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Terry Hicks Asks PM For Help

By Phillip Coorey Political Correspondent

THE Prime Minister should press the US next week to allow British officials to travel to Guantanamo Bay and grant 
David Hicks British citizenship, the inmate's father said yesterday.

Terry Hicks made the call after the British Court of Appeal ruled that it would not allow the Blair Government further 
appeals against a decision that Hicks be granted British citizenship.

"Let's get it done quickly. It would make it easier for everybody, including the Australian Government, to say 'Let's get 
him home'," Mr Hicks said.

"The most embarrassing thing in all of this is David's got to go to another country to get his rights and get out."

The Prime Minister, John Howard, will on Friday fly to Washington, where he will spend five days in meetings with 
President George Bush and members of his administration.

Hicks, 30, whose mother was born in Britain, applied for British citizenship last year.

Britain believes the military commissions established by the US to try Guantanamo Bay inmates do not uphold the 
basic standards of international law and it has successfully demanded the repatriation of nine citizens.

Hicks is hoping for the same treatment. The Australian Government has already conceded that if he were released, 
Hicks would be free to return to Australia as a dual citizen.

Hicks' military lawyer, Major Michael Mori, has complained that attempts by British consular officials to travel to 
Guantanamo Bay and swear in Hicks as a citizen have been stymied by Washington.

"That's the next step that the [US] Department of Defence is blocking," he said yesterday.

British officials tried to travel to Guantanamo late last year after the first ruling that Hicks was entitled to citizenship.

A Federal Government spokesman said yesterday the matter was between Hicks and Britain, and Australia would not 
interfere.

Major Mori conceded that the British Government could revoke Hicks' citizenship as soon as it was granted, but said 
this was becoming less likely and any such move would be challenged.

Hicks, who has spent 4½ in Guantanamo Bay after he was captured in Afghanistan, has been charged with three 
terrorist-related offences to which he has pleaded not guilty.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13795  SOURCE: Sydney Morning Herald
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Lawyers Urge Kuwaiti Judge To Acquit Ex-Guantanamo Inmates

KUWAIT CITY: Defense lawyers urged a Kuwaiti judge Sunday to acquit five former inmates of Guantanamo, arguing 
the trial was politically-motivated to appease the country’s major ally the United States. “I urge you to acquit the five 
defendants ... because they committed no crime and the public prosecution failed to provide solid material evidence,” 
Mubarak al-Shimmari, one of the lawyers, told the court. “This is not a criminal lawsuit but a politically-motivated case 
... Why should we put these people on trial for the sake of appeasing our friend the United States?” The men are 
accused of fighting against US forces in Afghanistan under the former Taliban regime, a charge for which they could 
face a minimum of three years in jail.

Other defense lawyers also challenged the evidence provided by the public prosecution, saying it was entirely based 
on interrogations by US officers in the prison. The lawyers also cross-examined a police officer who interrogated the 
men after their return to Kuwait and who acknowledged that he based his investigations and charges on the US 
interrogations. One of the defense lawyers, Ayedh Al-Azemi, said last month that the transcripts of the US 
interrogation were “not a proper investigation” but “simple reports that included neither questions nor answers.” 
Judge Hmoud al-Mutawa set May 21 to issue the verdict.

The five men were repatriated to Kuwait last Nov 4 after spending almost four years at Guantanamo Bay on Cuba, a 
camp set up after the US invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 amid outrage from human rights groups. The former Kuwaiti 
prisoners are Abdulaziz al-Shimmari, who went on a two-month hunger strike before his release from Guantanamo, 
Adel Al-Zamel, Mohammed Al-Deehani, Saad Al-Azemi and Abdullah Al-Ajmi.
One of the five accused Abdul Aziz Al-Shimmari, told the Criminal Court Sunday he never dreamt that he would be in 
a situation he is in today.

“I was arrested in Pakistan while doing charity work and taken to Afghanistan and from there I was shipped to the 
Guantanamo Camp. I did not even know what was my crime,” said Shimmari. “I’ve not committed a crime in my 
entire life and I am still astonished to know I’m here (in prison),” he added. Shimmari pointed out the US forces not 
only failed to contain the strikes by the al-Qaeda militants but they also failed to arrest any of them. In the bargain 
they wanted to produce a scapegoat in front of the US people and I was one of these scapegoats, said Shimmari. 
Attorney Mubarak Al-Shimmari, who is defending the five men told the court the case should not be heard in Kuwaiti 
because the incidents happened in another country and that none of the accused had committed a crime in the State 
of Kuwait.

“After the Sept 11 attacks, any Arab who was arrested and handed over to the US authorities was paid $10,000 
because he was considered a Taleban fighter or an al-Qaeda militant,” said Shimmari. Shimmari pointed out he is not 
convinced about the interrogations carried out by the US authorities because they are not obligatory on Kuwaiti 
authorities. He added the suspects had neither committed a crime in Kuwait nor abroad, however, they were put 
behind bars for four years without trial and now they are tried for nothing. Shimmari requested the court to acquit his 
clients.

Attorney Faris Al-Waalan, who is defending two of the suspects, told the court the interrogations and investigations 
carried out in the US should not be considered as evidence against the accused. He added the suspects had gone to 
Afghanistan for charity work and nothing has been proved against them. The lawyer for another suspect, attorney 
Hamed Al-Heraiti, told the court the interrogations and investigations by the US authorities cannot be considered as 
evidence to condemn his client because it will amount to violation of Kuwait’s sovereignty. “My client was detained for 
four years without trial for a crime he has not committed. Now he is being tried in his country even though he has not 
committed a crime,” said Heraiti. He added the US investigations were not serious.

Attorney Ayedh Matar Al-Azmi, who is defending yet another accused, told the court it has no right to look into this 
case because the crime, if any, was not committed in Kuwait. He added his client has not committed any crime. 
“According to the Public Prosecution charge sheet, the prosecution has received a ‘report’ from US authorities, not an 
‘interrogation sheet’,” said Azmi. He explained the report sent by the US authorities did not include interrogations, but 
information about the accused.

Attorney Khaled Al-Mahhan Al-Ajmi, who is defending one of the accused, told the court the US investigations should 
be declared null and void because they are not obligatory on the State of Kuwait. He added his client’s confession 
should also be canceled because it was taken under duress. Lawyer for yet another accused, attorney Mohamed 
Menwir Al-Mutairi, told the court this case should not be looked into any more because the US authorities have 
shelved the interrogations. He requested the court to acquit his client. After the session, the Arab Times met with the 
chairman of the Committee o0f the Families of Guantanamo Detainees Khaled Al-Ouda. He said there are contacts 
between the Kuwaiti and US authorities to release the six Kuwaiti detainees who are still in Guantanamo.

By Moamen Al-Masri - Arab Times Staff and Agencies  

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13794  SOURCE: Arab Times
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Bush Speaks of Closing Guantánamo Prison

By REUTERS

President Bush said yesterday that he would like to close the United States-run prison at Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, a 
step that has been urged by several foreign leaders. But he said he was awaiting a Supreme Court ruling on where 
the terrorism suspects held there might be tried.

Mr. Bush, who met last week in Washington with Chancellor Angela Merkel of Germany, was asked by the German 
public television station ARD how the United States could restore its image as a nation that respected human rights 
after reports of abuse and the indefinite detentions of prisoners at Guantánamo.

"Of course Guantánamo is a delicate issue for people," Mr. Bush said, in remarks that were translated by Reuters from 
a German transcript. "I would like to close the camp and put the prisoners on trial." 

"Our top court must still rule on whether they should go before a civil or military court," he continued. "They will get 
their day in court. One can't say that of the people that they killed." 

The Supreme Court is expected to rule by the end of June on whether military tribunals of foreign terror suspects may 
proceed.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13793  SOURCE: New York Times

 

May 09, 2006

Bush Continues to Stonewall on Guantánamo

NEW YORK -- In an interview broadcast on German television last night, President Bush said he would like to close the 
prison at Guantánamo Bay, but was awaiting a Supreme Court ruling on the legality of military commissions 
established by his administration. The American Civil Liberties Union, which has called President Bush's military 
commissions unfair and unlawful, today criticized the president for continuing to deny Guantánamo detainees a fair 
trial. 

The following quote may be attributed to ACLU Legal Director Steven R. Shapiro:

"The president does not need the Supreme Court's authorization to close down Guantánamo or to give the detainees 
held there a fair trial. President Bush has had four years to do so. He should act immediately and stop making excuses 
for continuing to violate the Constitution by holding hundreds of men without charges."

"If President Bush intends to close down the Guantánamo prison camp, he needs to tell Americans and the world what 
he's going to do with the nearly 500 persons currently in detention, only ten of whom have been charged with any 
crime."

For more information on the Supreme Court case, go to www.aclu.org/ scotus/2005/ hamdanv.rumsfeld05184/ 
24755prs20060328.html

For ACLU blog dispatches from Guantánamo, go to blog.aclu.org 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13804  SOURCE: ACLU.org
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UK Govt May Lodge Another Hicks Appeal

The British government says it may launch another appeal to prevent Australian terrorism suspect David Hicks from 
gaining British citizenship as part of his bid to gain release from Guantanamo Bay.

Britain's Home Office said it is considering further action in the case of Hicks, 30, who has been held at the US prison 
camp in Cuba since 2002.

Hicks, whose mother is British, wants to claim British citizenship in hopes that London will lobby for his release - as it 
has, and successfully, for other British subjects.

The Court of Appeal unanimously rejected the government's attempt to stop his application, and last week denied the 
Home Office an opportunity to appeal.

However, the government may seek to apply directly to the House of Lords, the highest appeal tribunal in Britain, the 
Home Office said.

Hicks's Adelaide-based lawyer, David McLeod, said on Monday the legal team had not been officially notified of the 
court's decision.

"Although it's not confirmed, we are led to believe the decision has gone against the government," Mr McLeod told 
ABC radio.

"This means David is entitled to be registered as a citizen.

"The next step is for us to make further overtures to the UK government ministers involved, to go into bat for David in 
the same way they did fearlessly for the other citizens."

Hicks was detained in Afghanistan in December 2001, allegedly fighting with the ousted Taliban regime.

He has been held at the US navy detention camp in Cuba since 2002.

A date for his military trial is yet to be set.

All nine British nationals held at Guantanamo were released in 2004 and 2005 after appeals from the government.

Six British residents who hold other citizenship remain in the camp.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13801  SOURCE: Sydney Morning Herald

US Claims Ban on Use of Torture in Interrogations

(AP) The U.S. government told a U.N. watchdog Monday that all American officials _ including intelligence agents _ 
are barred from using torture in interrogating terror suspects and other prisoners.

American officials acknowledged, however, that there had been past mistreatment of detainees, and members of the 
U.N. panel expressed concern about how the United States defines torture as well as the U.S. delegation's refusal to 
give details about interrogation techniques used by the CIA.

"U.S. officials from all government agencies are prohibited from engaging in torture at all times and in all places," 
John B. Bellinger III, a State Department legal adviser, told the U.N. Committee Against Torture.

Bellinger told the panel that most of the "regrettable incidents or allegations" of detainee mistreatment at Abu Ghraib 
prison in Iraq and elsewhere had occurred several years ago and that laws, training and monitoring have since 
improved.

"I say this not to minimize their significance, but to emphasize that, without question, our record has improved," 
Bellinger said.
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Nora Sveaass, an expert from Norway, said the U.N. committee had seen U.S. documents that allowed techniques 
regarded as torture by human rights groups, such as forced nakedness, stressful positions and threats.

U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Charles Stimson conceded to the panel _ the U.N. watchdog for the 1984 
anti-torture treaty _ that the United States had failed to protect detainees in Iraq.

"We feel terrible about what happened to these Iraqi detainees," Stimson said. "We didn't (protect them) and that was 
wrong."

Stimson said the Army was about to release a revised manual on interrogation procedures that bans the practice of 
waterboarding, in which prisoners are strapped to a plank and dunked in water until the point of nearly drowning.

The waterboarding accusations have been levied against the CIA, but the 25-member U.S. delegation headed by 
Bellinger refused to discuss intelligence practices.

"Our intelligence agencies have very clear internal guidance. They also consult our Department of Justice," Bellinger 
said. "They have been reviewing their obligations since the passage of the Detainee Treatment Act in December. They 
take their legal obligations very seriously."

Detention facilities in Afghanistan, Iraq and Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, were the focus of attention during the periodic 
review of Washington's adherence to the Convention Against Torture.

The U.S. delegation told the committee that 29 detainees had died in U.S. facilities in Iraq and Afghanistan of what 
appeared to be abuse or other violations of U.S. law.

There have been about 800 investigations into allegations of mistreatment in Afghanistan and Iraq, Stimson said. The 
Defense Department took action against more than 250 service personnel, with 103 courts-martial and 89 service 
members convicted, he said. Nineteen received sentences of one year or more.

Stimson noted that these figures contrasted with those calculated by Human Rights Watch, which said there had been 
only 54 convictions and 10 service members sentenced to a year or more in prison.

Jennifer Daskal of Human Rights Watch welcomed the new numbers, but said they were still disappointing.

"There hasn't been sufficient accountability for abuse and torture that has been fairly widespread," Daskal said. 
"There's been no convictions as far as we know for chain-of-command responsibility. And 19 criminal convictions for 
more than a year is very low given the severity and pervasiveness of the instances of abuse."

The American Civil Liberties Union presented Bellinger with a petition signed by 51,000 Americans asserting the 
government was responsible for "torture, government kidnapping, indefinite detention."

"These are not ideas we associate with the United States of America," said the petition. "We demand our country 
back."

The organization also gave the committee a book with more than 200 pages of U.S. documents that "clearly prove 
that the abuse of detainees was systemic and widespread," said Jamil Dakwar, staff attorney of the American Civil 
Liberties Union.

The 141 signatories to the anti-torture treaty take turns appearing before the U.N. watchdog. The U.S. appearance 
was the first since after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks.

Criticism by the U.N. panel brings no penalties beyond pressure on the government. The committee is expected to 
issue conclusions at the end of its session on May 19.

___

Associated Press writer Sam Cage contributed to this report.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13800  SOURCE: CBS News
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China Demands Return of Guantanamo Uighurs

China has asked Albania to hand over five Chinese Muslims released from Guantanamo Bay prison and applying for 
asylum in Albania, saying they were members of a terrorist organisation.

Albania is processing the request from the ethnic Uighurs, who arrived on Friday. The United States, which held them 
in Guantanamo for almost four years without charge or trial, said it would not hand them back to China because they 
might face persecution there.
    
Tian Changchun, the Chinese ambassador, said in a statement: "We have contacted the Albanian side and want them 
to repatriate to China the five terrorists holding Chinese citizenship as soon as possible. 
    
"In accordance with international law, the defendants should return to China."
    
The Chinese ambassador said the Eastern Turkistan terrorist organisation had ties to al-Qaeda, had backed the 
Taliban in Afghanistan and had been named in a United Nations list of terrorist groups.

Ethnic Uighurs come from Xinjiang province in western China. Many Muslim Uighurs seek greater autonomy and some 
want independence from China. Beijing has waged a campaign against what it calls the violent separatist activities of 
the Uighurs.

Diplomatic sources said the US asked more than 20 countries to take in the men before asking Albania, the only 
country to accept.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13799  SOURCE: AlJazeera

Confusion Reigns Over Hicks Citizenship

Reporter: Barney Porter

MARK COLVIN: Confusion reigns over the status of the Australian prisoner David Hicks, after weekend media reports 
said that the British Government had lost its latest appeal against his attempt to become a British citizen.

Britain has previously had nine of its citizens released from Guantanamo Bay and returned home, where they were 
subsequently released without having to face trial.

But Britain has decided to fight citizenship moves by Hicks, whose mother was born in the UK.

Britain's Court of Appeal is said to have ruled against the Government last Friday.

If that's confirmed it would effectively block any further appeals against Hicks' citizenship rights, except possibly if the 
Government exercised a right to go directly to the House of Lords.

The US military defence counsel for David Hicks, Major Michael Mori, says he hasn't been officially notified of any 
recent court decision. But he says the US Government still remains the biggest obstacle to any attempts to make 
David Hicks a British citizen.

Major Mori is speaking to Barney Porter.

BARNEY PORTER: If the reports are true and the latest court decision has gone against the British Government, what 
do you understand the next step will be?

MICHAEL MORI: Well, the next step really has been a step that they've been trying to accomplish for the past several 
months. They've been trying to send a Government representative down to Guantanamo to administer the oath to 
David to make him a British citizen. And they've been trying to do that for several months, since the turn of the year.

The US Department of Defence has been barring them and blocking them from gaining access to David Hicks.
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BARNEY PORTER: Now, you say the British Government has been trying to gain access. This is obviously another part 
of the British Government, as opposed to that part of the Government that's going through the appeals process.

MICHAEL MORI: Well, you've got to go back to the very first court hearing, where the judge required the British 
Government to go through the oath process, or do away with it, and make David a British citizen.

Well that court's order has always been in effect, and it appears that the British Government has been trying to 
comply with that court order, while they've been appealing. But they were required to comply with it. And it just 
appears that the US Department of Defence has been the one blocking their access so they could comply with the 
court's order.

BARNEY PORTER: The expectation, then, is that the British Government will try to get him back to Britain?

MICHAEL MORI: Well, the expectation is that David will get the same protections that all British citizens have gotten.

And I think the British Government's position on Guantanamo and the military commissions has been pretty clear: the 
commissions don't meet international legal standards. That's been the value that they've stuck to and I don't expect 
them to change a year later after getting all the rest of the British citizens home.

BARNEY PORTER: Notwithstanding all of that, the US Government could still dig its heels in and deny access on 
whatever grounds it chooses.

MICHAEL MORI: That's true, and that seems to have been a problem since the beginning of the year. And no 
rationale's been given on why they just won't let some British representatives down there to see David. It's only going 
to take four or five minutes to administer the oath, and that's it.

They've let British Government representatives on Guantanamo before. There's no reason not to now.

BARNEY PORTER: If this fails, what is left to do?

MICHAEL MORI: Well, unfortunately, the only thing waiting for David Hicks at Guantanamo is an unfair trial that 
doesn't provide the most basic, fundamental protection that you'd find in any criminal case around the world. And so 
there's not much hope there.

I hope David Hicks is released from Guantanamo as soon as possible for whatever the reason.

We've known all along and the Australian Government has known all along that he never violated Australian law.

He has been locked up now for almost four and a half years for doing nothing. That's been a long time. There's been 
consequences for him. And it's time to get home to see his family and get on with his life.

MARK COLVIN: Major Michael Mori was speaking to Barney Porter. 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13809  SOURCE: ABC.net.au

May 10, 2006

Bahrain Working Hard For Bay Three's Release

BAHRAIN is working hard to secure the release of its three remaining detainees at Guantanamo Bay, Foreign Minister 
Shaikh Khalid bin Ahmed Al Khalifa told MPs yesterday.

He stressed that he was personally keen on their release, as well as the leadership and the government.
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"Every day we think about them in every meeting we hold with any American organisation or authority and if MPs are 
eager on their release, we are too," said the Foreign Minister.

"We are still working on their release, not by letters as MPs think, but through our continuous moves to get them out.

"We will send a petition to the US Congress soon and hopefully with our joint effort with you, we will be able to reach 
somewhere.

The minister said that it was saddening to hear that one of three detainees, Juma Al Dossary, 32, had repeatedly tried 
to commit suicide. "I hope that he is fine and would be back with his family soon," he said.

Al Dossari, Salah Abdulrasool Al Blooshi, 24, and Isa Abdulla Al Murbati, 42, have been held at the US prison base in 
Cuba for more than four years. 

Former Bahraini Guantanamo detainees Abdulla Majid Al Nuaimi, 24, Adel Kamel Hajee, 41, and Shaikh Salman bin 
Ebrahim Al Khalifa, 27, were returned to Bahrain last November. 

National Release Campaign Committee president, MP Shaikh Mohammed Khalid Mohammed, thanked everyone 
involved in the release of three, but said Bahrain was not doing enough for the others.

"Until when will the Bahraini government wait, until we get our boys in American coffins?" he asked. 

"Mr Al Dossary has repeatedly attempted suicide, because the American criminals have forced him to chose death with 
their ill treatment.

He then read out parliament's demands, which were later voted on and sent to the government.

The detainees should be visited to ensure that they are being provided with medical care and are away from any 
harm.

The government should pressurise the US Congress to release the prisoners.

They should be compensated and employed when released.

The government should pay for their lawyers.

It should also give financial aid to the families of those still detained

It should interview the freed detainees on television and radio about their experiences singers.

A national conference on the plight of the detainees should be held. 

Children of the detainees and other family members were present at the session, holding placards in English calling 
for the release of their loved ones.

Al Asala Bloc vice-president Shaikh Ali Al Mohannadi set up a placard on his table, which said 'Free Our Brothers'.

Parliament chairman Khalifa Al Dhahrani said that MPs had nothing against the American people, just actions taken by 
its officials, which were unacceptable. 
 
    
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13831  SOURCE: Gulf Daily News

 

2 Ex-Gitmo Inmates Jailed in Terror Case

The Associated Press 

A Tatarstan jury convicted two former Guantanamo Bay inmates and another man of terrorism, finding them guilty in 
an explosion on a gas pipeline in the republic of Tatarstan, two human rights groups said Monday. 
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The three had been acquitted in September of charges linked to the January 2005 explosion in the Volga River 
republic, but the Supreme Court threw out the verdict and ordered a new trial, the rights groups said.

No injuries were reported in connection with the explosion, but the pipeline was damaged.

The prosecution is to make a sentencing request Friday and the defendants could face life in prison, the rights groups 
said. 

Ravil Gumarov, Timur Ishmuratov and Fanis Shaikhutdinov were found guilty Friday by the jury in Tatarstan's 
Supreme Court, human rights watchdog Memorial said. 

Authorities in Tatarstan could not be reached for a statement on Monday.

Gumarov and Ishmuratov were among seven Russian men released from detention at the U.S. base in Guantanamo 
Bay, Cuba, in 2004 and returned to their country. 

They had been seized in Afghanistan by U.S. forces on suspicion of fighting for the Taliban regime; they were held 
briefly in a jail in southern Russia before being freed, after investigators found no evidence of their involvement with 
the Taliban.

  
After their acquittal was overturned, Ishmuratov was detained in January at the Ukrainian-Russian border, and the 
other two men were detained in March in Moscow.

The rights groups said that in the new trial, the jury was not swayed by defense evidence including mobile phone 
records and "witness testimony confirming alibis," and that evidence presented by prosecutors as proof of the 
terrorism charge included legally obtained Muslim literature. 

They also suggested jurors might have been affected by pre-trial regional media reports before the trial in which the 
defendants were "presented as terrorists."

Last year, the three accused law enforcement bodies of trying to force confessions through torture. 

Citing initial police reports, rights groups have claimed the pipeline blast was caused by technical problems, not an 
attack.

Other former Guantanamo Bay prisoners have faced harassment or abuse at the hands of Russian law enforcement 
agencies. Critics say the agencies are persecuting innocent Muslims in a misguided and counterproductive effort to 
check Islamic extremism.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13827  SOURCE: The Moscow Times

Hicks May Serve Term In Australia

CANBERRA, May 10 (Reuters) - Australia has reached an agreement with the United States to allow one of its 
nationals detained at Guantanamo Bay to serve a possible jail sentence in his home country, the government said on 
Wednesday.

David Hicks, 30, accused of being an al Qaeda fighter, has been held in Guantanamo for four years after capture by 
U.S. forces in Afghanistan in 2001.

He is due to face a U.S. military commission on charges of aiding the enemy, attempted murder and conspiracy to 
commit war crimes.

"Should Mr Hicks ... be convicted, the arrangement would provide a means for Mr Hicks to apply to be transferred to 
serve any penal sentence in Australia in accordance with Australian and U.S. law," Foreign Minister Alexander Downer 
said in a statement.

Downer said any transfer would still need the approval of the U.S. and Australian governments. Any sentence would 
be governed by Australian law, but must maintain the legal nature and duration of the original sentence.
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Hicks, whose mother was born in Britain, has sought British citizenship, hoping London would secure his release from 
Guantanamo as it did for nine British nationals held there. Australia has refused to seek Hicks' repatriation. Last 
month Hicks, a convert to Islam, won a landmark legal victory allowing him to claim British citizenship, but the British 
government could still appeal to the House of Lords. 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13826  SOURCE: Reuters

4 Britons, Ex-Gitmo Detainees, May Sue

PETE YOST
Associated Press

WASHINGTON - A judge is allowing four former detainees at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to pursue a lawsuit alleging their 
U.S. captors violated their religious rights.

U.S. District Judge Ricardo Urbina rejected the Justice Department's argument that the Religious Freedom Restoration 
Act was meant to apply only to government action in the continental United States. The 1993 law restricts 
government officers from taking action that interferes with individual religious liberty.

The four, British citizens who have returned to England, were brought to Guantanamo after the U.S. invasion of 
Afghanistan and they are now suing Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld and 10 U.S. military commanders.

The former detainees allege they were harassed as they practiced their religion and were forced to shave their 
religious beards. In one instance, they contend, a guard threw a Koran in a toilet bucket.

The Religious Freedom Restoration Act applies to territories and possessions of the United States, and in the case of 
Guantanamo Bay, "the United States exercises perhaps as much control as it possibly could short of 'ultimate 
sovereignty,'" Urbina ruled.

"Flushing the Koran down the toilet and forcing Muslims to shave their beards falls comfortably within the conduct 
prohibited from government action" by the RFRA, the judge added. He issued the decision Monday.

Bill Goodman, legal director for the New York-based Center for Constitutional Rights, said Tuesday that the judge 
upheld the cherished American tradition that courts are duty-bound to review illegal acts even if they are claimed to 
be part of the war on terror and even if committed offshore in places like Guantanamo.

The case seeking $10 million in damages was filed by Shafiq Rasul, Asif Iqbal and Rhuhel Ahmed, all of London, and 
by Jamal Al-Harith of Manchester, England.

The four say they were conducting humanitarian relief in Afghanistan after the Sept. 11 attacks in the United States 
and were trying to return to England when they were taken into custody. The men claim their captor, Gen. Rashid 
Dostum, now Afghanistan's military chief, turned them over to U.S. forces for a bounty.

They were released from Guantanamo in March 2004.

In February, Urbina dismissed international law claims and constitutional claims by the four ex-detainees.

ON THE NET

Center for Constitutional Rights: http://www.ccr-ny.org/

Defense Department: http://www.defenselink.mil

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13817  SOURCE: Centre Daily.com
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Omar Deghayes: High Court Rules Against Guantanamo Detainees

The high court last week ruled that the British government is not obliged to intervene on behalf of the British residents 
held at Guantanamo Bay.

Jackie Chase, spokesperson for Save Omar, the campaign for the release of Guantanamo prisoner Omar Deghayes, 
said, “We are disappointed with this ruling because while Guantanamo is condemned in general terms the British 
government is not compelled to protect British residents held there indefinitely, without trial or hope of justice. 

“It makes no legal or moral sense because Jack Straw has already agreed to make representations on behalf of one of 
the men, Bisher-al Rawi. It has been well documented in the press that he had been co-operating with MI5.

“Is this the price of release from Guantanamo? Are innocent men been kept hostage until they agree to be informers?”

Abubaker Deghayes, brother of Omar, said, “Families of those detained in that place go through everyday knowing 
that their brothers, husbands or fathers are suffering. 

“We are can’t see them or speak to them. We fear the worst. If all are agreed Guantanamo must close then why 
cannot a British minister request that my brother comes home?”

There is now likely to be an appeal against the decision.

For more information go to www.save-omar.org.uk

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13816  SOURCE: Socialist Worker

Bush Should Close Guantanamo Now

 (New York, May 9, 2006) – President George W. Bush should shut the Guantanamo Bay detention facility now and 
not wait for a Supreme Court ruling, Human Rights Watch said today. 
 
In an interview with the German public television station ARD that was broadcast Sunday night, President Bush said 
for the first time that he would like to close the facility at Guantanamo. But Bush undercut his remarks by referring to 
a pending case in the U.S. Supreme Court, stating that the Supreme Court first had to decide whether the detainees 
there should be brought before civilian courts or military commissions.  
 
“There is no reason for the Bush administration to wait for a court decision before closing Guantanamo,” said Joanne 
Mariner, Terrorism and Counterterrorism Program director at Human Rights Watch. “Any detainees implicated in 
criminal acts can and should be charged now. The rest should be released.”  
 
In Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, a case currently before the Supreme Court, the justices will be ruling upon the legality of the 
military commissions established by the Bush administration to try so-called enemy combatants held at Guantanamo. 
A ruling in the case is expected in June. But Human Rights Watch said the administration can and should remedy 
Guantanamo’s problems before the court’s decision in Hamdan.  
 
President Bush’s statements on German television were important in several respects. First, they were an implicit 
acknowledgment that Guantanamo has been a failure. Second, and equally important, they were the first time that 
Bush has recognized that the detainees should face trial, rather than be held in indefinite detention.  
 
In acknowledging that Guantanamo should be closed, Bush belatedly joins a host of other world leaders, including 
some of his closest allies. Others who have called for Guantanamo’s closure include British Prime Minister Tony Blair, 
German Chancellor Angela Merkel, and U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan.  
 
Among the problems that led to Guantanamo’s notorious international reputation was the physical abuse of detainees. 
At least 60 detainees have made credible allegations of serious abuse at Guantanamo, as documented in a recent joint 
report by several human rights groups, including Human Rights Watch.  
 
One detainee, Mohammed al-Qahtani, was reportedly subjected to weeks of sleep deprivation, isolation and sexual 
humiliation in late 2002 and early 2003. Human Rights Watch has obtained an unredacted copy of al-Qahtani’s 
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interrogation log, and believes that the techniques used during al-Qahtani’s interrogation were so abusive that they 
amounted to torture. Another detainee, Mohamedou Slahi, has made similar allegations about interrogation abuse.  
 
The coercive interrogation techniques practiced at Guantanamo severely complicate the possibility of future trials. 
When a confession is coerced from a criminal suspect, it can be difficult to prove, as due process requires, that his 
later prosecution is not based on the fruits of that coercion.  
 
“The coercive methods used at Guantanamo have not only been abusive but also counterproductive in terms of 
putting the detainees on trial,” Mariner said.  
 
Although Bush’s remarks suggest that the Guantanamo detainees should end up in court, the administration has 
indicated to date that only a fraction of the detainees will be prosecuted. Only 10 of the 480 detainees now held at 
Guantanamo have been charged before military commissions. The chief prosecutor, Air Force Col. Morris Davis, said 
two weeks ago that charges were expected soon against about two dozen others. Administration officials have said in 
the past that they expect up to 70 to 80 detainees to be charged.  
 
Hundreds more detainees are apparently not slated for prosecution. Instead, they are being held because they 
allegedly engaged in hostilities or were allegedly connected to groups like the Taliban or al-Qaeda.  
 
Human Rights Watch is also concerned that some detainees face return to countries where they may face torture or 
other abuse. At present, there is no meaningful mechanism to allow detainees to challenge their possible return to a 
country where they would be subject to mistreatment.  
 
Guantanamo currently holds almost 500 detainees, including large numbers from Saudi Arabia, Yemen and 
Afghanistan. The United States is also believed to be holding three dozen or more detainees in long-term 
incommunicado detention at undisclosed detention facilities outside the United States, in violation of international 
legal prohibitions against enforced disappearances.  

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13814  SOURCE: Human Rights Watch

CCR Rebuts Bush's Misleading Guantanamo Comments as Undermining 
Due Process

NEW YORK - May 9 - Today the Center for Constitutional Rights (CCR), which won the Supreme Court case 
establishing the Guantánamo detainees' right to challenge their detention in U.S. court (Rasul v. Bush), provided a 
rebuttal to President Bush's recent comments about closing the Guantánamo prison. On Sunday, President Bush said 
he would "like to close the camp" and referring to the detainees, he added: "They will get their day in court. One can't 
say that of the people that they killed." 

CCR Legal Director Bill Goodman provided the following response: 

President Bush's comments reveal that again he is oblivious to the facts. According to the Defense Department's own 
documents, nine out of ten detainees are not accused of being in Al-Qaeda. By declaring detainees guilty before a trial 
has begun, the President is undermining due process and deceiving the public. 

The President did not define his plan for closing Guantánamo, but so far his Administration has denied due process 
and transferred detainees abroad for further imprisonment and abuse. While we would applaud the proper closing of 
Guantánamo as long overdue, closing the base will not automatically stop the abuse of human rights if these abuses 
and indefinite detention are simply transferred to other countries. The Bush Administration has a record of running 
from the Constitution; it has outsourced torture and the President's comments do not rule out attempts to export its 
Guantánamo practices. 

President Bush has an obligation to further explain any plans for closing Guantánamo, and Congress must hold 
thorough hearings to ensure that the failures of the President's Guantánamo policies are addressed, not simply hidden 
or exported. The U.S. must provide due process to detainees who have been imprisoned without charges or trial. 

Statistics on the Pentagon records of detainees are available in a 2006 report from Seton Hall Law School. CCR 
oversees 450 pro-bono attorneys representing the detainees and it filed two amicus briefs in the pending lawsuit of 
Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, challenging the legality of the Detainee Treatment Act and arguing that the principles embodied 
in the Geneva Conventions are enforceable in the U.S.
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Lawyer Visiting Prison To Check on Detainees

By Kanwal Tariq Hameed

MANAMA

CHIEF legal representative for the Bahraini three detained at Guantanamo Bay, Joshua Colangelo-Bryan, will arrive at 
the American prison camp in Cuba today. The aim of the visit is to sit down and talk with clients and to check on their 
physical condition, said the New York-based Dorsey and Whitney lawyer.

Mr Colangelo-Bryan will meet Bahraini detainees Salah Abdulrasool Al Blooshi, 24, Isa Abdulla Al Murbati, 41, and 
Juma Mohammed Al Dossary, 32.

The three are approaching their fifth year of detention without trial.

Mr Colangelo-Bryan said he would also brief the three on his visit to Bahrain with lawyers Christopher Karagheuzoff 
and Mark Sullivan for meetings with detainees' families and government officials.

"We haven't seen our clients since the end of January and three-and-a-half months at Guantanamo can seem like an 
eternity, so we think it's important to sit down and talk with them," he said.

"In part, we want to tell them about our recent trip to Bahrain and our meeting with government officials and family 
members.

"We also are very concerned about the condition of our clients - in particular Isa 

and Juma.

"The last time we saw Isa he had recently been forced off his hunger strike and we have heard that Juma slashed his 
throat in mid-March.

"So naturally we feel it's very important to find out how each of our clients is physically."

Mr Colangelo-Bryan said he was sceptical of US military announcements that Guantanamo detainees would be 
released.

"Periodically, the military announces plans to release people - and recently President Bush said he wanted 
Guantanamo to close," he said.

"Until people step off a plane in their home countries, I tend not to believe any news about releases."
 
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13850  SOURCE: Gulf Daily News

'The Road To Guantanamo' To Be Shown in Bahrain 
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By Kanwal Tariq Hameed

AN AWARD winning docudrama and the first film about Guantanamo Bay made by former detainees will be shown by 
a human rights group in Bahrain next week. The Road to Guantanamo, which follows the real-life journey of three 
British men who travelled to Pakistan for a wedding and ended up at the widely condemned US prison in Cuba, will be 
shown by Amnesty International (AI) Bahrain. 

The screening is open to the public and will be held at the Palestine Hall of the National Democratic Action Society 
(NDAS) in Umm Al Hassam at 8.15pm on Sunday and on Tuesday. 

It is especially relevant to Bahrain because six of its citizens have been detained, three of whom are still incarcerated 
at Guantanamo Bay, organisers said.

MPs and released detainees, who returned to Bahrain in November last year, have been invited to attend the 
screening, AI Bahrain head of training and awareness Nasser Burdestani said. 

A petition to the US Embassy calling for their government to close the prison and release prisoners to their home 
countries for trial according to local laws - provided there is proof for allegations - will also be circulated.

The film, directed by Michael Winterbottom, won the 2006 Berlin International Film Festival Silver Bear award for 
direction.

It follows the plight of Britons Ruhal Ahmed, Asif Iqbal and Shafiq Rasul, who were kidnapped by the Northern Alliance 
in Afghanistan after travelling there from Pakistan in 2001. 

The film shows the friends travelling to Afghanistan on a whim after being asked to provide humanitarian assistance 
to the Afghani people by a preacher in a Karachi mosque.

Realising the foolishness of their decision, they attempt to escape the country, which begins to come under 
bombardment from the US army. 

They are captured by the Northern Alliance and taken to the Afghani Sheberghan prison before being transferred to 
Guantanamo Bay.

Ahmed, Rasul and Iqbal were released from Guantanamo without charge in 2004. 

The event aims to raise awareness about Guantanamo Bay, which has come under worldwide criticism for operating 
outside internationally accepted laws, and to encourage people in Bahrain to take action, he said.

"The majority of the detainees are from our region and it is a shame that Western people are working on this issue 
and we are not showing any concern - or only recently," said Mr Burdestani.

"Word of mouth is not the most effective way of communicating the message.

"This is a real-life account with real messages from people who were there, so everybody will know exactly what is 
going on." 
 
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13847  SOURCE: Gulf Daily News

Howard Happy With Guantanamo

AUSTRALIA supports the continuation of America's military prison at Guantanamo Bay but wants David Hicks - held 
there for more than four years - brought to trial as soon as possible.

The Government's position is at odds with British Attorney-General Lord Goldsmith, who has called the prison's 
existence "unacceptable" and says it should be shut down.

It is the strongest condemnation of the prison by a British Government official.

14

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13847


Australian Hicks hopes to win British citizenship and join the nine UK detainees Britain has successfully forced the 
United States to release from the prison.

Hicks' Australian lawyer David McLeod is hopeful Lord Goldsmith's comments could signal that Britain will go into bat 
for his client.

"It's certainly my hope and the hope of David's supporters that the UK Government as a whole will come together and 
realise that it should go into bat for its newest citizen as it has for the other nine," he told ABC radio.

"These comments coming from their most senior legal officer are very heartening."

Prime Minister John Howard disagrees with the British peer's criticism.

"We listen to what others say on these matters, we don't necessarily agree with them on everything," he told ABC TV.

"Our view in relation to Guantanamo Bay and in relation to David Hicks is that he should be brought to trial before the 
(United States) military commission without further delay.

"And what is delaying his trial at the moment is not the Australian Government, it's not the American administration - 
it's a court challenge to the authority of the military commission in the United States court system."

Foreign Minister Alexander Downer said Australia was prepared for facilities to remain at Guantanamo Bay.

"What you can't do is let people who you are very concerned may commit acts of terrorism and kill people out on the 
streets," he said.

"There is a war against terrorism and in war holding the enemy prisoner of course is quite legitimate.

"We've been prepared to go along with maintaining the facilities they have at (Guantanamo Bay) in the context of the 
war against terrorism.

Hicks could eventually serve any jail sentence in Australia under an agreement signed in Washington this week.

But the Law Council said allowing Hicks to serve any sentence in Australia would do nothing to legitimise the US 
military commission process.

"We have been saying for many years that the US military commission system is unjust and would never allow Mr 
Hicks a fair trial," Law Council president John North said.

Hicks was captured in Afghanistan in December 2001, allegedly fighting with the ousted Taliban regime, and faces 
charges including attempted murder and aiding the enemy.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13840  SOURCE: The Australian

Guantanamo Uyghurs Try to Settle in Albania 

WASHINGTON-Five Chinese passport-holders, all Muslim Uyghurs cleared of terrorism charges and just released after 
five years in the U.S. prison camp at Guantanamo Bay, are trying to adjust to new lives in Albania, the only country to 
offer them asylum.

"We have been waiting for a year for our freedom, but no government wanted to take us in-that was the most difficult 
thing for us, being innocent but still in prison," Ababehir Qasim, 37, said in a telephone interview from Albania, where 
the men were resettled last week.

"After waiting for a whole year we learned that Albania had agreed to take us as political asylees-and suddenly 
everything we had been through was forgotten. It was like a celebration for us," Qasim told RFA's Uyghur service. 
"We feel that this is a celebration for all the Uyghur people, and we are so delighted."
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"For more than four years we couldn't contact anyone outside, couldn't contact our families," he said. "After that, the 
most difficult time for us came after the decision last May 9 that we were innocent."

The five were cleared of terrorism charges but had nowhere to go except back to China, which accuses them of 
belonging to a pro-independence Uyghur group, the East Turkistan Islamic Movement, which Beijing says has links to 
Osama bin Laden's al-Qaeda.

Many Uyghurs, who twice enjoyed short-lived independence as the state of East Turkestan during the 1930s and 40s, 
are bitterly opposed to Beijing's rule in the northwestern region of Xinjiang.

We have been waiting for a year for our freedom, but no government wanted to take us in—that was the most difficult 
thing for us, being innocent but still in prison,

Ababehir Qasim, 37, recently released from the U.S. prison at Guantanamo Bay
"Thank God, we are very well, we are so happy, we are healthy and free," Qasim said. "We are also grateful that our 
Uyghur brothers share our joy. Some of our Uyghur brothers have been contacting us. We are thankful for that."

Asked what they would have done if China alone stepped forward to reclaim them, Qasim said the men would have 
sought to remain in Guantanamo, a Cuban-based U.S. naval base at which more than 10,000 people are thought to 
have been held.

 
Jan. 10, 2006: A watchtower at Camp X-ray on the US Naval Base, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Photo: AFP/Gersende 
Rambourg
"Sometimes we thought that if that were the only option, instead of going back to China we would be better off 
staying there [in Guantanamo]... Going back to China would more than double the suffering of the Uyghur people's 
spirits."

"So our people wouldn't suffer, we thought that staying at Guantanamo would be better. The time it took to apply for 
political asylum became longer and longer, and we heard from our lawyer that the Chinese government was 
pressuring other governments not to accept us. Naturally, we tried to comfort each other," he said.

Asked if the group had seen other prisoners in the camp, he replied: "When we were in Prison #4, we are greeting to 
about 150 other prisoners-we could play ball together when we were in #4. We had some freedom. After they 
announced our innocence we were transferred [to another place]-they opened a new place called Iguana for just nine 
of us-five Uyghurs from Turkestan [Xinjiang], one Uyghur from Saudi Arabia, one Algerian, one Egyptian, and one 
Uzbek from Russia."

"The nine of us were together, and if we went to the health clinic we could say hello to other prisoners-for various 
reasons we would meet other prisoners," he said.

Held after 2001 attacks
The five men were detained during the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan following the Sept. 11 attacks. On May 6, 
Washington announced that the men had been sent to Albania for resettlement after officials concluded they posed no 
threat but could face persecution if they were sent back to China. Chinese authorities have lodged diplomatic protests, 
demanding that they be handed back to China.

Other Uyghurs released from Guantanamo are Adil Abdulhakim, 32, and Ahter, 33, who along with Qasim are natives 
of Gulja City, Ili prefecture; and Ahmet, 33, whose birthplace is unknown, and Ayuphaji Mahomet, 23, from Kashgar.

Asked to describe their situation in Albania, Qasim said: "It is normal and things are going well. We have been here 
for three or four days now. When we arrived in the airport in Albania, someone picked us up by car and brought us to 
a refugee center."

"We have been settled in a four-bedroom apartment, and the conditions here are not so bad. It has beds and a 
shower, they prepared new clothes for us, and we are eating at a common dining hall. The person who is responsible 
for looking after us said, 'Whatever else you need, whatever else you want, just let me know.' Their attitude toward 
us is positive-maybe they have been told what happened to us."

China wants the men repatriated for trial. On May 9, Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Liu Jianchao said the 
"suspects should be sent to China as soon as possible." Liu described the men as "by no means refugees, but are 
terrorist suspects" whom the Chinese authorities of accuse of waging a violent campaign for an independent state of 
East Turkestan.
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On Monday, the Chinese ambassador to Albania, Tian Changchun, called for the five to be repatriated immediately, 
saying they "fought on the side of the Taliban during the Afghan war, and this single fact can prove that they are 
nothing else but terror suspects."

Beijing blames Uyghur separatists for sporadic bombings and other violence in the Xinjiang region. But diplomats and 
foreign experts are skeptical. International rights groups have accused Beijing of using the U.S. 'war on terror' to 
crack down on non-violent supporters of Uyghur independence.

Lawyer speaks out
The men's attorney, in an interview with the Associated Press, criticized the United States for dumping them in 
Albania, a country where he said it would be virtually impossible for them to assimilate.

Sabin Willett said U.S. President George Bush's administration "has simply taken advantage of the good relationship 
with Albania to try to make one of its problems go away and I think that's unfortunate."

The five are being sheltered at a National Center for Refugees in the suburbs of Tirana and they have not been 
allowed to meet with reporters, Willett said.

Meanwhile, the British government's top legal adviser has called for the closure of Guantanamo Bay, which he called a 
symbol of injustice. "The existence of Guantanamo Bay remains unacceptable. It is time, in my view, that it should 
close," Attorney General Peter Goldsmith said in a speech in London.

"I believe it would also help to remove what has become a symbol to many--right or wrong--of injustice. "The historic 
tradition of the United States as a beacon of freedom, liberty and of justice deserves the removal of this symbol," he 
said.

Human rights groups around the world have condemned Washington's use of indefinite detentions without charge and 
want Guantanamo to close.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13838  SOURCE: Radio Free Asia

US Rejects Calls For Guantánamo Closure

David Fickling

The US state department today rejected Lord Goldsmith's calls for the Guantánamo Bay detention camp to be closed 
down.

Department spokesman Sean McCormack said Washington would "like nothing better than to close down 
Guantánamo", but that it could not be done at present.

"The fact of the matter is that the people there are dangerous people and ... one thing we don't want to do is release 
people now who might at some point in the future end up on the battlefield facing our troops ... or committing acts of 
terrorism," he told reporters.

A Pentagon spokesman said: "The dangerous detainees at Guantanamo include terrorist trainers, bomb makers and 
would-be suicide bombers, many who have vowed to return to the fight." 

He said prisoners in the Cuban military base had access to judicial review and there was a "process" for trying to 
move people through the camp.

In a speech in London last night, Lord Goldsmith, the attorney general, said Guantánamo was a "symbol of injustice" 
and should be shut down.

"It is time, in my view, that it should close," he said. "Not only would it, in my personal opinion, be right to close 
Guantánamo as a matter of principle, I believe it would also help to remove what has become a symbol to many - 
right or wrong - of injustice."
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As the British government's highest-ranking official in legal issues, Lord Goldsmith's opinions carry considerable 
weight.

He was careful to stress that his remarks were personal views rather than those of the government, but they are the 
strongest British condemnation of Guantánamo yet.

Tony Blair has not gone beyond describing the camp as an "anomaly", and the former foreign secretary Jack Straw 
echoed the US line of looking forward to an unspecified date when the camp would be able to close.

Mr McCormack yesterday said detainees were being sent back to their home countries so long as the US was confident 
they wouldn't "go in the front door and head out the back".

"The president has talked about the fact that we'd like nothing better than at some point in the future to close down 
Guantánamo," he said. Nobody wants to be a jailer for the world."

Four British citizens held at the camp were released without charge last January.

Last week, the high court ruled that the government was not obliged to lobby for the release of two British residents 
detained at Guantánamo.

Appeals over the rights of Australian inmate David Hicks to British citizenship are ongoing.

Around 750 people have passed through the camp since it opened in 2002.

Last month, US reporters acquired a list of around three-quarters of the detainees, the majority of whom came from 
Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia and Yemen.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13837  SOURCE: The Guardian

Attorney-General Calls For Guantanamo Closure

By Frances Gibb

Lord Goldsmith makes his strongest attack yet on the US detention camp and calls for its closure 
 
 
THE most senior law officer in Britain last night condemned the American detention camp at Guantanamo Bay as 
“unacceptable” and called for its closure. 

Lord Goldsmith, QC, the Attorney-General, said that closing the camp where suspected terrorists were held was not 
only “right in principle”. 
 
He added: “I believe it would also help to remove what has become a symbol to many — right or wrong — of 
injustice. The historic tradition of the United States as a beacon of freedom, liberty and of justice deserves the 
removal of this symbol.” 

Lord Goldsmith, who was addressing an international conference in Whitehall on security and terrorism, made his 
strongest criticisms to date of the US camp from where he negotiated the release of British citizens. 

“The existence of Guantanamo Bay remains unacceptable. It is time, in my view, that it should close.” 

Lord Goldsmith went on to defend the Government’s programme on tackling terrorism, including “how to deal with 
foreigners who were judged to pose a national security risk but who could not be deported because of the risk that 
they would be subject to ill-treatment on their return”. 

The Government’s new powers to impose control orders were declared before Easter to be incompatible with human 
rights laws, he said. 
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But Lord Goldsmith made clear that the ruling would be appealed against, rejecting the view of Liberty, the human 
rights organisation, that it had left the policy “in tatters”. The decision was only at the High Court level and it dealt 
with a procedural point — “the level of scrutiny which the courts must apply when considering the decision of the 
Home Secretary” — he said. 

“The heart of the policy on control orders — namely the protection of the public from the risk of terrorism by means of 
civil orders and the use of civil intelligence to make out the case — is untouched.” 

On the memorandums of understanding being negotiated with some countries where deported terror suspects might 
be at risk of torture, Lord Goldsmith rejected as unfair the claim that the Government was seeking to undermine the 
prohibition on torture. 

“It is an example of the Government’s striving to achieve the right balance between collective security and 
fundamental liberties.” 

The Government was also intervening in a case before the European Court of Human Rights to clarify that it could 
take into account the safety of its citizens when deciding whether to deport someone. 

“The UK Government is not proposing that the prohibition on torture should not apply to those who face deportation, 
nor that the extent of the risk to them should be ignored, but rather than the national security risk posed by such 
people should be taken into account along with all other factors.” 

He also said that there were “some features of al-Qaeda- type terrorism which distinguish it from other forms of 
crime”. If suicide bombing was a possibility, police had to intervene early. To deal with this, the Terrorism Act created 
the offence of preparation of terrorist acts. 

“Fundamental rights must be protected if we are to preserve our democracies. But given the current threat to our 
national security, we have to be flexible about how we achieve this.”
 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13836  SOURCE: The Times

'Significant' UK Shift on Guantanamo

Analysis
By Paul Reynolds 
World Affairs Correspondent, BBC News website  

The Attorney General Lord Goldsmith's speech calling for the closure of the Guantanamo Bay camp is a significant 
shift by the British government, America's close ally in the "war on terror" declared by President Bush after the 
attacks of 11 September 2001. 

Up until now, the nearest the government had come to criticise the camp was to call it "an anomaly". 

There appears to have been a division of opinion within the government, which the Attorney General as the senior 
legal adviser has now won. 

Recently the then Defence Secretary John Reid gave a speech at the same venue, the Royal United Services Institute, 
where Lord Goldsmith spoke, hinting that the way to end the "anomaly" was to change international law by allowing 
the detention without trial of terrorist suspects. 

If this were accepted, he suggested, there would be no "anomaly". 

Dr Reid has now left the defence ministry to become Home Secretary, where there are also issues of how liberty can 
be curtailed in the interests of public safety. 
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But that talk of international detention without trial has been ended and that is the significance of Lord Goldsmith's 
speech. 

It is the basis of his objection to the camp. 

'Strong stand' 

The issue for Lord Goldsmith has been that of fair trial. 

He always opposed the military tribunals proposed by the United States and has now come out openly against the 
camp as whole because of this principle. 

He said: "There are certain principles on which there can be no compromise. Fair trial is one of those - which is the 
reason we in the UK were unable to accept that the US military tribunals proposed for those detained at Guantanamo 
Bay offered sufficient guarantees of a fair trial in accordance with international standards." 

  The only question is why, if this is such a issue of principle, he has not come out with this clear line before 

UK calls for end to camp 
Speech in full  

He went on: "The existence of Guantanamo Bay remains unacceptable. It is time, in my view, that it should close. 

"Not only would it, in my personal opinion, be right to close Guantanamo as a matter of principle, I believe it would 
also help to remove what has become a symbol to many - right or wrong - of injustice. 

"The historic tradition of the United States as a beacon of freedom, liberty and of justice deserves the removal of this 
symbol." 

That last bit is soft-soaping the United States but it does not hide his strong stand on principle. 

The only question is why, if this is such a issue of principle, he has not come out with this clear line before. 

The answer is that there is a growing boldness to criticise the camp. 

Even Tony Blair hinted, with his use of the word "anomaly" that it was not acceptable indefinitely. 

And President Bush, in a recent interview said that he would like the camp to "end" at some stage, though he did not 
say exactly when. 

He said he was waiting for a ruling by the US Supreme Court on the legality of the tribunals. 

Test case 

Whether the apparent desire to close the camp will turn into a decision to do so remains to be seen. 

Much depends on the Supreme Court, which will rule this summer in the case of Salim Ahmed Hamdan, Osama bin 
Laden's driver. 

 
Lord Goldsmith said the camp had become a symbol of injustice  

He was accused in front of a military tribunal of carrying weapons for Osama bin Laden. 

The case was suspended when a judge ruled that it might be illegal but this was then overruled by an appeals court in 
which Judge John Roberts, now the Supreme Court Chief Justice, took part. 

He says he will not sit in judgment when the Supreme Court itself considers the case. 

If the court rules that the tribunals are legal, then the camp will go through the cases of several hundred detainees 
who have been declared "enemy combatants". 
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But if it rules they are illegal, then some system of trial will have to be instituted and the nature of the camp will 
change. 

It might even close, because its value to the US government has been its extra-legal status, away from the power of 
the US courts. 

If that is ended, then there will be no point in keeping it open. 

However, that prospect is some way off. 

Paul.Reynolds-INTERNET@bbc.co.uk 

 
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13834  SOURCE: BBC News

In Full: Attorney General Lord Goldsmith Speech

The full text of Attorney General Lord Goldsmith's speech to the Royal United Services Institute, including 
his call for the Guantanamo Bay detention centre to close. 

Ladies and Gentlemen. Thank you for inviting me to speak to you today. Terrorism is an international problem and it 
is therefore critical that the international community works together to find a solution. The breadth of experience and 
expertise from across the world represented at this important conference is very impressive and I am honoured to 
have been asked to give the closing address. 

The title of my speech this evening is "UK Terrorism Legislation in an International Context". You have asked me 
particularly to talk about the UK legislative response to the threat of terrorism and that is what I shall focus on. 

It hardly needs me to say that terrorism is a huge international challenge. But terrorism is a particular challenge for 
democracies who must strive to protect individual liberties whilst at the same time ensuring collective security. The 
need to reconcile these competing demands is the theme of my speech this evening and I hope to explain how the UK 
has sought to achieve the right balance in enacting its domestic legislation on terrorism. 

The lesson of the last few years is surely that no country is immune from terrorism. September 11th provided 
evidence of the ability of the terrorists to strike at the heart of the western world to devastating effect. Since then in 
Europe we have had the Madrid train bombings, and then last summer the attacks on the London underground in 
which four British born suicide bombers killed 52 innocent commuters. Elsewhere the terrorists have struck in Russia, 
Israel, Jordan, Indonesia, Iraq to name but a few. And we know that the terrorists keep trying to perpetrate more of 
their deadly outrages. 

Of course terrorism is not a new phenomenon. In recent years thousands of lives have been lost to terrorism in 
Europe, whether as a result of campaigns by indigenous groups such as the IRA or ETA or at the hands of 
international terrorists, for example, Black September's attack on the Munich Olympics in 1972 or Abu Nidal's attacks 
on Vienna and Rome airports in 1985. Nor is the bombing of transport systems a novelty - we remember the horror of 
the bombing of the Paris metro in 1995. 

But while terrorism is not new September 11th changed the landscape of terrorism forever. 

These new outrages are, I believe, of a different nature from older forms of terrorism and therefore more difficult to 
tackle: it is not just the scale - over 3000 people of many different nationalities were killed in the Twin Towers - but 
the aspirations of the terrorists - they would have killed 10 times as many if they could have; the use of suicide 
bombers - it is very hard to guard against attacks by people who not only do not care if their lives are lost but 
positively want it; the use of modern technology - to attack: commercial planes and dirty bombs if they could get 
them; and to communicate: no more do terrorists need to conspire in a darkened cellar where they might be 
overheard but through encrypted emails and scrambled telephone messages which are much more difficult to 
intercept. And they are international in nature: modern day terrorism is carried out through a network of cells and 
different organisations able to call on help from people in different countries. This diffuse and globalised structure 
presents enormous challenges to national law enforcement agencies. 
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It is against that background that we must consider the most appropriate steps to protect our citizens from the 
threats posed by terrorism. The primary responsibility for this in any modern democratic state falls on the 
government. It is, in the first instance, for governments to assess the need for action. It is their responsibility to 
protect the security of the people. A government's response to the threat of terrorism will need to be on a number of 
different levels - new legislation perhaps, a subject to which I want to return later, increased international co-
operation, new methods of infiltrating terrorist cells, new ideas as to how to combat the root causes of terrorism. 

When he addressed the Institute on 13th February 2006, Gordon Brown outlined a number of the key steps that have 
to be taken to meet the imperatives of the deeply threatening situation in which we find ourselves: major investment 
in our domestic frontline forces, building on the world-class capacity of the Metropolitan police, other police forces and 
the security and intelligence agencies; cutting off the sources of terrorist finance; improving border controls. 

It is essential also that we have a robust and well resourced capability of dealing with terrorism both to detect and 
disrupt and to prosecute. Prosecutors in the Crown Prosecution Service for which I am responsible work closely with 
the police and intelligence agencies to produce that robust response. We have reorganised the prosecutors into a 
special counter terrorism division to assist that process. I am determined too that they have all the available tools 
which is why it is right that we continue to examine making intercepted communications admissible in evidence in 
court as other countries do. And I will encourage prosecutors to press for tough sentences for terrorists and those who 
commit criminal offences whilst supporting or encouraging terrorists. 

But in all of these initiatives, I believe that it is essential to preserve our democratic way of life, our right to freedom 
of thought and expression and our commitment to the rule of law; the liberties which have been hard won over the 
centuries and which we hold dear. These are the very liberties and values which the terrorists seek to destroy, not 
only through mass murder and destruction of property but also through the climate of fear that their actions create, 
and are intended to create, and which threaten those values and our way of life. 

The bedrock of protection for fundamental rights in Europe is the European Convention of Human Rights. The 
Convention may be over half a century old and may be criticised as outdated in some respects - for example, in its 
protection of socio-economic rights - but stripped to its essentials, the Convention remains a statement of all that 
democracy stands for. 

This Government passed the Human Rights Act 1998 which incorporates into our national and domestic law the 
provisions of the European Convention on Human Rights. In this way our own courts can apply the Convention rights 
directly, having regard to our own legal, social, economic and political conditions rather than leave aggrieved persons 
- as was the case before - with the long road to the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg. 

I believe that this Act has been one of the great achievements of recent years and indeed of this Labour Government. 
It enshrines in our law the principles that all human beings should be treated with respect, equality and fairness; that 
they should all be accorded basic fundamental rights. 

One of the key themes of the Convention, and one of the reasons I would suggest that it has stood the test of time in 
the way that it has, is that it is built around the concept of balance. As Lord Bingham, the UK's most senior Law Lord, 
stated in a judgment of the Privy Council "The [European] Court has ¿ recognised the need for a fair balance between 
the general interest of the community and the personal rights of the individual, the search for which balance has been 
described as inherent in the whole of the Convention." The Convention took its lead in this respect from the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, Article 29 of which expressly recognises the duties of everyone to the community and 
the limitation on rights in order to secure and protect respect for the rights of others. 

Thus many of the rights under the Convention, like the UN International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, are 
qualified and require a balance to be struck against the rights of others or the rights of society as a whole. So the 
right to freedom of expression is balanced against the right of others not to be defamed or to be the subject of racial 
hatred. The right to privacy is balanced against the right for the State to intervene in private affairs to prevent or 
detect crime, or to safeguard the interests of children. While the terrorist does not forfeit his fundamental rights, the 
Convention recognises that those rights can be restricted in particular circumstances. Rights are not only one-way. 
And it is not only the rights of suspected persons which are important. The rights and liberties of other citizens are 
important too. Let us not forget that terrorism, by its methods and aims, has the potential to negate all the individual 
rights which we all hold so dear. 

I would suggest that the greatest challenge which free and democratic states face today is how to balance the need to 
protect individual rights with the imperative of protecting the lives of the rest of the community. The UK Government 
is constantly being criticised for striking the wrong balance. Sometimes the criticism comes from the right, from those 
who see the Human Rights Act as a charter for criminals and terrorists which impedes the executive's freedom of 
manoeuvre at every turn. Sometimes the criticism comes from the left, from those who see in every Government 
initiative a threat to civil liberties. Such criticism is inevitable. Furthermore, we must expect that there will be a wide 
divergence of views on such difficult issues at every level of society including within the judiciary - there are no 
obvious right answers. As regards an example of a divergence of views within the judiciary, I would take the case 
concerning the legislation on detention without trial of foreign nationals passed by this Government after 9/11, a case 
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to which I will return later. The Court of Appeal of three judges including the Lord Chief Justice, the most senior judge, 
found that the legislation was compatible with our obligations. Although the House of Lords found that there was a 
public emergency threatening the life of the nation, with the exception of one judge, it did not consider that detention 
without trial was strictly necessary to deal with the emergency. This was a clear set-back but it arose because we 
were striving conscientiously to deal with the greatest challenge facing our generation. 

But although I think it is essential in some cases to be flexible and to be prepared to countenance some limitation of 
rights in order to ensure collective security, if properly justified and proportionate, there are certain principles on 
which there can be no compromise. Fair trial is one of those - which is the reason we in the UK were unable to accept 
that the US military tribunals proposed for those detained at Guantanamo Bay offered sufficient guarantees of a fair 
trial in accordance with international standards. As you may know having spent time negotiating with counterparts in 
the United States I was unable to accept that the procedures proposed for the military tribunals were adequate to 
ensure a fair trial. I am pleased to note that, following this decision, all the British detainees were returned to the UK. 

But the existence of Guantanamo Bay remains unacceptable. It is time, in my view, that it should close. Not only 
would it, in my personal opinion, be right to close Guantanamo as a matter of principle, I believe it would also help to 
remove what has become a symbol to many - right or wrong- of injustice. The historic tradition of the United States 
as a beacon of freedom, liberty and of justice deserves the removal of this symbol. 

I want to turn now to look at how the UK has attempted to deal with the challenges posed by international terrorism, 
focusing on the Government's response in terms of legislation, as you have asked me to do. 

We had a head-start in terms of legislation due sadly to the situation in Northern Ireland and long experience of 
terrorism and therefore of terrorist legislation. Indeed when the 9/11 terrorists struck, the Government had recently 
completed an overhaul of all domestic terrorism legislation resulting in the Terrorism Act 2000. The challenge after 
9/11 was to see whether there were remaining gaps to be filled. 

One particular concern related to certain foreign nationals in the UK who had no immigration right to remain and who 
were believed to pose a threat to national security. The problem was as follows. Although there was a right to deport 
these people under immigration laws, because of international obligations, notably under the European Convention of 
Human Rights, now as I have said part of our domestic law, we could not deport them to a country where there was a 
risk that they would face death, torture or inhuman and degrading treatment. 

So we were faced with a choice: either to leave them to roam free in the country or to detain them unless and until 
they voluntarily left the country. Parliament considered the first course gave rise to an unacceptable risk, given the 
heightened threats since 9/11 and so legislated to provide for detention. Mindful of the need to strike the correct 
balance between collective security and individual liberties, the legislation included significant safeguards including a 
right of appeal to an independent judicial body presided over by a senior judge and the right for detainees to have 
their cases reviewed by that body every three months. Nonetheless, the legislation was very controversial, not least 
because it involved the UK derogating to a limited extent from its obligations under the European Convention. 

As I have already mentioned the House of Lords found that the derogation was not justified under the European 
Convention and declared the legislation incompatible. But the problem of how to deal with foreigners who were judged 
to pose a national security risk but who could not be deported because of the risk that they would be subject to ill-
treatment on their return still remained and still does remain. The Government's response has been threefold. First, in 
the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 the Government took new powers to impose control orders. As with so much of 
the UK's legislation on terrorism, the 2005 Act was very controversial - it was only passed after all night sittings of 
Parliament in which the House of Commons and the House of Lords passed the legislation back and forth with 
amendment and counterproposal before finally hitting on a compromise. Control orders are available wherever there 
is a reasonable suspicion that an individual is involved in terrorism and it is considered necessary to impose the order 
to protect the public from the risk of terrorism. A whole range of obligations may be imposed by means of a control 
order, for example, a restriction that an individual stay in his home for a certain number of hours per day and a 
prohibition on use of the telephone and internet. However, very importantly, unless the Government makes a new 
derogation from the European Convention, - which it has not sought to do - a control order cannot be used to impose 
house arrest or any other obligations that together amount to a deprivation of liberty. In short without further action 
by the Government and Parliament this Act does not authorise house arrest. 

Just before Easter, a Judge of the High Court declared the control order legislation to be incompatible with the 
European Convention on the basis that there was a breach of the right to a fair trial before an independent and 
impartial tribunal. The judge's main concern was that the court only had power to review the decision of the Home 
Secretary to make the order rather than being able to take its own decision and furthermore in reviewing the Home 
Secretary's decision, it was limited to considering only the material that was before the Home Secretary at the time of 
the original decision. 

According to one UK human rights organisation, Liberty, the effect of the judgment is that the policy on control order 
"is in tatters" and constitutes another indictment by the courts of the Government's anti-terror policies. I disagree. 
First, this is only a first instance decision which will be appealed. Second, and more fundamentally, the legislation has 
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been declared incompatible on a procedural point, namely the level of scrutiny which the courts must apply when 
considering the decision of the Home Secretary. The heart of the policy on control orders - namely the protection of 
the public from the risk of terrorism by means of civil orders and the use of secret intelligence to make out the case - 
is untouched. 

Turning away from control orders, the Government's second response to the House of Lords decision I referred to 
earlier has been to negotiate memoranda of understanding with the various Middle Eastern and North African 
countries to which we would like to be able to deport the foreigners who pose a risk to the UK's national security. As I 
explained, we cannot deport these individuals if there are substantial grounds for believing that there is real risk that 
they will face ill-treatment on their return. The idea behind the memoranda is that the countries concerned should 
give certain non-legally binding guarantees about treatment on return, thus minimising the risk of ill-treatment. So 
far, memoranda of understanding have been concluded with Jordan, Libya and Lebanon, and negotiations continue 
with other countries. A number of people are detained pending deportation on the back of these memoranda of 
understanding, and the extent to which we can rely on the memoranda vis-à-vis risk of ill-treatment is in the process 
of being tested by the courts. Four of the Algerian detainees have recently indicated a wish to return to Algeria 
without waiting for the outcome of the proceedings. 

Some argue that by negotiating Memoranda of Understanding the Government is seeking to undermine the absolute 
prohibition on torture contained in the European Convention on Human Rights and indeed other human rights 
instruments. I think that is unfair. It is an example of the Government striving to achieve the right balance between 
collective security and fundamental liberties, in this case it has sought to negotiate Memoranda of Understanding with 
the countries concerned to guard against risks such as torture. As to the argument that such memoranda would not 
be worthwhile, I cannot do better than quote the UK's independent reviewer of terrorism legislation, Lord Carlile of 
Berriew QC, who said in a recent report: "It really is a counsel of despair to suggest that no verifiable or satisfactory 
agreement can ever be reached with apparently recalcitrant countries ." 

The Government's third response to losing the derogation case in the House of Lords relates to the European Court of 
Human Rights in Strasbourg. The problems that I have been describing stem from a case called Chahal v UK. The case 
concerned a Sikh extremist who claimed that he would face torture if deported from the UK to India. The ECtHR held 
that the only relevant question was whether there were substantial grounds for believing that there was a real risk of 
ill-treatment on return. The deporting state was not permitted to take into account the national security risk posed to 
its own nationals. The UK Government has intervened in a Dutch case pending before the ECtHR which raises the 
same issue as Chahal. The Government (alongside a number of other intervening Governments) argues that the effect 
of Chahal is to require a state to ignore national security considerations, thus ignoring the human rights including the 
right to life of its own citizens. The Government's position will be that instead a balance should be struck with all 
relevant issues taken into account, including of course the right of the deportee not to be subjected to ill-treatment on 
his return. So it wants to ask the European Court to reconsider its jurisprudence. 

I should make clear that intervening in this case does not mean rejecting the proposition that the rule against torture 
is absolute. The basic principle - that a state must not in any circumstances subject those within its control to torture 
or inhuman or degrading punishment - is surely right. It is not an optional part of the Convention - it is at its core and 
no derogations are permitted and there is no balancing test. 

But should the prohibition on torture apply in the same way when assessing the extent of a risk that ill-treatment 
might take place at the hands of another state? Was it really intended by those who drafted the Convention that 
considerations of the safety of other citizens could not be taken into account in such circumstances when the issue is 
whether a foreigner should be admitted here or allowed to remain? It is salutary to note that those who engage in 
acts of terrorism are explicitly excluded from the protection of the Refugee Convention, drafted at around the same 
time as the ECHR. It seems a surprising outcome that under the ECHR participation in acts of terrorism has effectively 
become a trump card. 

Let me be clear. The UK Government is not proposing that the prohibition on torture should not apply to those who 
face deportation, nor that the extent of the risk to them should be ignored but rather that the national security risk 
posed by such people should be taken into account along with all other factors. To do otherwise affords no weight 
whatever to the rights of those whose lives might be significantly protected by the deportation of someone believed to 
pose a terrorist threat. 

From what I have said so far, you might come to the conclusion that (1) the main threat to the UK's national security 
comes from foreign nationals and (2) the best way of dealing with the threat is by deportation. As regards the 
nationality of terrorists, we know only too well following the London attacks that we have plenty of home grown 
extremists. They cannot be deported. But in any event, I firmly believe that individuals who are involved in terrorism 
should be dealt with by means of the criminal law wherever possible even where deportation is an option. Of course, 
in the some circumstances - and those of you who follow UK domestic politics will understand the reference - the use 
of the criminal law followed by deportation is the right course of action. 

Turning now to the specifics of the Terrorism Act 2006, among the many measures which Act contains is one to deal 
with those who publicly celebrate the acts of terrorism whilst claiming to reject violence themselves and refraining 
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from directly inciting others to commit acts of terrorism. Such people seek to avoid falling foul of the criminal law, 
although it is often a close run thing, while making statements that the vast majority of right-thinking people find 
truly abhorrent. More importantly, they contribute to a climate in which those who are vulnerable to radicalisation are 
told that terrorist acts are to be glorified and, by implication, emulated. 

A growing consensus was emerging before the appalling attacks on London of 7th July that action against such people 
needed to be taken, although those attacks undoubtedly provided an additional catalyst. The action took two forms. 
Firstly, a changed approach to the existing powers to deport and exclude non-British citizens whose presence was 
considered to be non-conducive to the public good. The Government published an indicative list of unacceptable 
behaviours including the type of behaviour exhibited by those who glorify terrorism. Such behaviour would, in 
principle, be regarded as capable of meeting the non-conducive test and leading to deportation/exclusion. 

Secondly, the Government proposed a new criminal offence of indirectly encouraging acts of terrorism including by 
means of glorifying them. This was conceived in part in order to give effect to the UK's international obligations under 
the Council of Europe Convention on the Prevention of Terrorism, although international consensus did not save this 
new offence from being subjected to very intense scrutiny right up until the bitter end of the Bill's passage through 
Parliament. 

But the fiercest debate in the UK was reserved for the Government's proposals on pre-charge detention. Under 
previous terrorism legislation, a person arrested on suspicion of terrorism could be held for up to 14 days pending a 
police investigation as to whether there was sufficient evidence to charge him with an offence. But as the European 
Court of Human Rights said in the case of Brogan v UK : "the investigation of terrorist offences undoubtedly presents 
the authorities with special problems". And it was proposed that the period of pre-charge detention should be 
increased to three months in order to deal with the complexity of modern terrorism investigations: the international 
spread of the investigations and the consequent need for liaison with foreign agencies; the problems of computer 
decryption; foreign language documents; very large networks etc. I believe a convincing case was made that the 
period of 14 days could be inadequate and that an extension was justified subject to robust judicial control. In the 
event the House of Commons accepted the need for some extension to the period but rejected the full three months, 
opting instead for 28 days. 

Many of the measures in the Terrorism Act 2006 involve the creation of new criminal offences: the offence of 
encouragement of terrorism to which I have already referred, the offence of disseminating terrorist publications, the 
offence of attending terrorist training camps to name but a few. The question is asked: why is it necessary to create 
new specifically terrorist-related offences to deal with terrorism? Why will the ordinary criminal law not suffice? 

To some extent, the ordinary criminal law will suffice. For example, Abu Hamza, an extremist cleric, was recently 
sentenced to seven years' imprisonment for incitement to murder and racial hatred. 

But, as I have explained, there are some features of al Qaeda type terrorism which distinguish it from other forms of 
crime. The law needs to adapt to take account of this. So, for example, where a suicide bombing is a possibility, the 
police have to intervene at an early stage. This was not necessarily the case with Irish Republican terrorism where any 
loss of life was likely to be more limited and some form of warning could be anticipated. Where early intervention 
occurs, it may be possible to prove that the conspirators were planning some sort of terrorist outrage but little may 
have emerged of the detail. It is difficult to fit this within the existing English law of conspiracy which requires that a 
specific offence is planned rather than general wrong-doing. To deal with this, the Terrorism Act creates a new offence 
of preparation of terrorist acts. Critically, the Act provides that it is irrelevant whether particular acts of terrorist or 
acts of terrorism generally are being prepared. 

It goes without saying that international co-operation and action is essential if we are to defeat international 
terrorism. During the UK's Presidency of the EU in the last six months of 2005 terrorism was high on the agenda. I 
pay tribute to the former Home Secretary, Charles Clarke, whose energetic leadership secured a significant initiative 
concerning retention of telecommunications data - not the content of telephone calls but numbers called, duration of 
telephone calls, location of mobile equipment and allocation of Internet address etc. Communications traffic and 
location data is a vital tool in investigating and detecting terrorism and crime. It provides evidence of associations 
between individuals and events in time and place. It also proves evidence of innocence. 

Without this data, many individuals convicted of the most serious offences might have escaped detection and 
prosecution. But accessing this data can depend upon which communications service provider a suspect, a victim or a 
witness has used. It can depend upon which country a service is used in. 

So I am delighted that the European Parliament and Council of Ministers agreed to harmonise the rules so that service 
providers are obliged to retain traffic and location data for a year, thus making it accessible for law enforcement 
purposes. 

In conclusion let me summarise: In meeting the difficult task of finding the right balance my personal opinion is that 
three principles are key. First we should not throw away our respect for the law; on the contrary we should ensure 
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that all our actions are justified and supported by the law. If we were to abandon our commitment to the rule of law 
we would be giving the terrorists a victory. Second, we should strive to maintain our adherence to fundamental values 
and liberties; some fundamental rights and liberties are absolute and there can be no compromise on them; for others 
they may have to give way to other competing interests as the international human rights instruments recognise; but 
- and this is the third point - where we depart from traditional ways of guaranteeing civil liberties we should be clear 
that our actions are proportionate to the threat and needed to meet it. 

Fundamental rights must be protected if we are to preserve our democracies. But given the current threat to our 
national security we have to be flexible about how we achieve this. The fact that the balance between security and 
fundamental rights has traditionally been struck in one way does not mean that there are no equally valid approaches. 
We need to keep searching for those approaches, liasing with and drawing on the experience of other democracies 
facing the same challenge from across the world. Finding this balance is a difficult task. But giving up is not an option. 

 
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13833  SOURCE: BBC News
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Paper 'Will Continue To Fight' After Court Blow For Guantanamo Detainee 

By HoldtheFrontPage staff 

The Argus has said it will continue to fight for justice for a Brighton man detained at Guantanamo Bay, despite last 
week's ruling that the High Court could not force the Government to intervene. 

The paper had been calling for the British Government to formally step in in the case of Omar Deghayes and demand 
the US give him a fair trial or release him. 

Supporters had hoped that a judicial review would result in Foreign Secretary Jack Straw being ordered to seek his 
release. 

But judges said that, according to legal precedent, the courts should not interfere with foreign policy. 

Argus editor Michael Beard told HoldtheFrontPage: "Naturally we are disappointed with the decision. I can't say we 
were entirely surprised when we heard. 

"We are determined, however, that this will not stop us and we will continue to fight for justice for Omar. 

"We will have to explore other avenues." 

Omar's lawyers had argued that the Government has a legal and moral responsibility to step in, but it disagreed 
because he is not a British citizen. 

He and his family were granted asylum by the UK Government nearly 20 years ago and his home was in Saltdean, 
Brighton. 

The Argus took up Omar's fight last year, and as part of the campaign delivered a dossier to the then Home Secretary 
Charles Clarke. 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13874  SOURCE: Holdthefrontpagenews.co.uk
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Diane Abbott Supports British Attorney General's Call For Guantanamo To 
Close 

Written by Angie     

MP: “Guantanamo "torture camp" has come to epitomise the injustice and hypocrisy of the war on terror” The 
Government's chief legal adviser, Attorney General Lord Goldsmith, last night called for the Guantanamo Bay prison 
camp to close. Diane Abbott, MP for Hackney North and Stoke Newington, today strongly supported his statement 
saying: “it is very significant that the British government's senior legal officer has made his views public in this way."

Risking a diplomatic row with America, Attorney General Lord Goldsmith said the camp, where the U.S. is alleged to 
have tortured detainees, should be shut down 'as a matter of principle'. 

Diane Abbott today offered Lord Goldsmith her full support saying: “The Attorney General is quite right to say that the 
detention centre at Guantanamo Bay should be permanently closed down. The Guantanamo ‘torture camp’ has come 
to epitomise the injustice and hypocrisy of the war on terror and closure is long overdue. I have raised this issue in 
Parliament in the past and am appalled that the British government has not put more pressure on the US to close the 
camp and ensure detainees a fair trial. I welcome Lord Goldsmith’s statements which are in line, not only with public 
opinion, but are supported by international organisations such as the EU and the UN.”

Diane added: “It is incredible that after four years hundreds of people are still awaiting charge let alone trial. Many 
are there by total accident, being in the wrong place at the wrong time, or as a result of bounty hunting.”

Diane went on: “What happens at Guantanamo is well documented. UN reports have unequivocally condemned the 
detention camp and called on the US to cease practices ‘amounting to torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading 
treatment’. There is no doubt in my mind that these facilities should be shut down as fast as humanly possible.” 

Diane went on: “The worst thing about the British government’s attitude so far has been the dismissal of the problem 
as ‘an anomaly’. Unfortunately Guantanamo is not an anomaly, it is endemic to the way in which the war on terror is 
fought by the US and its allies.” Diane explained: “The evidence is plentiful. We have seen pictures of prisoner abuse 
by both British and American troops, heard tales of mistreatment of detainees at Guantanamo and details of 
“extraordinary rendition” flights for the purpose of outsourcing the torture of suspects. The war on terror has been 
fought in a dirty way which has undermined any claim we ever had to a moral high ground.”

Diane concluded: “Sadly, the way that America and Britain have conducted this war has played into the hands of the 
terrorists by abandoning our commitment to democracy, freedom and justice. Closing Guantanamo Bay would be the 
first step towards restoring our commitment to human rights.”

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13873  SOURCE: Blacknet.co.uk

Guantanamo Four Win Right To Sue 

Four former Guantanamo Bay detainees have been given the right to bring a lawsuit against the US government for 
violating their religious beliefs. 

The suit has been brought by the so-called Tipton Three, Shafiq Rasul, Asif Iqbal and Rhuhel Ahmed and Jamal Al-
Harith, from Manchester. 

They claim they were forced to shave off their beards and were harassed as they worshipped in the camp in Cuba. 

Previous attempts to bring claims have been blocked by the US Government. 

The four men were taken to Guantanamo from Afghanistan after the US invaded the country. 
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They stayed for nearly three years before being released without charge in 2004. 

Koran 'discarded' 

Previously, the US government argued action under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act should be dismissed as it is 
only meant to apply to government action in the US. 

But, District Judge Ricardo Urbino ruled the law, which stops government officers from taking action that interferes 
with individual religious liberty, also applied to territories and possessions of the US. 

Part of the four men's claim is that they once saw a guard throw a copy of the Koran into a toilet bucket. 

"Flushing the Koran down the toilet and forcing Muslims to shave their beards falls comfortably within the conduct 
prohibited from government action," the judge ruled. 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13872  SOURCE: BBC News

 

Howard Calls For Swift Trial For Hicks 

SYDNEY: Prime Minister John Howard called yesterday for the US military to put the lone Australian inmate of 
Guantanamo Bay on trial "without further delay" after Britain’s leading legal official called for the immediate closure of 
the controversial prison for terrorist suspects.

Howard brushed aside comments overnight by British attorney-general, Lord Peter Goldsmith, who said the continued 
detention of nearly 500 terrorist suspects in the military prison "remains unacceptable" and the facility should be 
closed.

Goldsmith was the highest British official to make an unambiguous call for the closure of Guantanamo and his stance 
further isolated Howard’s government and its continued support for the camp, which holds one Australian - David 
Hicks.

"We listen to what other governments say on these matters, we don’t necessarily agree with them," Howard said on 
Australian Broadcasting Corporation radio.

"Our view in relation to Guantanamo Bay, and in relation to David Hicks, is that he should be brought to trial before 
the military commission without further delay," he said.

Howard blamed Hicks’ defence team and not US authorities for holding up the Australian’s trial.

"What is delaying his trial at the moment is not the Australian government, it’s not the American administration, it’s a 
court challenge to the authority of the military commission," he said.

Howard said the charges against Hicks, which include conspiracy to commit attacks on civilians, attempted murder 
and aiding the enemy, are serious and could not be pursued in Australia.

"Our view is that if Hicks comes back to Australia without having gone through any military commission trial in the 
United States, he can’t be charged here and I don’t regard that as a satisfactory outcome," he said.

Hicks, 30, was captured in Afghanistan in December 2001 for allegedly fighting alongside the former Taliban regime 
allied to Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda group.

His Australian lawyer, David McLeod, said Lord Goldsmith’s comments were a boost for his client.

"It’s certainly my hope and the hope of David’s supporters that the UK government as a whole will come together and 
realise that it should go into bat for its newest citizen as it has for the other nine," he told national radio.

"These comments coming from their most senior legal officer are very heartening."
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Hicks was recently granted the right to obtain British citizenship on the grounds that his mother is British, but the 
decision has been challenged in court by the British government.

The Australian hopes that by obtaining British nationality, London will demand his release from Guantanamo as it has 
for its other subjects.

Britain’s Court of Appeal has unanimously rejected government attempts to block Hicks’ bid for citizenship, but 
authorities could still take their case to the House of Lords.

Earlier this week the Australian and US governments signed an agreement that would let Hicks serve out any prison 
term handed out by the US military back in Australia.

Prisoner David Hicks could be transferred home to serve out any sentence handed down by a US military commission 
under a new agreement, senior ministers said.

Foreign Affairs Minister Alexander Downer and Attorney-General Philip Ruddock said Australia and the United States 
had signed an agreement in Washington on Tuesday on the possible transfer of prisoners sentenced by a US military 
commission.

"Transfers would need the approval of the Australian and United States governments and the transferee and would 
only be possible after the judgment of the military commission is final," Downer and Ruddock said in a joint 
statement.

"The enforcement of the sentence will be governed by Australian law but must maintain the legal nature and duration 
of the original sentence."

Hicks, 30, has been at the US military facility of Guantanamo Bay in Cuba since January 2002 after he was captured 
among Taliban forces in Afghanistan in late 2001.

He has pleaded not guilty to charges by a US military commission of conspiracy to commit war crimes, attempted 
murder, and aiding the enemy.

The ministers said the new arrangement could see Hicks, if convicted, choose to serve his sentence on home soil.

"Should David Hicks, who is currently facing charges before the military commission, be convicted, the arrangement 
would provide a means for Hicks to apply to be transferred to serve any penal sentence in Australia in accordance with 
Australian and US law," the ministers said.

But the issue of transferring Hicks to Australia following any conviction could be complicated by his push for British 
citizenship.

The South Australian has applied to the British government for citizenship on the basis that his mother was born in 
Britain.

Britain previously ensured the release of all its citizens held in US custody at Guantanamo Bay.

Hicks’ Australian lawyer David McLeod said that British courts had found his client was entitled to be registered as a 
British citizen but this could be contested by a petition to the House of Lords.

"It is a great pity that during a period when the rest of the western world has been condemning the military 
commissions and demanding the return of their citizens, Downer has spent his time working on the details of how 
David is to be returned in chains and imprisoned upon his conviction on his return to Australia," McLeod said. - AFP
 
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13863  SOURCE: Gulf Times

China Criticizes US Handling of Uighur Detainees

Reuters
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BEIJING (Reuters) - A former leader of China's far western region of Xinjiang criticized the United States on Friday for 
allowing five Chinese Muslims released from Guantanamo Bay to seek asylum in Albania.

Ismail Amat, a vice-chairman of China's parliament and formerly a senior Communist Party official in the Central Asia 
border region that is home to the country's Muslim Uighur minority, said the men should have been released into 
Chinese custody.

  
"The way the U.S. has handled this case is not right," Amat told reporters on the sidelines of a news conference.

The United States said last week the men had been released from nearly four years of U.S. military detention but it 
declined to return them to China out of concern they would face persecution. Instead, they were flown to Albania.

China's Foreign Ministry has protested to the United States and Albania over the issue.

Beijing has waged a campaign in Xinjiang against what it says are Islamic extremists and says the men are connected 
to a group agitating for an independent "East Turkestan."

Amat said the cases would be handled according to the law if they were returned, but repeatedly referred to them as 
terrorists.

He also said they had received training under the Taliban in Afghanistan, indicating that despite being cleared of 
charges in Guantanamo, China still viewed them as suspects.

Uighurs, whose language and culture are similar to those of Turkic peoples in Central Asia, have chafed at Beijing's 
controls on religion and culture in Xinjiang, sparking occasional violence in the oil-rich region.

But human rights groups say China has used its support for the U.S.-led war on terror to justify a wider crackdown on 
Uighurs characterized by arbitrary arrests, closed trials and the use of the death penalty.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13860  SOURCE: Washington Post

Canada, U.S. In Talks To Let Khadr Serve Time At Home

Sheldon Alberts 
The Ottawa Citizen; with files from The Associated Press 

WASHINGTON - The Canadian government is quietly discussing with the Bush administration whether accused al-
Qaeda terrorist Omar Khadr could serve a prison sentence in Canada if he is convicted on charges of killing a U.S. 
soldier four years ago.

Foreign Affairs confirmed yesterday the countries have held talks about the possible repatriation of Mr. Khadr, 19, 
who has been held at the U.S. military prison in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, since 2002. Mr. Khadr is scheduled to go on 
trial before a military tribunal at Guantanamo on Sept. 18 in the death of U.S. army special forces Sgt. Christopher 
Speer. He faces several other charges, including aiding the enemy, attempted murder and conspiracy in relation to a 
battle between al-Qaeda fighters and American troops in July 2002.

Canada had earlier asked for -- and received -- assurances from the U.S. that Mr. Khadr wouldn't face the death 
penalty if convicted. Word that Canada has also discussed Mr. Khadr's transfer came as the U.S. displays an increased 
willingness to negotiate with other nations about the treatment of terrorism suspects after they are tried.

Yesterday, Australia announced it had signed a transfer of prisoner arrangement in the case of Australian terror 
detainee David Hicks, an "unlawful combatant" who is also facing a military tribunal in Guantanamo on charges of 
attempted murder and aiding the enemy.

Under the deal, Mr. Hicks would serve his sentence in Australia if convicted by the U.S. military commission.

"We would like the same type of agreement," said Lt.-Col. Colby Vokey, the U.S. military lawyer appointed to defend 
Mr. Khadr. "He would be out of (Guantanamo) and away from the treatment there. ... He would be where he could 
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see his family again. He hasn't seen anybody in his family for four years. Hopefully, he would get educational needs 
that he has not been able to get. That would be a big deal."

Foreign Affairs officials said they could not provide any more information on the status of talks with the U.S. on Mr. 
Khadr's possible return to Canada.

But the Canadian government is nearing a deal with the U.S. that would allow Mr. Khadr to have two Canadian 
lawyers -- Dennis Edney and Nate Whitling -- assigned to assist his U.S. defence team at the upcoming trial, Lt.-Col. 
Vokey said.

"The impression I am getting is that it is imminent, that it will be resolved in a matter of days," he said.

"We need it to happen very quickly if they are going to be any assistance at all. It doesn't do us any good if they are 
assigned to the case the day before the thing goes to trial."

Mr. Khadr has already had two contentious pre-trial hearings, including an April appearance in which he threatened to 
boycott future sessions and complained of being held in solitary confinement.

Lt.-Col. Vokey and two U.S. civilian lawyers also representing Mr. Khadr have filed several motions asking the 
tribunal's presiding officer to dismiss the case on the grounds that the Canadian teenager should not be charged as an 
adult. He was 15 at the time he allegedly threw the grenade that killed Sgt. Speer.

Mr. Khadr's next pre-trial hearing is scheduled for late June, but the entire future of the Guantanamo military 
commissions remains under a cloud of uncertainty. The U.S. Supreme Court is expected to rule in June on whether 
the tribunals are unconstitutional.

The Guantanamo camp, opened after the Sept. 11, 2001, terror attacks, has prompted widespread international 
criticism. The United States says those detained there are "enemy combatants" to whom normal legal rules do not 
apply

Yesterday, the facility came under fire from Britain -- the United States' biggest ally in its war in Iraq -- when Attorney 
General Lord Goldsmith called the prison a discredit to the American tradition of freedom, and said it should close.

"The existence of Guantanamo Bay remains unacceptable," he said in a speech. "It is time in my view that it should 
close."

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13859  SOURCE: The Ottawa Citizen

Blair Pressure Call on Guantanamo 

Liberal Democrat leader Sir Menzies Campbell has called on Tony Blair to say whether he plans to persuade the US to 
close the Guantanamo Bay camp. 

He has asked Mr Blair if he agrees with the Attorney General's view that the prison's existence is "unacceptable". 

Lord Goldsmith's remarks on Wednesday were the strongest criticism of the camp yet from a UK government minister. 

A senior official at the Pentagon has said the camp will stay open while its 490 detainees remain threats to the US. 

"The position in the United States is that as combatants we are entitled as a matter of the law of war to detain them 
in order to keep them from engaging in the fight against us," said Bryan Del Monte, deputy director of the Office of 
Detainee Affairs. 
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Sir Menzies wrote to the Prime Minister: "Could you tell me whether you agree with the Attorney General's view that 
Guantanamo is a symbol of injustice which must be closed, and whether the government has made representations to 
the Untied States to this effect?" 

He added: "What diplomatic steps will you or your officials be taking in order to press the United States to close the 
camp?" 

Camp 'undermines confidence' 

Sir Menzies also said the continued existence of Guantanamo Bay was "undermining international confidence in the 
commitment of the United States to respect for human rights and the international rule of law". 

In February, Mr Blair branded the camp - which opened at a US base in Cuba in 2002 - an "anomaly". 

  
 "What diplomatic steps will you or your officials be taking in order to press the United States to close the camp?" 

Sir Menzies Campbell's letter to Tony Blair 

But in the strongest criticism yet from a UK government minister, Lord Goldsmith said on Wednesday Guantanamo 
tarnished the image of the US. 

"The historic tradition of the United States as a beacon of freedom, liberty and of justice deserves the removal of this 
symbol," he said. 

Lord Goldsmith is said to have serious doubts over whether the indefinite detention of "enemy combatants" is legal or 
fair. 

There has been international criticism of conditions and the length of time people have been held without trial. 

Rights groups have said the prisoners, held on suspicion of involvement in terrorism, are mistreated through cruel 
interrogation methods, a charge the US denies. 

Nine British nationals at Guantanamo Bay were returned to the UK in 2004 and 2005 after government intervention. 
 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13858  SOURCE: BBC News

Guantanamo Detainee's Case May Be Frozen Pending Court Decision

BY CAROL ROSENBERG
Knight Ridder Newspapers

GUANTANAMO NAVAL BASE, Cuba - A defense attorney for an alleged al-Qaida terrorist at Guantanamo asked a 
federal judge Thursday to freeze the captive's Military Commission - until the U.S. Supreme Court decides whether 
President Bush's war-crimes court is constitutional.

U.S. District Judge Emmet Sullivan seemed inclined to issue the injunction in the case of Ghassan al Sharbi, 31, a 
Saudi captive at the Navy base's detention center since 2002. At one point, Sullivan suggested that the Bush 
administration voluntarily agree to suspend Sharbi's case until the justices rule.
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"The Law of War can't trump the rule of law,'' Sullivan told Justice Department attorney Terry Henry. "You're asking 
me to hold that the Law of War trumps the rule of law. Thank goodness it's America - we all follow the rule of law. 
We'll follow what the Supreme Court says.'' The Law of War refers to a collection of international documents that deal 
with war and its consequences, such as the Geneva Conventions on the treatment of prisoners of war.

Sullivan said he will rule Friday.

Navy Capt. Daniel E. O'Toole has scheduled a hearing in the Sharbi case for Tuesday at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. At 
issue next week is whether O'Toole, as presiding officer, can compel Navy Lt. William Kuebler to serve as Sharbi's 
defense attorney - even though the Saudi has refused counsel and wants to boycott the proceedings.

Vermont attorney Robert Rachlin, who filed Sharbi's habeas corpus petition, argued that even pretrial proceedings 
could prejudice any future trial - because the Supreme Court has yet to decide on the legality of the formula the 
Defense Department used to craft the first U.S. war-crimes tribunal since World War II.

The Supreme Court is expected to decide before its summer recess on June 30.

In his only commission appearance, last month, Sharbi stunned courtroom observers by appearing to confess to the 
war crimes the United States alleges he committed before Pakistani security forces seized him at a safe house in 
Faisalabad in March 2002.

``I'm going to make it easy for you guys,'' Sharbi said in English. ``I fought against the United States. I took up 
arms.''

Absent a ruling on whether the war court is legal, Rachlin told Sullivan, the comments that Sharbi blurted out 
illustrate ``the gravity of the prejudice and injury that can occur even at a preliminary stage.''

No trial date has been set in the Sharbi case.

Sharbi, a 2000 electrical-engineering graduate of Embry Riddle Aeronautical University in Prescott, Ariz., is accused of 
being part of an al Qaeda plot to build car-bomb detonators in Pakistan and ship them to Afghanistan in March 2002.

Bush administration attorney Terry Henry argued Thursday that the Pentagon prosecutions are ``an important part of 
the war effort'' - even as the Supreme Court decides.

``We insist that war be conducted in accordance with the Laws of War,'' said Henry, a Justice Department lawyer. 
``The military obviously is anxious to move forward.''

Sullivan, a 1994 Clinton appointee, is the same federal judge who in 2003 and 2004 suspended the Pentagon's 
mandatory anthrax vaccination program for military service members.

Thursday, he heard the case at the U.S. District Court in Washington, D.C. Rachlin - who is Sharbi's lawyer on a 
power of attorney from the captive's father in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia - argued by teleconference from a courthouse in 
Burlington, Vt.

The Miami Herald covered the proceedings by audio hook-up from Miami.

Regardless of what Sullivan rules, the Military Commissions are slated to convene next week in Guantanamo in the 
case of another captive, Abdul Zahir of Afghanistan.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13854  SOURCE: Contra Costa Times.com
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Hicks's Father To Visit

By ANNE MATHER

THE father of Australian Guantanamo Bay detainee David Hicks will speak at a forum in Tasmania next week.

Terry Hicks will speak about "human rights issues in the war on terror".

Terry Hicks has been campaigning on behalf of his son for more than four years.

David Hicks, 30, has been in US custody since his capture as a terrorism suspect in Afghanistan in late 2001. His trial 
date still has not been set.

Amnesty International is organising Friday's forum at the University of Tasmania to raise awareness about 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, where Hicks is being held. 

The human rights organisation has serious concerns about Hicks and other detainees at the military base.

Amnesty International community campaigner Amy Barrett said there were hundreds of detainees in Guantanamo Bay 
who were being denied their rights under international law.

Other speakers at the forum include Tasmanian Supreme Court Justice Alan Blow and Ms Barrett.

The event is being supported by the Tasmanian branches of the International Commission of Jurists, the United 
Nations Human Rights Committee and the Tasmania University Union.

Hicks could serve out any jail sentence in Australia under an agreement signed in Washington this week.

But Terry Hicks said the agreement made no sense because Australian authorities had concluded they were unable to 
charge Hicks with any crime under Australian law.

Mr Hicks questioned how his son could be imprisoned in Australia if he was guilty of no crime under Australian law.

*Terry Hicks will speak on Friday at the Stanley Burbury Theatre, University of Tasmania. The forum begins at 
7.30pm.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13895  SOURCE: The Mercury.News.com.au

Russian Court Convicts Ex-Gitmo Inmates

The Associated Press

MOSCOW -- A Russian court on Friday sentenced two former Guantanamo Bay inmates and another man to prison 
terms ranging from 11 to 15 years in connection with a gas pipeline explosion, officials said.

A jury last week found Ravil Gumarov, Timur Ishmuratov and Fanis Shaikhutdinov guilty of terrorism, the Prosecutor 
General's office said in a statement.

No injuries were reported in the January 2005 explosion in the Volga River republic of Tatarstan,but the pipeline was 
damaged.

The three had been acquitted in September, but Russia's Supreme Court threw out the verdict and ordered the new 
trial.
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Gumarov and Ishmuratov were among seven Russian men detained in Afghanistan by U.S. forces on suspicion of 
fighting for the Taliban regime and released from the U.S. detention facility in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, in 2004. They 
were briefly held in jail upon returning to Russia, but were freed after Russian investigators found no evidence of their 
involvement with the Taliban.

Last year, the three accused Russian law enforcement bodies of trying to force confessions through torture.

Russian rights groups criticized their trial, saying that the jury was not swayed by defense evidence including mobile 
phone records and "witness testimony confirming alibis," and that evidence presented by prosecutors as proof of the 
terrorism charge included legally obtained Muslim literature.

Citing initial police reports, rights groups have claimed the pipeline blast was caused by technical problems, not an 
attack.

Other former Guantanamo prisoners have faced harassment or abuse at the hands of Russian law enforcement 
agencies, which critics say are persecuting innocent Muslims in a misguided and counterproductive effort to check 
Islamic extremism.

Tatarstan has a large Muslim population.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13893  SOURCE: Washington Post

 

Court Suspends Saudi's Guantanamo Trial

By Jane Sutton

MIAMI (Reuters) - A U.S. judge on Friday suspended the Guantanamo war crimes tribunal of a Saudi prisoner until 
after the U.S. Supreme Court rules next month on the tribunals' legality.

The Saudi captive, Ghassan al Sharbi, is one of 10 Guantanamo detainees charged with conspiracy to commit war 
crimes and the fourth to have his case delayed pending the Supreme Court ruling that is expected in June.

He had been scheduled to appear before a tribunal for pretrial hearings next week at the U.S. naval base in Cuba.

In Washington, U.S. District Judge Emmet Sullivan ruled that Sharbi could suffer irreparable harm if he appeared 
before a tribunal that could be deemed illegal within a month.

He said the Justice Department failed to prove its claim that delaying the tribunal "would imperil the war effort."

President Bush created the military tribunals after the September 11 attacks to try foreign citizens on terrorism 
charges.

Attorneys for another Guantanamo defendant argued before the Supreme Court in March that the tribunals are 
unconstitutional because they allow the president, through his military subordinates, to define the crime, choose the 
prosecutor and judges and set all the rules.

Sharbi, a U.S.-trained electrical engineer, testified at his first tribunal hearing in April that he fought against the 
United States, was proud of it and was willing to spend the rest of his life in prison as "a matter of honor."

He was captured in Pakistan in 2002 and is accused of being part of an al Qaeda cell assigned to build car-bomb 
detonators for use against U.S. troops in Afghanistan. He and the other tribunal defendants would face life in prison if 
convicted.

The Pentagon is going ahead with pretrial hearings in the cases in which no delays have been granted, in hopes of 
beginning the first trial in September.

An Afghan prisoner, Abdul Zahir, is scheduled to have a pretrial hearing at Guantanamo next week. He is accused of 
being an al Qaeda paymaster and taking part in a grenade attack on a car full of civilians.
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Zahir's attorneys have not asked for a delay and the presiding officer in his case decided to move forward "to give the 
accused his day in court," said Air Force Maj. Jane Boomer, a Pentagon spokeswoman.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13888  SOURCE: Reuters

May 14, 2006

US DoD Official Discusses Guantanamo

By Mohammed Al Shafey

London, Asharq Al-Awsat- The US Department of Defense deputy director for political development and international 
issues in the Office of Detainee Affairs, Bryan Del Monte, stated that that the USA plans to close Guantanamo prison 
in Cuba where hundreds of "terrorists" are being held but that this will not take place quickly. He explained: "We do 
not have to close Guantanamo now as there are hundreds of terrorists who will seek to kill US nationals as soon as 
they are freed." Del Monte declined to set a date for the definitive closure of the camp, adding, "The detainees are 
dangerous people," and described them as "the enemy fighters who might resume violent and terrorist operations." 
Del Monte, however, pointed out that US President George Bush, Vice President Dick Cheney and a number of US 
politicians have said they plan to close the camp.

At a meeting attended by representatives of the Arab press in London, 11 May 2006, Del Monte said, "We do not want 
to be the "jailers of the world," and revealed that negotiations are under way with the home countries of the Al-Qaeda 
and Taliban prisoners such as Saudi Arabia, Yemen, and other Arab countries, to secure the return of these detainees. 
Del Monte explained, "It is important that the countries to which these detainees belong assume responsibility for 
them and at the same time we must ensure that that they will not be tortured once they return to their countries."

In response to a question posed by Asharq al-Awsat, Del Monte said that there are young men in Guantanamo Bay 
and that it was unfortunate that Al-Qaeda had used them. Three young men were arrested in the battlefield, including 
the Libyan Umar al-Dughays, who lived in Britain; Omar Khadr al-Kindi, the son of Al-Qaeda financier and of Egyptian 
origin; and Chadian Muhammad al-Qarni, born in Medina. Del Monte said that those in charge of the Guantanamo 
detention camp provide the three youngsters with lessons every morning in Mathematics, English, Sciences, and other 
subjects for their mental and psychological needs in addition to teaching physical fitness and sports. He pointed out 
that the three youngsters are in a camp where moderate security measures are exercised and that they are isolated 
from the other prisoners.

Del Monte, who is also responsible for policy development of detention, said that he had recently arrived from Geneva 
where he answered questions from the UN Committee Against Torture and that he had stressed that the prisoners are 
not being tortured and that no violations were being committed. He added that the prisoners are being treated with 
respect and are punished only in accordance with military law. He noted that the detainees who are being held in 
Guantanamo were arrested in the battlefield. Del Monte states, "The United States holds 548 detainees from 44 
different nationalities at the military prison in Guantanamo, and most of them were arrested during the US military 
campaign on Afghanistan in 2001." 

A report that the United Nations issued recently said that the treatment of the prisoners at times reached the level of 
torture. UN Secretary General Kofi Annan last Thursday had supported a UN report calling for the closure of the US 
camp in Cuba, saying he hopes that this step will be carried out as soon as possible. A UN report had called on the US 
Administration to either try all those held in the Guantanamo camp or release them all at once. The United Nations 
also called on Washington to close the camp without any delay in a 54-page report that was noted for its sharp 
criticism of the detention program that the US Administration applies in the camp. The US Administration is also facing 
an official questioning by the United Nations on its abidance by the international ban on torture for the first time since 
it declared war on "terrorism."
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Bryan Del Monte, in reply to Asharq Al-Awsat, said that there is no torture or violation taking place in the Guantanamo 
prison camp. He said that the guards and the officials at Guantanamo are fully trained and US officials are banned 
from carrying out torture under any circumstances.

Del Monte revealed that there are no Muslim preachers from the US military establishment at Guantanamo Bay. He 
added that those who are detained from Al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Guantanamo know better about their religion 
than any external imam and that the detainees have chosen an imam from amongst them at the Delta camp for moral 
guidance. They same process took place at the "fourth" camp and at the "Laguna" camp in Cuba.

To demonstrate that the prisoners enjoy freedom of worship, Del Monte said that the detainees themselves had 
decided the beginning and end of the holy month of Ramadan according to their religious beliefs without any 
interference from the prison administration. Its administration also provided detainees with meals for Iftar (breaking 
of fast) and Suhur (pre-dawn meal before fasting), prayer carpets, copies of the Quran and the direction of the Qiblah 
(direction towards which Muslims pray.)

Del Monte said that one of the tasks of the military command at Guantanamo is to allow the Al-Qaeda and Taliban 
prisoners to enjoy their rights to worship. The detainees listen to the call for prayer five times a day from a recorded 
tape, which is transmitted through loudspeakers placed above the towers of the camp. The detainees at the camp can 
eat with one another and spend their evenings together within its walls. The prison administration also provided the 
detainees with sports shoes to play basketball after a volleyball court and football field were established within the 
walls of the fourth camp. As for Camp Delta, stringent security measures are adopted there as "enemy fighters" from 
Al-Qaeda and the Taliban are being held there. Del Monte refused to reveal where the most prominent Al-Qaeda 
prisoners who were arrested in Pakistan are being held, in view of the security measures that are applied. These 
prisoners include Abu Zubaydah, an Al-Qaeda leader; Khalid Sheikh Mohammad, the third man of Bin Laden's 
organization, Ramzi Bin al Shiba, the coordinator of the 11 September attacks, and Abu Farraj al Libbi.

On reports issued by former detainees of Guantanamo that state that torture is being exercised at the camp and 
violations are being committed, Del Monte replied to Asharq al-Awsat's question saying, "We did not torture anyone in 
Guantanamo. The Al Qaeda prisoners appear to have learnt chapters from the Al-Jihad al-Kubra (Greater Jihad) by 
heart that calls on them to lie and justify these lies when necessary or during interrogation." Del Monte added that 
once they are released and face the cameras, television, and journalists, they fabricate stories about violations and 
how they were badly treated, which are false.

Al-Jihad al-Kubra, which the US investigators call the "Manchester Documents," and which fundamentalists refer to as 
"military studies in jihad against despots," is made up of 18 chapters. British anti-terrorism police found the book in 
the house of Abu-Anas al-Libi in Manchester. Abu-Anas al-Libi was accused of blowing up the two U.S embassies in 
1998 in Nairobi, Kenya and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania. This encyclopedia contains details for the fighters on how to use 
explosives, and prepare and use poison. It also includes advice on how to lie to investigators and to claim that they 
were tortured during interrogation. The last chapter discusses how Al-Qaeda detainees should deal with investigators 
if they are arrested.

Del Monte denied that the Pentagon had sent detainees from Guantanamo to Jordan and Egypt to obtain information. 
His comments came in response to claims that Mamdouh Habib, an Australian of Egyptian origin was sent to Turrah 
prison in Egypt so that officials there would forcibly extract information from him that might help investigators.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13902  SOURCE: Asharq Alawsat

Americans Say U.S. Should Comply with U.N. Judgment, Change Treatment 
of Guantanamo Detainees

Contact: Steven Kull of the University of Maryland Program on International Policy Attitudes, 202-232-7500 

COLLEGE PARK, Md., May 11 /U.S. Newswire/ -- Two in three Americans say the United States should change how it 
treats Guantanamo Bay detainees as prescribed by the U.N. Commission on Human Rights. Americans generally 
support giving international courts broad authority to judge compliance with treaties and seven in ten reject the idea 
that the United States should receive exceptional treatment. 

These are findings of a new poll conducted by WorldPublicOpinion.org and fielded by Knowledge Networks. 
Respondents were told the U.N. Commission on Human Rights has determined that the United States has violated 
international conventions at Guantanamo Bay by holding certain individuals for interrogation without charging them 
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with a crime. Sixty-three percent said the United States should follow the Commission's prescriptions, changing this 
practice. 

A large majority generally favors international adjudication of compliance with treaties. Seventy-six percent 
(Republicans 66 percent, Democrats 88 percent) said that, "As a general rule, when the U.S. enters into international 
agreements," there should be "an independent international body, such as a court, to judge whether the parties are 
complying with the agreement."

Americans show little support for the United States receiving a special exemption from judgments of international 
bodies. Only 25 percent agreed that U.S. compliance with human rights treaties should never be "subject to the 
judgment of an international body," while 69 percent thought the U.S. should not claim a "special exception" (63 
percent of Republicans, 79 percent of Democrats).

The highest-profile controversy over international adjudication has been about the U.S. refusal to participate in the 
International Criminal Court. Seventy-four percent favored U.S. participation. When respondents were asked a longer 
question which included the U.S. government's argument that "trumped-up charges may be brought against 
Americans," support was still 68 percent. 

The poll of 1,023 respondents (margin of error plus or minus 3 percent) was fielded April 18 - 26 by Knowledge 
Networks; for survey methods see http://www.knowledgenetworks.com/ganp. This study was sponsored by the 
Center on International Cooperation - Project on International Courts and Tribunals (New York University), with 
funding from the JEHT Foundation. The report and questionnaire are at http://www.WorldPublicOpinion.org -- a 
project of the Program on International Policy Attitudes, University of Maryland. 

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13912  SOURCE: US Newswire.com

 
 

Americans Criticize Guantanamo Situation 

(Angus Reid Global Scan) – Many adults in the United States disagree with the current circumstances at the 
Guantanamo Bay detention centre, according to a poll by Knowledge Networks for the Program on International Policy 
Attitudes. 63 per cent of respondents think the U.S. should not hold certain individuals for interrogation for several 
years without charging them with a crime.

In May 2005, a 308-page report by Amnesty International criticized the U.S. government for its handling of prisoners 
in several detention centres, including one at Guantanamo Bay where more than 500 "enemy combatants"—most of 
them from Afghanistan—are being held. Former presidents Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton have urged the federal 
administration to close the prison.

U.S. president George W. Bush called the Amnesty International document "absurd," adding, "The United States is a 
country that promotes freedom around the world. When there’s accusations made about certain actions by our people, 
they’re fully investigated in a transparent way."

The survey also showed support for the International Criminal Court (ICC). 66 per cent of respondents believe the 
U.S. should back this permanent tribunal. 

The ICC was established by the Rome Statute, which delineates the tribunal’s functions, structure and jurisdiction. To 
date, 100 countries have ratified the document, thereby granting authority to the ICC to try their citizens for 
genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity committed after Jul. 1, 2002.

In October 2004, Bush dismissed the rationale for the ICC, saying, "This is a court based in The Hague, where our 
troops, or diplomats, could be brought before a foreign judge, an unaccountable foreign judge, because of decisions 
made by our country. (...) I think it would be bad for our troops to (face) an unaccountable prosecutor in a foreign 
land." 

Polling Data

As you may know, the U.S. participates in the United Nations (UN) Commission on Human Rights, which reviews 
human rights standards in various countries including the U.S. Recently, the Commission evaluated how the U.S. 
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treats detainees at Guantanamo Bay and determined that the U.S. has held certain individuals for interrogation for 
several years without charging them with a crime, contrary to international conventions. Do you think that the U.S. 
should or should not change this practice according to the prescriptions of the UN Commission on Human Rights?

Should
 63%
 
Should not
 30%
 
No answer
 7%
 

A permanent International Criminal Court has been established by the UN to try individuals suspected of war crimes, 
genocide, and crimes against humanity. Some say the U.S. should not support the Court because trumped-up charges 
may be brought against Americans, for example, U.S. soldiers who use force in the course of a peacekeeping 
operation. Others say that the U.S. should support the court because the world needs a better way to prosecute war 
criminals, many of whom go unpunished today. Do you think the U.S. should or should not support the permanent 
International Criminal Court?

Should
 69%
 
Should not
 29%
 
No answer
 3%
 

Source: Knowledge Networks / Program on International Policy Attitudes
Methodology: Online interviews with 1,023 American adults, conducted from Apr. 8 to Apr. 23, 2006. Margin of error 
is 3 per cent.

http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13906  SOURCE: Angus-Reid.com

 

US Could Close Guantanamo By End Of Next Year 

Sarah Baxter
 
THE detention centre for terrorist suspects at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba could be closed down by the end of next year. 

Behind last week’s statement by President George W Bush that he would “very much like to end Guantanamo”, 
intensive negotiations have been going on to repatriate prisoners, according to a British human rights lawyer. 

 
 
Clive Stafford-Smith, legal director of Reprieve, the prisoners’ rights group, and who represents 40 detainees, said 
that in March he had been taken to lunch in London by an official at the US State Department and spent it “talking 
through how to close Guantanamo”. 

Lord Goldsmith, the attorney-general, said last week the existence of Guantanamo was “unacceptable” and it should 
close. Washington has claimed it does not want to be the “world’s jailer” but is only now stepping up its efforts to get 
rid of the detainees. 

Thwarted in its attempt to keep terrorist suspects out of the American courts, and sobered by the realisation that few 
detainees out of a total of 485 can be brought before a military tribunal, the Bush government is seeking a way out. 
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The Pentagon claims to be ready to release 135 detainees who are no longer considered to pose a threat to US 
security, but would like to release far more. 

Officials in Washington have hinted that up to 120 Saudi Arabians could return home. Most of the 125 Afghan 
detainees could also be sent back, some to the military detention centre at Bagram, and just over 100 Yemenis could 
be released. 

Talks with both governments have been protracted. A Saudi source said the US wanted to “get rid” of its detainees 
but Saudi Arabia would accept them only on its own terms. 

Only 10 prisoners are facing military tribunals, including David Hicks, an Australian captured fighting with the Taliban 
in Afghanistan. The Australian government last week concluded a deal with the US that would allow him, if convicted, 
to serve his sentence at home. 

Washington has been soliciting advice on how to rehabilitate detainees who might otherwise rejoin the jihad if freed. 
One of those consulted, Rohan Gunaratna, the author of Inside Al-Qaeda, said: “The Americans are now seriously 
thinking of rehabilitation.”
 
 
http://www.cageprisoners.com/articles.php?id=13905  SOURCE: The Times
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