were gathered, trained and armed under the auspices of
the Resident Government Minister for Bo District. In Jaiama Bongor Chiefdom alone, 2,800 civil
militia were under arms by June 1994,

Initially, these units were deployed alongside SLA forces, used to operate checkpoints, identify RUF
“collaborators” and carry out patrols within chiefdoms. Despite this cooperation, tensions between
the SLA and civil militia groups had been simmering since 1993 throughout the country. This was
due to widespread civilian mistrust of the SLA, owing to their involvement in the same enterprises
of killing civilians, raping women, looting private property and exploiting mineral resources. For
example, in the Tongo Field area of Lower Bambara Chiefdom, the SLA engaged in diamond
mining in Tongo Town itself and forced civilians to work at the mining sites. In nearby Peyema, also
in Lower Bambara, the RUF did the same. These practices were aggravated further by numerous
attacks on civilian settlements and ambushes on civilian traffic carried out by unknown assailants
suspected to be members of the SLA. Two such attacks occurred in Moyamba District in 1994.
Civilians branded such SLA members “So-bels”, or “Soldier-Rebels”.

By late December 1994, RUF forces had entered the western chiefdoms of Tonkolili District, having
had access to the eastern chiefdoms since April. Earlier in 1994, it is highly likely that RUF forces
began establishing a foothold in the Kangari Hills in the south of the District, which they would use
as a launching point for attacks on the surrounding villages. Since June, SLA forces had been
stationed in Mile 91, which is located on a key junction; to the west lies Masiaka, the gateway to
I'rectown. Leading north-cast from Mile 91, the highway goes to Magburaka. Leading south-east, the
highway runs through to Bo, Kenema and Kailahun. On 22 December, the SLA were forced out of
Mile 91 by the RUF, although they regrouped outside of the town and regained control the
following day. Many locations in the chiefdoms around Mile 91 were attacked as the RUF forces
established a new Brigade base in the Kaitkant Hills, spanning the borders of Tonkolili with Port
Loko and Bombali Districts. The location of the Kaitkant Hills between the two main highways
leading into the Western Area allowed the RUF to begin a new phase of their campaign, opening up
for the first time since 1991 the possibility of attacking Freetown. By the end of 1994, rumours of
imminent RUF attacks on Moyamba District, so far unaffected by the RUF, were widespread. Since
1992, SLA forces had been deployed in the District, although they had also been harassing civilians,
including stealing property, which intensified from December 1994 to early 1995.

As the RUF expanded the territory over which it had control throughout 1994, violence against the
civilian population continued unabated. The proliferation of “hit and run” missions into Bo District,
across Kenema District and in Tonkolili District resulted in the widespread burning and looting of
civilian residences, accompanied by a high number of civilian deaths. Sexual violence against women
was perpetrated by RUF forces during raids. Beating, molestation and abduction of both men and
women for use as porters to carry stolen property or for conscription into the fighting force
continued. The RUF assaults on Bo, Kenema and Kabala resulted in the denigration and destruction
of public infrastructure such as government offices, hospitals, schools and Police barracks.
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As 1995 began, RUF forces controlled the southern Districts of Kailahun, Pujehun and Kenema.
Deployments of SLA within the occupied Distticts occasionally offered short-term effective
resistance to RUF attacks, but had little long-term strategic influence. Camp Zogoda continued to
be the RUF’s main base in the south and it was common practice for abducted civilians and looted
property from the whole occupied area to be sent to the camp. The RUF expanded their operations
in Bo District, opening a new base, “Camp Bokurt”, in the north-east. The Bo-Freetown highway, at
least until Mile 91, and the entire Bo-Kenema highway were under RUF control. The IDP camp in
Gerihun was attacked again, this time successfully. RUF forces killed over 100 civilians. Even before
1995 ended, the RUF controlled all of Bo District and would attack the civilian population there
untdl April 1996, systematically killing civilians, burning houses and committing similar acts of
violence against civilians.

The strong grip on Pujehun and Bo Districts and on the south-east part of Bonthe District allowed a
rapid and large-scale expansion of RUF forces into the whole of Moyamba and Bonthe Districts.
Fntering the eastern part of Moyamba District in January 1995 from Bo District, RUF forces
proceeded southwards and took control of the bauxite mining area of Mokanji before moving
south-west to upper Bonthe District, the location of the economically important Sierra Leone Rutile
Mining Company. By February 1995, RUF forces controlled all the northern chiefdoms of the
District, using the developed road network in this area. These attacks on the south of Moyamba
District and the north of Bonthe District paralysed an economic area vital to the Government of
Sierra Leone. From the north of Bonthe District, RUF forces rapidly spilled over into the southern
chietdoms of the District. Despite this, they failed to gain control of Sherbro Island and Bonthe
Town. This movement in Bonthe District was carried out during the same period of a concerted
action accompanied by attacks against civilians in Moyamba District.

‘Throughout January and February 1995, RUF forces attacked villages and towns in the chiefdoms of
Tonkolili District in which the Kaitkant Hills are located. In early January, the RUF extended
military operations into Port Loko District, attacking two key towns on the Freetown-Makeni
highway. On 1 January 1995, RUF forces advanced north-west from their Kaitkant Hills base and
from positions near Mataboi in Bombali District, towards the town of Foredugu in Port Loko
District. The RUF force, which numbered 500, overcame the SLA forces stationed in the town,
forcing their retreat. RUF forces attacked other villages in the Foredugu area. From Foredugu, RUF
forces attacked Lunsar, but were beaten back by SLA forces stationed in the town. Lunsar would fall
to the RUF later in the year.

At the end of January 1995, RUF forces moved north from Port Loko District and attacked
Kambia, the headquarter town of Kambia District. RUF forces did not attempt to occupy Kambia
Town and the attack was staged primarily to demonstrate their ability to strike in areas previously
thought to be secure.

In early March 1995, RUF forces moved north into Kono District from Kailahun District and the
Tongo Field area in Kenema District, taking advantage of SLA groups abandoning a comprehensive
defensive position in favour of illicit mining operations. Throughout March, April and May, RUF
forces occupied many towns in the western, diamond-rich area of Kono District, including Koidu
Town, which was accompanied by violent acts against the civilian population.
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The pattern of RUF activity in Moyamba District in March-April 1995, part of an overall attack
from December 1994 to April 1995 across several Districts, clearly shows that their immediate
objective was to attack Freetown. The RUF did not initally intend to settle in Moyamba District,
rather use it as a transit into the Western Area and the capital. RUF forces attacked Moyamba
Junction, in the north of the District, to paralyse any SLA response to a simultaneous attack on
Moyamba Town. The group that attacked Moyamba Town would then follow the Moyamba-
I'rectown road, attacking the major roads and settlements on its way, before being slowed down by
SLLA forces in the north-west of the District. In March, RUF forces settled in Moyamba District,
progressively reaching all the chiefdoms and establishing a strong base in the north, known as
“Camp Fol Fol”. As the RUF consolidated their hold over Districts in the south and encamped in
Moyamba District, SLLA forces increased security activities throughout the Western Area, adopting
defensive deployments at locations along the road running around the Freetown Peninsula and on
the main inland highway.

Also in early March 1995, RUF forces deployed from their Kaitkant Hills base and attacked Mile 91,
partly in response to reports of an advance by SLA forces towards RUF positions. In late March,
SILA forces coordinated by members of a private military company called the Gurkha Security
Group attacked RUF forces at Kaitkant Hills using intensive bombardment from a helicopter
gunship and a Guinean Airforce fighter jet. Evacuating the base, RUF forces consolidated at the
recently established Camp Fol Fol (Moyamba District). From this location, RUF forces raided the
surrounding chiefdoms in Moyamba District between March to May 1995.

In early April, RUF forces moved into the Western Area in a bid to attack Freetown. RUF forces
attacked settlements in Koya Rural District in a triangular area delimited by Songo to the east,
Waterloo to the west and Fogbo Jetty to the south. RUF forces met resistance from SLA forces.
Many civilians were killed and many civilian houses were burnt down by RUF forces. By late April,
the RUT had pushed its front lines into Waterloo, where they attacked SLA and Guinean positions
in the town. Replacing the Gurkha Security Group, the Government of Sierra Leone contracted
another private military company called Executive Outcomes at the beginning of May 1995.

Executive Outcomes started training activities at the Benguema Training Centre near Freetown and
formed a “Special Task Force” using a large number of demobilised Liberian militia from ULIMO.
The Special Task Force attacked the RUF, pursuing them out of the Western Area. Following this,
civilians and SILA forces in the Western Area attacked and killed petsons suspected to be “rebel
collaborators”.

In mid-May, the RUF ecstablished a camp at Ro-Soutce in the west of Bombali District and
commenced attacking nearby towns. RUF activity in northern Port Loko District, near Camp Ro-
Source, recommenced, following a lull during the RUF push into the Western Area.

Moving to the north-east, Executive Outcomes, together with the SLA and civil militia, attacked
RUF positions in Kono District from land and ait. They successfully recaptured Koidu Town from
the RUF by June. By the end of 1995, Executive Outcomes had control over the western chiefdoms
of Kono District, where the mining areas ate to be found. This did not, however, prevent RUF
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forces from launching “food-finding missions” into the eastern chiefdoms of Kono District and the
southern chiefdoms of Koinadugu District.

In June 1995, the RUF commenced a second wave of attacks in Port Loko District, advancing
beyond the Foredugu area towards Port Loko Town, attacking on two fronts. The first advance
came from the south, possibly again from Kaitkant Hills or from Camp Fol Fol. The second
advance was from the north, through Gbinti Town from Camp Ro-Soutce in Bombali District. Both
advances converged upon Port Loko Town on 8 June 1995. RUF forces attacked and entered Port
Loko, but did not capture the town from the SLA forces stationed there. Following this attack, RUF
forces took up temporary positions in the chiefdoms to the north and east of Port Loko Town. By
mid June, a contingent of Guinean soldiers deployed into Port Loko, commencing heavy artillery
bombardments on the RUIPs positions. This forced an RUF retreat towards Camp Fol Fol
(Moyamba District) and Camp Ro-Source (Bombali District). Following their stalled advance on
Freetown and the failure to take Port Loko Town, RUF activity concentrated on the strategic town
of Masiaka and other towns in the surrounding area across June 1995.

In October 1995, the Special Task Force, comprised of Executive Outcomes, SLA and ULIMO
members, deployed to Bonthe District and started dislodging the RUF forces from their positions,
notably in the primary mainland town of Mattru Jong. Joined later by Kamajors, the Special Task
Force progressively dislodged the RUF from their positions throughout Bonthe District. In late
1995, RUF forces, defeated in certain areas of the District, gathered thousands of civilians at Bauya
Junction, killing hundreds of them. A few years later, over 1,000 human skulls would be discovered
in that areca. RUF activity in Port Loko District continued unabated, with the attack and brief
occupation of Lunsar in December.

In 1996, Executive Outcomes controlled the diamond mining areas of Kono District, also taking
control of other strategic sites. In collaboration with the Kamajor Society, Executive Outcomes took
control of the Sierra Rutile mining operation in mainland Bonthe District and were contracted by
the Sierra Ore and Metal Company (Sieromco) in Moyamba District. Alongside the SLA, Executive
Outcomes were hired by the owners of the hydroelectric plant at Bumbuna (Tonkolili District) to
provide security.

In January 1996, the NPRC Deputy Chairman overthrew the NPRC Chairman, thereby seizing
power. In the weeks preceding the Presidential and Parliamentary elections planned for 26 February
1996, RUF forces in a number of locations across Sierra Leone threatened civilians, posing the
question about whether they wanted peace before elections, or vice versa; the implication being that
“clections before peace” would lead to reprisals against the civilian population. A national
consultative conference held in Freetown in February gauged the national mood and decided that
clections should go ahead. This decision was not without dissenters other than the RUF, including
sections of the SLA and a number of Paramount Chiefs.

In late January and across February, RUF forces attacked Madina, Kukuna and Rokupr in KKambia
District and Kamakwie in Bombali District, resulting in huge damage to civilian residences and some
particularly brutal killings of civilians. RUF forces staged attacks on villages in Moyamba District,
killing, raping and mutilating civilians. Just before Election Day, the NPRC commenced peace talks
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with the RUF in Abidjan, Cote d’Ivoire. On Election Day itself, RUF forces attacked the towns of
Kenema and Magburaka, the elections nevertheless proceeding in the wake of killing, rape and
looung.

Following the February elections which resulted in the formation of a government by the candidate
of the Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP), Guinean armed forces were deployed at two locations in
the north-west of Sierra Leone. Nigerian forces set up checkpoints in the Western Area and the
Nigerian 28" Battalion arrived in Port Loko District. An entire SLA battalion deployed from
Freetown to the far east of Kono District. Guinean fotces wete also deployed in small numbers in
southern Koinadugu District and established a base in Kambia District.

Around this period, the various civil militia groups that had formed throughout Sierra Leone were
united under a central coordination system known as the Civil Defence Force (CDF) and the
Kamajor leader was appointed to the position of Deputy Defence Minister by the newly elected
President. The Kamajor Society was the largest component of the CDF, which also included the
Ghbethis, the Kapras the Donsos and others.

The process of initiating Kamajors already underway in Bonthe District since 1995 spread in 1996 to
Bo District. The Kamajor High Priest and Chief Initiator was moved from Bonthe District to Bo
District to initiate young men into the Kamajor Society. By late 1995, Kamajor Societies were
formed in some of the southern chiefdoms of Bo District. By mid-1996, the initiation process had
spread throughout Kenema, Bo and Pujehun Districts and into parts of Moyamba, Kailahun and
Tonkolili Districts.

In the early stage of this process, recruitment for the Kamajor Society was carried out exclusively
through the traditional authorities, who nominated men from their chiefdoms for initiation.
However, as the war escalated and the territory over which the Kamajors gained control increased,
new initiates did not require this nomination by traditional authorities.

The most striking feature of 1996 is the exponential increase in strength of the Kamajor Society
throughout the Southern and Eastern Provinces. By early 1996, a KKamajor Society had formed in
every chicfdom of Bo District. Initiates in Bo District were first sent to locations in Bo Town and
Jiama Bongor Chiefdom where they were initiated and given basic military training. In the first half
of 1996, initiates from Kenema were sent either to Kenema Town or a location in Bo District for
training. In the southern Kenema chiefdoms, Kamajors were initially gathered into two battle
groups, one of which was known as the Upper Wanjei Defence Committee. Alongside Nigerian,
Guinean and SLA forces and other Kamajor groups from chiefdoms in Bo and Pujehun Districts,
the Upper Wanjei Defence Committee successfully destroyed the RUF stronghold of Camp Zogoda.
In the north of Kenema District, Kamajor units successfully confronted and eliminated RUF camps,
including “Camp Joe Bush”, undermining completely the hold over Kenema District that was
enjoyed by the RUF throughout 1995. In late 1996, Kamajors attacked another main RUF base
known as “Camp Booloko”, just north of Bo District. Also in late 1996, Kamajor units in Moyamba
District attacked the RUF at Camp Fol Fol, removing one of the RUF’s main staging points for
attacking Port Loko and Tonkolili Districts. On other occasions, Kamajors from different
chiefdoms regrouped in order to engage the RUF morte efficiently. Kamajors from Bonthe District
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were also active in Moyamba District, assisting those chiefdom authorities that did not have a
Kamajor Society.

In Tonkolili District, other components of the CDF were formed. Civil militia movements known as
the Gbethis and the Kapras were formed in the south and north of the District respectively. The
Ghbethis were active in the area surrounding the Kaitkant Hills, a former RUF stronghold. In June
1996, Gbethis worked alongside SLA forces stationed in Mile 91, before being driven out of town
by SLA forces after a skirmish concerning the division of conttibutions offered by civilians under
their control. The Gbethi leadership demanded that the civilian population provide support for their
positions, punishing with physical violence those “RUF collaborators” who did not cooperate
willingly. The Gbethis set up checkpoints and patrolled villages at night, looking for “strangers” and
fining civilians who failed to give notice of their arrival. Similar practices were carried out by
members of the CDIT throughout the tertitory they occupied.

On 30 November 1996, the Government of Sierra Leone negotiated a peace agreement with the
RUF leadership in Cote d’Ivoire. One of the key provisions of the Abidjan Peace Accord, as it
became known, was the removal of all foreign forces and Executive Outcomes from the country;
Fxecutive Qutcomes would leave the country by early 1997.

At the beginning of 1997, SLA and CDF forces continued to confront the RUF. “Camp Libya” in
Pujehun District, one of the RUF’s longest held positions, fell to a combined SLA and CDF attack
in the first months of 1997. Until May, Kamajors also engaged the RUF, sacking the RUF’s main
defence headquarters in the Kangari Hills. RUF activity in Bombali District continued from Camp
Ro-Source with a number of food-finding raids into Port Loko. In mid May, RUF forces captured
the northern town of Kamakwie, meeting no resistance and capturing an ammunition dump from
the SILA torces stationed there.

The tensions between the CDF and SLA that were ignited in 1996 burned on into 1997, with
numerous armed confrontations between the two forces throughout the country. For example, in
Tonkolili District, SLA forces ambushed a Kamajor night patrol and attacked Gbethis defending
Yonibana. Kamajors in Pujehun District forcibly dismantled SLA checkpoints. These tensions led
the SLLA to abandon some chiefdoms. Already in the middle of 1996, civilians from Moyamba
District had asked the governmental authorities in Freetown to withdraw the SLA forces from the
District. SLLA forces moved out shortly after and left the security of the District to the Kamajors
who, by the end of the year, had control of the south of the District, while RUF forces were still
active in the north of the District. The CDF, however, was pattially weakened in Kono District with
the disbanding of the Donsos in February 1997 as a sign of good faith in the wake of the Abidjan
Peace Accord. *

Civilian populations fared badly throughout ateas controlled by both CDF and SLA forces.
Throughout Moyamba and Bonthe Districts, civilians suspected of being “RUF collaborators” or
who were considered to be insufficiently supportive or respectful of the CDF, were subjected to
gruesome punishments. In the areas they controlled, Kamajors put in place rudimentary
administrative structures, preventing regular local authorities from exercising any power and took
actions affecting various aspects of civilian life. These practices continued throughout the following
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years. The SLA also continued their illicit mining and looting activities, often using civilians to carry
the loads.

On 25 May 1997, junior elements of the SLA overthrew the elected government of President
Kabbah. This coup d’état resulted in the formation of the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council
(AFRC), led by an SLA officer awaiting trial in Pademba Road Prison in Freetown, charged with
treason for a planned coup attempt. Immediately following the advent of the AFRC, its leadership
called for the RUF to join them and share power, an offer the RUF leadership promptly accepted.
Immediately following the coup, AFRC forces looted extensively throughout Freetown and the
Peninsula area. A large RUF force moved into the Western Area, initially concentrating around
Waterloo and Hastings, stealing from and harassing civilians.

Following the coup, former-SLA deployments gave the AFRC a strong foothold throughout the
country, particularly in the major towns of Frectown, Bo, Kenema, Koidu, Pujehun and Bonthe.
The AFRC did not inherit territory the SLA did not control, such as CDF strongholds.
Nevertheless, AFRC positions were reinforced and strengthened when RUF forces allied with them,
moving from the bush towards towns where the AFRC was deployed. The RUF also established
new positions throughout the north. RUF forces moved into Port Loko District, living amongst the
civilian population. In Bombali District, they occupied a number of strategic locations. They also
established a large base in Kambia District. At this time, the RUF/AFRC staged a sharp and brutal
attack against the civilian population, including massive killings, abductions, rapes and other acts of
severe violence; staged simultaneously across the whole country, every District would be affected to
ditferent degrees.

The RUF/AFRC immediately found itself in a tense standoff with Nigerian forces stationed in
Freetown. Nigerian forces were reinforced by sea and air in the days following the coup. At the
beginning of June, Nigerian forces attempted to unseat the RUF/AFRC but the operation was called
off the day it had begun, when RUF/AFRC forces overpowered and briefly held hostage around
300 Nigerian soldiers. Nigerian forces took control of Freetown International Airport in the
following days, although civilians were killed during exchanges of mortar fire berween Nigerian and
RUI'/AFRC forces throughout the year.

Throughout 1997, the RUF/AFRC appeared to have two closely related priorities. The first was to
destroy the base of support for the CDF movement. The second was to consolidate their hold over
the country and find ways of supporting their regime. Accordingly, the RUF/AFRC began
suppressing political dissent, civil society and student activism in Freetown. RUF/AFRC forces in
P'reetown arrested many journalists, activists and demonstrators. Some were tortured and killed,
others detained in freight containers and other places.

In June, the CDF rejected a call by the leadership of RUF/AFRC to demobilise and surrender their
arms and register at Police Stations. Instead, the CDF retreated to strongholds where there was no
previous SLA ~ now RUF/AFRC — deployment and commenced attacking combined AFRC and
RUF positons. CDF forces in Bonthe District did not, however, go underground, as RUF/AFRC
forces were concentrated in Bonthe Town on Sherbro Island and not on the mainland.
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On the boundary between Kenema and Kailahun Districts, RUF/AFRC forces established a base
known as “SS Camp” and used this to attack surrounding villages and towns in the hunt for “CDF
collaborators”. Throughout the areas in which they were deployed, RUF/AFRC forces attacked
civilian settlements and hunted through the bush for civilians, stealing any property they found. In
general, screening systems were put in place, especially at checkpoints, where RUF/AFRC forces
were searching civilians thoroughly for any evidence that they were supporters of the CDF. Such
brutal tactics swelled the numbers of civilians willing to give active support and be initiated into the
Kamajor Society.

In some places, more sophisticated methods of extracting support from civilians were put into place
by the RUF/AFRC, including local tax administrations and systems allowing the regime to
communicate demands to civilians less violently. Nevertheless, the number of “food-finding
missions” ballooned, including such plainly-titled looting sprees as “Operation From your Hand to
My Hand, from Your Pocket to my Pocket”. In Tonkolili District, RUF/AFRC fotces concentrated
their actions in the chiefdoms around Mile 91 and in the area around Magburaka, where they were
strongly cngaged by the CDF from the south and west of the District.

In Moyamba District, a CDF stronghold, the RUF/AFRC commenced an aggressive campaign,
culminating in the attack on and week-long occupation of Moyamba Town in July 1997.
RUF/ATRC forces perpetrated large scale violence against civilians in retaliation for the ecarlier
rejection by civilians of SLA protection. Until CDF forces repelled the RUF/AFRC from Moyamba
Junction, the Mile 91-Bo highway fell under RUF/AFRC control, evidenced by intense attacks on
towns and their civilian inhabitants along the route. The mainland of Bonthe District remained
under CDF control, but they were forced to move from Bonthe Town after the RUF/AFRC
deployment in the town. Throughout 1997, RUF/AFRC forces occupied the diamond-rich areas of
Kono District, continuing the established practice of forcing civilians to work in the mines.

In August 1997, ECOWAS imposed a trade and arms embargo on Sierra Leone and extended the
mandate of their Ceasefire Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) to cover sanctions enforcement in Sierra
Leone. ECOMOG artillery and Alfa Jets began shelling vessels approaching Freetown’s Kissy
Terminal; sttay ECOMOG shells resulted in the deaths of civilians in Freetown’s densely populated
cast end. Eventually, ECOMOG and the RUF/AFRC negotiated a ceasefire in late October. This,
however, did not hold firm and there were many breaches of the letter and spirit of the ceasefire
ﬂgl'CCInCnt.

Starting in September 1997, having regrouped in villages and strongholds, CDF forces successfully
launched attacks on RUF/AFRC positions. These actions would yield greater results in eatly 1998
with the inland advance of ECOMOG forces. In late December 1997, CDF forces intensified
pressure on provincial RUF/AFRC positions by preventing civilian and military traffic from moving
towards Freetown and vice versa. The consequences of “Operation Black December” — namely the
deprivation of food and other supplies - were sharply felt in the towns of Bo, Kenema and Pujehun.
From then until March 1998, the CDF would engage in a systematic attack against the civilian
population, including massive killing of “RUF collaborators”, the widespread use of small cages in ]
which they imprisoned people and similar acts of brutality.
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Between 6 and 12 February 1998, following renewed RUF/AFRC attacks on ECOMOG positions,
ECOMOG forces invaded Freetown and gained control of the Western Area, forcing RUF/AFRC
forces to retreat inland.  From the Western Atea, RUF/AFRC forces retreated along the main
highway to Masiaka, where they split into three groups. The first headed directly towards Magburaka
through Mile 91. The second group moved to Makeni (Bombali District) through Lunsar. These two
groups would meet after 14 February and move to Kono District, occupying main towns along the
route. The third group regrouped at a pre-existing RUF/AFRC base in Port Loko District and
moved northwards into IKambia District. RUF/AFRC forces counter-attacked ECOMOG and CDF
positions on the roads to Port Loko Town. All these groups left in their wake a trail of destruction,
including the loss of civilian life and property.

The RUF/AFRC forces reaching Makeni and Magburaka moved into Kono District along two
routes. One group moved along the main highway though southern Tonkolili District, enduring
ambushes from CDFT forces positioned along the route. The second group moved into Koinadugu
District, both by the main highway through Foredugu and along a secondary road though Bumbuna,
before moving south into Kono District.

By 21 February 1998, RUF/AFRC forces had reasserted control over Koidu Town and its
immediate environs. A large RUF/AFRC base known as “Superman Camp” was established in the
east of Kono District and served as a training base through 1998 and 1999. Shortly after,
RUF/AFRC forces scattered throughout the District and parts of the southern chiefdoms of
Koinadugu District.

At the beginning of March, ECOMOG forces deployed from Port Loko and moved into towns
throughout the Northern Province, following the retreating RUF/AFRC forces and reaching
Lunsar, Magburaka, Masingbi and Makeni. By mid March, they had entered Kabala, Foredugu and
Alikalia (Koinadugu District). In addition, by mid March, ECOMOG had also occupied the towns
of Kamakwie (Bombali District), Falaba and Mongo Bendugu (Koinadugu District), which are the
kev access routes to the Guinean border for the entire Northern Province. ECOMOG forces also
deployed from Guinea to Kambia Town. Throughout their deployment, ECOMOG forces were
assisted by CDF members in patrolling these areas.

F'rom the southern entry point, ECOMOG moved directly north and in early February entered
Kenema Town, which had been deserted by RUF/AFRC forces a few days eatlier. Since December
1997, CDF forces had undermined RUF/AFRC control over Kenema District. Shortly after
entering Kenema Town, ECOMOG and CDF forces overran SS Camp. By March 1998, the
RUF/AFRC had retreated from Kenema District entirely, although in April they made a few minor
incursions from Kailahun District.

As BCOMOG forces coming from Kenema Town retook Bo Town from the RUF/AFRC in eatly
March, CDF forces dislodged the RUF/AFRC from Pujehun Disttict. RUF/AFRC fotces withdrew
from Sherbro Island in the days following the ECOMOG intervention, leaving the District entirely
under the control of the CDF (Kamajors). From Bo Town, ECOMOG deployed in Mile 91, where
they engaged in patrolling the area, assisted by the CDF. By March 1998, the entire Southern
Province was free of the presence of RUF/AFRC forces and would remain so throughout the year,
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although RUF/AFRC forces retreating from Freetown who went through the Northern Province
towards Makeni and ultimately Koidu Town made a few rapid incursions into the north of
Moyamba District. Nevertheless, the level of violence inflicted upon civilians and those alleged to
have collaborated with the RUF/AFRC heightened in 1998 since CDF forces, primarily Kamajors,
werc unchallenged throughout this Province and in most of Kenema District. The CDF
progressively exercised greater control over civilian life, replacing both State and traditional
structures with their own invasive and largely arbitrary system of administration.

By April, ECOMOG units attacked and occupied Koidu Town and other major towns on the main
highway, forcing the RUF/AFRC further into Kono District. ECOMOG forces based in Kenema
Town, together with SLA and CDF forces, reinforced the Moa Barracks at Daru and other positions
in the south of Kailahun District. Between March and May, RUF/AFRC forces attacked these
positions as ECOMOG Jets attacked the RUF/AFRC headquarters in Buedu, in the far east of
Kailahun District.

Following their ejection from Freetown and the commencement of ECOMOG provincial
operations, RUF/AFRC forces launched “Operation Pay Yourself”. In all the areas passed through
or occupied while retreating from the Western Area, RUF/AFRC forces stole civilian property.
Between mid February and mid March, towns and villages throughout the entire Northern Province
and, to a limited extent, the north of Moyamba District were attacked. RUF/AFRC forces took
anything that could be of use, from livestock and other food items, domestic items such as
mattresses and cooking pots and motor vehicles, trucks and motorcycles. Although looting had been
standard practice throughout the previous RUF campaigns and “food-finding missions” had been
commonplace since 1992, the scale and intensity of “Operation Pay Yourself” was unprecedented in
Sierra Leone.

A heightened level of violence against civilians accompanied “Operation Pay Yourself”. Shortly after
the reinstatement of the exiled Sierra Leonean President on 10 March 1998, RUF/AFRC forces
launched “Operation No Living Thing”. During a period running from February to June, in
locations across Sierra Leone, but primarily in Kono District, hundreds of civilians were killed, or
had limbs amputated and hundreds of women were raped. This operation marked a specific period
of military activity during which the scale and intensity of violence against civilians in Sierra Leone
was elevated to new and unprecedented levels. Thousands of civilians in Kono District were
abducted and brought into the mining ateas in the western part of the District to work, many of
them dying as a result of the squalid living conditions.

From April to early December 1998, RUF/AFRC forces in Kambia, Koinadugu and Bombali
Districts expanded the territory over which they had control and consolidated their positions in
some areas in Tonkolili District. A striking feature of this period in 1998 was how ineffective CDF
torces and other civil militia groups in Bombali and Koinadugu Districts were compared to their
high concentration and success in the Southern and Eastern Provinces and, to a lesser extent, in the
south and west of Moyamba District. In those areas where ECOMOG cooperated with what groups
did exist and CDF forces deployed alongside them, their forces often had success in holding rural
outposts, gaining good intelligence and extending their influence throughout smaller settlements in
the surrounding bush. There are episodes, however, indicating that ECOMOG was reluctant to
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leave main fortified positions, or support others in so doing, thereby handing RUF/AFRC fotces
immeasurable advantages.

In Koinadugu District, RUF/AFRC forces gradually expanded their activity around the two main
roads arcing in towards KKabala from the south of the District, while at the same time moving fluidly
through bush areas bypassing ECOMOG positions and continuing their operations without needing
recourse to main roads and tracks. A strong ECOMOG and SLA presence in Kabala guaranteed
that the RUF/AFRC never captured Kabala for more than five days in late July 1998, despite many
attacks during the course of 1998. Nevertheless, RUF/AFRC placed all other major towns in the
District under constant pressure, offering RUF/AFRC forces easy access to the area surrounding
Kabala Town and influence over the arterial roads leading to it. ECOMOG forces were prevented
from moving south, pre-empting any attempt to reinforce or counter-attack from Kabala.

In Bombali District, the RUF/AFRC adopted a similar strategy. They expanded their territorial hold
and continued the occupation of towns to east of Makeni Town, thereby controlling the major east-
west axis roads through the District. Throughout November, RUF/AFRC advanced closer to
Makeni Town. Additionally, they secured control over a main latitudinal road, which gave the
RUT/AFRC free access to the eastern boundary of Port Loko District.

In Port Loko District, RUF/AFRC forces intensified activity to the north of Port Loko Town
between May and November 1998, with the formation of large looting squads and the gradual
cncroachment on Port Loko Town. ECOMOG forces based in the town were reinforced by CDF
from numerous locations. CDF forces proved effective in Port Loko District, creating with
ECOMOG a defensive arc around the north of Port Loko Town that prevented RUF/AFRC forces
infiltrating southwards from Kambia District. During this period, RUF/AFRC forces attacked many
villages in the south of the District. As for Tonkolili District, CDF continued engaging the
RUI/AFRC forces concentrated in the north-west of the District. A massive IDP camp hosting
thousands of civilians fleeing fighting in Kono District was opened in Masingbi in the west of the
District.

[n mid April, the United Nations Security Council authorised the deployment of a 10-strong team of
nulitary and security observers to Sierra Leone, who arrived in May 1998. The UN Observer Mission
in Sierra Leone (UNOMSIL), comprising around 70 military observers and accompanying logistic
support, was established on 13 July 1998.

In October 1998, a splinter group of the RUF/AFRC comprised primarily of ex-SLA members
commenced operations in the Okra Hills area in the south of Port Loko District. The “West Side
Boys”, as they later became known, staged “hit and run” attacks on a large number of villages in the
arca that would continue until April 1999, with a lull in January and February when the West Side
Boys were in Freetown. During this period, the West Side Boys systematically killed civilians, stole
property and burnt houses. In addition, they ambushed civilian and military traffic on the main
highwav to Masiaka, often making the road impassable.

RUF/AFRC forces attacked ECOMOG forces in Masiaka (Port Loko District), and Kamalo, in the
north of Bombali District in November 1998. These preparations would put the logs beneath the
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stones of a large-scale RUF/AFRC action in December. Kono Town was overrun by RUF/AFRC
forces on 20 December 1998, beginning a chain of attacks across the Northern Province that
culminated in the invasion of Freetown on 6 January 1999. These would be accompanied by massive
violence systematically inflicted on the civilian population in all areas in which the RUF/AFRC had
a presence. While retreating south from Koidu, ECOMOG left with thousands of civilians,
hundreds of whom were abducted by the RUF/AFRC during ambushes on convoys.

On 21 December, RUF/AFRC forces from Port Loko District attacked Songo and Mile 38 and
moved into Watetloo — the gateway to Freetown — by 22 December. This foothold was reinforced
over the following days, as RUF/AFRC fotces began moving from Kono District on 21 December.
RUF/AFRC forces advanced from Koidu towards Magburaka and Makeni, taking control of both
towns by 24 December. The attack from Magburaka was coordinated with attacks on Makeni from
RUF/AI'RC positions immediately north-east of the town. ECOMOG was forced to retreat north
to Kamakwie, which by 28 December would also be in RUF/AFRC hands.

RUT/AFRC forces continued the westwards movement from Makeni directly to Port Loko Town,
where they were supplemented by RUF/AFRC forces already in Port Loko District and prepared
for the assault. From 28 December 1998 until 3 January 1999, they launched a sustained attack from
three directions on ECOMOG forces stationed in Port Loko Town. Meanwhile, on 30 December
1998, RUF/AFRC forces in Kailahun District moved from their headquarters in Buedu and
successfully forced SLA and ECOMOG units out of the town of Segbwema. This move was
undertaken to pre-empt any possible counter-attack on Freetown from SLA and ECOMOG forces
based at the Moa Barracks in Daru. In mid January, RUF/AFRC forces attacked Mile 91, blocking
the highway leading to Freetown and pre-empting any ECOMOG counter-attack.

After staging a number of preliminary attacks on towns west of Waterloo in the Western Area,
RUF/AFRC forces advanced on Freetown. On 6 January, RUF/AFRC entered the eastern end of
[reetown and advanced into the centre. On the first day, RUF/AFRC forces released 700 inmates
from Pademba Road Prison. During their advance in the capital, hundreds of civilians were killed,
mutilated or raped in the eastern end of Freetown. At night, in the Freetown suburbs held by the
RUF/AFRC, civilians were forced to gather in the streets and sing songs about peace in support of
the RUF/AFRC. Others were burned alive in their homes. Behind ECOMOG lines, civilians were
gathered in the National Stadium and screened; a number were lined up against the walls and shot
dead by ECOMOG forces. The westward movement of RUF/AFRC forces into Freetown was
halted by ECOMOG at the Congo Cross Road Bridge on Freetown’s Main Motor Road, held by
ECOMOG, SLA and CDF forces. By 9 January, unable to advance further into the Freetown urban
area and under constant attack from ECOMOG Alpha Jets, the RUF/AFRC were forced to retreat
gradually from Freetown back towards Watetloo.

In the following days, ECOMOG forces pushed the RUF/AFRC out of the Greater Freetown Area.
During the retreat, RUF/AFRC destroyed much of the State infrastructure in the centre of town,
killed and mutilated civilians and burnt down many houses. RUF/AFRC forces held firm in
Waterloo until late February and remained in control of Masiaka and Mile 91. The towns of Lunsar L
and Magburaka, however, remained under firm RUF/AFRC control for much longer.
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Following the assault on Freetown, the RUF/AFRC clearly concentrated their actions on mining
activities, strengthening their positions in the Northern Province and planning actions to take place
on Guinean territory. At this time, the RUF/AFRC commenced a large defensive operation, at the
heart of which was their continuing occupation of Makeni and Kono District. The RUF/AFRC
defensive headquarters was also moved to Makeni at that time. Between February and July 1999,
RUF/AFRC forces consolidated their positions as of December 1998 and expanded their control
over Kambia District. The RUF/AFRC’s strength throughout the Northern Province guaranteed a
strong hand during the peace negotiations that started in the aftermath of the Freetown invasion.

Across the Northern Province and Kono District, RUF/AFRC forces devised methods of
rationalising the use of civilians by making them participate in their own administration. Throughout
Koinadugu, Bombali and Kambia Districts, RUF/AFRC commanders selected individuals to form
committees of “G-5" civil-military intermediaries, communicating RUF/AFRC demands for food
and human resources to local communities. The G-5 committees administered the collection of
housc and trade taxes, food and other financial contributions from the civilian population to the
RUF/AFRC. In western Tonkolili District, civilians were required to register with the RUF/AFRC
military police. Unregistered civilians were deemed “CDF collaborators” and were flogged, fined or
killed. However, G-5 committees proved to be inadequate in providing enough subsistence
resources for the combined RUF/AFRC forces, and “food-finding missions” again proliferated
through the Northern Province. In a cynical irony, the same commanders that supported the G-5
system by ordering their subordinates to cease looting and theft also ordered the commission of
food-finding missions, again increasing the levels of violence inflicted on civilians. Facing shortages,
RUTF/AFRC forces raided trade fairs in Guinean towns just over the border from Kambia District,
prompting the Guinean armed forces to bombard suspected RUF/AFRC positions in the District.

In late January 1999, SLLA forces deployed in Bumbuna, a town in the north of Tonkolili District.
This brought a limited amount of relief to the civilian population who quickly converged on the
town. The area surrounding Bumbuna remained under RUF/AFRC control, although Kamajors
from the south of the District continually attacked this concentration of RUF/AFRC forces. This
fighting led to the substantial destruction of much of the central chiefdoms of Tonkolili District.

CDF forces strengthened their deployment in Port Loko District, where they established a
recruitment and training centre, and the south of Tonkolili District. CDF forces directed excesses of
violence at civilians as a means of encouraging the creation of more Gbethi Societies in the District,
as people frequently joined in order to avoid harassment by the CDF. Nevertheless, RUF/AFRC
torces atracked Port Loko Town in May 1999. In April 1999, CDF, SLA and ECOMOG forces
retook control of Mile 91, which rapidly saw the influx of thousands of civilians from the areas
around Makeni and Magburaka.

[n the north of Kenema District, the RUF/AFRC retook control of Tongo Field, the most
important diamond mining area in the District. CDF forces continually attacked RUF positions in
Tongo Field, but did not disrupt mining operations. South-east of Tongo Field, RUF/AFRC forces
maintained a hold over Segbwema (Kailahun District), denying the CDF, ECOMOG and the SLA
the opportunity of moving north into Kono District from Moa Barracks. The RUF/AFRC diamond
mining office was established in Koakuima, to the immediate south of Koidu. All diamonds mined
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by RUF/AFRC operations were trafficked through Koakuima onto their final destinations.
Throughout 1999, hundreds of civilians from Kono District who had not fled into neighbouring
Guinea were abducted to work in the mining areas of the District. RUF/AFRC forces continued to
inflict physical violence on civilians, although on a lower scale than in 1998. Throughout
RUI/AFRC-occupied areas of Sierra Leone, civilians were forcibly transported into Kono District
to work in the mines.

In Koinadugu District, RUF/AFRC intensified gold mining operations in Diang Chiefdom, at the
same tme putting pressure on the SLA Brigade stationed at the strategic hydroelectric plant in
nearby Bumbuna (Tonkolili District). RUF/AFRC forces had unimpeded access along all main
roads in Koinadugu District, surrounding Kabala Town completely. RUF/AFRC brigade
headquarters were established in Kayima, in Kono District and in Gberifeh (Koinadugu District)
splitting between them responsibility for administering the expansive Neini Chiefdom.

The RUF/AFRC divided Bombali District into two, establishing headquarters in Makeni for the
south and Kamakwie for the north. The intermediate territory remained under complete
RUF/AFRC control. The RUF/AFRC began conscripting large numbers of able-bodied men in
Bombali and Tonkolili Districts, in part due to CDF attacks on Magburaka Town. The RUF/AFRC
increased their control over the northern chiefdoms of Bombali District, crossing the Little Scarcies
River and establishing stronger supply lines by land through to Kambia Town, which was occupied
completely in February 1999. The RUF/AFRC’s increasing hold over Kambia District was sealed
with the establishment of additional RUF/AFRC bases and a brigade headquarter in the District.
The RUF/AFRC also occupied many of the wharf towns on the Great Scarcies River, thereby
controlling a valuable economic and strategic asset. ECOMOG forces created checkpoints on main
roads leading to Kambia Town, but this did little to prevent the RUF/AFRC moving freely
throughout the District,

Throughout 1999, the West Side Boys raided villages located on each side of the Rokel Creek in
Koya and Maforki Chiefdoms (Port Loko District). Initially operating from a base in the densely
forested Okra Hills inside Koya Chiefdom, the West Side Boys opened a new base on the other
bank of the Rokel Creek in Maforki Chiefdom.

Except for brief “food-finding missions” cartied out by RUF/AFRC units into parts of northern
Moyamba District, the CDF hold over Moyamba, Bonthe, Pujchun, Bo and most of Kenema
Districts, bar the mining area in the north, remained unchallenged.

Preliminary discussions between representatives of the RUF/AFRC and the Government of Sierra
Lcone vielded a ceasefire, which entered into force on 24 May. Full talks commenced on 25 May,
leading to the signing of the Peace Agreement between the Government of Sierra Leone and the
Revolutionary United Front of Sierra Leone on 7 July 1999 (Lomé Peace Agreement). Shortly after
the Lomé Peace Agreement was signed, the main RUF/AFRC training centre at Camp Superman
(Kono District) was supplanted by a new one in Gbendembu Town, north of Makeni. This was
primarily to train conscripts for missions into Guinea.
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After a few months, however, hostilities resumed in Bombali District, with the RUF/AFRC
attacking civilians. Internal divisions within the RUF/AFRC created following the retreat from
Freetown heightened, resulting in violent confrontations between the senior commanders of the
combined movement as the disarmament process grew nearer. To a certain extent, the RUF and the
remnants of the AFRC started controlling different parts of the country. In Kailahun District,
disagreements over disarmament between the RUF leader and the most senior RUF officer resulted
in the flight of the latter to Liberia.

On 22 October, the United Nations Security Council authorised the deployment of a 6,000-strong
peacekeeping mission to Sierra Leone, to assist with the implementation of the Lomé Peace
Agreement. The United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) commenced deployment in
late November 1999 and by 10 January, 4,500 UNAMSIL troops were present in Sierra Leone. The
UNAMSIL force was initially deployed alongside ECOMOG forces and was gradually reinforced as
the United Nations Security Council expanded the size of the mission.

Despite the official launching of the Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR)
program by the Sierra Leonean President in Freetown on 4 November 1999 and a nationwide
sensitisation tour conducted by the leaders of the RUF, the AFRC and the CDF, hostilities rapidly
resumed. The CDF in Kono District engaged the RUF/AFRC forces in the north and east of the
country but failed to impact upon the strongly embedded RUF/AFRC forces, who retained their
positions in the north of Tonkolili District and in the areas bordering Bombali and Port Loko
Districts.

In carly May 2000 and following the withdrawal of the last Nigerian ECOMOG contingent, RUF
torces launched a number of atracks against UNAMSIL peacekeepers in Kambia, Port Loko,
Tonkolili, Bombali and Kailahun Districts, leading to the taking of around 500 UN peacekeepers as
hostages. Following the capture of the UNAMSIL peacekeepers, RUF forces first advanced south-
west along the main highway towards Masiaka and Songo, unsuccessfully attempting to occupy the
towns. As these events unfolded, the bodyguards of the RUF leader fired on a crowd of thousands
of civilians gathered around his home in Freetown, killing around 20 people. The RUF leader was
later captured in Freetown and detained by the Government of Sierra Leone. RUF/AFRC forces
then attacked Port Loko Town, but were repelled by UNAMSIL and SLA forces. UK armed forces
arrived in Freetown to provide security for the Freetown area and, in the following months, to re-
train the SLLA. By the middle of July, the RUF/AFRC had released all the UNAMSIL peacekeepers
it had previously captured. The SLA also staged a number of counter-attacks, attempting to retake
Lunsar and using a helicopter gunship to bombard RUF/AFRC positions in and around the major
towns of Makeni, Magburaka and Rokupr and other locations in the Northern Province, resulting in
civilian casualties,

On 30 August, 11 UK Royal Marines were taken hostage by the West Side Boys in the Okra Hills
area. Following a breakdown in negotiations, UK paratroops rescued the hostages in September
2000, practically destroying this volatile splinter group in the process.
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Starting in July, the hostilities had become sporadic and in August 2000, RUF/AFRC forces
surrendered to UN peacekeepers in Kabala. The disarmament process continued, although the
RUF/AFRC were still engaged in mining activities, mainly in the centre of Koidu Town.

In May 2000, RUF forces in Kono District started engaging Guinean forces in the Guinean area
known as “The Parrot’s Beak”, using the hundreds of civilians they had abducted and trained during
the previous months. In early September 2000, RUF/AFRC forces attacked the Guinean towns of
Pamelap and Madina Oula and carried out similar actions in the Parrot’s Beak area from Kailahun
District. Throughout September and October, Guinean forces also adopted a “hot pursuit” policy,
in which RUF bases inside Sierra Leone along the Guinean—Sierra Leonean border were directly
attacked in addition to the pursuit of RUF/AFRC forces from inside Guinea. This was manifested
through intensified artillery and helicopter gunship bombardment of towns just south of the border
in Sierra Leone, resulting in many civilian casualties and in the large-scale displacement of the
population, mainly Sierra Leoneans who had found refuge in Guinea. Guinean armed forces also
moved their security checks three miles inside the territory of Sierra Leone in Bombali District and
crected some checkpoints in Kailahun District. RUF/AFRC forces nevertheless continued to attack
Pamelap and Guinean infantry and airborne operations against RUF/AFRC positions in Kambia
District continued into 2001,

Representatives of the RUF and the Government of Sierra Leone met in Abuja, Nigeria, to negotiate
the reactivation of the ceasefire and peace agreement signed in Lomé in July 1999. The Abuja
Ceasefire Agreement was signed on 10 November 2000. In December 2000, RUF fotces went to
Guinea to bring back Sierra Leonean refugees as a proof of their commitment to the peace process.
By January 2001, thousands of Sierra Leoneans were thus brought back to the east of Kono District,
where they were relocated by the RUF to different towns across RUF territory. Harassment,
however, continued and many civilians were sent to Koidu to work in the mines.

In the first three months of 2001, RUF/AFRC forces entered into negotiations with UNAMSIL.
This resulted in the opening of a number of key stretches of road leading into Kambia and Bombali
Districts and the eventual deployment of UNAMSIL peacekeepers throughout those areas.

In March and April 2001, Donsos and Kamajors who had sought refuge in Guinea were armed by
Guinean authorities and launched successful attacks on RUF forces in the east of Kono District,
thereby opening three flanks in Kono and Kailahun Districts. They were, however, prevented from
entering Koidu Town when the RUF requested the intervention of UMASIL to remind the CDF of
the terms of the successive ceasefire agreements.

The November 2000 ceasefire was renewed in Abuja on 4 May 2001 and it was agreed that an
accelerated disarmament should be carried out on a District-based level. To this end, disarmament
was to take place successively and simultaneously in two Districts. The DDR program started in
Kambia and Port Loko Districts, where in May 2001, reception centres were opened. In Port Loko
District, the DDR process was accompanied by sporadic looting of civilian settlements by
demobilised members of all factions. The stealing of corrugated zinc roofing material from houses
was commonplace. Nevertheless, disarmament continued across the country throughout 2001; the
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tast two Districts to be disarmed were Kailahun and Kenema. Mining activities would continue in
Kono District until the last days of the disarmament.

Following disarmament and demobilisation of members of all the different fighting factions, the
Sterra Leonean President declared that the war was over and held a symbolic “Arms Burning
Ceremony” at Lungi (Kaffu Bullom Chiefdom, Port Loko District) on 18 January 2002.
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Chapter Three: Overview of Armed Forces Involved in the Sierra Leone Conflict

1. Fighting factions

a. The Republic of Sierra Leone Military Forces (RSLMF)

The Republic of Sierra Leone Military Forces (RSLMF) is commonly known and referred to as the
Sierra Leone Army (SLA). When RUF/NPFL forces commenced military operations in the south
and cast of Sierra Leone in March 1991, the SLA was undet-staffed, under-equipped and often
poorly trained. The SLLA had three battalionsdeployed in the Eastern and Southern Provinces.

Untl 2002, when the Government of Sierra Leone embarked on significant military reforms, the
sennior heirarchy of the SLA was as follows:

Head of State, Commander in
Chief and Minister of Defence

!

Deputy Minister of Defence

|

Chief of Defence Staff (CDS)

|

Deputy Chief of Defence Staff

|

Armv Chief of Staff (ACOS) R—
l Armv Branch

Deputy Armyv Chief “of = Staff

— Air Fotce

——Naval Branch

Army Branch forces below Army Chief of Staff were and are divided into brigades, battalions,
companics, platoons and sections, with a conventional officer and non-commissioned officer
ranking hierarchy. In addition to barracks in provincial Sierra Leone, the SLA has a number of major
installations in the Western Area, including the Defence Headquarters at Cockerill and the Armed
Forces Training Centre near Waterloo.

From the beginning of the war in 1991, the SLA did not engage RUF forces unaccompanied. In
addition to ad-hoc civilian security initiatives and local militias, including those evolved from
traditional hunting societies throughout Sierra Leone, the SLA fought alongside foreign forces
primarily from other West African countties at different times throughout the conflict. This foreign
involvement was also expressed through the provision of logistics, resources, military training and
guidance to the SLA. As the war progressed, the SLA collaborated with a Liberian fighting force
engaged in the Liberian conflict called ULIMO and a selection of international private military
companies, including the Gurkha Security Guards and Executive Qutcomes. In 1992, a contingent
of the SLA made up part of the ECOMOG peacekeeping forces in Liberia.
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On two occasions during the 11-year conflict, in 1992 and in 1997, members of the SLA overthrew
the Government of Sierra Leone, establishing military regimes in its place. The two juntas were very
different in nature. On 29 April 1992, junior officers of the SLA came to Freetown to complain
about the desperate situation on the war front. They successfully staged a coup, ousting the then
President and the All People’s Congress (APC) establishment. They created the National Provisional
Ruling Council (NPRC), swearing in 25 year-old Captain Strasser as Head of State. Shortly after the
coup, SLA members looted civilian property in major centres, particulatly in Freetown and the
Western Area. In December 1992, SLA members suspected of having planned a coup were
convicted of treason and executed, resulting in international condemnation of the NPRC. The
NPRC engaged in an extensive recruitment drive, more than doubling the number of infantry
available to the SLA by 1994, New recruits received only summary military training before being
sent to the front lines and were unable to contain the RUF advance across the country, despite initial
successes in 1993,

The swelling of the SLA ranks was accompanied by some breakdowns in discipline, compounding
many of the problems already caused by the dramatic subversion of the traditional military hierarchy
by junior officers. SLA attacks against civilians, including theft and summary executions of
suspected RUF “collaborators” and the SLA’s inability to protect civilians from RUF attacks led to a
protound deterioration in civil-military relations. Many called the SLA “So-bels”, or “Soldier-
Rebels”, noting that in some cases there was little to distinguish the two. The NPRC regime came to
an end with the Presidential and Parliamentary elections in February and March 1996, during which
the leader of the Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP) was elected President of Sierra Leone.

Just over a year later, on 25 May 1997, SLA officers staged a military coup, ousting the Sietra
l.conean President and establishing a military regime called the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council
(AFRC). The clected Government moved into Guinea. Unlike the NPRC, the AFRC chose not to
fight the RUF; rather, the AFRC Chairman — Johnny Paul Koroma — called upon the RUF
leadership to join the AFRC regime, which they promptly did. The majority of the SLA aligned with
the AFRC, but some “loyal SLA” retained an allegiance to the elected Government. As the coup was
driven by non-commissioned officers, most of the senior SLA officers who did not want to take part
in the new regime went into hiding, chased by AFRC members. This military regime was ousted
from power in February 1998 by an ECOMOG military intervention.

The situation of the SLA became a priority for the Sierra Leonean President after his reinstatement
on 10 March 1998. During a presidential address delivered on 22 May 1998, President Kabbah
revealed he had appointed the former ECOMOG Task Force Commander as Chief of Defence
Staft to “usc his wide experience in helping [Sierra Leone] to develop guidelines for putting together
a new army.”” Two months later, the disbanding of the “unpatriotic Army” was announced.” The
framework of the new army, composed of 5,000 members was announced to Sierra Leoneans in

' Presidential address delivered on the occasion of the State Opening of the Second Session of the First
Parliament of the Second Republic of Sierta Leone, 22 May 1998: http:/ /www.sierra-
Jeone.org/kabbah052298 html.
it Statement of the Sierra Leonean President at the Special United Nations Conference on Sierra Leone held at the
United Nations, New York, 30 fuly 1998.
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early September.” Newly trained SLA members began fighting alongside ECOMOG forces. Earlier
in the year, former SLA members were hastily retrained by ECOMOG forces and absorbed into the
ECOMOG force structure to help fight the retreating RUF/AFRC forces in the Provinces. '

In the middle of 2000 and at the request of the Sierra Leonean Government, the United Kingdom
started providing assistance in the “national restructuring exercise” of the SLA by providing advice
and training."” UK forces carried out a seties of six-week basic training courses for around eight
battalions of the SLA™ The 180-strong team began artiving in Freetown on 10 June 2000,
dovetailing with the withdrawal of the Royal Marines after 15 June 2000.** On 24 July, nearly 1,000
SLA members graduated from the UK-run training course,” the first group of a total of around
8,000 who would eventually be trained this way. SLA forces again began to participate in combat
actions against the RUF/AFRC in mid 2000.

Following the initial rounds of UK short-term training programs, a UK-led long-term International
Military and T'raining Team (IMATT) was established to push a wider process of military reform. In
2002, the SLA was renamed Republic of Sierra Leone Armed Forces (RSLAF) and the separate
army, navy, and air force command structures were restructured.”

b. The Revolutionary United Front (RUF)

The Revolutionary United Front (RUF) commenced attacks inside Sierra Leone on 23 March 1991,
at which time little information about the RUF was available to the public. The RUF finds its origins
in a movement to overthrow the regime of the All People’s Congress (APC). In an internal RUF
document written in the early stage of the conflict and entitled “Reasons Why We Took Up Arms to
Fight”, it is stated that, “We are fighting against corruption, because the past and present
government seized political, economic and social justice in this (:ountry”.25 In 1991, the RUF was
composed of around 230 members. These included former Fourah Bay College students, political
opponents of the APC, former members of the SLA and other public figures that considered
themselves victims of the APC regime. The majority were trained in Liberia at Camp Namma,
although eight of the original members — referred to as “vanguards” —were trained in warfare and
the “ideology™ in Libya. RUF numbers swelled rapidly following their entry into Sierra Leone.

17 See point 10 of the Broadcast to the Nation on Peace and Security by the Sierra Leonean President.
1 The ECOMOG 128t Infantry Battalion was created to remedy the ECOMOG personnel shortage in their
“mopping up operations” in the province and was mainly composed of former SLA members: Brig. Gen. R. A.
Adeshina: The Reversed Victory: Story of Nigerian Military Intervention in Sierra 1eone, Heinemann Educational Books
(Nigeria) Ple,, pp. 66-7.
" Address by the Sierra Leone President at the Pass Off Ceremony for the First 1000 Military Personnel, under the
VIS Short-term Training Program, Benguema Training Centre, 22 July 2000:
* The UK Military handed over to the UK-led International Military and Advisory Training Team (IMATT) in
September 2001.
1 BBC Online News, 10 June 2000 (19:28 GMT 20:28 UK).
22 [RIN West Africa, 14 June 2000.
23 IRIN West Africa, 24 July 2000.
“IRIN West Africa, 22 January 2002. See also the speech of the Sierra Leone President at the Opening of the
New Defence Ministry Building, Tower Hill, Freetown, 21 January 2002.
** Sec also the RUF’s manifesto, The Footpaths to Democragy, Towards a new Sierra 1 eone. For a full text of this
muanifesto, see http: //www.sierra-leone.org/documents.html#RUF.
0 Including the Green Book of Muammar al-Qadhafi.
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At first, many civilians joined the RUF voluntarily, seeing it as a solution to corruption and poverty.
Nevertheless, the RUF commenced abducting and conscripting civilians shortly after, a practice that
continued throughout the conflict. The RUF conscripted thousands of Sierra Leoneans of all ages
and of both sexes to be trained as fighters at large training bases. These were opened from time to
time depending on the state of the RUF advance, on the number of new conscripts and recruits and
on the logistic support available. While one senior RUF officer was responsible for the opening of
bases and the provision of training, this did not stop other, smaller training bases from being opened
under localised commands. When the RUF needed “manpowet” for planned actions, RUF members
known as “Safari Teams” were sent to the villages to bring back civilians in accordance with pre-
agreed figures. Children under the age of 15 were abducted, conscripted and trained to operate as
Small Boy Units (SBU) and Small Girl Units (SGU). Adults were organised into platoons and
trained. Instructors in the training bases were responsible for providing training on drill, military
tactics, weapons and ideology, among other things.

The NPFL clearly supported and even controlled, to an extent, RUF operations in Sierra Leone.
NPTL members fought alongside RUF forces and the NPFL provided logistical support to the RUF
as a whole. When they first entered Sierra Leone and during the early stage of the conflict, NPFL
members, who not only outnumbered the RUF but also held most of the commanding positions,
dominated the RUF forces. Although the NPFL withdrew from Sierra Leone in 1993, links with the
NPFL and its leader were never severed completely.

Following the SLA coup in May 1997, the AFRC invited the RUF to join the regime. RUF forces
joined with and strengthened AFRC positions throughout areas of Sierra Leone that the SLA had
previously controlled. RUF members held ministerial positions in the Council of the AFRC and the
movement re-branded itself the “Peoples” Army”.

I'rom the beginning of the movement, the RUF, who leader was a retired signals corporal from the

SLA, adopted a military-style internal otganisation and disciplinary system, with clearly identified
positions and tasks allocated to its members:

Leader

!

Chief of Defence

!

Battle Field Commander (BFC)

!

Battle Group Commander (BGC) — Battle Front Line Commander or Inspector
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"The BFC moved between front lines depending on to the battles in preparation and ongoing military
activity, while the BGC remained in the rear at headquarters. The BGC’s primary function was to
take care of logistics, under the orders of the BFC. The Battle Front Line Commander moved
between the front lines according to logistical needs. RUF forces were divided into brigades,”’
battalions, companies, platoons and sections. A section was composed of 8 to 10 combatants and
five sections made a platoon. A platoon was composed of 30 or more combatants and five platoons
made a company. A company was composed of 100 or more combatants and five companies, plus
an administrative one, made a battalion. A battalion comprised around 1,000 combatants; three
bartalions made one brigade.

Representatives from specific supporting units were attached at battalion level. The G-5 Unit was
responsible for coordinating telations between combatants and civilians, including the collection of
taxation and food contributions from civilians. G-5 was also responsible for disseminating political
ideology. The Army Agticultural Unit was to take care of all farming and food production in the
battalion. The S-4 Unit was responsible for the storage and distribution of food and was battalion
quartermaster. The Intelligence Office Unit was responsible for monitoring all operations within the
battalion and for sending intelligence reports to headquarters. The Combat Medic Unit was
responsible for all medical affairs and the health for everybody in the battalion. The G-4 Unit took
care of all arms and ammunitions. Armoury was a sub-unit and was responsible for the maintenance
of all arms. The Logistics and Motor Pool was responsible for the maintenance of all mechanical and
vehicular equipment in the battalion. The Signal Unit was responsible for internal and external
communications. The Military Police (MP) Unit was responsible for disciplinary actions and,
therefore, for the maintenance and enforcement of law and order. Military Police (MP) also escorted
prisoners and were attached to brigades, battalions and companies. The Internal Defence Unit was
responsible for all necessary investigations in the battalion and also served as a link between the G-5
and other operational units.

When they entered Sierra Leone in 1991, the RUF established a headquarters in Pendembu
(Nailahun District), where they remained until 1993 when SLA forces retook the town. From 1994
until they joined the AFRC in Freetown, the RUF leader was not settled in one place but was
generally mobile.™ When the RUF joined with the AFRC in Freetown, the high ‘command
cstablished headquarters in Freetown in the Defence Headquarter at Cockerill. Following the retteat
from Frectown in February 1998, a War Office was opened in Buedu (Kailahun District, on the
border with Liberia). This was the administrative headquarter, the permanent radio base and the
base for one of the most senior RUF officers. Important meetings involving the senior RUF
command took place in Buedu until disarmament in 2001. The RUF defensive headquarter was
moved as RUT forces captured towns, but remained in Makeni (Bombali District) from 1999. As the
RUF’s positions stabilised following the general retreat from Frectown in 1999, the territory under
their control was subdivided further and a number of brigade headquarters were established.

" Growing rapidly after the first attack in March 1991, the RUF had one and a half brigade. Following the retreat
from Freetown in 1998, the RUF had three brigades, one in Kailahun District, one in Kono District and one in
Bombali District.
** During this period, it is not completely clear whether the RUF retained a headquarters as such and if it existed,
where it was located.
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The appointments of the most senior officers within the movement were approved personally by the
RUF leader. Some appointments were approved by the Liberian President, in particular when the
RUT leader was in custody in Nigeria in 1997 and then Sierra Leone in 1998. When the RUF leader
was again arrested after the 8 May 2000 events,” the then Battle Field Commander was made
Interim Leader and would take instructions directly from the Liberian President.

The RUF set up a disciplinary system to deal with offences committed by its members. When an
RUF member committed an offence, he ot she was sent to the Military Police (MP), which would
obtain a statement and issue a report. When the offence reached a certain level of severity, the MP
had to refer the matter to the General Staff Officer Class One (GSO1)," who in turned would
convene a Board of Investigation. The report of the Board of Investigation would then be sent to
the RUF leader or the most senior RUF officer,” who would be responsible for taking appropriate
measures, including recommending that a court martial be conducted. For minor offences, local
commanders were vested with certain powers to conduct investigations and administer punishment
in line with the gravity of the offences committed. Most of the time, commanders settled cases at the
front line withut going through the proper channels. The senior officers in charge of the RUF were
allegedly aware of this conduct, but did not intervene to deter it. During the 11-year conflict, very
few courts martial were conducted.”

c. National Patriotic Front for Liberia (NPFL)

The National Patriotic Front for Liberia (NPFL) emerged in the neighbouring country of Liberia in
1989. "The NPFL’s aim was to oust the Liberian President, who had been in power since 1980 and
whose regime was accused of being corrupt and excessively tribalistic. Backed up by foreign
countries, the NPFL movement rapidly expanded its actions across the country towards Monrovia,
the capital. In August 1990, the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) sent to
Monrovia a peacekeeping force known as the ECOWAS Ceasefire Monitoring Group (ECOMOG).
ECOMOG established a rear base near Freetown’s International Airport in Lungi. In September
1990, the President was arrested, tortured, killed and his body paraded through Monrovia by an
NPFL splinter group called the Independent National Patriotic Front of Liberia (INPFL). An
Interim Government of National Unity (IGNU) was formed in November 1990, Despite a

= On 8 May 2000, a crowd gathered outside the Freetown residence of the RUF leader to protest the resumption
ot hostilities in Sierra Leone and the taking hostage of UN peacekeepers by RUF forces. RUF bodyguards fired on
the crowd, killing around 20. The RUF leader was detained by the Sierra Leone Police on 17 May and was
subsequently held:in custody.
W As an example of the structuring of the RUF, the functions given to the GSO1 were as follows: to maintain an
ongoing roadmap or prepare a yearly forecast of events concerning general training, including bush camps,
recreational sports, ceremonial parades and the planning and implementation of training courses; maintenance of a
list of all courses to be undertaken by RUF members throughout the year; to maintain a manifest of the seniority
ot officers and senior NC(’s in the RUF for promotions; appointments and reversions; to request course bids
based on existing vacancies for various courses stating educational qualifications required; to be in charge of
general discipline; and to post officers.
¥t Depending on the period, it was sent to the RUF leader, to the Battle Field Commander, or to the officer who
later became the Interim Leader.
¥ Tor example, a Board of Investigation was seized of a case involving a senior RUF officer who allegedly diverted
some Guinean currency and failed to give it to the movement. The Board investigated some of the most senior
RUF officers.
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reconciliation accord signed in Yamoussoukro, Cote d’Ivoire, between the President of the IGNU
and the NPFL lcader in October 1991, fighting continued in Liberia. In March 1991, the NPFL
assisted the RUF in launching its “revolution™ in Sierra Leone. NPFL members started fighting
alongside the small RUF force. The strength and involvement of NPFL forces in Sierra Leone
would decline over the subsequent years owing to the emergence of the United Liberian Movement
for Democracy (ULIMO), a counter-revolutionary force comprised of supporters of the late
President. The NPFL’s physical withdrawal from Sierra Leone did not, however, lead to the
withdrawal of the NPFL’s active support for the RUF.

In March 1994, pursuant to the Cotonou Agreement signed in July 1993 berween the NPFL,
ULIMO and the Interim Government of National Unity, a tripartite Liberian National Transitional
Government (LNTG), hcaded by a five-seat Council of State replaced the IGNU. The three
signatorics cach obtained one seat in the Council of State. Hostilities continued in Liberia and a
splinter group of the NPFL, the NPFL-Central Revolutionary Council (NPFL-CRC) emerged and
formed a coalition with the ULIMO-]. Following a new peace agreement signed in Abuja, Nigeria in
August 1995, a new six seat Council of State was established, and the coalition obtained a seat in the
Council.” Pursuant to a peace accord signed between the same fighting factions in August 1996 —
referred to as Abuja II — disarmament started and in February 1997, the various groups were
disbanded. In July 1997, Presidential and Patliamentary elections were held in Liberia; the NPFL
leader was elected President of Liberia, his National Patriotic Party also winning a majority of seats
in the National Assembly.

d. United Liberation Movement of Liberia for Democracy (ULIMO)

‘The United Liberation Movement of Liberia for Democracy (ULIMO), mainly composed of former
members of the Liberian Armed Forces (AFL) and other refugees who had found refuge in Sierra
Leone and who were supporters of the late Liberian President, emerged in 1991 as an opposing
force to the NPFL. In September 1991, ULIMO forces attacked NPFL forces in the west of Liberia,
using Sierra Leonean territory as a staging point. ULIMO rapidly started fighting alongside the SLA
to push the combined RUF/NPFL assault back into Liberia.

Over the subsequent years, the existence of this fighting force would be punctuated by rivalries
between two personalities, leading to various splits and reunifications. In May 1992, the ULIMO
Chairman was removed and the movement was split between two potential leaders, one of whom
was accused of using ULIMO to wage a holy war while the other was accused of financial
impropricty and hijacking the movement for political ends. Nevertheless, between August and
December 1992, ULIMO reunified and resumed fighting with the NPFL. Following this, two
branches of ULIMO clearly appeared: a Freetown-based branch, fighting alongside the SLA in Sierra
lLeone, and a branch based solely in Liberia,

A reunification congress between the two branches in October 1993 and a selection of joint
communiques issued in early 1994, some at the initiative of the Sierra Leonean NPRC Chairman, did
not prevent the two branches from fighting. One of the main points of disagreement was the

¥ This is how the RUF referred to its actions in Sierra Leone. The RUF would further consider itself a
government, referring to property stolen from civilians by RUF members as “government property”.
" Tor a full text of these peace agreements, see http:/ /www.usip.org/library/pa/liberia/pa_liberia.html.
NPW] Conflict Mapping Report
10 March 2004
Preliminary edition for the opening of the SCSL Courthouse
PAGE 48 of 554



AE263

i /
® *

NO PEACE WITHOUT JUSTICE

participation of the ULIMO Liberian branch in the Cotonou peace process for Liberia in July
1993.” In June 1994, the violence committed against civilians by ULIMO fighting alongside the SLA
led a delegation of Sierra Leonean Chiefs to call for the withdrawal of ULIMO from Sierra Leone
and also resulted into the disarmament of some members of the Freetown-based branch by the
SLA

In 1994, the two branches were clearly identified by two different acronyms: ULIMO-J (Freetown)
and ULIMO-K (Liberia); the letters “J” and “K” refetred to the names of the respective branch
leaders. F'rom the end of 1994 until 1996, ULIMO forces as such were not active within Sierra
[eonean territory. In May 1995, demobilised ULIMO-] members based in Freetown were
remobilised by Executive Outcomes, a private military company hired by the Government of Sierra
leone. The Special Task Force, as the ULIMO-]/Executive Outcomes force became known,
assisted the SLA in driving back the RUF from the Western Area. The Special Task Force continued
to operate under the umbrella of the SLA and Executive Outcomes in Bonthe District and briefly in
Bo Town in late 1995 and 1996.

The ULIMO-] branch was formally included in the peace process in Liberia in August 1995. By
signing the Abuja Agreement,” the parties agreed to form a six-seat Council of State to exercise
executive power in Liberia. The leader of the ULIMO-K branch represented ULIMO in the Council
of State while the NPFL—CRC/ULIMO-J coalition received one seat and the ULIMO-] wing gained
ministerial positions.™ However, factional fighting resumed and ULIMO-K and the NPFL
collaborated to capture the leader of the ULIMO-J, who they accused of murder. This fighting
culminated in the widespread destruction in Montovia, the capital, in April 1996.

Peace negotiations resumed and resulted in the signing of a supplement to the Abuja Accord,
referred to as Abuja 11, which would be the first step towards the end of the conflict in Liberia. This
provided for the representation of both ULIMO-K and ULIMO-]J in the Council of State. ULIMO
was officially disbanded in early 1997, pursuant to the Abuja II Agreement. Nevertheless, ULIMO
resurfaced in Sierra Leone in 1997 and 1998 when some former members joined the Kamajors and

others fought alongside the RUF/AFRC.

e Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC)
On 25 May 1997, elements of the SLA staged a coup d’état and formed the Armed Forces
Revolutionary Council (AFRC). The AFRC released over 700 inmates from Pademba Road Prison,
including their leader, an SLA officer who had been charged with a coup attempt in 1996. The
AFRC immediately suspended the Constitution of Sierra Leone and the elected President escaped to
the Republic of Guinca by helicopter. In an address to the nation, the AFRC leader advanced as a
Justification for the coup the polarisation of the country “into regional and tribal factions”,” and the
77 This accord was signed by the NPFL, ULIMO and the Interim Government of National Unity in Cotonou,
Benin; the ULIMO leader of the Liberian Branch appeared in the agreement as the leader of the ULIMO. No
mention of different branches was made.
¥ Those disarmed ULIMO members were encamped at Waterloo refuge camp in the Western Area.
" This supplemented the previous Akosombo, Cotonou and Accra Agreements.
¥ For a tull text of the Agreement, see http://www.usip.org/library/pa/liberia/pa_liberia.html.
¥ The President of Sierra Leone had appointed the leader of the Kamajors, a pro-government local militia, as the
Deputy Defence Minister in 1996,
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lack of control of the President over the situation”. Amidst international condemnation of the
explosion of violence and looting that accompanied the coup, the AFRC leader was sworn in as
Head of State on 17 June 1997.

Immediately after the coup, the AFRC invited the RUF to share power. On 28 May, the RUF leader
— at that time in custody in Nigeria for a firearms offence — broadcast a statement over SLBS Radio,
encouraging RUF solidarity with the AFRC. Part of his statement is worth quoting: “You will always
get instructions from me through [the AFRC leader]. They are our brothers. Let no one fool you.
You have to work with them to put the situation under control, especially in the Western Area, As
you [sic|] the field commander, instruct your other Commander ... to stand by for any
reinforcement needed by [the AFRC leader] for any eventualities. We have to defend our
sovereignty. You are to act on these orders immediately.”™ On 30 May, the RUF declared their
support for the AFRC on SLBS television and radio and on 1 June, the AFRC declared the RUF
leader to be the Deputy Head of State of Sierra Leone. The RUF/AFRC Cabinet hierarchy was as
follows: Chairman and Head of State, Vice Chairman and Deputy Head of State, Chief Secretary of
State, Sceretaries of State and Public Liaison Officers. In June 1997, the RUF/AFRC created a 17-
member supervisory team to prevent the apparatus of civilian government from grinding to a halt
following lengthy strikes by public sector workers.*!

Immediately after the coup and throughout 1997, the RUF/AFRC found itself in an escalating
military standoff with Nigerian forces stationed in Freetown and Lungi. ECOWAS established a
Committee mandated to negotiate with the RUF/AFRC regime. On 29 August 1997, at jts 20"
Annual Summit, ECOWAS imposed sanctions on Sierra Leone, effective throughout all ECOWAS
member States. The ECOWAS embargo included military hardware, supplies and spare parts,
petroleum and petrol-derived products; an export ban was also imposed. A travel ban was imposed
on AI'RC members and their families, in addition to a freeze on their assets. Moreover, ECOWAS
formally expanded the mandate of ECOMOG to include the use of force to impose sanctions
against Sierra Leone.” Effectively, this gave legal backing to a complete navel blockade of the Port
of Freetown and the prohibition of air-freight traffic. On 8 October, the UN Security Council
adopted Resolution 1132 (1997), imposing a range of global arms, oil and travel sanctions on Sierra
Leone.” During peace talks in Conakry, Guinea, on 22 and 23 October 1997, the ECOWAS
Committee of Five®™ and representatives of the RUF/AFRC agteed to an immediate ceasefire and a
six-month peace plan guaranteeing a return to civilian government by 22 April 1998,

' BBC Media Monitoring, 30 May 1997 transcribing SLBS, 28 May 1997.
1 Slerra Leone Flumanitarian Situation Report, 24 - 30 June 1997.
** Deciston on sanctions against the junta in Sierra Leone, Twentieth Session of the Authority of Heads of State
and Government, Abuja, 28-29 August 1997.
1 1bid *Article 7. The sub-regional forces shall employ all necessary means to impose the implementation of this
decision. They shall monitor closely the coastal areas, land borders and airspace of the Republic of Sierra Leone,
and shall inspect, guard and scize any ship, vehicle or aircraft violating the embargo imposed by this decision.”
4 On 29 August 1997, ECOWAS had issued a recommendation on the application of sanctions against the AFRC
regime; Sierra Leone Humanitarian Situation Report 23 August - 1 September 1997.
5 Initially, ECOWAS established the Committee of Four. In August 1997, a fifth nation, Liberia, was added to the
Committee of Four, which became known as the Committee of Five,
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Following RUF/AFRC attacks on ECOMOG positions and other breaches of the Conakry Peace
Plan, ECOMOG intervened militarily. Starting on 6 February 1998, ECOMOG drove the
RUF/AFRC regime from power and its forces from the Western Area. Ousted from Freetown, the
RUE/AFRC alliance survived but the balance of power between the allies was inverted. The
situation of the AFRC members was varied: most fled from Freetown into the Provinces with their
leader, others surrendered to ECOMOG forces and many of the senior officers were charged with
treason, convicted and executed in 1998.%

Following the RUF/AFRC invasion of Freetown in January 1999, most of the AFRC forces
withdrew to Makeni (Bombali District) and the rift between RUF and AFRC forces deepened. The
AFRC leader did not take part in the peace negotiations in Lomé, Togo that concluded with the
signing of a Peace Agreement between the RUF and the Government of Sierra Leone.”

While provisions in the Lomé Peace Agreement granted the RUF leader status equivalent to Vice
President, the AFRC leader was appointed as Chairman of a governmental body called the
Commission for the Consolidation of Peace. Following serious infighting between RUF and AFRC
forces in the Northern Province in October 1999, the rift between the two groups further deepened.
Both torces controlled different areas of the country. Nevertheless, the alliance between the
leadership of the two forces was still valid. The two leaders issued joint statements and continued to
appear together publicly.”® The AFRC leader visited RUF/AFRC strongholds in an attempt to
engage AFRC commanders in the disarmament program®.

When RUF forces disarmed and held hostage of UNAMSIL peacekeepers in eatly May 2000, the
AFRC leader called on his forces to support the Government and halt the RUF advance on
Freetown. In May and June 2000, AFRC forces fought the RUF alongside the SL.A in Masiaka and
Lunsar. The AFRC leader’s declaration marked a public shift in relations between the AFRC and the
RUT, compounding the division of operational areas that happened in late 1999. AFRC forces were
remained active on the ground in only two principal locations.

f. The West Side Boys

Between October 1998 and the end of 2000, the West Side Boys, a splinter group from the
RUEF/AFRC alliance, concentrated its actions in the Okra Hills (Koya Chiefdom, Port Loko
District). While it is not possible to say the West Side Boys did not fall under the command of the
RUF/AFRC, their actions followed a clear pattern that was different from the RUF/AFRC and later

10 ECOMOG forces, SSD and even civilians atrested many alleged members and collaborators of the AFRC
regime and brought them to Pademba Road Prison, Freetown, where — despite only having the capacity for 400 —
the number of inmates rose to berween 3,000 and 5,000. Following the reinstatement to power of the President,
civilians and military personnel were tried on treason grounds and on 19 October, 24 ex-members of the SLA who
had joined the SLA were executed by firing squad.
7 AFRC members alleged that their former leader was detained by the RUF second-in-command in Kailahun
District: BBC Online News, 7 August 1999,
¥ The RUF leader announced that the RUF/AFRC alliance was transformed into a political organisation called the
Alliance for Peace. UN OCHA, 30 September 1999. In early November, the two leaders issued a joint statement
guarantecing the safety of humanitarian staff and resources even in times of insecurity. IRIN West Africa, 4
November 1999.
9 RIN West Africa, 18 November 1999 and 6 December 1999,
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RUF actions in Port Loko District. Although the group considered the AFRC leader to be their
figurehead — the absence of the AFRC leader in Lomé and their belief that their interests had been
inadequately represented™ was the origin of the West Side Boys taking UNOMSIL, ECOMOG and
NGO ofticials hostage in 1999 — the AFRC leader publicly dissociated himself from the group and
officially disbanded the AFRC in mid-August 2000. The West Side Boys, primarily ex-SLA who
aligned with the RUF/AFRC, achieved international notoriety by kidnapping 11 UK Royal Marines
in late August and provoking a decisive military response from the UK that would all but destroy the
West Side Boys.

g. Civil Defence Force (CDF)

As RUF/NPFL forces expanded activities the Southern and Eastern Provinces, numerous civilian
initiatives emerged between 1991 and 1993 to assist the SLA. Across the Districts, NPRC and SLA
authoritics, traditional structures and popular personalities’ supported the foundation of civilian
security schemes. This led to the creation of a number of vigilante groups sometimes known as Civil
Defence Units (CDU), whose main role was to operate checkpoints. The traditional authorities
sclected civilians, usually experienced hunters and well-known community people, to join these
CDUs. This quality control system guaranteed that Paramount Chiefs could exercise a degree of
actual and moral authority over the CDUs. In addition, the mobilisation of tribal-based hunting
societies was actively encouraged and supported by the NPRC authorities. Various State agencies
were involved in administering the general mobilisation of various hunting societies, which included
the “Donsos” in Kono District, the “Tamaboros” in Koinadugu District and the “Kamajors” in the
Hastern and Southern Provinces. Affiliates of the Kamajor Society were the largest in number of
these societies. :

These local militia used their intimate knowledge of their immediate localities to assist the SLA in
tighting the RUF/NPFL. Both the civil militia and CDUs were given bladed weapons and rustic
single-barrel shotguns and deployed alongside the SLA during combat against RUF forces. As the
conflict expanded westwards across the country, similar initiatives emerged in Moyamba and
Tonkolili Districts. Traditional hunters known as “Kapras” and “Gbethis” regrouped in the
Northern Province.

The organisation of local militias entered a new phase in 1995, when initiation of civilians into the
Kamajor Society began in Bonthe District (Southern Province). Hidden behind a veil of secrecy,
Kamajor initiation ceremonies revolve around an assortment of mystical beliefs and charms
performed by a High Priest Initiator.”® The purpose of the ceremony was to render initiates fit to
serve at the war front, through the granting of special powers such as the ability to be “bulletproof”
and being able to smell enemies. Initiators of the Gbethi Society called this process “washing”. Once
mitiated, Kamajors had to adhere to the rules of the Kamajor Society, which governed the conduct
of the members. Infractions of the rules were believed to deprive Kamajors of the powers they had
been granted at the time of initiation. In the early stages of this process, hunters and youths were

" They also believed that their leader was held hostage by a senior RUF commander in Kailahun District: IRIN
West Africa, 12 August 1999,
*! In Kenemna and Kailahun Districts, for example, a renowned local personality who was a former professor
played the role of a catalyst in the regrouping of the Kamajors group.
72 The first Chief Initiator was an herbalist believed to have magical powers.
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nominated for initiation by chiefdom authorities. Once initiated, Kamajors were sent back to the
chictdom trom which they originated.

The number of initiates and the rate of initiation into the Kamajor Society increased rapidly
throughout 1995 and 1996. Kamajor deployment alongside SLA forces steadily expanded into the
other Districts of the Southern Province and into the Eastern Province. By 1996, almost every
chietdom in the Southern and Eastern Provinces had their own Kamajor Society. The initiation of
men into the Kamajor Society brought with it the structuring of this local militia at a chiefdom level.
Other organised pro-government militias — Gbethis, Kapras and Donsos — were active in the
Northern Province and in Kono District.

The Civil Defence Force (CDF) emerged in late 1995 or early 1996 as a union of the various local
militias active across the country. Members of the Kamajors were the main force within the CDF
and presented strong resistance to RUF attacks throughout the Southern Province and, to a lesser
extent, in the Eastern Province. The role and efficiency of the CDF in fighting the RUF received
formal recognition from the newly-elected President in early 1996, who appointed the then leader of
the Kamajor Society as Deputy Defence Minister. This strong symbolic support was backed up with
practical support when the Government of Sierra Leone provided the CDF with staple food items
and gave them responsibility for providing security throughout the country. Although originally
aligned with and to some extent subordinate to the SLA, the CDF progressively distanced itself
from SLA forces, objecting to their action and behaviour. Rivalry and tension between the two
groups erupted, frequently resulting in armed clashes.

On the national level, the internal organisation of the CDF was as follows:”

Initiator

National Coordinator

!

National Public Relations Officer (PRO)

!

Directors
Director of Director of Director of Logistics Director of
Operations War Personnel

1 The then Deputy Defence Minister was made National Coordinator in the aftermath of the military coup in May
1997. Accordingly, although the coordination of the local militias within the CDF took place in 1995 or in early
1996, the schematised internal structure applies only for the period starting in June 1997.
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v

Deputy Directors
of Operation

!

Administrators

!

Battalion Commanders

Below battalion level, the CDF adopted a regular structure similar that of the SLA, dividing
battalions into companies, platoons and sections of varying numbers. The CDF also put in place
administrative structures at the chiefdom level. For example, in Dasse Chiefdom (Moyamba
District), the Chiefdom Ground Commander was assisted by a Deputy Chiefdom Ground
Commander, below whom was Section Commanders and then Patrol Commanders. The CDF also
appointed civilians as Welfare Officers to liaise between civilians and CDF forces. Chiefdom
commands often metged to form battalions comprising over 500 armed personnel.**

Following the military coup in May 1997, the AFRC leader officially disbanded the CDF and asked
its members to surrender and disarm to the Sierra Leone Police. The CDF command rejected this
order and CDF members remained armed, initially keeping a low profile before regrouping to fight
the RUF/AFRC. The scale of their military actions increased and progressively more initiates joined
the various components of the CDF, in particular the Kamajors. With the increase in the rate of
Kamajor initiations came a number of problems. The CDF started to loose control over the
selection of initiates and there was some loss of discipline among the newly-initiated. The role of the
traditional authorities in selecting initiates was, opening the door for the initiation of children below
the age of 15. Increasingly, but notably in 1998, a dichotomy between new members and “old
Kamajors” came to the fore.”

Following the restoration of the elected Government, the President of Sierra Leone placed the CDF
under the control of ECOMOG.* CDF forces were deployed in Freetown; both Kamajors and
members of a group called the Organised Brotherhood of Hunting Societies (OBHS) were deployed
at checkpoints throughout the Western Area and deployed alongside ECOMOG. CDF forces would
be active in defending Freetown in January 1999. In September 1998, the President decided to
formalise their position, stating that a Civil Defence Force with 2 CDF Administrator would be

3 For example, in Bonthe District, Dema, Sittia and Bendu Cha Chiefdoms merged to form a battalion, while the
CDF battalions were formed through pairing the chiefdoms of Kwamebai Krim and Nongoba Bullom, Jong and
Impert, Kpanda Kemo and Bum, and Sogbini and Yawbeko. In Bo District, nine battalions were formed to cover
15 chiefdoms.
 In April 1998, for example, the High Priest and Chief Initiator called for registration of the Kamajors “because
of growing lawlessness among them™: AFP, 29 April 1998.
* CDF fought alongside ECOMOG forces for the restoration to power of the Sierra Leonean President.
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appointed to liaise with the SLA in every District. The District CDF would report directly to the
Paramount Chiefs, thus restoring much of the authority that had been eroded during the
development of the CDF.”" However, the CDF continued to impose a progressively more insidious
system of administration throughout the territory it occupied, invading many aspects of civilian life.

2. Private military companies

a. Gurkha Security Guards Limited

In January 1995, the NPRC Government entered in a three-month renewable® contract with the
Gurkha Security Guards Limited (GSG), a British company based in the Channel Islands. Nepalese
Gurkhas have long been trained and incorporated into the UK armed forces pursuant to a tripartite
agre