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Preliminary motion for leave

I.

The Prosecutor files this motion pursuant to Article 54(B) of the Rules of Procedure
and Evidence to seek the leave of the President to file submissions is response to
Prisoner Taylor’s “Motion for Termination of Enforcement of Sentence in the United
Kingdom and for Transfer to Rwanda™ (Motion for Leave). The Prosecutor received
Prisoner Taylor’s Motion on 16 June 2014. Confidential annexes which support the

core arguments raised in the motion were only received on 27 June 2014

The Prosecutor was unable to come to a determinate decision about responding to the
motion before receipt of all the material annexed to it and copies of the authorities
cited. In this vein, the Prosccutor submits that the time for filing this request for leave
to file a response did not begin to run until all materials and authorities had been
received. Should the President determine otherwise and view this filing as untimely,
the Prosecutor requests the President to allow this out of time Motion for Leave and

attached Submissions.

Should this application for leave be granted, the Prosecutor has attached hereto her
submissions in response to Prisoner Taylor’s Motion, to avoid the delay of a further

filing.

The Prosecutor appreciates that decisions regarding the location for SCSL convicted
prisoners to serve their sentence is administrative and falls exclusively within the
purview of the President’s functions.”? The Prosecutor requests that the President
exercise his discretion in favour of granting the Prosecutor’s request. There is no
RSCSL Statutory provision or Rule of Procedure and Evidence prohibiting such
submissions, should the President determine the perspective of the Prosecutor on this
matter would be of assistance to him. The Prosecutor notes in that regard that this

Motion, to the Prosecutor’s understanding the second request by the Prisoner that he

! In the Matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES, Public with Public and Confidential Annexes,
Motion for Termination of Enforcement of Sentence in the United Kingdom and for Transfer to Rwanda, 24
June 2014 (Motion).

2 RSCSL Rules of Procedure and Evidence, R. 103 (B).
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serve his imprisonment in Rwanda, is prepared by, filed by and arguably contains the

perspectives of two counsel acting pro bono on Prisoner Taylor’s behalf.

Furthermore, the Prosecutor submits that the Prosecutor, as an independent organ of
the Court and party to the proceedings against Prisoner Taylor, including the
sentencing proceedings, has an interest in the issue raised in Prisoner Taylor’s
Motion. The Prosecutor suggests that she has an interest in the decision regarding
place of enforcement of sentence insofar as said location may reduce or increase the
opportunities for Prisoner Taylor to instigate disorder and criminal conduct,
undermine the political stability, public safety and the rights and freedom of others in
Liberia and the region, as well as reduce or increase his opportunities to undermine

his conditions of imprisonment and/or to engineer an escape from confinement.

Additionally, the Prosecutor has an interest in this matter as it is a matter of
fundamental concern to witnesses and victims in that the location of Prisoner Taylor’s
imprisonment increases or decreases the threat he can pose to the security and sense
of security of witnesses and victims. Coincidentally, it also increases or decreases the
threat he can pose to the security and sense of security of former SCSI. personnel and

high level current and former State officials.

For all these reasons the Prosecutor respectfully requests that the President grant this
Request for Leave and accept the Prosecutor’s submissions regarding disposition of

Prisoner Taylor’s Motion.

Filed on 10 July 2014

4

Brenda J. Hollis }/
§
The Prosecutor RSCSL
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L. Introduction

1. Prisoner Taylor’s Motion should be denied as it is without factual or legal basis. The
arguments set forth in the Motion are without merit; nor do the references cited by
Prisoner Taylor support his request for relief. There has been no denial of any right of
the Prisoner which would occasion the relief requested. In addition, the requested
relief gives rise to a serious concern that the requestcd transfer would increase the
possibilities available to Prisoner Taylor to undermine peace, security and public
order in Liberia and the West African sub-region, instigate disorder and criminal
conduct in that country and the sub-region, threaten the security and sense of security
of witnesses who testified against Prisoner Taylor, SCSL court officials and certain
former and current high level State officials, undermine the proper conditions of his
imprisonment and/or engineer an escape from prison. All these concerns militate
against granting that relief. Finally, the Motion should be denied as either a repetition
of earlier arguments or a willful piecemeal approach to the issue, without explanation

of what new material justifies allowing a second application.

II.  The Motion Lacks Factual or Legal Basis.

Visitation

2. The prison authoritics have not denied Prisoner Taylor the right to family visits, as
was the situation in the cases referenced in Annexes T, U and V and as noted in
paragraph 836 of Annex S of the Motion, rather it has been willful failures on the part

of those secking visitation which have resulted in lack of visitation.!

3. Unlike the situation in the case referred to in Annex S or the lénguage in Annex W of
the Motion, the location of Prisoner Taylor’s confinement cannot be said to be
difficult to travel to, nor can travel there be said to be exhausting and demanding, >
nor can it be said that the location makes visitation impos'sible.3 Rather, in this
instance Prisoner Taylor seems to ignore the easy airline connection from Monrovia
to London via British Airways, and perhaps via other airlines as well. In contrast,

Prisoner Taylor has not shown travel from Monrovia to Rwanda to be easier than that

' See Motion Confidential Annex II; See also, Annex JJ, Registrar’s Update (to President Waki) on issues
pertaining to SCSI. Prisoner Charles Taylor, 24 March 2012.

2 Annex S, para 829

3 Annex W, p. 5, para 6 (CMS 11374)

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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to London. Indeed, the Prosecution suggests that travel from Liberia to Rwanda

would be of longer duration and more difficult than travel to the United Kingdom.*

4. Nor has Prisoner Taylor shown that the cost of accommodation would be prohibitive
in the United Kingdom as opposed to Rwanda.’ Tndeed, there is no showing that
Prisoner Taylor’s wife would be staying in commercial accommodation or any other
accommodation that requires payment, or, if this is so, that she would be unable to
pay. In relation to the significance of cost of accommodation, it is the understanding
of the Prosecutor that during his detention in The Netherlands Prisoner Taylor was
visited often by many family members who remained in The Hague for extended
periods of time, and that the funds for those visits did not come from the SCSL, but
from the Prisoner or his supporters or associates.® There is no showing that such

arrangements are not possible in the United Kingdom.

5. Prisoner Taylor’s argument that imprisonment in the United Kingdom violates the
right to family life should also be rejected because, even where, unlike this case, there
is detention in a prison at a distance that renders any visit very difficult if not
impossible, there is no per se actionable interference with family life. Rather, such
detention may in exceptional circumstances only, constitute interference with family

life.

6. And, of course, in considering whether there is actionable interference, two questions
must be answered, the first having to do with whether there was interference with
family life. Should such interference be found, which the Prosecutor suggests is not
the case here, there must then be a determination of whether the interference was
justified, i.e. “in accordance with the law and is necessary in a democratic society in-
the interests of national security, public safety or economic well-being of the country,
for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, or for

the protection of the rights and freedoms of others.” There has been no showing that

* Prosecutor’s Annex I - Travel itinerary and fare quote, Monrovia — Kigali via Kenya Airways; See also,
Prosecutor’s Annex III - Travel itinerary and fare quote, Monrovia - London via British Airways

3 See Prosecutor’s Confidential Annex II (Confidential Annex KK to the Motion)

¢ The Registry may be able to shed light on this as it is a matter that falls within its remit.

7 Annex W, p.5, para 6 (CMS 11374)

8 Annex S, B. The Court’s Assessment, 1 and 2, pp. 11326 — 11327.

® Annex S to the Motion, para 839

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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- the alleged interference was not justified, especially here where the lack of visitation
was occasioned by willful failures on the part of those applying for access, and any
increased segregation of the Prisoner was justified as discussed in the Prosecutor’s

Confidential Annex to these submissions. °

7. Furthermore, as discussed below, enforcement of sentence in the United Kingdom is
more consistent with the above stated legitimate “interests of national security, public
safety or economic well-being of the country, for the prevention of disorder or crime,
for the protection of health or morals, or for the protection of the rights and freedoms

of others” than would be enforcement of sentence in Rwanda.

8. Although the case referenced at Annex W to the Motion is distinguishable, it is of
some assistance to consider that in that case, the Court found that there was no
obligation on the State authorities to ensure that applicants can visit prisoners in
prison. The Court also found that the State authorities had enabled applicants to visit
the prisoner regularly and to communicate with him in writing and by telephone. !
Here, there is no showing written communications have been prohibited and, as noted
above, it is not the United Kingdom authorities who are at fault for the lack of

visitation.

9. It is significant to point out the rather disingenuous way Prisoner Taylor has sought to
portray the SCSL and the United Kingdom as architects of the alleged violation of his
visitation rights. Notwithstanding the clear and unambiguous language in the
Registrar’s update to the President,'2 intimating steps taken to assist Prisoner Taylor’s
wife and her apparent lack of interest to avail herself of the chance of rénewing her
visa application, Prisoner Taylor blatantly disregards these facts and argues
vehemently throughout his Motion that there has been a violation precipitated by the
court’s decision to send him to serve his sentence in the United Kingdom, and the
only remedy is his transfer to Rwanda. Rather than acknowledge the refusal to take
advantage of available remedies, he remains dogged in his quest for a transfer to

Rwanda as the only solution. In regard to this dogged refusal to accept reality when

19 prosecutor’s Confidential Annex I — Prosecutor’s Confidential submissions; See also, Confidential Annex KK

to the Motion
11 Annex W to the Motion, p. 6, para 1(CMS 11375)
12 Annex JJ to the Motion

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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arguing for the relief he requests, it is helpful to recall the Trial Chamber’s

characterization of Prisoner Taylor as a “two headed Janus”,!® a man who says one
thing publicly while scheming privately to bring about actions that advance his

personal unlawful or inappropriate interests.

Solitary confinement

10.

11.

12.

Prisoner Taylor’s arguments and references regarding solitary confinement do not
support his request for relief. His reliance on the decisions set out in Annexes H and I
of the Motion, regarding ICTR dccisions on referral of cases to Rwanda, is misplaced.
Those decisions center around the concern that referral to Rwanda for trial would or
could result in life sentences in isolation, “an exceptional measure which, if applied,
must be both necessary and proportionate and incorporate certain minimum

safeguards.”!*

Prisoner Taylor’s sentence is not life imprisonment in isolation as he claims. His wide
and sweeping allcgations that his segregation in the hospital wing will be “indefinite”,
“for as long as his is detained at HMP Frankland”, in effect, the duration of his
“natural life” are simply alarmist, intended to buy him undeserved sympathy, against
the backdrop of the ICTY’s Radislav Kristic’s incident from which he seeks to draw a
comparison. Notably, Prisoner Taylor provides no facts to support these conclusions,
and he signally fails or refuses to avert his mind to the more logical common sense
possibility that this would be only a temporary measure by HMP Frankland

authorities to address his unique circumstance “as a notorious and vilified figure”.!®

Similarly, the Prisoner places unfounded reliance on Annex O to the Motion, OHCHR
CCPR General Comment No 21: Art 10 (Humane Treatment of Persons Deprived of
their Liberty). For example, paragraph 10 of that document imposes no prohibitions
on solitary confinement. It merely requests that information be provided on how
prisoners are ireated during detention, including solitary confinement and high
security detention, and about the conditions under which contacts are ensured with the

outside world including family. In that regard, it does not require personal visits.

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES

3 Prosecutor v Taylor, SCSL-03-01-T, Sentencing Judgment, 30 May 2012, para 58.
4 Annex H, paras 9, 11; Annex I paras 7, 13, 15-16; Annex J paras
1> Motion para. 52
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Also, the case referred to in Annex MM of the Motion offers no support. At paragraph -
145 of that case, the Court indicates that solitary confinement cannot be imposed on a
prisoner indefinitely. Prisoner Taylor has made no showing of imposition of solitary
confinement on him, if indeed his conditions can be characterized as solitary
confinement at all rather than the imposition of measures that have heightened his

security, or that the imposed measures are intended to be indefinite.

13. Nor does Prisoner Taylor draw support from Annex P to his Motion. This UN
General Assembly Resolution affirmed the Basic Principles for the Treatment of
Prisoners which it annexed to its Resolution. Paragraph 7 of those Basic Principles is
helpful to disposition of the issuc herein. That paragraph sets out no absolute
prohibition on solitary confinement but rather indicates that efforts should be

- undertaken and encouraged which address abolition of solitary confinement as a
punishment or restriction of its use. Prisoner Taylor has made no showing that he
has been placed in solitary confinement as a punishment or that it has been used in a
non-restrictive way, if indeed, as noted above, the conditions imposed for his safety

can be said to be solitary confinement.

Transfer of prisoners

14. The argument that Prisoner Taylor is the first aﬁd only person sent by an international
court to serve their sentence, against their will, outside their continent of origin should
be given little merit. First and fundamentally, as recalled in the case referenced in
Annex W to the Motion,!® detained persons are not guaranteed the right to choose
their place of detention, even with the inevitable consequences of detention being
separation and distance from family. Second, the Prosecutor suggests that the
language “outside their continent of origin” was selected with care, as it is the
understanding of the Prosecution that SCSL prisoners sent to serve their
imprisonment in Rwanda vehemently opposed that transfer and thercafter raised many

of the same arguments that Prisoner Taylor raises herein.!”

16 Annex w, p.5, para. 6 (CMS 11374)

Y7 The Prosecutor v Sesay, Kallon and Gbao, SCSL-04-15-ES-1328, PUBLIC, Urgent Apphcatlon to the
President of the court under Rule 19(C) for Judicial Review of the Decision of the Acting Registrar in Relation
to the Enforcement of Sentence and to temporarily stay the transfer of detainees to a designated enforcement
state, 30 October 2009; See also, Prosecutor’s Annex IV - Exclusive Newspaper, Sierra Leone, Monday 24
October 2011, “Issa Sesay, Others In Danger”, annexed to “Registrar’s Portfolio and Submissions in respect of
Moinina Fofana’s Application for Conditional Early Release”, 5 June 2014, in ANNEX SEVEN, Part IIL; See

6
In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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15. The Annexes to the Motion which deal with immigration issues, with expulsion, are
of no assistance to this adjudged Prisoner.'® The immigration cases are distinguishable
on their facts and different balancing is required for immigration cases than for cases
involving transfer of adjudged prisoners. The case referenced in Annex Y does not
support Prisoner Taylor’s application; it deals with extradition, not with transfer of an

adjudged prisoner.

16. Prisoner Taylor’s reliance on Annexes CC, DD, EE! to the Motion does not support
the relief he requests, as these Annexes focus on the transfer of an adjudged prisoner
to the country of which he is a citizen or the country with which he has close social
and family ties. It is interesting to note that at page 12, Annex CC, the Handbook
states that States Parties to the Inter-American Convention may - not must - consider
family, social or other ties the sentenced person may have in the sentencing State and
the receiving State. In addition, the concerns raised in Annex CC that the
“consequences to the family of imprisonment are likely to be exacerbated by
imprisonment of a family member abroad’?° are not resolved by transfer to Rwanda,
as it is not the home country of Prisoner Taylor’s family. Prisoner Taylor has not

- made any showing that he is a citizen of Rwanda nor has there been any showing of
close social or family ties with Rwanda. One must wonder if transfer to Rwanda
would not simply be a stepping stone for Prisoner Taylor, who once there, would then
raise with the Court the argument that in keeping with the above cited references he
must now be transferred to his home country of Liberia. The Prosecutor suggests that
any disavowals by Prisoner Taylor must be considered with the characterization of a

“two headed Janus” in mind.

also, Prosecutor’s Annex V - Exclusive Newspaper, Sierra L.eone, Friday 28 October 2011, “Special Court
Denies Allegations, But ...” annexed to “Registrar’s Portfolio and Submissions in respect of Moinina Fofana’s
Application for Condltlonal Early Release”, 5 June 2014, in ANNEX SEVEN, Part I1I.

18 Annexes W, X, Z, AA

1% Annex EE, the Ruggiu casc, is interesting in that after he was transferred to Ttaly, a country of which he was a
citizen, Ttaly released him early in violation of the Statute of the ICTR. See, Prosecutor’s Annex VI — :
Hirondelle News Agency, International Reporting, 28.05.09; Visit: hitp://www.hirondelenews.convictr-
mdnddlm% mllabcumion wii‘h srdies’mllal omtion Wi*h -5t 1tes other- countliu/'l%lﬁ -en- en ”8()709 ictritaly-

16 40 hrs CET) Prosecutor S Annex VII Radlo T elevmon Lzbie des lele.s Collme.s Convicted journalist
released early in violation of ICTR Statute 29 May 2009, Hague Justice Portal News. Visit:
hitpe/www haguejusticeportal.net/index. php7id= 10688 (Last visited 8 July 2014, 16.55 hrs CET)

2 Annex CC, page 12

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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IV. Concerns relating to peace, security, stability and good order militate against the

transfer of Prisoner Taylor to Rwanda

17. The Prosecutor suggests that the opportunities the requested transfer would give

Prisoner Taylor to sew discord, interfere with and undermine peace, security and
stability and good order in Liberia and the West African sub-region militate against
granting the requested relief. It is important to consider the pressure that can be
brought to bear on Rwandan prison officials — and perhaps other Rwandan officials —
to violate or very laxly enforce conditions of imprisonment were Prisoner Taylor, a
former African Head of State, to be transferred to Rwanda. It is of great concern that
such pressurc could result in inappropriately lenient conditions of imprisonment,
which in turn would increase the Prisoner’s opportunities for inappropriate,
uncontrolled and unmonitored access to outside supporters, agitators and resources.
The Prosecutor suggests that such lax conditions of imprisonment and unrestricted
and unmonitored access to the outside world would have significant implications on
peace, security and stability in Liberia and the sub-region which give risc to the same

concerns that led to the transfer of the Taylor case from Sierra Leone to Europe.?!

V. Concerns relating to the security and sense of security of witnesses, Court

personnel and former and current high level State officials

18. The Prosecutor submits that another important factor which militates against granting

the relief requested is the impact of this transfer on the security and sense of security
of witnesses who testified against Prisoner Taylor, Court officials and current or
former high level African leaders. The witnesses whom the Prosecutor contacted,
strongly opposed the requested transfer and pointed out their concerns that Prisoner
Taylor’s presence in Rwanda will threaten not only their personal security but will
underminc peace and security in Liberia and the sub-region. In particular, the
witnesses state that Prisoner Taylor remains very well connected and resourced to be

able to go after witnesses who testified against him, compromise standards in prison

2 Prosecutor’s Annex VIII - UN Security Council S/RES/1688 (2006), 16 June 2006, The Situation in Sierra
Leone. This UN Resolution cleared the way for Taylor to be tried in The Hague, finding that his presence in the
sub-region was "an impediment to stability and a threat to the peace".

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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to his suit his liking, or even mastermind a jail breakout.?? It is clear that granting the
requested relief would greatly heighten the witnesses® security concerns and sense of
insecurity, which would likely lead to increased requests for extraordinary protection

measures.>

19. Similarly, it is not unreasonable to believe that Prisoner Taylor holds certain SCSL
officials and current and former high level State officials uniquely responsible for his
transfer to the Court, conviction, sentence and presence in prison in the United
Kingdom. For the same reasons discussed above, transfer to Rwanda would increase
the Prisoner’s possibilities to act on these beliefs and thus increase the risk to these

individuals and undermine their sense of security.

VL The Motion should be dismissed as unduly repetitive or as a piecemeal approach

to the issue raised therein.

20. It is the understanding of the Prosecutor that before the President of the SCSL
determined Prisoner Taylor would serve his imprisonment in the United Kingdom, the
Prisoner was allowed to make submissions regarding his preference for place of
confinement as well as his opposition to serving his imprisonment in the United
Kingdom. It is also the understanding of the Prosecutor that Prisoner Taylor was

allowed the assistance of counsel in preparing those submissions.

21. There is no justification in this Motion for allowing the Prisoner to raise this issue
once again, nor is there any indication of what substantial new information is set out
in this Motion which was not available before. The Prosecutor suggests that such a
showing is necessafy for what is in effect a request for review of a matter already

decided after consideration of submissions of the Prisoner.2* To allow such

22 The Prosecutor caused a sampling of ten witnesses in the Taylor Trial in Sierra Leone and Liberia to be
interviewed via telephone about their views regarding Prisoner Taylor’s application for Transfer. They are: TF1-
045, TF1-360, TF1- 375, TF1-388, TF1-567, TF1-516, TF1-568, TF1-579, TF1-274, and TF1-338.

2 The witnesses all requested to be moved to safer locations outside Africa for their protection, should Prisoner
Taylor be brought to Rwanda.

#prosecutor v. Taylor, SCL-03-01-PT-226, Decision on Defence Motion requesting Reconsideration of "Joint
Decision on Defence Motions on Adequate Facilities and Adequate time for the Preparation of Mr. Taylor's
Defence", dated 23 January 2007, 25 April 2007, p.3; Prosecutor v. Norman et al., SCSL-04-14-T-319,
Decision on Prosecution Appeal Against the Trial Chamber's Decision of 2 August 2004 Refusing Leave to File
an Interlocutory Appeal, 17 January 2005, para. 40; Prosecutor v. Delic et al, IT-96-21-Abis, Judgement on
Sentence Appeal, 8 April 2003 ("Delic Judgement"), para. 49;

In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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submissions without such a showing would create the danger of endless repetitive

submissions, a practice that is viewed with disfavor in most if riot all judicial systems.

V1. Conclusion
22. The Prosecutor suggests, that in light of all the above, the Motion should be denied

and that any future Motions on the same subject be summarily denied unless Prisoner
Taylor makes a sufficient showing of why review is justified and what new,

substantial information is presented which was not available at the time of the prior

submissions.

Brenda J. Hollis U

() Prosecutor RSCSL

10
In the matter of Charles Ghankay Taylor, SCSL-03-01-ES
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KENYA AIRWAYS - Review

Sieps: Search

Revie
Legend: e =

KMonrovia to Kigali

Flight 1

Fiight 2

Kigali to Monrovia

Fhight 1

Flight 2

o Legend: e = e-ticket option. EUR =

Price

travellers  flights

i &% i
-C:/'u: /1{"34.@{: -;731 A{Li{x& .

Lt ;:f;@f: S %

Raview Travellers Purchase . Reservation

Wednesday, July 16, 2014
Departure: 18:00 Monrovia, Liberia - Roberts International
Arrival: 05:35 +1 day(s) Nairobi, Kenya - Jomo Kenyatta International,

terminal 1C Nota: includaes 1 stopls)
Afrline: Kenya Airways KQ509 ¢ Ajrcraft: Boeing 737-800
ECONOMY

30 kilogram(s) per
traveller

i, Time betwee 300

Thursday, July 17, 2014
Departure: 08:35 Nairobi, Kenya - Jomo Kenyatta International. terminal 1C
Arrival: 09:00 Kigali, Rwanda - International

Kenya Airways KQ448 ¢ Ajrcrafs Embraer 190

ECONOMY

30 kilogram(s) per

travelier

Wednesday, July 20, 2014

Departure: 02:55 Kigali, Rwanda - International
Arrival: 05:25 Nairobi, Kenya - Jomo Kenyatta international, terminat 1C
Alrling: Kenya Ajrways KQ466 ¢ Alrerafl Embraer 170

ECONOMY
30 kilogram(s) per
traveller

ML, ThTe

Wednesday, July 30, 2014

Departure: 09:30 Nairobi, Kenya - Jomo Kenyatta international, terminal 1C
Arrival: 15:16 Monrovia, Liberia - Roberts International
Note includes 1 stop(s)

Alriine: Kenya Airways KQ508 e Alreraft: Boeing 737-800

ECOROMY

30 kilogram(s) per

traveller

Euo

tax

booking fee

Page 1 of 2
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1 adult(s) x (665.00 + © 274068 + 10.00) = 245,06 EUR

total for all travellers  949.06 EUR

purchase conditions Mini Rules

convert displayed currency

Fare Nuotes

ECONOMY:

Fare Family: ECONOMY

Cabin: Economy.

Booking Codes: T,Q,L,E.

Eligibility: These fares apply within capacity limitation determined by the operating Carrier.

Flight Application: Flight applicable on KQ only and partner carrier with valid SPA.
Advance Reservation: Reservation required for all carriers.

Advance Ticketing: immediately.

Name Change: Not Permitted.

Reservation Change: Permitted at a fee, see mini rules link for more details.

Rerouting: Not Permitted. i
No Show: No show fee is applicable '

Cancelation/Refund: Permitted at a fee, some booking codes not permitted, see mini rules link for more details.
Totally unused ticket: Permitted at a fee, some booking codes not permitted, see mini rules above for more details.
Partially used ticket: None refundable.

Infant Discount: 10% of adult applicable fare.

Child discount 25% of adult applicable fare.

Flying Blue Miles: 50% of mileage accrual .

Mileage Upgrade: Not Permitted.

KQ Contacts: internet.sales@kenya-airways.com.

Flight notes

+ This fare is bilateraly agreed between KENYA AIRWAY S and the selected airline(s).
» To ensure that you get this fare, the reservation should be made now.

» Specific rules and restrictions may apply to this fare.

* Taxes are included except where local airport taxes are collected at check-in time.

https://wftc2.e-travel.com/plnext/kenyaairways/Fare.action;jsessionid=IToWnDO7u3CP... 7/8/2014
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British Airways - Price quote

BRITISH AIRWAYS

Home

Price

Departs a0
Arrivas 15 30 LCabin
Flight BAGT36

< Heathrow (London) - Robe

Deparis ERe

Arrives

Flight

Change flighis

Passenger Fara

1 Adult

Tt The inclusiee b, povernment &

Save money on your booking

O Promotion code or eV

Fromotion code

Suibyni

About your flights

v MAXINM 8

> MENIAUM BTAY

Rl

Click here to open up a new window

Cick here to open up a pew window wi

https://www.britishairways.com/travel/fx/public/en_lr?eld=111094

le tare rules

18E

Page 1 of 3
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Buy travel

o R N
=y Confirmaiion
e

$1 ,565 30 1 passenger

atiowance

} - Wednesday 30 July 2014

sl 1t
caloulator

Britigh Adr

Worid T

anel carrier

charges per person

More detaiis

1@ Punihes
Last name on eVoucher

e
show

show
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Your baggage allowance

“hecked baggege allowan

Hand haggage allov

E§I Adults and children: 2 bags 5

xhie 1o lift

>
o
o
o)
2
&
L
o
@

0N

Hi

ize BOom %

5 1 briefecase, lap

« Your briefease, laptop or he
seat in front of vou.

N

F\'a\(nnu“. Sem x 38crn x 20cm (1Rin x 14in x &in)

Donate

Climate action

Donate to One Destination

~ o
O 8§10
aws on aviation [ X i

Gure -

Add donation

Changing Lives: One Child at a Time

Donate and help children when

d some

e 'J&T Wi

|!I pxoﬁa—, ta

o

>l

ionation

pel
e

-

Review price and important information

Cost for fHghis $1,585.30

Total price (1 passenger) $1,565.30

king refaren

i are

&

tickets. where only the tax is due for ¢

¢ there 1s no charge.

Booking car
For fully
Changes to i
For fuily fle

there is po'charge.

-

: en now and when
i travel.

.

Service fees (for
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B

iy

i

ing those shown below. Same

Al

present a danger during

1o GENGETONS g

Downioad our guide o

conditions and the ¢

1 above, the fare con

| agree to be bownd by the erms and corsg
=] ¥
fisl above

4 angd subst

this booking, may
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| agree to the statements above [} |

Continue

=y
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Currency ©
» Select a date or flight to convert the relevant fare.
= Your booking will be quoted and charged in US Dollars (USD).
Convert 1565;30u§ USs Dollars (USD)
To 'Euro (EUR) ‘ vl Convert
Result 1565.30 USD = 1142.64 EUR approximately.
1 USD = 0.730620 EUR based on today's exchange rate.
If your card is net billed in US Dollars (USD), your card issuer may use a different
exchange rate to the rate displayed above.
Closa

https://www.britishairways.com/travel/currencyconverter/public/en_Ir?fromCurrency=U... 7/8/2014
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Exclusive
Friday. 28 October 2011

in a stetement issued by the Special
Court for Sierra Leone {(BCSL), yesterday,
the court denied allegations heaped on it
regarding the il-treatment meted out to
gight Slerra Leonean war crime prison-
es serving jail {erms al the Mpanga Cor-
rectional Service, in Kigall, Mwanda,

teould be recallod that this press has
been reporting congerns raised by these
prisoners who are believed fo be lan-
guishing in & foreign prison, The reporled
human rights abuses facsd by the poor
prisoners ghound and are therefors calls
ing on the frtervention of the Government
of Sierra L , Human Rights organiza-
tions and relovant stakeholders or bet
fer atill, a transfer to thelr homeland,

“Mganga Pri wwthority acis within
the houndaria wernational minimum
standards for et of prisoners,
Rwands law and respects the vights of
prisoners te ba kept in @ safe, secure
and humang spvirenment, The prison au-

o

11532

thority ensure the prisoners are relabili-
iated and they have access o all basic
rights accorded a priscner,” axcerpt of
the statement from the SCSL reads.

However, the SCSL statement runs
contrary to what the poor prisoners are
alleging to be facing at the hands of the
Mpanga prison authority,

The food provided for the prisoners,
according to the SCSL statement, is a
West Africa food and that the prisoners
decide what should be the menu. Accord-
ing to the prisoners however, the food is
not only unpalatable but not the West Af-
rican delicacy they are used to.

To make matters even worse, the com-
munication line of the Prisoners have
recently bean cut off by the prison au-
thority. This, to them is another violation
of their rights.

The Exclusive is slosely following up
the matter

See SCEL statement on page 3
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Exclusive
Monday, 24 October 2011

The plighe of Slerma Leogans cunning
& termis in the -Mpanga prisons in
Rwasnde fa bacoming a cause for cone
cefn and nothing sesms ts be done W
audress their concerng

Liatest reports reaching thls pras -
dizate that in spite ofthe heavily armed
Fwanda prison, guards maraing the
placs i tha presence-of the Speckal Court
reprageniative, iaoted olf their perscnal
beloagings xod in theproses s, physically
aasaniited them. Acoording o them the
ngident courred st DE:X8am Reanda

Hme on Thursday 20th Ostober, 2011,
Karrakling their ordoal W fhip progs,

TIF's dugustine Ghao explainod thst h:\
was Slesping insids hig sell roam whan
the Rwands gudrds armed o the teeih
surprising erdered the 6ol and swmten
searchlng everywhars. Gkao said whits
thay were On the scarch, the sasudty of-
fleprs paoked his personal belonging,
aama of whish he brought from Freglown,
"They took rry Hask, shoes, slippoms, food
and uniform,” he larmentad, adding, "Even

who is servitg 2 I8-ywar sentence, §

our ceoats have been seized andg .
Mpanga yard prisos s & very cojd e
roneent.” Acoording Yo Auguasting Ghua,

wag the frst Gres trey are searched in

such a manner by the Rwanden quards.

The farmer SOF srongman socised the
Spaclat Courd for Sierra Loone, Bint
thansaray, of their latest plight amd de-
seribed the atkisn ay dglintion tn their
tatter of vempiaind which was puliishad
glapally,

"Whn weo gk the Fws ide security
afflae ré wehn ordlerad 1o search them ty
régpondse tat i s an ordsr frem Binty
Mansaray In Freetown,” e said,

Ioratim Bazzy Kamars aka Gulllt come
plained of belng slappad twdcs by the
Reanda Officers in front of Serrs
Leanwan SLEC officers and ho achion was
taken, "even the Sisrsd Leoneans dont
talk torus,” eaid hey

Barzy whe i gerving 45 yenrs avina
fenee and staying in galt No 4, Special
Wing, Wpsngn prizon cortinged, "Our
h;\, weas twrned to the ool walls while
Wi yoate asked 1o sit an the ground. We
tioughl It was o normsl search but o
CeRTFIFi widd ThKe Tt rath us, BV iy Gs
denwear, Bazzy sadly vajd, agding that
the sethon kes now teft them in g d
tute state. “We doirt know-whatwlll hap-
pon faxt ko us,” he continued, The ay-
grigved Sterrs Leonsan prisoners are
oo calling on their compatricts back
home to hatp ther agitate for thelr trars-
Tt b the Pademba Road Maximuen soe
sitrity prison or better w51, & fsinhbering
gty

Fotimipr RUF ledder, 1653 Sessy whawis
slammod 52 yesrs Imprisonmant. s
cuqcfuwu that the resent human

Luse syalist them Is a resctlonie dalr
camplamts.

coaredirg o issa, ems thay -

11534

25

took from Uiast were pulut @ hoe b
and cared gway “Aothing profii
was foursd with vs abier i sesrching
srareise. This place i3 vory seid, o
wr‘t weyer, Melrone Kool wumna

wal 2o that haoause he had visit
!.Jsa!ura " lgEn

{ntagrs, Sentigue BorbosKany aka 58
sald, “Thay are Wiling us Wel mreed
gusrds gntersd aur aoll and tvrm-a iy
avprything. We sre nakeciwithy
ta wegr, Plenyn, fergivo us and rem ava
us cutoftlds piace,”

Mardis Kalton who s a biypert
patimet called on Presldont Horg
have pardon op Hpm ind s
transfer. “igars are ninning down mny
chacks: as [ am speaking to you,” hesaly
agding, "Fleage, beg Slerrs Looneans to
forgiue vy and tonsiderus a8 hrothers
and prodinal sets, The regent search
was Cifforant even par water was Jaken
Srom ug,” Kallon slso refuastod forthelr
transfer

Mugs Kondawa farmer COF fighter
wha finds it gifficult to undarsiond En-
ghish aaid in krie, "Wo wo boeg for make
gem transier we na Salone wyssl wa

SEIGNG,” (WS tseging Tor eur indssier m

Siwrr g Leane wheke we tily bejongl,

Formuer COF Direnlor, Moiting Fofs nat
said Sierrs Lacneans should fotgui about
(kv pastand pove foreard with th
oneiliaon progess, We gre the priz
ers of this passs averyone is onjoying.
Farghve us in the ramaof pescs and call
for our tranafers,” pleaded the foswr
COFA Ditecicr.

Thy gight prisoners pre seously the
SLAC of thelr unfariungte sufferings, The
pristners further socusid Binks
sanaaray of stopping peputar Freetown
Digk Jeckey. DJ Base, fran siring their
complaintg gntil the pearch is s
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Hirondelle News Agency, International J ustice Reporting,
28.05.09 '
ICTR/Italy — Genocide — Convict Journalist Ruggiu Set Free in Violation of ICTR Statute

Arusha, 28 May, 2009 (FH)-The Rwanda genocide-convict Italian-Belgian journalist, Georges Ruggiu, has got an early
release in violation of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) Statute, reports Hirondelle Agency.

Ruggiu, who was serving final one year of his 12-years sentence in Italy, was supposed to be released on 20 July, this
year.

However, the release comes in violation of the Article 27 of the UN Court's Statute, which clearly stipulates that only
the ICTR President can decide on an early release to any convict, no matter where the sentence was being served.

"According to information gathered informally by the Tribunal from local judicial authorities in ltaly, Mr Ruggiu was
released on 21 April 2009," the ICTR Spokesman, Roland Amoussouga, told Hirondelle Agency Thursday.

He underscored that ICTR to date has not received any response to the two official communications sent to the Italian
Minister for Justice as required under the provision of an agreement between ltaly and the United Nations on the
enforcement of the ICTR sentences.

"These two communications requested that Italy promptly notifies the Tribunal of any early release to which Ruggiu
might be eligible under the ltalian law so as to enable the ICTR President to make a final decision on this matter,”

added Amoussouga.

Ruggiu was transferred from Arusha to Italy in February, iast year. He was the only foreigner charged before ICTR
with genocide and crimes against humanity. '

Ruggiu was a journalist at the hate- radio RTLM during the 1994 killings, worst in modern history. He admitted to have
broadcast hate-speech and reports which accelerated the rate of April-duly, 1994 slaughter.

The journalist overturned his initial not guilty plea of October, 1997 to guilty plea in May 2000 and a month later, he
was handed down a 12 year jail.

He was arrested on an ICTR indictment in 1997 in Mombasa, Kenya.
Ruggiu is the fourth genocide convict to have been released.

Next month, another genocide-convict, Samuel Imanishimwe, former Lieutenant in FAR Army during the 1994
genocide, will complete his 12 year sentence. He is serving his sentence in Mali.

The ICTR, which was set up by the UN Security Council in November 1994 to try key suspects of the genocide, has
so far convicted 38 persons, including six acquittals.

SC/GF

© Hirondelle News Agency

Radio Télévision Libre des Milles Collines
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Radio Télévision Libre des Milles Collines

Convicted journalist released early in violation of ICTR Statute 29 May 2009
An Italian-Belgian journalist convicted for his acts during the 1994 genocide has been
granted early release from his 12-year sentence by an Italian court.

On 21 April 2009, the Italian-Belgian journalist, Georges Ruggiu, wa
granted early release by an Italian court in violation of the Statue of
the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), it was
reported on 29 May 2009. According to Article 27 of the Statute, only
the President of the ICTR may decide on the early release of those
convicted by the UN ad hoc Tribunal, no matter where the sentence is
being served.

Ruggiu was serving the last year of a 12-year sentence handed down by the Tribunal on 1 June
2000 after he pleaded guilty to two counts of direct and public incitement to commit genocide
and persecution as a crime against humanity. In February 2008, he was transferred to Italy to
serve the remainder of his sentence and was due to be released on 20 July 2009.

Ruggiu remains the only non-Rwandan to be convicted by the ICTR for involvement in the
genocide and becomes the fourth person convicted by the Tribunal to be released after serving a

sentence.

Radio Télévision Libre des Milles Collines
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United Nations S/rEs/1688 (2006)

7R\
@)
\\s 7

Security CO“HCil Distr.: General
16 June 2006

Resolution 1688 (2006)

Adopted by the Security Council at its 5467th meeting, on
16 June 2006

The Security Council,

Recalling its previous resolutions and the statements of its President
concerning Liberia, Sierra Leone, and West Africa, in particular its resolutions 1470
(2003) of 28 March 2003, 1508 (2003) of 19 September 2003, 1537 (2004) of
30 March 2004 and 1638 (2005) of 11 November 2005,

Recalling that the Special Court for Sierra Leone. (“the Special Court”) was
established by Agreement between the United Nations and the Government of Sierra
Leone on 16 January 2002 (“the Agreement™) pursuant to its resolution 1315 (2000)
of 14 August 2000,

Recalling article 10 of the Agreement pursuant to which the Special Court may
meet away from its seat if it considers it necessary for the efficient exercise of its
functions, and recalling also Rule 4 of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence of the
Special Court pursuant to which the President of the Special Court may authorize a
Chamber or a Judge to exercise their functions away from the seat of the Special
Court,

Recalling the Council’s determination to end impunity, establish the rule of
law and promote respect for human rights and to restore and maintain international
peace and security, in accordance with international law and the purposes and
principles of the Charter,

Expressing its appreciation to Liberian President Johnson-Sirleaf for her
courageous dccision to request the transfer of former President Taylor in order that
he may be tried at the Special Court,

Expressing its appreciation to President Obasanjo of Nigeria on his decision to
facilitate the transfer of former President Taylor, and noting the role Nigeria has
played in securing and promoting peace in Liberia and the wider subregion,
including President Obasanjo’s decision in 2003 to facilitate the removal of former
President Taylor from Liberia which allowed the Comprehensive Peace Agreement
to take effect, and recognizing the contribution made by the Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS) in this regard,

06-39220 aEf
I R
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Recognizing that the proceedings in the Special Court in the case against
former President Taylor will contribute to achieving truth and reconciliation in
Liberia and the wider subregion,

Expressing that it remains committed to assisting the Governments of Liberia
and Sierra L.eone in their efforts to a more stable, prosperous and just society,

Reiterating its appreciation for the essential work of the Special Court and its
vital eontribution to the establishment of the rule of law in Sierra L.eone and the
subregion,

Welcoming the transfer of former President Taylor to the Special Court on
29 March 2006, and noting that at present the trial of former President Taylor cannot
be eonducted within the subregion due to the security implieations if he is held in
Freetown at the Special Court,

Noting that it is not feasible for the trial of former President Taylor to be
hosted at the premises of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda due to its
full engagement on the completion strategy, and that no other international eriminal
tribunals exist for the trial of former President Taylor in Africa,

Taking note of the exchange of letters between the President of the Special
Court and the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom of the Netherlands dated
29 March 2006 (“the exchange of letters dated 29 March 2006™),

Taking note also of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Special
Court and the International Criminal Court dated 13 April 2006 (“the Memorandum
dated 13 April 2006™),

Noting that former President Taylor has been brought before the Special Court
at its scat in Freetown and determining that the continued presence of former
President Taylor in the subregion is an impediment to stability and a threat to the
peace of Liberia and of Sierra Leone and to international pcace and security in the
region, )

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations,

1.  Takes note of the intention of the President of the Special Court to
authorize a Trial Chamber to exercise its functions away from the seat of the Special
Court, and his request to the Government of the Netherlands to host the trial,
including any appeal;

2.  Welcomes the willingness of the Government of the Netherlands, as
expressed in the exchange of letters dated 29 March 2006, to host the Special Court
for the detention and trial of former President Taylor, including any appeal;

3.  Takes note of the willingness of the International Criminal Court, as
requested by the Special Court and as expressed in the Memorandum dated 13 April
2006 to allow the use of its premises for the detention and trial of former President
Taylor by the Special Court, including any appeal;

4.  Requests all States to cooperate to this end, in particular to ensure the
appearance of former President Taylor in the Netherlands for purposes of his trial by
the Special Court, and encourages all States as well to ensure that any evidence or
witnesses are, upon the request of the Special Court, promptly made available to the
Special Court for this purpose; .

06-39220
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5.  Requests the Secretary-General to assist, as a matter of priority, in the
conclusion of all neccssary legal and practical arrangements, including for the
transfer of former President Taylor to the Special Court in the Netherlands and for
the provision of the neccessary facilities for the conduct of the trial, in consultation
with the Special Court, as well as the Government ol the Netherlands;

6.  Reguests the Special Court, with the assistance of the Sccretary-General
and relevant States, to make the trial proceedings accessible to the people of the
subregion, including through video link;

7. Decides that the Special Court shall retain exclusive jurisdiction over
former President Taylor during his transfer to and presence in thc Netherlands in
respect of matters within the Statute of the Special Court, and that the Netherlands
shall not exercise its jurisdiction over former President Taylor except by express
agreement with the Special Court;

8.  Decides further that the Government of the Netherlands shall facilitate
the implementation of the decision of the Special Court to conduct the trial of
former President Taylor in the Netherlands, in particular by:

(a) Allowing the detention and the trial in the Netherlands of former
President Taylor by the Special Court;

(b) Facilitating the transport upon the request of the Special Court of former
President Taylor within the Netherlands outside the areas under the authority of the
Special Court;

(c) Enabling the appearance of witnesses, experts and other persons required
to be at the Special Court under the same conditions and according to the same
procedures as applicable to the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia;

9. Decides that the measures imposed by subparagraph 4 (a) of resolution
1521 (2003) of 22 December 2003 shall not apply to former President Taylor for the
purposes of any travel related to his trial before the Special Court, as wcll as any
travel related to the execution of the judgment, and also to exempt from the travel
ban the travel of any witnesses whose presence at the trial is required;

10.  Recalls that the costs to be incurred as a result of the trial of former
President Taylor in the Netherlands are expenses of the Special Court in the sense of
article 6 of the Agrcement and that no additional costs can be incurred by any other
party without their prior consent;

11.  Recalls the Secretary-General’s letter of 5 April 2006 and reiterates its
appeal to States to contribute generously to the Special Court and notes with
appreciation the States which have done so in the past;

12.  Decides to remain seized of the matter.





