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Final report of the Panel of Experts established pursuant to 
resolution 1973 (2011)  
 
 
 

 Summary 

 The final report of the Panel of Experts established pursuant to Security 
Council resolution 1973 (2011), and most recently extended by Security Council 
resolution 2144 (2014), presents an analysis of the implementation of the measures 
imposed by resolution 1970 (2011), including the arms embargo, the assets freeze 
and the travel ban, as well as the subsequent modifications contained in resolutions 
1973 (2011), 2009 (2011), 2016 (2011), 2040 (2012), 2095 (2013), 2144 (2014), 
2146 (2014) and 2174 (2014), for the period since its reappointment on 17 April 
2014 until the date of the present report. The report also outlines the Panel’s findings 
and presents 18 recommendations to the Security Council, the Security Council 
Committee established pursuant to resolution 1970 (2011) and Member States to 
improve the implementation of the relevant measures. The Panel also seeks to 
highlight instances of non-compliance based on substantiated data and information 
obtained. 

 The Panel’s assessment is based on information received from Member States, 
relevant United Nations bodies, regional organizations and other interested parties 
during the period under review. The Panel also conducted assessment trips to Libya 
during the period, where it met key stakeholders, including the United Nations 
Support Mission in Libya (UNSMIL). During this time, the Panel visited  
24 countries, travelling to Libya twice. Since 11 July 2014, the Panel has made 
repeated attempts to visit Libya again, but the evacuation of all United Nations staff 
on 13 and 14 July 2014, owing to the deterioration of the security situation, has made 
this impossible to date. 
 

  Security developments and related sanctions criteria  
 

 The Panel found that the widespread killings by Ansar al-Sharia or affiliates in 
Benghazi and Derna constituted a significant threat to peace, including and 
especially through the frequent use of improvised explosive devices. 

 The Panel found that participants in Operation Karama, conducted between 
May and August 2014, could not be considered to represent an “official army” any 
more than could their opponents. The operation provoked a contained escalation, but 
had no significant national security impact. 

 The Panel confirmed that, during the period of its current mandate, the actions 
of the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council were at least partially driven by the 
desire to implement strict sharia rule in Benghazi. The Panel considers the Benghazi 
Revolutionaries Shura Council an important spoiler of Libyan stability because of its 
violent challenge of any State authority that is not in line with its religious ideology.  

 The Panel found that the launch of Operation Fajr set off a series of further 
escalating events. It effectively rendered any collaboration or even dialogue 
impossible in the short term. 
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 The Panel established that Fajr operations, through both targeted actions and 
the indiscriminate use of force, had caused considerable material and institutional 
damage and civilian casualties. Moreover, several leading figures within Fajr have 
been involved in serious human rights abuses. The Panel also concludes that Zintan 
and Warshefana units active in Tripoli are responsible for some of the damage and 
civilian casualties between July and September 2014.  

 The counter-offensive by the Libyan army in late November further escalated 
the situation. The Panel found that the operation drew additional towns into the 
conflict and deliberately targeted some key civilian infrastructure, the military 
necessity of which the Panel calls into question. The Panel notes that the delayed 
response of the Government of Libya allowed for roughly two months of potential 
dialogue despite continuous Fajr operations. 

 On the separate issue of Libyan army/Karama operations after 15 October 2014 
in several districts of Benghazi, the Panel continues to investigate the extensive 
damage caused by all parties involved, including allegations of indiscriminate 
attacks.  

 The Panel found that in the south some clashes were linked to the strategic 
interests of parties to the armed conflict along the coastline. The Panel continued to 
receive further reports confirming the presence of local and foreign extremist groups 
in Fezzan. 
 

  Political transition and related sanctions criteria 
 

 The Panel found that, early in 2014, Zintan militias increased their power and 
influence in Tripoli and used that military power to interfere with the political 
process, further escalating tensions and thereby stalling the transition. These acts 
followed a chain of previous events, since 2011, involving armed groups supporting 
the other side of the political divide. The Panel considers these attacks equally 
damaging to the transition. 

 Despite these many obstructions, the transition could still have been revived 
after the elections of the House of Representatives. However, the launch of 
Operation Fajr and subsequent boycott of the new parliament announced an acute 
escalation of the political conflict. The Panel cannot find a precedent in post-
revolution Libya with a similar scale and impact. Therefore, it concludes that the Fajr 
leadership is ultimately responsible for the implosion of the political process. 

 By the second half of 2014, the political escalation had reached such a level 
that it became difficult to qualify ongoing processes as a transition. The Panel is of 
the opinion that the country relapsed into a war situation. 
 

  Implementation of the arms embargo 
 

 Libyan armed groups have continued to stockpile military materiel during the 
transition phase, either through the collection of arms and ammunition within Libya 
or procurement from outside. In the absence of any functional national security 
forces, post-revolution transfers of materiel to Libya, whether exempted by the 
Committee or not, have contributed to the consolidation of militias. 
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 The increase in demand since 2014 for military materiel from all fighting 
parties and the resulting illicit transfers of military materiel are contributing to an 
open-ended conflict with no clear militarily dominant party.  

 Although the provisions of the arms embargo have been reinforced by 
resolution 2174 (2014), implementation is weak. The absence of universal 
enforcement of the embargo, the very high demand for materiel, and the resources 
and support available to fighting parties to procure materiel indicate that continuing 
large-scale illicit trafficking is inevitable. 

 Despite the high demand for arms and ammunition within the country, 
proliferation of materiel out of Libya has continued to present a significant security 
challenge for the country’s immediate neighbours and the Sahel, particularly from a 
terrorism perspective. Current transfers of military materiel to Libya are likely to 
reinforce this further.  
 

  Implementation of the travel ban 
 

 Enquiries in Oman reveal that an individual designated under the travel ban 
measure, Safia Farkash Al-Barassi, moved from Algeria to Oman in January 2014 
without prior approval of the Committee or post-facto notification.  

 Enquiries continue into the alleged plot to smuggle Saadi Qadhafi and his 
family to Mexico in 2011, in contravention of the travel ban. 

 Another individual designated under the travel ban measure, Quren Salih Quren 
Al Qadhafi, was interviewed by the Panel. He stated that he had left Libya in 
October 2011 for Algeria. He then travelled to Egypt via Morocco. In each case, he 
stated that the national authorities were aware of his presence. Egypt and Morocco 
both stated that he had not entered their territory under that name. The travel took 
place without the approval of the Committee or post-facto notification.  

 To achieve balance and fairness, efforts are under way to interview as many as 
possible of the individuals designated under the various measures. In October 2014, 
members of the Panel interviewed two individuals subject to the travel ban, 
Mohammed and Aisha Qadhafi, in Oman. 

 The locations of some of the individuals designated under both the travel ban 
and the assets freeze have changed, and the Panel proposes several updates to the 
Sanctions List. 
 

  Implementation of the assets freeze 
 

 The Panel currently focuses on listed individuals. Within the reporting period, 
there have been developments in both existing and new investigations. The process 
has been slow because of the difficulties of obtaining information from Member 
States. Nonetheless, persistent enquiries are producing meaningful results that in turn 
provide new leads towards the identification of assets that ought to be frozen and the 
efforts being made to disguise them. 

 A number of instances of fraudulent attempts to recover Libyan assets allegedly 
stolen from the Government have come to light. Where these attempts concern assets 
that are potentially liable to be frozen, they fall within the mandate of the Panel and 
are being investigated. 
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 Further enquiries into the capacity of Member States to properly implement the 
assets freeze has identified further Member States that are unable to do so because of 
gaps in their national legislation, or obstacles within their constitutional framework. 
These matters should be of concern to the Council, as they make the implementation 
of the freeze impossible in the Member States concerned. 
 

  Implementation of sanctions on designated vessels 
 

 Following the incident of the vessel Morning Glory in March 2014, the Council 
adopted resolution 2146 (2014), enabling the Committee to designate vessels 
attempting to illicitly export crude oil from Libya, upon request by the Government 
of Libya. No such request was received during the reporting period and no vessels 
were designated, despite the export of crude oil from ports that are not under the 
control of the Government. 

 The Panel believes that the requesting mechanism for the designation of vessels 
is ineffective and should be revised. The Panel further found that not only crude oil 
was subject to illicit export, but also its derivatives, which is likely to provide 
funding to the ongoing conflict.  
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 I. Background 
 
 

1. The evolution of the Libyan sanctions regime up to resolution 2144 (2014) can 
be found in the Panel’s previous reports (see S/2013/99 and S/2014/106). The 
resolutions establishing this mandate and subsequently modifying its scope can be 
found in annex 1. 
 
 

 A. Mandate and appointment 
 
 

2. By its resolution 2144 (2014), the Council extended the mandate of the Panel 
of Experts established pursuant to resolution 1973 (2011) for a period of 13 months, 
to carry out the following tasks: to assist the Committee in carrying out its mandate 
as specified in paragraph 24 of resolution 1970 (2011); to gather, examine and 
analyse information from States, relevant United Nations bodies, regional 
organizations and other interested parties regarding the implementation of the 
measures decided upon in resolutions 1970 (2011) and 1973 (2011) and modified in 
resolutions 2009 (2011), 2040 (2012), 2095 (2013) and 2144 (2014), in particular 
incidents of non-compliance; to make recommendations on actions that the Council, 
the Committee, the Government of Libya or other States might consider to improve 
implementation of the relevant measures; and to provide to the Council an interim 
report on its work no later than 180 days after its appointment and a final report no 
later than 10 March 2015 with its findings and recommendations.  

3. The Council also encouraged the Panel, while mindful of the responsibility of 
the United Nations Support Mission in Libya (UNSMIL), to assist the Libyan 
authorities to counter illicit proliferation of all arms and related materiel of all 
types, in particular heavy and light weapons, small arms and man-portable surface-
to-air missiles, and to secure and manage the borders of Libya, to continue to 
expedite its investigations regarding sanctions non-compliance, including illicit 
transfers of arms and related materiel to and from Libya, and the assets of 
individuals subject to the asset freeze established in resolutions 1970 (2011) and 
1973 (2011) and modified in resolutions 2009 (2011), 2040 (2012) and 2095 (2013) 
and encouraged UNSMIL and the Government of Libya to support Panel 
investigatory work inside Libya, including by sharing information, facilitating 
transport and granting access to weapons storage facilities, as appropriate. 

4. By its resolution 2146 (2014), the Council extended the Panel’s mandate to 
include the monitoring of measures in relation to attempts to illicitly export crude 
oil. Furthermore, the Council increased the membership of the Panel to six 
members.  

5. By its resolution 2174 (2014), the Council requested the Panel to provide 
information on individuals and entities meeting the additional designation criteria 
outlined in that resolution.  

6. Following the adoption of resolutions 2144 (2014) and 2146 (2014), six 
members of the Panel were appointed on 17 April 2014. 
 
 

http://undocs.org/S/2013/99
http://undocs.org/S/2014/106
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 B. Methodology 
 
 

7. The Panel continued to follow the same methodology as in previous mandates. 
For full details, see annex 2. 

8. In accordance with the words limits for monitoring body reports, the Panel 
decided to move some parts of the present report, including a number of (potential) 
violations into annexes, in order to retain those in the main body of the report that 
are potentially most detrimental to the stability of Libya. 
 
 

 C. Cooperation with stakeholders and organizations 
 
 

9. Since the submission of the Panel’s last final report (S/2014/106), it has 
undertaken visits to Belgium, the Central African Republic, Chad, Cyprus, Egypt, 
France, Ghana, Greece, Italy, Lebanon, Malta, the Netherlands, the Niger, Oman, 
South Africa, Singapore, Sweden, Switzerland, the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, 
the United Arab Emirates, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and the United States of America, and made two visits to Libya. During its 
visits to Libya, the Panel limited its movements to Tripoli, owing to the security 
situation. For a list of institutions and individuals consulted during this mandate, see 
annex 3. 

10. Since its most recent visit to Libya, in July, the Panel has made continuous 
efforts to travel to several locations within the country, especially from September 
onwards and after the initial escalation of the situation in Tripoli. During previous 
mandates, the Panel received logistical support from UNSMIL while in Libya. Since 
the evacuation of UNSMIL in July, however, the Panel has not been able to travel to 
Libya, owing to its dependence on support and clearance by UNSMIL and the 
Department of Safety and Security of the Secretariat in Libya. After several requests 
for assistance at the working level and an unanswered letter from the Committee to 
the Special Representative of the Secretary-General, Bernardino León, on this issue 
did not achieve a concrete result, the Panel met the Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General and his team in late October in Tunis, where he promised his 
support, including the possibility of using an aeroplane to be assigned to UNSMIL. 

11. Despite repeated follow-ups by the Secretariat, no progress had been made on 
either security clearance or logistical support by 19 January 2015. The Panel regrets 
that, owing to what it perceives as a lack of action by UNSMIL and the Department 
of Safety and Security in Libya, it was not able to travel to Libya for more than five 
months. This was despite having received an official invitation from the 
Government of Libya, representatives of which expressed surprise that the Panel 
was not able to visit, while various UNSMIL delegations had repeatedly visited 
Libya throughout that period (see recommendation 6). 

12. The Panel has sent 172 official communications since the submission of its last 
final report (see annex 4). The Panel thanks those Member States that provided 
responses to its requests for information and agreed to requests for visits. However, 
it is still waiting for answers to its visit requests from some Member States, 
including Algeria, Canada, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria and the Sudan. 
 
 

http://undocs.org/S/2014/106
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 D. Regional context 
 
 

 1. Overview 
 

13. The Libyan transition to elected institutions and political stability has been 
challenged by the establishment of rival governing bodies in Tripoli, following the 
elections in June 2014 of a new parliament, and the support of some States in the 
region of different factions inside Libya.1 The interconnectedness of these factors 
has solidified the dispute over the legitimacy of the current political entities and 
processes, and also expanded the conflict between two governments and two 
parliaments: the Government based in Al-Bayda (“the Government of Libya”), the 
ex-General National Congress-proclaimed Al-Hassi government in Tripoli (“the Al-
Hassi government”), the House of Representatives based in Tobruk and the self-
reinstated General National Congress based in Tripoli. Despite pledges by regional 
States “to promote national consensus and reconciliation” and “to reject any outside 
interference in Libya”,2 the crisis in Libya shifted from political manoeuvrings into 
armed conflict where militia leaders became the real power brokers.3  

14. The deterioration of the internal situation caused security, political and 
humanitarian problems for neighbouring States, as it escalated from sporadic 
confrontations between armed groups to major armed conflict involving coalitions 
that eventually centred around operations Fajr and Karama. Over the course of 
2014, 2,825 individuals were killed and more than 394,000 people were forced from 
their homes to live as internally displaced persons across 25 cities in the country.4 
Libyan refugees face challenges in neighbouring countries such as Tunisia, where 
they face increasing difficulty in settling. Likewise, Tunisian officials have 
expressed concern about the long-term cost of hosting those Libyan refugees. 
Tunisia hosts about 2 million of them, nearly one third of the Libyan population.5 

15. UNSMIL repeated its calls for an immediate cessation of military operations to 
enable the Libyan political dialogue. The Special Representative of the Secretary-
General continued his diplomatic efforts, after the initial meeting in Ghadames on 
29 September 2014, to convene a second round of political dialogue among various 
political stakeholders in Geneva on 14 and 15 January 2015 to find ways to end the 
political, security and institutional crisis.6 This round of talks raised hopes for the 
Libyan crisis and participants agreed to return to Geneva in the third week of 
January 2015 for a new round of dialogue. 
 

__________________ 

 1  “El-Sissi denies Egyptian military intervention in Libya”, Deutsche Welle, 28 August 2014. 
Available from www.dw.de/el-sissi-denies-egyptian-military-intervention-in-libya/a-17874752. 

 2  United States Department of State, Office of the Spokesperson, “Joint communiqué on Libya”, 
Washington, D.C., 22 September 2014. Available from www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2014/09/ 
231985.htm. 

 3  Mary Fitzgerald, “Libya’s new power brokers?”, Foreign Policy, 27 August 2014. Available 
from http://foreignpolicy.com/2014/08/27/libyas-new-power-brokers/. 

 4  According to Libya Body Count, a non-governmental website which accuses the Government of 
Libya of “refusing” to do a body count (see www.libyabodycount.org). 

 5  Monji Saidani, “Tunisia fears impact of Libyan refugees on subsidies system”, Al-Sharq  
al-Awsat, 3 August 2014. Available from www.aawsat.net/2014/08/article55335019. 

 6  “UN-facilitated dialogue Libyan political dialogue concludes first round in Geneva”, 
United Nations Support Mission in Libya (UNSMIL) press release, 15 January 2015. Available 
from http://unsmil.unmissions.org/Default.aspx?tabid=3543&ctl=Details&mid=6187 
&ItemID=1992911&language=en-US. 
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 2. Regional developments 
 

16. For an overview of recent regional developments, see annex 6. 
 
 

 II. Security developments and related sanctions criteria 
 
 

17. The Panel wishes to provide some clarifications on its work since the Security 
Council, in its resolution 2174 (2014), expanded the scope of its investigations. 

18. Given the current escalation, it is important to mention that research for the 
present report stopped in December 2014. Further developments are therefore not 
reflected. 

19. The Panel notes that resolution 2174 (2014) created specific expectations 
among all stakeholders in the current armed conflict.  

20. The Panel further notes that, to date, resolution 2174 (2014) has mainly been 
used as a deterrent for further escalation and as an incentive for warring factions to 
engage in negotiations. 

21. The Panel wishes to underline that Ansar Al Charia Derna and Ansar Al Charia 
Benghazi were listed under a different sanctions regime, independent of the Panel’s 
investigations and reporting. 

22. The Panel notes that any statements on sanctions made by any actors involved 
were unrelated to the work of the Panel, which conducted its investigations in 
complete independence from ongoing political and diplomatic processes.  

23. The Panel is a technical body, investigating potential violations under 
resolution 2174 (2014) from a purely technical viewpoint. 

24. To enable a clear analysis of the complex set of security incidents that 
occurred in Libya during 2014, the Panel presents developments in six sections 
analysing a series of events in specific areas and time periods. For further reference, 
the Panel has developed a database of security incidents with geographic references 
and timestamps, represented on a clickable map. Several screenshots of this map 
have been inserted in the annexes to the present report. The map is available at 
www.annexmap.net/libya/, using the password: PoEL2014 (see annex 7 for further 
explanation). 
 
 

 A. Insecurity in Benghazi early in 2014 
 
 

25. The first months of 2014 saw a further and sharp deterioration of the security 
situation in Cyrenaica, in particular in Benghazi and Derna. Targeted attacks on 
politicians, members of the security services, journalists, judges, human rights 
activists and other community leaders continued, leading to overall insecurity. This 
caused a number of public protests in Benghazi, including a riot at the premises of 
the Ministry of Defence on 26 February, a general strike on 2 April and a rally of 
civilians at the barracks of the February 17 Brigade on 9 May 2014. 
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  Threats to peace, stability or security, including human rights violations 
 

26. The markers on the map in annex 8 represent more than 100 reported actual or 
attempted assassinations in the period from January to May 2014 in Benghazi and 
Derna, confirming that such crimes occurred on an almost daily basis. Whereas in 
some cases (less than 10), the victims were reported to be members or supporters of 
so-called Islamist militias, the large majority of attacks were reported to have 
targeted members of the Benghazi security services, especially the “army”. At least 
a dozen of the attacks involved the use of improvised explosive devices, mostly 
vehicle-borne improvised explosive devices. From the descriptions of the events, 
documentation and interviews that the Panel conducted with individuals who fled 
Benghazi, some of the killings appear to have been particularly brutal or gruesome. 
There were also several reported abductions. 

27. From the above, the Panel understands that daily life in Benghazi and Derna 
was severely disrupted. As most of the attacks took place in public spaces and 
regularly involved the use of explosives, ordinary citizens were constantly at risk. 
The insecurity rose to such an extent that many public figures and their families 
decided to leave Benghazi. The Panel therefore concludes that the widespread 
killing of security services personnel and civilians constituted a significant threat to 
the peace in those two towns and, by extension, to the whole of Libya.  

28. The frequent use of improvised explosive devices suggests that networks with 
the necessary expertise were responsible for a significant number of the killings and 
that they involved a certain degree of planning and organization. Whereas the Panel 
has not been able to identify the perpetrators of specific incidents, Benghazi 
residents who have been subject to threats and attacks confirmed that the principal 
network planning and executing these attacks was the Ansar al-Sharia militia. In the 
meantime, Ansar al-Sharia — both in Benghazi and Derna — was listed by the 
Al-Qaida Sanctions Committee, as Ansar al Charia Benghazi (QE.A.146.14) and 
Ansar al Charia Derna (QE.A.145.14). The listing specifically mentions the militia’s 
responsibility for hundreds of victims while targeting local security forces in 
Benghazi.7 

29. During the same period, Ansar al-Sharia reportedly gained a good deal of 
prestige among Islamist fighters, also because it included some international jihadis 
within its ranks. This gave the militia a boost in its recruitment and allowed it to 
become the dominant force in what would become the Benghazi Revolutionaries 
Shura Council. 

30. Ansar al-Sharia has a presence beyond the east, notably in Sirte, Sabratah and 
Awbari. Ansar al-Sharia units recently participated in Operation Shuruq. National 
and international links of the Ansar al-Sharia network were revealed in an 
interesting sequence of events surrounding the kidnapping of the Jordanian 
ambassador to Libya on 15 April 2014. His captors, described by the Jordanian 
authorities as having received support from the Libyan Revolutionaries Operations 
Room and Libya Shield, took him from Tripoli to Sabratah, in the west, and released 
him a month later in an apparent exchange for a Libyan militant, Mohamed Dersi, 

__________________ 

 7 Security Council Committee pursuant to resolutions 1267 (1999) and 1989 (2011) concerning 
Al-Qaida and associated individuals and entities, narrative summary of reasons for listing for 
Ansar al Charia Benghazi (QE.A.146.14). Available from www.un.org/sc/committees/1267/ 
NSQE14614E.shtml. 
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who had been jailed in Jordan on terrorism charges. However, on 29 December 
2014, the Panel saw him reappearing in a video distributed by Ansar al-Sharia, 
participating in an operation by the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council against 
a Libyan army base in the east. 
 
 

 B. Significant security incidents in Tripoli in the first half of 2014 
(pre-Fajr) 
 
 

31. The Panel has provided further details on security developments in Tripoli in 
the first half of 2014 in annex 9. 
 
 

 C. Operation Karama and the creation of the Benghazi 
Revolutionaries Shura Council, May to August 2014 
 
 

32. On 16 May 2014, a coalition of army units, ex-revolutionary groups and tribal 
militias calling itself the “Libyan National Army” launched the first of a series of 
attacks, presented as Operation Karama (dignity), against Ansar al-Sharia and other 
armed groups that it claimed were responsible for insecurity in Benghazi. Karama 
was headed by Khalifa Haftar, who had called for the suspension of the General 
National Congress and the Government earlier in the year, during what was 
suspected to have been a failed coup attempt.8 The Libyan National Army received 
support from the top command of the air force, the navy and the Benghazi-based 
Sa’iqah Special Forces. The support of the air force has been especially apparent, 
with airstrikes prominently featuring in the tactics of the Libyan National Army. 

33. Karama has mainly targeted bases and activities of Ansar al-Sharia, the 
17 February Brigade, the Rafallah Al-Sahati militia and the eastern Libya Shield 
brigade (Shield I). Following the launch of Karama, these armed groups joined 
forces to create the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council, an organization that 
openly advanced an Islamist agenda (see annex 13). Over the summer, the Benghazi 
Revolutionaries Shura Council coalition won several key battles against the Karama 
forces, the most significant on 29 July 2014, when it captured the Special Forces 
Thunderbolt camp. 

34. In December 2014, mirroring the alliance in Benghazi, several Islamist militias 
in Derna sought to create a similar organization, the Shura Council of Mujahideen in 
Derna. The initiative was taken by the Abu Salim Martyrs brigade under the 
leadership of Salim Derby. It remains to be seen to what extent the extremist groups 
in Derna will rally under the Shura Council of Mujahideen in Derna banner, 
especially as one of the town’s strongest factions, the Islamic Youth Shura Council, 
already pledged allegiance to Islamic State in October. Nevertheless, on 
24 December 2014 the Shura Council of Mujahideen in Derna claimed that it had 
undertaken a joint operation with Islamic State in Libya against Labraq airport.9  

__________________ 

 8  “Attempted coup d’état in Libya”, Voltaire Network, 15 February 2014, available from 
www.voltairenet.org/article182192.html; and “Libya Major General Khalifa Haftar claims gov’t 
suspended in apparent coup bid; PM insists Tripoli ‘under control’”, CBS News, 14 February 
2014, available from www.cbsnews.com/news/libya-major-general-khalifa-haftar-declares-govt-
suspended-in-apparent-coup-bid/. 

 9  Labraq is the only airport in eastern Libya that infrequently opens for commercial flights. 
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35. Operation Karama as a separate entity nominally ceased to exist when Khalifa 
Haftar pledged allegiance to the newly elected Chief of Staff, Abdel Razzak 
Nadhuri, “integrating” his command structure into the Libyan army under the House 
of Representatives in Tobruk on 25 August 2014, as confirmed to the Panel by a 
senior member of the Government of Libya.10 Despite support from the Government 
of Libya, the positions of Haftar and Karama remain contested by a part of the 
House of Representatives, leading to a series of premature statements and ultimately 
a unilateral decision by the Speaker of the House of Representatives to re-enlist 127 
former army officers. 
 

 1. Threats to peace, stability or security (Operation Karama, mid-May to 
mid-August 2014) 
 

36. Karama representatives justified their actions to the Panel by claiming that 
they were fighting against terrorists and Islamist extremists. The anti-terrorism 
discourse featured prominently during Panel interviews with Karama supporters and 
in media reporting. Whereas there is no doubt that armed groups caused significant 
security challenges in Benghazi and performed acts of terrorism, it may be argued 
that the controversial operation further threatened the stability of Libya and 
complicated its political transition.  

37. Most importantly, Karama had not been approved by any of the military 
hierarchies in Tripoli, nor had it received any official political backing. Technically, 
it was a rogue operation aimed at militia fighters, many of whom were former 
revolutionaries, who had previously been contracted by the Government of Libya to 
“secure” certain areas or facilities.11 Therefore, the Karama troops could not be 
considered to represent an “official army” any more than could their opponents. 

38. Furthermore, Karama was suspected of ambitions beyond securing Benghazi. 
Khalifa Haftar, the undisputed leader of the operation, had previously sought to 
interfere with the political process in Tripoli when he announced the suspension of 
the General National Congress, which, controversially, had recently extended its 
mandate. Moreover, the same day that Karama was launched in Benghazi, 
militiamen from Zintan, claiming to represent the Libyan National Army, briefly 
attacked the General National Congress building in Tripoli while again declaring the 
dissolution of the parliament (see annex 16).  

39. Lastly, the extensive use of aircraft in Karama operations, especially in what 
was mostly urban warfare, has provoked allegations on social media of 
indiscriminate use of force.  

40. The Panel has investigated each of the arguments above. While interlocutors in 
Tripoli did confirm the rogue status of Karama and its chief commander, the Panel 
could not confirm a decisive national spoiler effect and found little evidence to 
suggest that the aerial bombardments had resulted in large numbers of civilian 
casualties.  

__________________ 

 10  The Panel will refer to any operations commanded or executed by former Karama officers after 
25 August 2014 as operations of the Libyan army with Karama. 

 11  Wolfram Lacher and Peter Cole, Politics by Other Means, Conflicting Interests in Libya’s 
Security Sector, Small Arms Survey Working Paper 20 (Geneva, Small Arms Survey, Graduate 
Institute of International and Development Studies, October 2014). Available from 
www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/R-SANA/SAS-SANA-WP20-Libya-Security-
Sector.pdf. 
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41. Conflict event data from the period May-August 2014 show that Karama 
operations between 16 May and mid-August were limited to Benghazi, Derna and 
one reported attack in Ajdabiya (see map in annex 10). It was only by the end of 
August, one week before Karama “integrated” into the Libyan army, that the 
operation extended to the capital, and after it had been under attack for more than a 
month. Indeed, when the Panel visited Tripoli early in July 2014, all its interlocutors 
referred to Karama as a security issue that was separate from national political 
struggles.  

42. Karama did not resolve the security problems in the “east”, but rather caused a 
further “local” escalation. Conflict event data show a major escalation in many areas 
of Benghazi during this period, including a series of aerial bombings ordered by 
Haftar’s air force commander, Saqr Geroushi, and frequent missile and/or mortar 
attacks by both warring parties. Moreover, although the conflict event data suggest a 
limited decrease, the wave of assassinations and improvised explosive device 
attacks continued, including incidents of suicide bombing. 

43. The Panel could find no media reports indicating the systematic use of 
indiscriminate force by Karama. Furthermore, the Panel received no such 
allegations in meetings with authorities in Tripoli while Karama was under way. 
Likewise, Panel interlocutors in subsequent months did not consider Karama actions 
to have been indiscriminate (the interviewees included a magistrate, a human rights 
activist and several other civil society figures who originated from Benghazi). 
 

 2. Threats to peace, stability or security (Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council) 
 

44. Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council figureheads Mohammed Al-Zahawi 
(Ansar al-Sharia), Wissam Bin Hamid (Libya Shield I) and Jalal Makhzoum 
(Rafallah al-Sahati brigade) have featured together in several pictures and videos 
that were made during or after military operations, showing that the alliance also 
exists at an operational level. Their recorded speeches and written statements 
confirm that the coalition has little interest in the stabilization of the Libyan State. 
The Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council has made repeated statements 
rejecting Libyan “democracy” and stressing the need to install the “rule of God”. As 
such, and this is confirmed by their actions, these groups appear more interested in 
establishing strict sharia rule than in politics in Tripoli.12  

45. Another indication of extremist currents within the group is the increasing 
number of claims of suicide bombings in Benghazi against Karama targets. 
Numerous photos and names of foreign fighters were posted on social media, 
alleging that they carried out such attacks, sometimes glorifying them. 13  

46. Although the security impact of the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council 
in 2014 was mostly limited to Benghazi, the Panel considers it potentially a much 
bigger spoiler of the political future and renewed stabilization of Libya than 
Karama. Indeed, if the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council maintains the same 

__________________ 

 12  Ansar al-Sharia leader Mohammed Al-Zahawi was reported to have announced the establishment 
of an Islamic emirate on Radio Tawahid (Islamic Unification). 

 13  Ayat Mneina, “Horrific developments: terrorists growing desperate in Libya”, Libyan Youth 
Voices, 26 November 2014. Available from http://lyvoices.org/horrific-developments-terrorists-
growing-desperate-in-libya/. 
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position, it will continue to violently challenge any State authority that is not in line 
with its religious ideology. 
 

 3. Threats to peace, stability or security, including human rights violations 
 

47. The Panel received reports that several commanders of the Benghazi 
Revolutionaries Shura Council had previously been implicated in serious human 
rights violations. 

48. The commander of the eastern Libya Shield brigade, Wissam Bin Hamid, had 
previously been accused by Coptic Christians of running a detention facility where 
they underwent torture. Sources, including a victim, confirmed to the Panel that Bin 
Hamid was frequently involved in arbitrary arrests, sometimes to obtain ransoms 
and benefit financially.  

49. Furthermore, the Panel has seen several pictures on social media, allegedly 
showing the Islamic Youth Shura Council organizing rallies in support of Islamic 
State. Meanwhile, it has been involved in similar practices and human rights 
violations. On 19 August 2014, for example, a video published on social media 
showed the public execution of an Egyptian man at a football stadium. The man had 
been accused of murder and had been “tried” by a committee under the authority of 
the Islamic Youth Shura Council and outside the Libyan judicial system.14 
 

 4. Threats to peace, stability or security, including acting for or on behalf of or at 
the direction of a listed individual or entity 
 

50. Since one of the constituent groups of the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura 
Council, Ansar al-Sharia, was included in the Al-Qaida Sanctions List in November 
2014, any individual or entity commanding or participating in an operation by the 
Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council potentially faces sanctions as well. 
 
 

 D. Operation Fajr (July to December 2014) 
 
 

51. On 13 July 2014, armed groups from Tripoli and Misrata launched an attack on 
areas of Tripoli against rival groups from Tripoli and Zintan. The attackers announced 
their actions as Operation Fajr Libya (Libya Dawn), identifying the Zintan Qa’qa and 
Sawaiq brigades as their main targets. Two weeks into the fighting, the operation 
received considerable reinforcements from Misrata, and the situation swiftly escalated 
into open armed conflict, spreading over several areas of the west.  

52. On 7 August 2014, a militia identifying itself as the “tribes army”, but 
composed mainly of Warshefana fighters, attacked and captured Fajr allied army 
camp 27. In the following weeks, Fajr artillery and ground units from Zuwaya, 
Tripoli and Zliten/Misrata overran the entire Warshefana region southwest of 
Tripoli, including densely populated residential areas.  

53. During the same period, they also advanced further south, clashing with Zintan 
units on several occasions near Gharyan in the Nafusa mountains. When Fajr further 
closed in on the town of Zintan early in October and sought to negotiate access and 

__________________ 

 14  “‘Public execution’ in football stadium shows Libya’s descent into lawlessness”, Amnesty 
International, 22 August 2014. Available from www.amnesty.org/en/news/public-execution-
football-stadium-shows-libya-s-descent-lawlessness-2014-08-21. 
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support with the politically marginalized Berber populations of the towns of Kikla 
and Yafran, Zintan launched a pre-emptive attack on Kikla. After the mountain town 
witnessed some of the heaviest fighting in the recent conflict, the Fajr advance in 
the south came to a stop. 

54. Beyond Tripolitania, Fajr exacerbated the fragile security situation in the 
southern province of Fezzan (see annex 15). In December, the fighting extended to 
the east, when Fajr announced a follow-up operation to its Tripoli attack, called 
Shuruq (sunrise) (see map in annex 11). The new operation involved militias from 
Misrata and Sirte, and Central Shield, targeting the oil terminals of Sidra and Ras 
Lanuf. The attack received political backing from the remaining members of the 
self-reinstated General National Congress, while challenging the newly elected 
House of Representatives in Tobruk. The Fajr forces specifically referred to decision 
No. 42, issued by the Congress President, Nuri Abu Sahmain, in 2013, instructing 
armed forces to break the oil port blockade by Petroleum Facilities Guard forces 
loyal to Ibrahim Jadhran. 
 

 1. Threats to peace, stability or security, including attacks against public 
installations and foreign missions 
 

55. The political transition of Libya after the revolution in 2011 has been very 
difficult and the security situation has remained precarious throughout. The launch 
of Operation Fajr undid most of the limited progress and set off a series of further 
escalating events. In a matter of weeks, the Government of Libya stopped 
functioning, the newly elected parliament left the capital, the United Nations 
evacuated, international flights were suspended and most embassies closed. As 
opposed to previous, smaller escalations, Fajr effectively drove a wedge between 
political factions and affiliated militias, rendering any collaboration or even 
dialogue impossible in the short term. 

56. In addition, Fajr operations, through both targeted actions and the 
indiscriminate use of force, have caused considerable material and institutional 
damage, which led to massive population displacements. The most striking cases of 
material damage are described below. 

57. The operations destroyed Tripoli International Airport and neighbouring 
buildings and damaged or destroyed 28 functional aeroplanes.15 Nearby, a fuel 
storage depot that reportedly held 90 million litres of fuel was hit by several 
missiles, setting it ablaze.16 During the fighting, more than $2 billion in damage 
was inflicted on the airport, according to the Libyan Civil Aviation Authority. When 
Fajr forces eventually captured the airport on 23 August 2014, they set it on fire, 
causing further damage.  

__________________ 

 15  “List of aircraft damaged during fighting at Tripoli Airport, Libya”, Aviation Safety Network,  
31 August 2014, available from http://news.aviation-safety.net/2014/08/31/list-of-aircraft-
damaged-during-fighting-at-tripoli-airport-libya/. In addition, six aeroplanes that had previously 
been withdrawn from use were severely damaged. 

 16  Summer Said and Benoȋt Faucon, “Rockets fired by Libyan militia hit Tripoli fuel depot”, Wall 
Street Journal, 2 August 2014, available from www.wsj.com/articles/rocket-fired-by-libyan-
militia-sets-tripoli-fuel-depot-on-fire-1406989950. Satellite images published by Human Rights 
Watch show the extent of the damage (see “Libya: spiraling militia attacks may be war crimes”, 
8 September 2014, available from www.hrw.org/news/2014/09/08/libya-spiraling-militia-
attacks-may-be-war-crimes). 
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58. An organized campaign targeted the Alassema television station, during which 
several people were abducted, offices were ransacked, equipment was burned and 
private residences of employees, the owner and family members were attacked.17 
The main attacks were carried out on 24 and 25 August 2014, but previous incidents 
had been reported, including an assassination attempt on an employee in the Abu 
Salim neighbourhood on 2 August. Several of the victims had previously received 
threats and identified the attackers, who filmed themselves during some of the acts, 
as supporters of Fajr. In November, it was reported that the international news 
channel France 24 had suspended its activities in Tripoli after its correspondent 
received written and verbal threats from the new authorities in Tripoli (see 
annex 14) (see recommendation 4).18  

59. Administrative buildings in Tripoli were occupied and plundered, sometimes 
accompanied by the theft of files and records. In addition, Fajr affiliates engaged in 
further attacks against civilian residences of individuals suspected of supporting Zintan. 
For example, on 25 August 2014, they attacked and set fire to the home of the Prime 
Minister, Abdullah Al-Thinni, and two days later burned down the home of the acting 
Transportation Minister, Abdelgader Al-Zintani.17 The Tripoli local council reported on 
25 August that at least 12,600 families had been displaced because of the violence.  

60. Diplomatic missions were illegally occupied, and they and their personnel 
attacked. Fajr militiamen filmed themselves within a residential annex of the United 
States embassy compound in Tripoli in August. The same month, unknown 
militiamen had forced entry into the Moroccan consulate. During more serious 
incidents, both the Egyptian and United Arab Emirates embassies were targeted with 
vehicle-borne improvised explosive devices on 13 November 2014 by unknown 
attackers, as confirmed to the Panel by both countries’ diplomats. Egyptian 
diplomats in Tripoli had been targeted before. The embassy had been closed since 
January 2014 when the Libyan Revolutionaries Operations Room — a leading 
militia within Fajr — abducted five embassy employees, demanding to exchange the 
hostages for their leader, Shaban Hadiya, who had been arrested in Alexandria. 
Jordanian authorities also identified the involvement of the Libyan Revolutionaries 
Operations Room in the abduction of their ambassador in April.  

61. Infrastructure and civilian properties in Warshefana areas were subject to 
widespread destruction.  

62. Seven oil reservoirs in Sidra port were set alight. The oil terminal area had 
previously been targeted with missiles by Fajr forces during Operation Shuruq, 
without causing major damage. However, on 25 December 2014, Fajr forces 
reportedly attacked Sidra at night from the sea, under the cover of rocket fire, using 
more than a dozen small vessels for their approach. During the clashes, an oil 
reservoir was hit, which subsequently led to the ignition of several others. In total, 
1.8 million barrels were reported to have been destroyed, representing a total cost of 
$213 million.19  

__________________ 

 17  “Libya: spiraling militia attacks may be war crimes”, Human Rights Watch, 8 September 2014. 
 18  “France 24 ferme son bureau à Tripoli après des menaces”, AfriqueJet.com, 20 November 2014. 

Available from www.afriquejet.com/afrique-nord/13676-france-24-ferme-son-bureau-a-tripoli-
apres-des-menaces.html. 

 19  “Fire at Libyan oil port destroys up to 1.8 million barrels of crude”, Hellenic Shipping News,  
31 December 2014. Available from www.hellenicshippingnews.com/fire-at-libyan-oil-port-
destroys-up-to-1-8-million-barrels-of-crude/. 
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63. The Panel established from interviews and reports that the main Fajr 
commanders involved in the Tripoli attack included Salah Badi, Shaban Hadiya, 
Saleh Alburki and Abdelghani Kikli (also known as Ghaniwa). Abdelraouf Kara 
provided at least logistical support. The Western Shield commander, Mohammed Al-
Kilani, was reportedly killed in subsequent clashes. Concerning Operation Shuruq, 
the Panel is investigating the involvement of Mohammed Musa and commanders 
from the Sirte branch of Ansar al-Sharia. 

64. Although the Panel cannot exclude that, in some of the cases described above, 
some of the infrastructural damage could have been caused by opponents of Fajr, it 
concludes that the primary responsibility for this destruction lies with the attackers. 
The use of indiscriminate fire by Zintani forces is discussed below (see paras. 84 ff).  
 

 2. Threats to peace, stability or security, including human rights violations  
 

65. Several leading figures within Fajr and its militias have been involved in 
serious human rights abuses in the course of the operation20 and in the past. Most 
importantly, commanders have repeatedly been involved in attacks targeting specific 
communities that they accused of serious crimes and human rights violations while 
siding with the former regime (see recommendation 2). 
 

  Tawergha 
 

66. The Tawerghans are one of these communities. International and Libyan 
human rights activists have explained to the Panel how the people from this town 
have suffered persistent attacks, especially from Misrata militias. The latest of such 
attacks occurred on 30 August 2014 on the Tawerghan internally displaced persons 
camp of al-Fallah, when Fajr combatants entered the camp shooting. Community 
members stated that at least 13 people received bullet wounds, 1 person died and 
close to 100 young people were arrested and transferred to a detention centre in 
Misrata. A total of 1,233 displaced families were forced to flee the camp. The attack 
was executed by Western and Central Shield units.  

67. Tawergha camps were targeted on previous occasions. A particularly deadly 
example occurred on 6 February 2012 at the Janzour camp, which was then home to 
2,000 internally displaced persons. Heavily armed militiamen, described by the 
victims as having arrived in vehicles from Misrata, killed seven people during the 
raid and its aftermath.21 

68. Former revolutionaries from Misrata have persistently targeted Tawerghans 
since they fled their home town in August 2011. Those atrocities have been so 
severe that the International Commission of Inquiry on Libya concluded in March 
2012 that the Misrata persecution of Tawerghans could constitute a crime against 
humanity.22 Tawergha activists and victims explained that many of the attacks were 
executed by young and low-ranking fighters, but that their actions were coordinated 

__________________ 

 20  Amnesty International asserts that some of the attacks by militias it has documented amount to 
war crimes (see “Libya: rule of the gun — abductions, torture and other militia abuses in 
western Libya” (London, Amnesty International, 2014), available from www.amnesty.org/en/ 
library/asset/MDE19/009/2014/en/57d72884-d2a4-4a4d-b6cb-317f82595823/ 
mde190092014en.pdf). 

 21  “Libya: bolster security at Tawergha camps”, Human Rights Watch, 5 March 2012. Available 
from www.hrw.org/news/2012/03/05/libya-bolster-security-tawergha-camps. 

 22  See A/HRC/19/68. 

http://undocs.org/A/HRC/19/68
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at a higher level. Indeed, Human Rights Watch analysed satellite imagery of 
Tawergha showing the systematic burning and blasting of 1,690 structures between 
the end of the revolution and August 2012, indicating a certain level of planning.23 
The Panel understands that some Fajr commanders have been implicated in these 
attacks throughout. 

69. The Panel has received written and video/audio recorded statements holding 
several individuals responsible for the attacks, including Mohammed Musa and 
several members of the Al Swehli family. Although it was not able to establish with 
absolute certainty that these individuals participated in or ordered some of the 
events, it understands that, given their status and positions within their community, 
they could have prevented, stopped or condemned them at any time.  
 

  Bani Walid 
 

70. Another notorious “revenge attack” against a whole community was launched 
against the Warfallah population living in the town of Bani Walid. Inhabitants of 
that town had been persecuted in the aftermath of the revolution in 2011. According 
to Amnesty International, by 2012 hundreds of Warfallah had been arrested, many 
without trial or even a charge.24 The attack began on 25 September 2012, in what 
appears to have been a punitive expedition launched to avenge the death of a 
Misratan hostage after a reported release had gone wrong.25 The newly elected 
General National Congress passed Law No. 7, authorizing the Ministry of the 
Interior and the Ministry of Defence to use all their powers to apprehend people in 
Bani Walid suspected of crimes committed before and during the revolution. 
Following the declaration of Law No. 7, Misrata Shield forces laid siege to the town 
and captured it within a month. 
 

  Warshefana 
 

71. Information on recent events in Warshefana is scarce. When UNSMIL sought 
to visit the area in October, the new authorities in Tripoli denied access on the 
grounds that it was declared a war zone.26 They also shut the offices of 16 Libyan 
national human rights institutions in late November after a series of intimidations. 
Nevertheless, from the available information, the Panel finds some parallels 
between the Fajr attack on Warshefana and previous attacks against specific 
communities.  

72. First, the Warshefana tribe had been targeted before, and the Panel was told 
that parts of the community had already been displaced. In January 2014, their areas 
had been subject to a “policing operation”, involving tanks, allegedly launched to 

__________________ 

 23  “Revenge crimes against Tawerghans in Libya”, Human Rights Watch. Available from 
www.hrw.org/revenge-crimes-against-tawerghans-libya. 

 24  Amnesty International, “Libyan authorities urged to protect Bani Wali residents from clashes” 
(London, 12 October 2012). Available from www.amnesty.org/en/library/asset/MDE19/021/ 
2012/en/71353f6e-b970-46bc-bfde-67a1c3a3d681/mde190212012en.html. 

 25  See S/2013/104. 
 26  United Nations Support Mission in Libya and Office of the United Nations High Commissioner 

for Human Rights, “Update on violations of international human rights and humanitarian law 
during the ongoing violence in Libya”, 23 December 2014. Available from www.ohchr.org/ 
Documents/Countries/LY/UNSMIL_OHCHRJointly_report_Libya_23.12.14.pdf. 

http://undocs.org/S/2013/104


S/2015/128  
 

15-00822 22/169 
 

arrest a total of 177 listed criminals.27 Incidents of arson and looting were reported, 
after which the situation rapidly escalated into open conflict. Statements by Grand 
Mufti Gheriani on the “duty” imposed by “religion and the prophet” on all 
“revolutionaries” to “eliminate these outlaws” and to treat all who did not leave the 
conflict area as criminals certainly exacerbated the situation.28  

73. Second, the Fajr attack was followed by a massive displacement of the civilian 
population. In late August, the Libyan Higher Emergency Committee and the 
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies reported the flight 
of at least 100,000 Warshefana,29 but when the Panel spoke with tribe 
representatives in October they claimed that number had risen significantly.  

74. Third, the Panel was presented with an overview of examples of both targeted 
and indiscriminate Fajr attacks that had allegedly hit civilian infrastructure, 
including private residences, utilities and administrative buildings.  

75. Lastly, some of the commanders have been involved in attacks against other 
communities. The Panel established from interviews and reports that Fajr 
commanders involved in the Warshefana operations included Salah Badi, Shaban 
Hadiya and Abdelghani Kikli (also known as Ghaniwa).  
 

  Recent events 
 

76. On 17 December 2014, 14 soldiers, who were not participating in armed 
confrontations, were killed in Sirte. It was reported, among other allegations, that 
most of the soldiers had the same tribal background (Ferjan) as General Haftar, 
which could point to an ethnic motive. The former “Supreme Commander” of the 
Libyan armed forces, Nuri Abu Sahmain, still recognized by Fajr and the Al-Hassi 
government, announced an investigation into the event. The Panel will further look 
into this issue, especially since additional cases of mass killings of soldiers 
(allegedly claimed by the “Islamic State in Libya”) were reported early in January 
2015. 
 

  Detention centres 
 

77. The Panel has received detailed and extensive evidence that several militia 
actions, such as those described above, have resulted in the detention of large 
numbers of individuals in facilities where they are often subjected to acts of torture. 
In July 2014, the Minister of Justice explained to the Panel that, of 17,000 prison 
guards, 11,000 were former members of militias. Interviews by the Panel confirm 
earlier reports by the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (OHCHR) and international human rights organizations that the effective 

__________________ 

 27  Ashraf Abdul Wahab, “Fighting in Warshefana area of Tripoli continues”, Jamahiriya News 
Agency, 21 January 2014. Available from https://jamahiriyanewsagency.wordpress.com/2014/ 
01/21/fighting-in-warshefana-area-of-tripoli-continues/. 

 28  Ashraf Abdul Wahab, “Grand Mufti calls on revolutionaries to ‘eliminate’ criminals and 
insurgents in Warshefana and Sebha”, Libya Today, 24 January 2014. Available from www.libya-
today.com/grand-mufti-calls-on-revolutionaries-to-eliminate-criminals-and-insurgents-in-
warshefana-and-sebha/. 

 29  Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, “Libya humanitarian appeal: September 
2014-February 2015”. Available from https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/CAP/2014_Libya_ 
Humanitarian_Appeal.pdf. 
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control over many detention facilities lies exclusively with the militias. This 
situation has worsened since Operation Fajr.  

78. The Panel has received, reviewed and archived a large number of gruesome 
accounts, including by victims, of torture and abuse in such centres, in particular 
against people accused of supporting the former regime. Several prisons were 
pointed out in particular. In some of the cases the Panel found the suspected 
involvement of individuals who play a leading role within Fajr.  

79. First, the Panel has received consistent reports of serious human rights abuses 
at Hadba prison in Tripoli. The prison is controlled by militiamen supervised by 
Khaled Alsharif and are commonly referred to as the “National Guard”, which was 
the armed group commanded by Alsharif during the revolution. The Hadba facility 
is probably the most famous in Libya because key figures from the former regime, 
such as Abdullah Senussi and Saadi Qadhafi, are imprisoned there. 

80. Second, the Panel received consistent reports of serious human rights abuses 
committed at the Abu Salim prison, a facility featuring in UNSMIL/OHCHR and 
non-governmental organization reporting as well.30 One victim has reported an acid 
attack by prison guards. Several interlocutors reported that the militia controlling 
the facility was commanded by Abdelghani Kikli (also known as Ghaniwa). 

81. Third, the Panel received information and documentation on abuses against 
inhabitants from Tawergha in the Tomina (also known as Benissa) and Al Dafnia 
prisons, reportedly under the control of Issa Benissa Lasfar Al-Sarkasi and Faraj Al-
Swehli. 

82. Fourth, the Panel has received information on serious abuses at a detention 
facility at Mitiga airport controlled by Abdelraouf Kara, some of the reports being 
self-incriminating.  

83. Militia control over detention centres is not limited to armed groups 
participating in Fajr. Cases of abuse and torture have also been reported in other 
areas. The Panel has received documentation on a case of torture and subsequent 
death of an individual by the Zintani “10 martyrs company” headed by Khaled Abd 
El-Hafiz el-Blaiji.31  
 

 3. Threats to peace, stability or security, including attacks against public 
installations and human rights abuses (Zintan militias) 
 

84. As mentioned above, indiscriminate fire is a modus operandi also applied by 
those who have responded to Fajr attacks. The Panel concludes that Zintan and 
Warshefana units active in Tripoli are therefore likely to be responsible for some of 
the damage and civilian casualties in July and August 2014.  

__________________ 

 30  United Nations Support Mission in Libya, “Torture and deaths in detention in Libya”, October 
2013, available from http://unsmil.unmissions.org/Portals/unsmil/Documents/Torture%20 
Report%20Libya%20En%2001Oct2013.pdf; Amnesty International, “Libyan militias  
fighting to hold on to their grip on power”, LiveWire, 30 April 2013, available from 
http://livewire.amnesty.org/2013/04/30/libyan-militias-losing-their-grip-on-power/. 

 31  Video titled “The torture of [...] until death”, on file with the Panel. 
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85. A particular allegation on the use of indiscriminate force by Zintan militias has 
followed the discovery of “approximately 600” anti-personnel mines near Tripoli 
International Airport after 24 August 2014.32 

86. Furthermore, Zintan’s “pre-emptive” operation against Kikla and the intensive 
fighting with Fajr units have led to widespread destruction and a massive 
displacement of the local population.33 On the side of Zintan, sources reported the 
involvement of Sawaiq commander Imad Trabelsi. 34  

87. The Panel continues to investigate individual command responsibility 
regarding all the events above.  
 
 

 E. Integration of Karama into the Libyan army and related 
operations (September 2014 to January 2015) 
 
 

88. The capture of Tripoli by Fajr and the establishment of the House of 
Representatives in Tobruk were followed by another significant escalation of the 
armed conflict. This development dramatically increased the political significance 
of Haftar’s forces and provided the Prime Minister with an army that he could use to 
counter Fajr forces. The involvement of Karama in the Tripoli conflict was already 
reported on 18 August, a week before the operation’s “integration” into the “Libyan 
army”, when its air commander, Saqr Geroushi, had claimed a series of 
controversial airstrikes on Tripoli. The same scenario repeated itself briefly mid-
September. However, the real involvement of Haftar forces in western Libya would 
really materialize only two months later. 

89. The conflict event data show how, in September and October, Karama forces 
continued to concentrate their military actions in Benghazi and elsewhere in the 
east. When widespread calls for a popular uprising that would begin on 15 October 
circulated on social media, Karama swiftly capitalized on the “initiative”, 
announcing a final push for the “liberation” of Benghazi.35 Indeed, conflict event 
data indicate a clear increase in ground fighting in Benghazi at the end of October, 
without, however, the intended result. Although the map shows far fewer security 
incidents in the central districts of Benghazi for November and December, the war 
situation continued to prevent the move of the House of Representatives to 
Benghazi (see map in annex 12). Furthermore, pictures and videos show that the 
Benghazi neighbourhoods on which the “push” focused, including the Al Layti and 
Sabri districts, have suffered extensive material damage.  

90. The actual counter-attack campaign against Fajr forces by the Al-Thinni 
Government and with the assistance of Karama was launched only at the end of 
November, with a series of airstrikes in Tripoli, Misrata and Zliten. The scale and 

__________________ 

 32  “Libya: evidence of new landmine use in Tripoli”, Human Rights Watch, 5 November 2014. 
Available from www.hrw.org/news/2014/11/04/libya-evidence-new-landmine-use-tripoli. 

 33  The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees quotes “civilian groups” 
reporting a total displacement of 38,640 people (see “New displacement in east, south and west of 
Libya”, Briefing Notes, 14 November 2014, available from www.unhcr.org/5465ff2b9.html). 

 34  On the side of Fajr, the involvement of commander Abdelghani Kikli (also known as Ghaniwa) 
was reported. 

 35  “Hafter says he will retire after liberation of Benghazi”, Libya Herald, 15 October 2014. 
Available from www.libyaherald.com/2014/10/15/hafter-says-he-will-retire-after-liberation-of-
benghazi/. 
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damages of the attacks appear to have been limited. More significantly, the “Libyan 
army” further extended its operations to the west early in December. The offensive 
involved the use of both land and air forces, indicating at least a certain level of 
coordination between the Karama aeroplanes and those participating on the ground. 
The Libyan army targeted the border crossing of Ras Jadir, as well as the towns of 
Zawiya, Sabratah and Zuwara. Together with the army’s response to Operation 
Shuruq against eastern terminals, this effectively extended the armed conflict(s) to 
almost the entire Libyan coastline. 

91. Some of the recent airstrikes adversely affected the army’s reputation owing to 
civilian casualties, notably an attack on a food warehouse in Zuwara on 2 December 
2014 and in particular the bombing of a Greek-owned oil tanker off the coast of 
Derna early in January 2015. 
 

  Threats to peace, stability or security, including attacks against public installations 
 

92. It was not surprising that Operation Fajr was followed by a counter-attack, 
despite repeated calls for a ceasefire, including in resolution 2174 (2014), especially 
since Fajr operations continued around Tripoli. However, it took several months 
before the Government of Libya reacted militarily to the Fajr offensive and the 
“appointment” in Tripoli of a rival government. While several factors may have 
contributed to this, the decisive event appears to have been the Supreme Court 
decision of 6 November 2014 (see annex 16), weakening the Government’s position in 
negotiations. Two weeks later, the Government launched its counter-attack.  

93. Military action against Fajr has escalated the armed conflict in two stages. The 
first escalation came in August 2014, when Tripoli was still under attack and 
Karama claimed responsibility for a series of precise aerial bombings in the capital. 
Haftar, who made some bold statements about the General National Congress and 
related militias in the past, is highly unpopular among Fajr supporters, which they 
made very clear in interviews with the Panel and the media. The airstrikes in Tripoli, 
claimed by Haftar’s air force commander, strengthened the resolve of Fajr and 
reduced the chances that mediation would succeed. 

94. Whatever the motivations behind the Government’s initial reluctance to 
counter-attack after August 2014, the Panel notes that it allowed for some two 
months of potential dialogue. During this period, the further threat to the peace 
could still be attributed to Fajr, which continued its operations in Warshefana and 
the Nafusa mountains. 

95. The second time the opponents of Fajar militarily escalated the situation, in 
this case with a much bigger impact, was the counteroffensive of the Libyan army 
starting in late November. Not only did the operation draw additional towns into the 
conflict, but some of its airstrikes were provocative and deliberately targeted key 
infrastructure. On the one hand, the Panel noted that most of the strikes in Tripoli 
and Misrata were of limited intensity. On the other hand, the military necessity of 
attacking ports, airports and a steel factory is questionable. Furthermore, civilian 
casualties were reported at some of those sites.  

96. The Panel was not able to establish who specifically had ordered the attacks. It 
recalls that the use of Karama air assets has nominally fallen under the 
responsibility of the Government of Libya since 25 August 2014. However, there is 
little doubt that the overall Karama commander, Haftar, could have stopped them. 
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97. On the separate issue of Karama operations after 15 October 2014 in several 
districts of Benghazi, the Panel continues to investigate the extensive damage 
caused by all parties involved, including allegations of indiscriminate use of force.  
 
 

 F. Events in the south (January to December 2014) 
 
 

98. The Panel has provided further details on security developments in the south in 
annex 15. 
 
 

 III. Political transition in Libya and related sanctions criteria 
 
 

99. “Obstructing or undermining the successful completion of Libya’s transition” 
is a new criterion defined by the Security Council in its resolution 2174 (2014) to 
designate individuals or entities as subject to the travel ban and assets freeze. 
However, this transition has been an ongoing process since 2011. Events before 
August 2014 had already interfered with the process. Therefore, the Panel provides 
a full assessment of past and recent actions, focusing on the latter, of individuals 
and entities that have potentially undermined the Libyan transition in annex 16. 

100. The assessment was moved to an annex owing to the word limits on reports of 
monitoring mechanisms. However, it contains important findings of the Panel and 
should be read for a full understanding of events.  
 
 

 IV. Implementation of the arms embargo 
 
 

 A. Arms transfer dynamics  
 
 

101. Between the end of the 2011 revolution and mid-2014, the bulk of violations 
of the arms embargo have involved illicit trafficking of arms and ammunition from 
Libya. In parallel with this proliferation out of the country, Libyan armed actors 
continued to stockpile armaments during the transition phase, either through the 
collection of materiel within Libya or procurement from outside.  

102. The strengthening of their arsenals has contributed to the consolidation of the 
positions of certain militias, through increased control over territory, their influence 
over the political sphere and eventually to the military operations that led to the 
current conflicts. The current increase in demand for military materiel from all 
fighting parties, and the resulting illicit transfers of military materiel are 
contributing to a lasting conflict with no clear militarily dominant party.  

103. Since the escalation of the conflict in 2014, there has also been significant 
redistribution of weapon ownership within the country, through shifting control of 
stockpiles resulting from military confrontations, or from transfers of materiel by 
sea, air and land, as a result of alliances between protagonists.36 

104. Current arms trafficking dynamics into Libya mirror some of those networks 
and alliances developed during the revolution. Certain Gulf and African countries 
are supporting specific armed actors, and broker networks created during or in the 

__________________ 

 36  For example, transfers of materiel took place between Misrata and Tripoli or Tobruk and Zintan. 
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aftermath of the revolution are actively seeking to secure arms deals. Current 
transfers to Libya are probably contributing to further onward proliferation of 
materiel, which continues to present a significant security challenge for other 
countries in the region, particularly from a terrorism perspective.  

105. Although the provisions of the arms embargo have been reinforced by Council 
resolution 2174 (2014), implementation is weak. While the embargo has prevented 
responsible Member States and companies from exporting military materiel to 
Libya, it has not prevented the transfer of materiel from other Member States, 
companies and individuals who have opted not to respect the measures. To date, 
despite the violations reported in the Panel’s three previous reports, no action has 
been taken against most of the violators. What is more, some have been involved in 
further violations.  

106. The capacity of Libya to physically prevent transfers is almost non-existent, 
and there is no authorization to enforce the arms embargo on the high seas or in the 
air, as there was during the revolution in 2011. While the resolution calls upon 
neighbouring States in particular to implement the arms embargo, a number of those 
countries have very limited capacity to do so, and some are involved in breaches of 
the arms embargo themselves (see recommendation 1). 

107. The weak enforcement of the arms embargo, the very high demand for 
materiel, and the resources and support available to fighting parties to procure 
materiel indicate that large-scale illicit trafficking is likely to continue. 
 
 

 B. Transfers to Libya during the revolution 
 
 

 1. Investigation of a potential transfer from Italy 
 

108. In its 2014 report, the Panel explained that it was enquiring with the Italian 
authorities about the alleged delivery of military materiel, including arms, to Libyan 
rebels in Benghazi in May 2011. Research by TransArms on the matter alleged that 
the exported materiel originated from a shipment that was confiscated following an 
attempted violation of another United Nations arms embargo, and that it should have 
been destroyed following a court ruling.37 In a letter dated 20 February 2014, Italy 
replied that it had studied the report seriously but had found no information to 
confirm the alleged export.  

109. After consulting civil society sources that had previously followed the case,38 
the Panel has sought to independently verify the information contained in the press 
reports. The Panel could confirm many of the separate allegations and continues its 
investigations to link all reported events. The status of the Panel’s investigations can 
be found in annex 17.  

110. The Panel is of the opinion that, following the seizure of the vessel Nour M 
(see paras. 142 ff), the case above and the tragic incident at the Cypriot Zygi naval 
base,39 a United Nations-led initiative is needed to securely dispose of the materiel 

__________________ 

 37  Sergio Finardi, “Le armi segrete dal Belpaese ai conflitti”, Altreconomia, 25 August 2014. 
Available from www.altreconomia.it/site/fr_contenuto_detail.php?intId=2942. 

 38  TransArms and Rete Italiana per il Disarmo. 
 39  “Cyprus: Zygi naval base munitions blast kills 12”, BBC News, 11 July 2011. Available from 

www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-14102253. 
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seized under its different sanctions regimes and provide transparency over its status 
and location (see recommendation 10). 
 
 

 C. Transfers to Libya from the end of the revolution to mid-2014 
 
 

111. Post-revolution breaches of the arms embargo include transfers to armed 
groups, official security bodies and the civilian black market. The Panel previously 
reported on several violations, and presents further details of confirmed violations in 
this period below.  

112. The post-revolution transfers also include approved deliveries for the national 
authorities for which notifications were submitted to the Committee in accordance 
with Security Council resolution 2009 (2011). They have raised concerns regarding 
the identities of the actual end users of the materiel.  

113. The Panel has reason to believe that most transfers, in particular of small arms 
and light weapons and related ammunition, to Libya since the revolution, whether 
notified or not, have ended up with armed groups, either through direct transfers or 
diversions. This contributed significantly to the empowerment of militias after the 
revolution and to the outbreak of the current conflict, and impeded the reform of the 
security sector.  

114. Lastly, diversion of materiel at airports controlled by brigades has also targeted 
approved materiel transferred for the European Union Border Assistance Mission.  
 

 1. Security assistance to the national authorities: notified arms transfers  
 

115. From the date of the adoption of resolution 2009 (2011) until the adoption of 
resolution 2174 (2014), Libya could procure military materiel if notified in advance 
to the Committee. Limitations to the notification process swiftly became apparent, 
in particular because of the multiple procurement channels for ministries, the lack of 
clarity around the identity of end users and the absence of monitoring of notified 
arms transfers. This raised concerns about the high risk of diversion and the misuse 
of materiel in the country.  

116. To support the Government of Libya in reinforcing its control over arms 
procurement, the Committee requested it to identify focal points for procurement.  

117. Following the provision of this information, the Committee released an 
implementation assistance notice for Member States in order to ensure more 
responsible and monitored transfers.40 Only the latest version of that notice requests 
Member States to provide comprehensive information regarding the deliveries of 
materiel and a post-delivery note including the exact place of delivery, as most 
Libyan airports and seaports have been under the control of non-State armed actors 
since the end of the revolution, some nominally operating under the remit of 
national institutions. Obtaining this information previously would have enabled the 
Committee to identify to whom deliveries were being made in what became an 
increasingly fragmented security environment. 

__________________ 

 40  The latest updated version of the implementation assistance notice is available from 
www.un.org/sc/committees/1970/pdf/implementation_assistance_notice_2.pdf. 
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118. Until August 2014, notifications for supplies to the Government of Libya that 
contained all relevant information were circulated to the Committee under a set  
no-objection procedure of five days. No such notification was formally rejected.  

119. Analysis of all such notifications shows that large quantities of materiel were 
subject to the notification process, including more than 60,000 handguns,  
65,000 assault rifles, 15,000 submachine guns and 4,000 machine guns of various 
calibres, as well as more than 60 million rounds of ammunition for small arms and 
machine guns (9x19mm to 14.5mm). However, in the absence of any post-delivery 
notification system until recently, it is difficult to assess how much notified materiel 
has actually been transferred to Libya. 

120. The number of Libyan officials signing procurement documentation, and the 
diversity of materiel (e.g. North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Warsaw Pact 
calibres, new and surplus materiel), reflects the lack of a needs-based assessment 
and procurement strategy of the Ministry of Defence in particular. While there were 
no accurate estimates of numbers of military personnel, several security sector 
reform and stockpile management experts, interviewed by the Panel in Libya in 
2013, highlighted the lack of capacity of the army or the police to absorb, store and 
manage such quantities of materiel. The experts also shared their concerns about 
transfers of government-owned military materiel to largely autonomous brigades, 
nominally under the control of the Ministry of Defence or the Ministry of the 
Interior, which have filled the vacuum created by the absence of any functional 
army or police institutions. 
 

 2. Investigations of transfers of materiel to the Ministry of the Interior (2012 to 
mid-2014) 
 

121. Since the revolution, and similar to the Ministry of Defence, the Ministry of 
the Interior comprised various competing entities, some of which relied heavily on 
largely autonomous militias to whom they provided equipment, including the 
Supreme Security Committee or the Department to Combat Crime. 

122. Transfers of notified materiel to the Ministry of the Interior have raised 
significant concerns since the adoption of Security Council resolution 2009 (2011), 
in particular in terms of the end users of the materiel. For example, in 2012 alone, 
sales of more than 40,000 handguns to the Ministry were notified by several 
Member States. The Panel met the head of the Tripoli police at the time, the main 
police body of the country, who explained that the police never received any 
handguns despite its crucial need for that type of materiel and their numerous 
requests to the Ministry. He mentioned that the police had been given a small 
number of assault rifles in 2013, which were not adequate for police work. He 
believed that the 40,000 pistols had most likely been supplied to the Supreme 
Security Committee. 

123. The Supreme Security Committee was a security body created under the 
Ministry of the Interior after the revolution as an attempt to “integrate” armed 
brigades into the formal security sector (see annex 16). While in reality brigades 
remained largely autonomous and structured, this “rebranding” allowed them to 
receive an official position, salaries, training and military materiel, which helped to 
further consolidate their capacity and influence. Until its official dissolution in 
2013, the Supreme Security Committee was operating, mainly in Tripoli and 
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Benghazi, as a parallel police force. Some of the units had clear links to current Fajr 
figures and took part in the Fajr operation.11 

124. The Panel has previously reported that some Ministry of the Interior staff had 
sold their official handguns on the black market owing to strong demand among the 
Libyan population since the revolution. The case below illustrates not only how 
procurement on behalf of national authorities has served the purpose of militias, but 
also that the absence of any arms management has allowed the selling of this 
equipment to third parties. 
 

  Transfers of firearms to the Supreme Security Committee from the United Arab Emirates  
 

125. The Panel obtained information regarding the illicit export of firearms 
produced in the United Arab Emirates to Libya in 2013, for which no notifications 
had been submitted to the Committee. Following a request for information, the 
United Arab Emirates provided the Panel with copies of relevant documentation, 
proving that the violation took place.  
 

  Chain of transfer  
 

126. The materiel was purchased from a manufacturer in the United Arab Emirates, 
Caracal International LLC, on behalf of the Supreme Security Committee, by Temax 
Corporation, a broker company registered in the United States of America (see 
annex 18). Caracal International LLC is a subsidiary of Tawazun, which is a 
governmental entity.  

127. The Panel requested information from the United States to establish whether 
an export licence had been issued to Temax, and from Hungary, where its bank 
account is held. No response has yet been received from the United States. 
However, Hungary replied, stating that national law did not allow the release of 
banking information. The Panel wrote again to Hungary, reiterating that the 
company was in violation of the arms embargo, and that the information was 
essential to the Panel’s investigation. However, a second response was received, 
maintaining the refusal to supply the information. 
 

  Materiel 
 

128. A contract was signed on 18 December 2012 between the broker company and 
the representative of the Ministry of the Interior of Libya for the transfer of 5,000 
Caracal F pistols and 1 million rounds of ammunition.  

129. The end-user certificate signed on 12 January 2013 mentions 15,000 Caracal F 
pistols and 5 million rounds of 9mm ammunition. The end-user certificate was sent 
to the Libyan embassy in the United Arab Emirates for approval. The embassy 
contacted Caracal on 6 February 2014 to request the company to terminate the deal, 
as the Ministry of the Interior was unaware of it. A first batch of 1,500 pistols had 
already been transferred to the Supreme Security Committee in Mitiga (see air 
waybill in annex 18). The Panel is endeavouring to establish the status of the 
remainder of the materiel.  
 

  Transportation 
 

130. The air waybill was issued by Global Aviation and Services Group, a company 
registered in Libya. The information about the flight states only “5S”, which is the 
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International Air Transport Association code for this company. The carrier agent was 
Aramex Emirates LLC, based in Dubai. The Panel asked the United Arab Emirates 
for additional information about the transportation, and awaits a response.  

131. In November 2014, Armament Research Services documented a Caracal F 
pistol used by the owner of a jewellery shop in Tripoli, who purchased it from a 
Supreme Security Committee officer for $4,000.41 The Panel submitted a tracing 
request for this pistol to the United Arab Emirates, asking for the list of serial 
numbers of pistols transferred to Libya. To date, no response has been received. The 
Panel also noted the sale of other Caracal F pistols on Facebook for more than 
$5,000 (each pistol was sold to Libya for less than $400). 
 

  Picture I 
  Caracal F pistol documented in Tripoli in 2013 

 

 

Source: Armament Research Services, Tripoli, November 2013. 
 
 

 3. Investigations of transfers to the Ministry of Defence (2012 to mid-2014) 
 

132. After the revolution, the procurement of weapons through the various 
competing channels within the Ministry of Defence has contributed to impeding the 
reform of the security sector. It has done this by further increasing divisions within 
the institutions and reinforcing networks established during the revolution, 

__________________ 

 41  Hassan Morajea and Michael Smallwood, “Arms diversion: a Caracal Model F pistol in Libya”, 
Armament Research Services, 13 November 2014. Available from www.armamentresearch.com/ 
arms-diversion-a-caracal-model-f-pistol-in-libya/. 
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including those under the patronage of some officials who signed the procurement 
orders. 

133. The cases presented below provide a general overview of the issues and 
challenges relating to the exemption process since its creation, including the 
procurement of materiel by authorities outside the official military procurement 
channel; the attraction of the Libyan market to arms brokers of dubious record; the 
absence of any physical monitoring of deliveries by notifying States, and the 
resulting risks of diversion and misuse of materiel.  

134. Neither of the two transfers detailed below was signed off by the official 
Military Procurement Department of the Ministry of Defence, which was not aware 
of them. They were signed by a then Deputy Minister of Defence, and former 
member of the Libyan Islamic Fighting Group, Khaled Alsharif, who today has clear 
links to Operation Fajr. Interviews conducted since 2013 with the Military 
Procurement Department, Ministry of Defence staff and international officials, 
indicate that Mr. Alsharif was bypassing the Military Procurement Department, and 
using his position to secure arms deals and provide materiel to security bodies that 
he favoured. Analysis of notifications submitted to the Committee shows that, 
between October 2013 and May 2014, five of them included procurement 
documents signed by Mr. Alsharif for significant amounts of small arms, light 
weapons and related ammunition.  
 

  Notification by Belarus  
 

135. In July 2013, Belarus submitted a notification regarding more than 3,000 tons of 
ammunition for small arms and light weapons and machine guns for the Ministry of 
Defence, including 10 million rounds of 7.62x39mm ammunition, 15 million rounds 
of 7.62x54mmR ammunition, 7.2 million rounds of 12.7x108mm ammunition,  
4.25 million rounds of 14.5x114mm ammunition and 3 million rounds of 23mm 
ammunition. The end-user certificate was signed by Khaled Alsharif and the deal was 
brokered by Slobodan Tešić through Charso Limited. More information can be found 
in annex 19. 

136. Parts of the materiel notified by Belarus have not only been diverted upon 
arrival at Tripoli International Airport by brigades controlling it, but some of the 
deliveries appear to have been made directly to autonomous armed groups.  
 

  Diversion of a delivery from Belarus by Zintan brigades 
 

137. Deliveries of the notified materiel began on 6 February 2014, with the first 
batches being delivered by Trans Avia Export (until May). Further batches were 
delivered by Ruby Star. Both companies are registered in Belarus. On 28 February 
2014, it was reported that one of those deliveries had been stolen at Tripoli 
International Airport. This was confirmed by a representative of the Ministry of 
Defence working there, Libyan sources from the aviation sector, international 
security sources and an eyewitness. 

138. From the end of the revolution to 24 August 2014, Tripoli International Airport 
was controlled by Zintani brigades. According to the eyewitness, the ammunition 
was offloaded by members of the militias and brought to a military camp near the 
airport.  
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139. The Belarus authorities told the Panel that they had received no information 
about the incident. More than 15 additional flights delivered materiel from Belarus 
to Tripoli International Airport. This raises the possibility that further shipments 
may have been diverted by the Zintani brigades and the Panel is still investigating. 
 

  Deliveries of notified materiel by Belarus 
 

140. Following the report of the diversion of materiel at Tripoli International 
Airport and the fact that the Military Procurement Department was not aware of 
those deliveries, the Panel closely examined the delivery schedule of the materiel 
through data provided by an official institution. Belarus confirmed that, as at 
20 May 2014, 29 flights had taken place, but provided no information regarding the 
location and the recipients of the deliveries. Flight data indicate that some of them 
were made to airports that were not under the control of the Government of Libya or 
groups aligned with them, indicating that autonomous armed groups have benefited 
from the materiel. For a detailed account, see annex 19.  

141. Belarus explained to the Panel that, because of the deteriorating situation, no 
deliveries had taken place since June. However, the Panel obtained copies of 
requests for landing by Ruby Star in July and September at airports under the 
control of Zintan and Karama (see paras. 160 and 165).  
 

  Non-notified transfers from Ukraine 
 

142. In November 2014, the Panel inspected the cargo of the vessel Nour M, seized 
in Greece in November 2013 (see paras. 89-93 and confidential annex I to document 
S/2014/106 for the full details of the case) and including 55 containers and more 
than 32 million rounds of ammunition (1,103 tons) for assault rifles and machine 
guns, on their way to Tripoli. The Greek authorities provided the Committee and the 
Panel with full information and documentation. The latter indicated that the shipper 
was UKRINMASH, a Ukrainian State company, the consignee was the Ministry of 
Defence of Libya and that the deal was brokered by TSS SILAH VE SAVUNMA 
SANAYI DIS TICARET LIMITED SIRKETT, a Turkish company. The vessel 
belonged to TSS GROUP TUTUN SIGARA SANAYI VE, another Turkish 
company. To date, Greece has not commenced any prosecution relating to this case 
of violation. 

143. The note from the Libyan authorities confirming to the Ukrainian authorities 
that the Libyan authorities were ready to accept the cargo was signed by Khaled 
Alsharif.  

144. At the time of the seizure, the Panel contacted the Military Procurement 
Department, which explained that it was not aware of the delivery, raising concerns 
about the end users of the shipment. 
 

http://undocs.org/S/2014/106
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Picture II 
Ammunition transported onboard the Nour M  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: Panel of Experts, Greece, November 2014.  
 
 

145. The Panel contacted Ukraine to obtain information about the role of 
UKRINMASH, details of the payment, and to establish whether final settlement had 
been made. Ukraine responded that the shipment transported on the vessel Nour M 
was the first portion of goods to be transported to Libya subject to the contract signed 
between UKRINMASH and TSS SILAH VE SAVUNMA SANAYI DIS TICARET 
LIMITED SIRKETT in 2013, which had been fully settled. In August 2014, 
representatives of the Turkish company and the Ministry of Defence of Libya visited 
Ukraine and the storage facilities where the remaining materiel — assault rifles and 
ammunition for small arms and light weapons — is kept. No exemption for this 
materiel has to date been sought from the Committee, and the Panel will contact 
Ukraine again to seek clarification.  

146. The Panel received allegations that Khaled Alsharif and Shaban Hadiya 
travelled to Ukraine in August 2014 to negotiate arms deals. Ukraine confirmed the 
visits, adding that “at the same time no special exporters were visited by them in 
order to conduct negotiations on arms transfers”. 

147. The Panel also contacted Turkey to obtain more information about the broker 
company and the company to which the vessels belong, and to establish whether the 
broker company had requested an export licence from the Turkish authorities for the 
transfer. The Panel also requested all payments-related information and 
documentation. Turkey responded that brokering activities had not been regulated 
and that brokering companies did not need to request permission if the cargo did not 
touch Turkish soil. Turkey is currently working on aligning its legislation with the 
relevant provisions of the Arms Trade Treaty (see recommendation 12).  

148. Lastly, the Greek authorities also explained that the seizure presented a 
significant logistical and financial burden, raising the issue of management of seizures 
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made in accordance with United Nations embargoes and the absence of appropriate 
United Nations support to dispose of the materiel (see recommendation 10).  
 

  Transfers and potential transfers to the air force  
 

149. At the end of the revolution, the Libyan air force fleet was depleted and in crucial 
need of aircraft, helicopters in particular. The Panel previously reported the transfer of 
several Sudanese-owned Mi-24 helicopters to the air force (see S/2014/106, para. 85) 
and is currently investigating the potential transfers of Mi-35 from companies 
registered in several Member States. More information is provided in annex 19.  
 

  Transfers of non-lethal materiel  
 

150. As with arms, ammunition and spare parts, the Panel believes that the transfer 
of non-lethal materiel such as armoured vehicles and communications equipment 
should also be subject to approval by the Committee (see recommendation 8). The 
status of the Panel’s investigations can be found in annex 19.  
 

 4. Diversion of materiel destined for the European Border Assistance Mission  
 

151. On 16 April, Malta informed the Committee of the loss of 23 assault rifles,  
70 handguns and more than 42,000 rounds of ammunition for the protection of the 
European Border Assistance Mission, for which Malta had requested an exemption on 
21 February 2014 for the “sole protection of European Union officials”. The end-user 
certificate had been signed by the European Union delegation to Libya. Results of the 
investigations indicate that the materiel was stolen at Tripoli International Airport 
following its delivery and that the militias controlling the airport were very likely 
responsible. A detailed report of this case can be found in annex 20.  

152. With the hasty evacuation of diplomatic missions and international 
organizations owing to the security situation in Libya, the Panel is concerned about 
how arms, ammunition and related materiel approved under paragraph 9 of 
resolution 1970 (2011) or paragraph 13 (b) of resolution 2009 (2011) are currently 
being managed and controlled.  
 

 5. Transfers to the civilian black market  
 

153. Investigations by the Panel and seizures reported by Greece, Malta and Turkey 
confirm the trafficking trends relating to the civilian black market detailed in the 
Panel’s previous report (see S/2014/106, paras. 60-80). Cases have included mainly 
shotguns, hunting rifles, handguns, blank pistols and related ammunition which have 
been very popular in Libya since the revolution (see pictures III and IV). Most of this 
materiel in Libya comes from Malta and Turkey through the ports of Tripoli, Misrata 
and Khoms. A detailed update regarding investigations of seizures of shipments in 
Greece, Malta and Turkey on their way to Libya can be found in annex 21.  
 

http://undocs.org/S/2014/106
http://undocs.org/S/2014/106
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  Picture III 
Blank-firing pistols stall in Rachid Street, Tripoli  
 

 

Source: Confidential, February 2014. 
 
 

  Picture IV 
Shotguns stall, Rachid Street, Tripoli 
 

 

Source: Confidential, February 2014.  
 
 
 

 D. Transfers after the launching of Operations Karama and Fajr 
(May to December 2014)  
 
 

154. Since the outbreak of the armed conflict in 2014, the demand for weapons, and 
above all for ammunition, has soared and all parties to the conflict have been highly 
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active in procuring military materiel. This has significantly increased the number of 
investigations conducted by the Panel.  

155. While the Panel is still seeking conclusive evidence, its investigations indicate 
that military materiel currently entering Libya is sponsored by a number of Member 
States. The Panel has also identified that private brokers are actively seeking to 
secure arms deals. According to information provided by Member States and by 
other sources, Libyan arms dealers who emerged during the revolution, as well as 
established international brokers, have been travelling abroad to secure arms deals 
for the various parties (see recommendation 12). The current section presents the 
findings of the Panel as at December 2014.  
 

 1. Investigations related to Karama, Libyan army and aligned groups  
 

  Reinforcement of the arms embargo and transfers of notified materiel  
 

156. In the light of the acute deterioration of the security situation in Libya in July 
2014, the Panel wrote to the Committee on 12 August 2014, expressing its view that 
all transfers of military materiel to Libya should be suspended, and proposed that 
the Committee should strongly encourage Members States that notified materiel in 
the past, under paragraph 13 (a) of resolution 2009 (2011), to suspend all deliveries 
until further notice. On 25 September 2014, the Committee, by a note verbale to all 
Member States, urged Member States to exercise caution and due diligence with 
regard to outstanding deliveries of materiel previously notified, and also to inform 
the Committee of the amount remaining to be delivered. While the Panel is aware of 
pending transfers of materiel from several Member States, no such information was 
provided to the Committee, making monitoring of deliveries of materiel very 
challenging. The Panel is therefore seeking to build an overview of the current 
status of notifications and has contacted several Member States to that end.  

157. The Panel welcomed the adoption of Security Council resolution 2174 (2014) 
and the provision that strengthens the arms embargo by replacing the notification 
procedure with a requirement for approval from the Committee for the supply, sale 
or transfer of arms and related materiel, including related ammunition and spare 
parts. The Panel is of the view that this mechanism should also be applied to the 
provision of non-lethal materiel (see recommendation 8).  

158. In the past six months, the Libyan army and aligned groups have been actively 
seeking to procure military materiel and the Panel received significant intelligence 
from Member States, Libyan and international sources regarding arms deals that 
have been secured or that are still being negotiated. During a television interview on 
Tripoli Channel in December 2014, air force commander Geroushi confirmed the 
allocation by the House of Representatives of a budget of LYD 150 million for the 
Libyan army’s materiel requirements and that the next budget allocation would be 
LYD 1 billion.  

159. To date, while several Member States have enquired about the approval 
process, including for very large orders, indicating that the Libyan army is seeking 
to procure materiel, no request for exemption has been made to the Committee.  
 

  Deliveries of previously notified materiel  
 

160. On 26 August 2014, the Committee received a request for guidance from a 
Member State concerning an overflight request from Belarus for flights carrying 
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ammunition destined for the Ministry of Defence of Libya. The documents provided 
indicated that 20 flights would be operated between 31 August and 21 September, 
which amounts to more than 900 tons of ammunition. The request from Belarus 
stated that a notification for the materiel had been submitted to the Committee.  

161. The Panel conveyed its concerns to the Committee and highlighted the then-
already escalated status of the armed conflict, the unclear identities of the end users 
and the high risk of diversion and misuse of the materiel by warring parties. The 
Panel also explained that the airport of destination, Labraq, had been under attack 
on 25 August 2014, indicating that fighting was continuing in the area.42 Lastly, the 
Panel reported that it had met representatives of the Military Procurement 
Department in July 2014, who had indicated that they had not been aware of any 
deliveries from Belarus.  

162. The Committee wrote to Belarus and the enquiring Member State, asking them 
to exercise caution. In their last letters to the Panel, Belarus mentioned that no 
deliveries had taken place since June 2014, and the enquiring Member State stated 
that the overflight licence had not been granted.  

163. A senior representative of the Government of Libya conveyed to the Panel in 
late 2014 that the Libyan army urgently required materiel in order to “combat 
terrorism”, but the Government was facing great difficulties in obtaining military 
materiel.  
 

  Transfers of materiel to the air force  
 

164. The Panel has noted a significant increase in the capacity of the air force in the 
past few months, both in terms of geographical spread of aerial operations (see maps 
in annex 22), and the number and type of aircraft used. While some of the aircraft 
have been refurbished in Libya, it appears that some aircraft and spare parts have 
been obtained from abroad. Information collected by the Panel indicates that new 
aircraft, although obtained second-hand from third countries, have been 
incorporated into the Libyan fleet, including MiG-21MF, Mi-8 and Sukhoi 
warplanes. For example, the commander of the air force declared that the air force 
had received Sukhoi warplanes, and that Libyan pilots were currently being 
trained.43 The Panel recently wrote to the Russian Federation to ask whether it 
could assist the Panel to determine from where these aircraft and spare parts have 
been procured.  
 

  Potential non-notified transfer from Belarus to Ghadames  
 

165. In July 2014, the Panel received information regarding potential transfers of 
arms from Belarus to Ghadames airport, which was then under the control of Zintani 
groups. This included a letter from the Libyan Civilian Aviation Authority to the 
Ministry of Defence about the delivery of a field hospital and medical equipment for 

__________________ 

 42 “Rockets strike lifeline airport in eastern Libya”, Reuters, 25 August 2014. Available from 
http://af.reuters.com/article/commoditiesNews/idAFL5N0QV19A20140825.  

 43 For example, in his televised appearance on Tripoli Channel on 22 December, Geroushi 
confirmed that the Libyan air force had received a number of Sukhoi 27 to be used in air strikes. 
On 20 August 2014, air force commander Geroushi reportedly stated that the Sukhoi 24 used in 
battle had been serviced in the Russian Federation. On 2 December 2014, on Libyan national 
television, it was reported that Russian Sukhoi aircraft were to enter the battle and that air force 
commander Geroushi had said that a Sukhoi 22 had already entered service.  
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the border guards of the Ministry. It requested landing authorization for two aircraft 
operated by the Belarus airline Ruby Star, on 24, 26, 28, 29, 30 and 31 July 2014 
(see annex 23). Ruby Star is the company that has been delivering significant 
consignments of the materiel notified by Belarus and Serbia, all brokered by Charso 
Limited. According to the Panel’s source, a representative of the Ministry approved 
those deliveries.  

166. A Libyan aviation expert told the Panel that one flight took place on 24 July 
2014, delivering arms and ammunition. The Panel also contacted a worker at 
Ghadames airport but he did not want to express himself on the matter. The Panel is 
still investigating the case.  
 

  Alleged transfers of military materiel from the Egyptian authorities  
 

167. Interviews with Libyan officials, representatives of intelligence services and 
diplomats indicate that Egypt has been supporting the House of Representatives in 
Tobruk, including through the transfer of military materiel to Karama and/or the 
Libyan army. In addition, the Panel noted a statement by a Pentagon spokesperson44 
and media reports regarding the involvement of Egypt in airstrikes operated in 
Libya in August 2014.  

168. In October 2014, the offloading of weapons and ammunition by an Egyptian 
vessel in the military section of the port of Tobruk was reported by various local and 
international media. The Panel investigated the matter and enquired with 
confidential sources based or located in Tobruk at the time of the offloading. These 
sources received direct confirmation from Karama officers and workers at the 
harbour that the vessel had docked there and that military materiel, including small 
arms and light weapons, was offloaded.  

169. The same sources also confirmed that a convoy of military materiel had been 
transferred from Egypt to Libya under the protection of Karama officers in the third 
week of September 2014.  

170. During its meeting with the authorities in Cairo in December 2014, the Panel 
requested clarification about the allegations. The Egyptian authorities denied that 
any transfers of military materiel had been made to Libya.  

171. Lastly, a number of new aircraft in use in the Libyan air force, including some 
whose features appear to be consistent with aircraft used by the Egyptian air force, 
such as some MiG-21MF aeroplanes and a Mi-8 helicopter. For example, the identity 
features of the Mi-8 helicopter (tail number, flag and roundel, see picture V) were 
obviously concealed on purpose and painted over, but the locations of these exactly 
match those of Egyptian aircraft. The Panel also notes the very distinctive colour used 
by Egyptian aircraft, the Indian numerals for the tail number (while Libyan aircraft 
use arabic/Western style numerals) and more than 10 other features that are distinctive 
to Egyptian Mi-8 helicopters (see figure I and table 1). The Panel wrote to Egypt 
asking whether Egypt had ever transferred the Mi-8 helicopter to Libya. In its 
response, Egypt stated that it had not provided Libya with any Mi-8 helicopters nor 
any MiG-21MF aeroplanes. However, the Panel concludes from the analysis above 
that this Mi-8 helicopter is originally from the Egyptian fleet.  

__________________ 

 44 “Pentagon: Egypt, UAE attacking Islamists in Libya differs from US bombing ISIS in Iraq”, 
CNSNews.com, 26 August 2014. Available from http://cnsnews.com/news/article/patrick-
goodenough/pentagon-egypt-uae-attacking-islamists-libya-differs-us-bombing-isis.  
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Picture V 
Mi-8 helicopter in use in Libya whose roundel, flag and part of the tail number were painted 
over (see aircraft at the bottom of figure I)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Source: Qurynanew, Tobruk, 5 November 2014. Members of the House of Representatives and of the Crisis Committee of Tobruk 
municipality are posing in front of the helicopter that took them from the naval base in Tobruk to Al Bayda.  

 
 
 

Picture VI 
Egyptian Mi-8 helicopter tail number ۱٤٤۳ (1443) — picture taken in Egypt (see aircraft at the top 
of figure I)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: Milspotters (www.milspotters.nl/forum/viewtopic.php?f=19&t=6909).  
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Figure I 
Comparison between the Egyptian Mi-8 helicopter bearing tail number ۱٤٤۳ (1443) — see  
picture VI — and an Mi-8 helicopter documented in Libya (see picture V) with tail number  
partly painted over but finishing by ٤۷ (see also annex 24)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Table 1 
Summary of visible distinguishing features of Egyptian Mi-8 found on 
both helicopters  
 

  A Light grey under surface (“belly”) 

B Position of Egyptian flag; this position is painted over on the helicopter documented in Libya  

C Similar VHF antenna  

D Location of the tail number (military serial number) at the tail root, typical location for Mi-8 
helicopters in Egyptian service; at this location an over-painted spot is observed on the 
helicopter documented in Libya 

E Four-digit Indian numerals, typical for Mi-8 helicopters in Egyptian service; the helicopter 
documented in Libya also carries Indian numerals, while “indigenous” Libyan Mi-8 
helicopters are marked in arabic numerals (Western style) 

F Low dividing line between grey bottom surface and top camouflage surface 
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G Location of the Egyptian air force roundel (nationality marking), which has been observed as 
painted over spot on the helicopter documented in Libya. On the same helicopter the new 
Libyan roundel has been hand painted over the painted over spot (see annex 24) 

H Olive-coloured rims 

I Square exhaust mask surface, typical for a certain batch of Egyptian air force Mi-8 helicopters 

J Support frame for weapon racks, typical for an Mi-8T helicopter; the Libyan air force never 
employed Mi-8 helicopters equipped with these weapon racks (see annex 24) 

K Weapon racks with 2x2 hard points, which can carry UB-16 57mm rocket launchers, or light 
bombs as the ZAB-100, observed on the helicopter documented in Libya 

L Uniformly (one-tone) sand colour as top surface camouflage; this is a typical camouflage 
colour for all Mi-8 helicopters in Egyptian service, and is also applied on Chinook and 
Commando helicopters operational with the Egyptian armed forces 

 
 

  Alleged transfers of military materiel by the United Arab Emirates  
 

172. Several media reports and a statement from a Pentagon spokesperson alleged 
that military aircraft from the United Arab Emirates had conducted strikes in Libya 
in August 2014.45 A Libyan official from each side of the political divide, diplomats 
and intelligence services representatives confirmed to the Panel that the strikes had 
indeed taken place. During its visit to Abu Dhabi in September 2014, the Panel 
raised the matter with United Arab Emirates officials, who denied the allegation.  

173. Furthermore, the Panel was provided with information regarding flights 
operated by Veteran Avia46 in October and November 2014, from Al-Minhad 
Military Air Base in the United Arab Emirates to Tobruk, which had allegedly 
transported military materiel. The Panel contacted the United Arab Emirates and 
Jordan, where a number of these flights stopped on their way to or from Libya, 
requesting further information. While Jordan responded that it “did not detect any 
entry of a United Arab Emirates aircraft to Jordan that was destined to Libya”, the 
United Arab Emirates authorities have not responded to the Panel’s letter.  

174. In September 2014, the Panel also received an allegation regarding the 
deliveries of military materiel by chartered aircraft, operated by a company 
registered in Pakistan, between Belgium and the United Arab Emirates, to various 
airports in Libya, including those controlled by Fajr-aligned groups. The Libyan-
based handling company was Global Aviation, a company that has previously 
breached the arms embargo (see para. 130). A number of the cargo manifests 
obtained by the Panel included suspicious items, and the Panel contacted those 
Member States from where the flights originated to request additional information. 
Belgium responded that it was aware of the flights, but that the inspection conducted 

__________________ 

 45  See, for example, David D. Kirkpatrick and Eric Schmitt, “Arab nations strike in Libya, 
surprising U.S.”, New York Times, 25 August 2014, available from www.nytimes.com/2014/08/ 
26/world/africa/egypt-and-united-arab-emirates-said-to-have-secretly-carried-out-libya-
airstrikes.html?_r=0; “Pentagon: Egypt, UAE attacking Islamists in Libya differs from US 
bombing ISIS in Iraq”, CNSNews.com, 26 August 2014.  

 46  Veteran Avia was added to the list of entities on the United States Federal Register in 2014.  
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of one aircraft had not revealed any embargoed goods. The response of the United 
Arab Emirates is still pending and the Panel is continuing its investigations.  
 

 2. Investigations relating to transfers to Fajr  
 

  Transfers of military materiel by the Sudan  
 

175. The Panel previously reported several violations of the arms embargo by the 
Sudan during and after the revolution. Current transfers appear to mirror the modus 
operandi and involve the same actors as in illicit deliveries by the Sudan during the 
revolution. A summary of the violations can be found in annex 25.  

176. Since the outbreak of the conflict in 2014, the Sudan has been transferring 
military materiel to Libya in violation of the arms embargo. Interviews with 
knowledgeable Libyan and foreign sources indicate that the Sudan has been 
supporting armed groups aligned with Fajr Libya, including through the transfer of 
military materiel by air to Mitiga airport, which those groups have controlled since 
the revolution.  

177. The arrival of Sudanese military C-130 aircraft was reported on several 
occasions on social media platforms during the past six months; eyewitnesses 
confirmed the presence of Sudanese military aircraft at Mitiga airport in July 2014 
and in October 2014. The Panel wrote to the Sudan to obtain more information 
about the military flights that it operated but has received no response.  
 

Picture VII 
Sudanese C-130, Mitiga airport, October 2014 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Source: Confidential.  
 
 

178. Aeroplanes landing in Kufra, transporting materiel for onward transfer to 
Mitiga or Misrata, were also reported by Libyan and foreign sources. On  
6 September 2014, the Government of Libya made a statement about the 
interception of a Sudanese aircraft while refuelling in Kufra en route to Mitiga 
airport. According to the statement, the aircraft’s cargo of military materiel had not 
been approved by the Government of Libya (see annex 26). The following day, an 
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official statement published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Sudan 
confirmed the incident and stated that “this plane remained making regular trips to 
supply the joint Sudanese-Libya forces with food materials and ammunition”, but 
that the aircraft had not gone to Mitiga.47 The Panel immediately informed the 
Committee about this, since no exemption from the arms embargo had been sought 
for these transfers. The Committee subsequently sent a letter to the Sudan.  

179. The Panel met the Permanent Representative of the Sudan to the United 
Nations on 17 September 2014, who confirmed the information released in the 
Sudanese statement. On the same day, the Permanent Representative wrote to the 
Committee to provide additional information: it was stated that the provision of 
military materiel had been made in line with the Joint Military and Security 
Cooperation Protocol signed between the Sudan and the Libyan Defence Minister, 
Abdullah Al-Thinni, in August 2012. The Panel notes that Mr. Al-Thinni was not in 
office in 2012. The letter also explained that an Antonov 74 aircraft had delivered 
“logistical military supplies” after receiving clearance from the Libyan authorities, 
namely Colonel Suleiman Hamid Hassan, head of the “Kufra Operations Group”. 
The Committee contacted the Sudan and Libya to seek clarification about the type 
of military materiel involved; however, to date, no responses have been received.  

180. The Panel also wrote to the Sudan to obtain additional information, including 
about the number of deliveries of materiel made since 2011, and requesting a visit to 
Khartoum. However, despite an oral confirmation for the visit by the Permanent 
Representative of the Sudan to the United Nations, no official response has yet been 
provided. The Panel also contacted Colonel Suleiman Hamid Hassan, who explained 
that the Joint Border Force fell under the control of the Ministry of Defence of 
Libya, and that the force had received only non-lethal assistance from the Sudan. 
This contradicts the information provided by the Sudan on 17 September.  

181. Lastly, the Panel also received credible information regarding Libyan-owned 
aircraft transporting military materiel from the Sudan to Misrata airport. However, 
up to the time of writing, the Panel has not been able to independently confirm this 
information.  
 

  Alleged transfers of military materiel from Qatar  
 

182. During the revolution, Qatar maintained involvement in Libya, including 
through the provision of financial and logistical support, as well as weapons, to a 
number of opposition groups (see S/2012/163, para. 95, and S/2013/99, paras. 59-73).  

183. Specifically, interviews with Libyan officials, representatives of intelligence 
services and foreign diplomats indicate that Qatar has been supporting Fajr-aligned 
armed groups with weapons and funding. The Panel is currently investigating the 
allegations, including official flight control data relating to a Qatari military flight 
to Libya that took place in 2014. The Panel has written to Qatar about reported 
flights to areas controlled by groups aligned with Fajr and asked that additional 
information be provided, including the dates, locations and cargo manifests for the 
flights. However, to date no response has been received.  

__________________ 

 47  Sudan, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Sudan affirms its keenness for security and stability in 
Libya”, 7 September 2014. Available from http://mofa.gov.sd/new/en/more.php?main_id=6& 
sub_id=0&id=3655.  

http://undocs.org/S/2012/163
http://undocs.org/S/2013/99
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  Alleged transfers of military materiel from Turkey  
 

184. The Panel received information regarding the transport of military materiel on 
a regular commercial passenger flight operated by Afriqiyah on 17 September 2014 
from Istanbul to Tripoli. The Panel interviewed a passenger from the flight who 
confirmed that he saw boxes of military materiel being unloaded from the aeroplane. 
A typical Airbus A320 can accommodate 150 passengers, but the witness explained 
that, in total, only 15 bags were unloaded from the aeroplane. When passengers 
protested about their luggage being left behind in Istanbul, the militia, controlled by 
a well-known Fajr commander and overseeing the unloading of the boxes, ordered 
them to leave the airport.  

185. The Panel also received information regarding a flight operated by another 
Libyan air carrier on 13 November 2014 from Istanbul to Misrata, allegedly 
transporting military materiel. The Panel wrote to Turkey, requesting the relevant 
cargo manifests. The Panel also asked Turkey whether it had prevented any other 
attempts to transport military materiel from Turkey to Libya in 2014. Turkey 
confirmed that the flights took place and stated that it had requested the cargo 
manifests from its customs authorities.  

186. Investigations related to alleged transfers by sea to Fajr can be found in 
annex 25.  
 

 3. Investigations relating to transfers to terrorist groups  
 

187. The Panel’s investigations into potential transfers of materiel to terrorist 
organizations in Libya from abroad have made little progress. The Panel has not 
been able to visit the country since July 2014 and was not able to identify credible 
sources abroad with access to the actors involved. Moreover, an analysis of 
information released by groups, such as Ansar al-Sharia, indicates that they are 
seeking and successfully procuring materiel mainly from within Libya, including 
through seizures of materiel from other armed actors. For example, a wide range of 
military materiel controlled by Karama forces, including man-portable air defence 
systems and armoured vehicles, were seized by Ansar al-Sharia when it took control 
of the Sa’iqah Thunderbolt camp in Benghazi in July 2014.  
 
 

 E. Financing of armed groups  
 
 

188. Pursuant to paragraph 9 of Security Council resolution 1970 (2011) and in 
accordance with both paragraph 13 of Security Council resolution 2009 (2011) and 
paragraph 10 of Security Council resolution 2095 (2013), the Panel began 
investigation into the financial support of armed groups, especially in the light of 
the adoption of Security Council resolution 2174 (2014) on 27 August 2014, which 
includes additional designation criteria concerning acts that threaten the peace, 
stability or security of Libya. Any type of support to the military activities of armed 
groups will have a further negative impact on the precarious security and 
humanitarian situation of Libya.  

189. All sources interviewed by the Panel concur that militias and their leaders are 
well financed. They have multiple sources of income and the amounts mentioned are 
often very large. This is one of the factors explaining the ease with which militias 
can recruit and procure military materiel.  
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 1. Government salaries and revolutionary bonuses  
 

190. The biggest source of finance for armed groups is Libyan public funds (see 
recommendation 9). Many of the armed groups involved in the fighting remain 
nominal members of the army, the police or one of the many parallel units operating 
under the Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Defence, and potentially the 
Ministry of Justice. Regardless of whether such armed groups were allied to 
Karama, Fajr, the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council or Zintan, and 
notwithstanding that they were fighting one another, many continued to receive 
monthly salaries throughout 2014. Often, armed groups or parallel units would also 
request lump sums for vaguely defined purposes. In addition to interviews with 
Libyan officials, the Panel also received several documents that appear to confirm 
those practices (see annex 27).  

191. In addition to salaries, since 2011, many militias received “bonuses” or 
“grants” for participating in the revolution and “integrating” into Libya’s  
post-revolutionary security apparatus (see annex 28). The Panel obtained 
documentation showing that by April 2014, more than LYD 250 million had been 
transferred to revolutionary brigades, distributed by the Ministry of Defence (see 
annex 29).  
 

 2. Income from criminal activities  
 

192. To complement State funding, armed groups have frequently engaged in 
criminal activities, in some cases probably also for personal gain. The Panel 
received many allegations of militia involvement in kidnappings for ransom. 
According to witnesses, ransoms varied from LYD 100,000 to LYD 1,000,000. The 
Panel received a detailed account of a victim who was held hostage by the 
commander of the Benghazi Revolutionaries Shura Council, Wissam Bin Hamid, to 
be exchanged for a large sum of money.  

193. Many of the abductees end up in detention facilities where they sometimes 
remain for years. Militias running “official” prisons receive funding from the 
Ministry of Justice for the prisoners’ subsistence costs. However, several family 
members of detainees explained to the Panel that they were obliged to pay militias 
extra, because either the public funding was not sufficient, or the militias used it for 
other purposes. In some of the facilities, LYD 100 per month is a common amount. 
In the case of the Tomina facility, a relatively small prison (between 100 and 
150 prisoners), the monthly “income” would amount to approximately $10,000.  

194. In addition, the Panel received credible allegations that militias have been 
responsible for some of the frequent cases of armed robberies on banks and cash 
transports. Former well-connected inhabitants of Sirte, for example, alleged that a 
commando group of Ansar al-Sharia carried out the infamous October 2013 armed 
robbery amounting to $54 million from a Central Bank cash transport in their home 
town. Bank robberies were also frequent in 2014, especially in greater Tripoli but 
also in Sirte and Sebha (see map in annex 31). Conflict event data show at least six 
instances in which more than LYD 1 million (the equivalent of $750,000) was 
stolen. Attackers were frequently equipped with assault rifles and rocket-propelled 
grenades (see annex 30).  

195. The Panel interviewed several professionals working on the issue of illegal 
migration to Europe via the Mediterranean Sea. They stated that the transnational 
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networks organizing the human trafficking had agents embedded within the Libyan 
armed groups controlling territory along the smuggling routes. The armed groups 
provide access and help secure those operations in exchange for a fee. Most of the 
illegal immigrants are picked up from unseaworthy vessels by the Italian navy and 
coast guard. The role of Libya in the illegal immigration is pivotal. Italian officials 
explained to the Panel that, of 167,184 immigrants rescued at sea in 2014, 141,484, 
or 85 per cent, had left from the Libyan coast.  

196. The human trafficking “business” generates considerable income. The 
migrants, mainly from West Africa and the Horn of Africa, have to pay traffickers 
for the stages of their voyage. Migrants debriefed in Italy explained that the prices 
for the last leg alone, the boat “crossing”, ranged between $800 and $2,000, 
depending on sea conditions, vessel type, port of departure and “travel class”. This 
means that, for an average price of $1,200 per migrant, the last part of the 
smuggling chain generated a total turnover of almost $170 million in 2014. Most 
illegal migrants leave from the western coastline of Libya. The Panel has not been 
able to confirm the names of militias and militia leaders involved, but continues to 
investigate the matter.  

197. On a related issue, armed groups control several important border crossings 
and entry points, allowing them to take percentages on ongoing trade and smuggling 
operations, including of drugs, arms, commodities and fuel. Lastly, the Panel has 
already discussed several cases of looting of public and private buildings following 
military operations.  
 

 3. Financing or other support by patrons  
 

198. The Panel has received several allegations about “wealthy” individuals 
providing financial support to armed groups, including through money-laundering 
abroad. Recorded and documentary evidence shows that large amounts of cash and 
gold were suddenly “available” to militias during the 2011 revolution, often from 
former regime supporters (see annex 32). The Panel is investigating these cases and 
will report on them in due course.  
 
 

 F. Arms transfers from Libya  
 
 

199. In accordance with the word limit on reports of monitoring mechanisms, the 
Panel decided to include full investigations and findings relating to this section in 
annex 33. However, it contains important findings of the Panel, including detailed 
cases of violations, and should be read for a full understanding of the issue of 
proliferation outside Libya.  

200. The research of the Panel indicates that, despite the very high demand in 
Libya, weapons and ammunition are still being proliferated outside the country. 
Under this mandate, the Panel visited Chad, Egypt, the Niger, Tunisia and the Syrian 
Arab Republic, countries that have been affected by the proliferation of weapons 
since the beginning of the Libyan uprising.  

201. Information gathered indicates that arms originating from Libya have 
significantly reinforced the military capacity of terrorist groups operating in 
different parts of the region, including in Algeria, Egypt, Mali and Tunisia in 
particular. Arms trafficking is only one visible symptom of the development of 
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cooperation between Libyan groups and regional terrorist entities over the past few 
years.  

202. Transfers through western borders. Weapons trafficking to Algeria and 
Tunisia has continued during the mandate. The Tunisian authorities told the Panel 
that most military materiel used in terrorist activities came from Libya. 

203. Transfers through eastern borders. Egypt continues to be among the primary 
destinations for Libyan weapons. Transfers to Gaza through Egypt are also 
continuing. While the Syrian Arab Republic was a significant destination for Libyan 
arms during the first two years of the conflict, that trend appears to have faded in 
the past 12 to 24 months.  

204. Transfers through southern borders. Several arms-trafficking networks have 
established themselves in the south of Libya since the revolution, continuing to 
draw on stockpiles diverted during and after the revolution.48 This guarantees 
sustained proliferation outside the country, particularly towards southern Algeria, 
the Niger, Chad and the Sudan.  

205. With the absence of State control over the south of Libya since the revolution, 
and the development of regional terrorist groups in the region, concerns have been 
growing about the southern region becoming a strategic zone for terrorist groups in 
the Sahel, especially in terms of training, funding, rest and recuperation, recruitment 
and acquisition of military materiel. Materiel coming from Libya and destined for 
terrorist groups in Mali was seized or destroyed on several occasions in 2014 in the 
Niger by the French-led Operation Barkhane.  

206. Lastly, while several seizures have been reported in the media and by other 
sources in Western Europe, the Panel has not been able to find any evidence to 
corroborate this information to date; however, it will continue to investigate this 
developing trend.  
 
 

 V. Implementation of the travel ban  
 
 

207. In paragraphs 15 and 22 of its resolutions 1970 (2011) and 1973 (2011), 
respectively, the Security Council imposed a travel ban on individuals designated by 
the Council or the Committee, with exceptions pursuant to paragraph 16 of 
resolution 1970 (2011). A number of Qadhafi family members and inner circle allies 
are subject to the travel ban. The Libya Sanctions List, as updated on 26 September 
2014, contains the names of 20 individuals (5 subject solely to the travel ban and 
15 subject to the travel ban and the assets freeze).  

208. It has come to the Panel’s attention that the status of several other designated 
individuals has changed or is incorrect. Of the 20 individuals originally named in 
the travel ban, 6 are deceased, 5 are currently in Libya (4 of whom are confirmed 
detained), 5 are in other countries and the whereabouts of 4 individuals remain 
unknown.  

__________________ 

 48  For a detailed analysis of smuggling networks in the Fezzan, see Rafaa Tabib, “Factions armées 
et dynamiques des réseaux de contrebande d’armes dans le Fezzan occidental”, Small Arms 
Survey (forthcoming).  
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209. On 19 May 2014, the Panel wrote to Libya requesting details of any known 
update to the Sanctions List, and asking for any available biometric details of the 
designated individuals that would assist Member States to identify them. No 
response has been received to date.  

210. Saadi Qadhafi is shown on the Sanctions List as residing in the Niger. 
Reportedly, he was extradited from the Niger in March 2014, and is currently in 
custody in Libya while undergoing trial. His presence in custody in Libya has in the 
meanwhile been confirmed to the Panel by several sources. The Panel has 
information from several sources that Abdulqader Mohammed Al-Baghdadi is 
deceased. Quren Salih Quren Al-Qadhafi is currently in Egypt. The Sanctions List 
therefore requires further updating (see recommendation 5).  

211. During the mandate, the Panel discovered that Safia Farkash Al-Barassi, 
designated under the travel ban and assets freeze, had travelled to Oman from 
Algeria. No exemption request or notification was received by the Committee. This 
represents a lack of compliance with the travel ban by Ms. Al-Barassi and by Oman.  

212. A separate enquiry revealed a different name for Safia Al-Barassi, a date of 
birth and an Omani passport number. The Panel recommends that the Sanctions List 
be updated with the additional information (see recommendation 5).  

213. Quren Saleh Quren Al-Qadhafi, an individual designated under the travel ban 
measure, informed the Panel in an interview that in 2011 he had travelled from 
Libya to Algeria, from there to Morocco, and from Morocco to Egypt. No 
notifications or exemption requests were received by the Committee in relation to 
the travel, which therefore represents a lack of compliance with the travel ban by 
Quren Al-Qadhafi, Algeria, Morocco and Egypt. In response to letters from the 
Panel, Egypt stated that the passport that he had used to enter had a different name 
from that recorded on the list. Morocco denied that he had entered the country using 
the name listed. The Panel recommends that the Sanctions List be updated with the 
name on his passport (see recommendation 5). 

214. Full details of the above cases, together with updates to the investigations into 
potential travel ban violations by other designated individuals, and details of an 
interview with Aisha and Mohammed Qadhafi in Muscat, can be found in annex 34.  
 
 

 VI. Implementation of the assets freeze  
 
 

 A. General overview  
 
 

215. There was little progress on the effective investigation and recovery of “stolen 
assets” by the Libyan authorities. Ongoing efforts are not helped by the many changes 
in personnel, including the replacement of the Attorney General in July 2014. 
Discussions held by the Panel with the previous Attorney General indicated his 
dissatisfaction with the fractured organs established to achieve their recovery, and a 
distrust of the various private companies engaged to identify and recover such assets.  

216. Panel enquiries indicate that, while there are very likely to be large amounts of 
assets held under false names and by front-companies around the world, there is also 
a considerable amount of speculation and uninformed comment as to the quantities 
and locations of those assets. It is important to reiterate that the recovery of assets 
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by the Government of Libya can be achieved only where those assets are not owned 
or controlled by individuals designated under the asset freeze measures, until such 
time as a competent court establishes that those assets are unlawfully held, and 
therefore not the property of those individuals, thus not subject to the assets freeze.  
 

  Designated entities  
 

217. Under the provisions of paragraph 13 of Security Council resolution 2095 
(2013), while maintaining the assets freeze as imposed by resolutions 1970 (2011) 
and 1973 (2011) and as amended by resolution 2009 (2011), the Council required 
the Committee to continuously review the remaining asset freeze measures imposed 
by those resolutions and, regarding the Libyan Investment Authority and the Libyan 
African Investment Portfolio, to delist them as soon as practical to ensure that their 
assets are used for the benefit of the Libyan people.  

218. Those assets belonging to the designated entities that were frozen prior to 
16 September 2011 should still be frozen, subject to the intention of the Council that 
they should be unfrozen and returned for the benefit of the Libyan people as soon as 
possible. Given the current political and security situation in Libya, it is the opinion 
of the Panel that these assets should remain frozen until such time as political 
stability is achieved, and that the assets can be safely returned to the Libyan people.  

219. In December 2014, the former Chief Executive Officer of the Libyan 
Investment Authority, who had been dismissed by the former Prime Minister, Ali 
Zeidan, confirmed to the Panel that he had been appointed as Chief Executive 
Officer of the Libyan African Investment Portfolio. He emphasized that the board 
that appointed him had been established in April 2014, prior to the current unrest, 
and that media reports of his having taken over by force were completely untrue. 

220. The incumbent head of the Libyan African Investment Portfolio, however, 
continues in his appointment under the House of Representatives, and operates with 
his team from an office in Malta. 

221. This reinforces the need for the assets mentioned above to remain frozen until 
a unified and stable government structure is in place (see recommendation 14).  
 
 

 B. Implementation challenges  
 
 

222. As previously reported, the Panel has discovered that there is a general lack of 
capacity to freeze assets in accordance with United Nations asset freeze measures 
that are not linked to terrorism, owing to lacunae in national legislation in some 
regions. This situation appears to be widespread, and represents a serious barrier to 
the effective implementation to all such United Nations measures, including those 
pertaining to Libya.  

223. Details of the Panel’s investigations into this situation in various Member 
States can be found in annex 35. 

224. The Panel therefore recommends that the Council encourage Member States 
with relevant capacity to provide assistance to Member States that lack the legal 
capacity to implement the assets freeze, as a consequence of a lack of domestic 
legislation (see recommendation 15). 
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 1. Exemptions to the assets freeze 
 

225. Member States may submit requests or notifications to the Committee in the 
event that they wish to use any of the exemptions listed therein. There has been only 
one notification under paragraph 19 (a) of resolution 1970 submitted to the 
Committee during this mandate. 
 

 2. Requests for guidance 
 

226. In May 2014, a law firm acting for a Bermuda-based asset management 
company contacted the Panel asking for guidance. The company was seeking a 
licence to manage funds beneficially owned by a designated entity, the Libyan 
Investment Authority, in order to fulfil its fiduciary responsibility, that is to say, 
protect the investment and maximize its returns, whilst ensuring that the funds were 
not available for the benefit of the designated entity, in accordance with the asset 
freeze measure. 

227. Licences to so manage other portions of these assets had been successfully 
obtained in other jurisdictions, but the authorities in the Bahamas appeared to be 
unaware of the proper procedures, and so the licence was not granted, causing a 
deterioration of the assets frozen. 

228. While it is a matter for each Member State to decide on the granting of 
licences, the circumstances indicated that the failure to grant a licence in this case 
was not as a result of the quality of the application, but rather an inability to 
effectively manage the procedures. Accordingly, the Panel sent a letter to the Chair 
of the Committee, suggesting that the Government of the Bahamas follow the 
procedure contained therein. Subsequently, a letter to that effect was sent to the 
Bahamas by the Chair of the Committee recalling the relevant exemption 
procedures. 
 
 

 C. Update of ongoing investigations and enquiries 
 
 

  229. Investigations continue into actual and potential violations of the assets freeze 
connected to Saadi and Hannibal Qadhafi and Abdulla Al Senussi. Useful 
information has been provided by several Member States in the form of financial 
and company records, and these are being analysed. The Panel is confident that 
important evidence will be discovered, which will identify further assets that should 
be frozen in accordance with the measures.  
230. As previously reported, there appear to be a number of attempts on the part of 
some companies to fraudulently represent themselves as agents of the Government 
of Libya, with a mandate to recover “looted” Libyan assets. This trend has 
continued, and the Panel has identified further attempts, in particular with regard to 
assets that should be frozen, that are alleged to be in South Africa.  

231. Full details of the various investigations can be found in annex 36. 
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 VII. Implementation of sanctions on designated vessels 
 
 

232. With the adoption of resolution 2146 (2014), the Security Council broadened 
the Panel’s mandate. The resolution stipulates that the Panel should monitor the 
implementation of sanctions on designated vessels attempting to illegally export 
crude oil from Libya. This includes measures such as the prohibition to provision 
these vessels or to allow them to dock.  
 
 

 A. Libyan focal point 
 
 

233. According to paragraph 3 of Security Council resolution 2146 (2014), a focal 
point within the Government of Libya should inform the Committee of any vessels 
transporting crude oil illicitly exported from Libya. The Libyan authorities 
appointed a focal point consisting of two officials, one from the National Oil 
Company and one from the Ministry of Transport. The Panel reported this 
appointment to the Committee. The Panel met both officials on 7 July 2014 in 
Tripoli to establish a working relationship and discuss practical aspects of the 
resolution.  
 
 

 B. Context of the measures 
 
 

234. The Security Council adopted resolution 2146 (2014) on 19 March 2014, 
shortly after an oil tanker exporting crude oil from the Barqa Council-controlled 
port of Sidra had broken through a Libyan navy blockade. The Morning Glory, 
sailing under the flag of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, was carrying 
234,000 barrels of crude oil. Following the revocation by the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea of its flag, it was seized by special forces of the United States of 
America off the coast of Cyprus and returned to Libya. 

235. Although the event dated from before the adoption of resolution 2146 (2014), 
the Panel decided to investigate the case in order to gain knowledge of the networks 
organizing these illegal exports, as well as their modus operandi.  
 
 

 C. Case of the vessel Morning Glory 
 
 

236. The cargo manifest and other relevant documents of the Morning Glory show 
that the smuggling network may have links with companies in different countries. 
The National Oil Corporation explained that several individual brokers of different 
nationalities had also been involved. During the Panel’s visit to Tripoli in July 2014, 
the Attorney General stated that the individuals involved were the subject of 
ongoing investigations, which may reveal further information. However, to date no 
such information has been provided to the Panel. 

237. The Panel has investigated allegations of a potential link between the oil 
smuggling network and the financing of arms transfers in violation of the arms 
embargo. In this connection, the Panel discovered agreements between 
representatives of Ibrahim Jadhran and other Libyan individuals and entities, as well 
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as lobbying firms,49 where it was agreed that “the lobbying firm shall strive to 
provide the Libyan entities and individuals with economic aid by soliciting buyers 
for your oil when the need arises as well as tankers for the transport of oil”. 

238. This agreement was in force from late 2013 to late 2014, over the period during 
which the House of Representatives was created. Since August 2014, the House of 
Representatives has managed to retain control only over the eastern oil fields of Libya 
and no control over the National Oil Corporation based in Tripoli. After the opening 
of the ports and oil terminals during 2014, the production of Libyan crude oil reached 
the highest production rate per day since 2011.50 However, the production of crude 
oil, control over the storage and export fluctuated throughout the year.  

239. The Panel had two meetings with a senior government official of Libya, during 
which it enquired about the legitimacy of the export of crude oil from the western 
ports, but could not obtain a definitive answer. It is clear that both sides rely on oil 
and other natural resources to fund their expenditure (see recommendation 18). 
Although the Panel could not visit Libya after July 2014, the Panel gathered data of 
vessels calling at Libyan ports from 19 March 2014 until the time of writing. A total 
of 2,607 commercial vessels called at Libyan ports during the period. Details of the 
vessels are provided in annex 37. A synopsis of vessels designed to carry oil and 
natural resources is contained in table 2. 
 

Table 2  
Movements of vessels designed for carrying oil and natural resources 
 

Port 
Chemical 

tanker 
Combined bulk 
and oil carrier 

Combined 
chemical and 

oil tanker 
Crude oil 

tanker 

Floating 
production 

tanker 

Liquid 
petroleum gas 

carrier Product tanker 
Tanker 

(Unspecified) 

         Az Zawiyah – – 1 1 – – 1 – 

Benghazi 7 – 27 – – 15 21 3 

Benghazi Anch 11 – 27 2 – 13 20 – 

Bouri Terminal – – – 2 – – – – 

Derna – – – – – – – – 

Es Sider Terminal – – 1 6 – – 1 – 

Farwah Terminal 2 – 6 15 4 1 6 – 

Khoms 2 – 1 1 – 1 1 – 

Marsa el Brega 14 1 18 25 – 10 2 – 

Mellitah – 1 3 37 – 39 14 – 

Misurata 7 1 34 – – 15 20 4 

__________________ 

 49 Joan Tilouine, “Libye: pétro-polar en eaux troubles”, Jeune Afrique, 27 May 2014, available 
from www.jeuneafrique.com/Article/JA2784p064.xml0/; Brian Hutchinson, “Notorious 
Canadian lobbyist signs $2M contract to promote Libya militants aiming to divide country”, 
National Post, 6 January 2014, available from http://news.nationalpost.com/2014/01/06/ 
notorious-canadian-lobbyist-hired-by-militants-seeking-breakaway-from-libya/; United States 
Department of Justice, “Amendment to Registration Statement Pursuant to the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act of 1938, as amended”, available from www.fara.gov/docs/6200-Amendment-
20131219-1.pdf. 

 50  Saleh Sarrar, “Libya plans to resume output at biggest oil field today”, Bloomberg,  
10 November 2014.  
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Port 
Chemical 

tanker 
Combined bulk 
and oil carrier 

Combined 
chemical and 

oil tanker 
Crude oil 

tanker 

Floating 
production 

tanker 

Liquid 
petroleum gas 

carrier Product tanker 
Tanker 

(Unspecified) 

         Ras Lanuf – – 1 14 – – – – 

Sirte – – 2 – – – – – 

Tobruk 4 – 4 25 – 1 7 – 

Tripoli 8 – 8 1 – 23 15 – 

Zawia Terminal 14 – 20 29 – – 14 – 

Zuara – – 1 – – – – – 

Zueitina Terminal – – – 7 – – – – 

 Total 69 3 154 165 4 118 122 7 
 

Source: Lloyd’s List Intelligence.  
 
 

240. During the period under review, 635 vessels designed for carrying oil and 
natural resources called at the eastern and western Libyan ports and terminals. The 
Panel has not received a reply from the Government of Libya regarding which ports 
are under its control. It can therefore not establish which oil exports are illicit. A 
map of the Libyan oil ports and installations can be found in annex 38.  

241. The major eastern oil ports of Libya were unable to export oil for almost a 
year because of a blockade by the Petroleum Facilities Guard. These blockades 
began in late July 2013 and ended after deals were made to reopen the ports of 
Zueitina and Marsa al-Hariga in April 2014, whereas Es Sidra and Ras Lanuf were 
reopened in June 2014. Recently, El Sharara, one of the largest oilfields in Libya, 
was attacked by Fajr forces, which subsequently deployed guards led by officers 
from Misrata, who secured its storage areas, pumps and pipes. The Zintanis, allied 
to the House of Representatives, had already withdrawn from Tripoli after a battle 
with Fajr. To ensure that Fajr does not benefit from the oil, Zintani forces closed 
El Sharara pipe valves located on their territory. The Al-Hassi government has also 
been trying to restart another oilfield at El Feel, but its pipelines also cross Zintani 
territory. The situation on the ground in Libya is continuously changing and so 
unpredictable, dynamic and vulnerable that the exact quantity of oil produced, 
exported or stored in their storage tanks is difficult to estimate.  

242. After hearing that the House of Representatives had appointed a new company 
to deal with foreign buyers and to enter into contracts for selling Libyan oil, thus 
bypassing the National Oil Corporation, the Panel sought clarification from the 
House of Representatives, and awaits a reply. Furthermore, the Panel awaits a reply 
to another letter sent to the House of Representatives, inquiring about the export of 
oil from all Libyan ports and terminals.  
 
 

 D. Potential designations  
 
 

243. As the necessary mechanisms were in place, on 5 August 2014 an e-mail was 
received from the Libyan focal point that a vessel had been apprehended by the 
Libyan and Maltese authorities for being involved in illegal shipment of crude oil 
from Libya. The Panel wrote to Malta for more information, and Malta denied that 
that had happened. Further information received suggested that the bills of lading 
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states that it was a ship-to-ship loading, confirming that the vessel did not load from 
a Libyan port but in the open sea. According to the bill of lading, the vessel took 
delivery of “2845.380” tons of gas oil from another vessel. The focal point informed 
the Panel that that had been done without the permission of the National Oil 
Corporation, and thus carried away Libyan natural resources without the approval of 
the Government of Libya.  

244. While the cargo was not crude oil, and hence technically does not fall under 
the provisions of Security Council resolution 2146 (2014), the Panel identifies this 
type of transfer as a new phenomenon and likely a trend, which corresponds to 
discussions with various interlocutors whom the Panel has met. In an effort to gain 
further information on trade patterns and potential abuses, the Panel has identified a 
number of vessels that may have exported crude oil from ports not controlled by the 
House of Representatives, and written to the shipping companies operating them to 
establish details of the trade, including customers, sellers and financial flows. 
Responses are being received and will be analysed in due course.  

245. A further complication has been the appointment of two separate National Oil 
Corporation heads, one by the House of Representatives, and one by the General 
National Congress. It is unclear how the payment for exported crude oil is being 
handled, given the fracture of the National Oil Corporation, and also the disputed 
management of the Central Bank of Libya. The current situation, both politically 
and in terms of security, makes the successful designation of any vessels exporting 
crude oil very unlikely (see recommendation 17).  

246. The Panel considers that the matter of illicit exports of crude oil and other 
natural resources, including for petroleum, oil and lubricant products, from Libya is 
of great importance to the resolution of the conflict, and that it should be 
incorporated into any further Security Council resolution on Libya (see 
recommendation 16).  
 
 

 E. Implementation challenges  
 
 

247. The implementation of Security Council resolution 2146 (2014) suffers from 
several challenges inherent in the weak State institutions, current instability and 
insecurity of Libya.  

248. With the ongoing conflict, the Panel concludes that the Government of Libya 
has lost control over many oil ports and oil installations. Apparently, the western 
ports are controlled by the Al-Hassi government, whereas the Government of Libya 
has control of eastern ports and terminals, subject to fluctuation.  

249. There is a long history of smuggling in Libya, which has created extensive 
trafficking networks. The Panel has received information from multiple sources on 
the smuggling of liquid fuel (petroleum, oil and lubricant products) by fishing boats 
to Malta and neighbouring countries. Such vessels have a blanket permission to 
leave the port and return.  

250. The current security situation has further hindered attempts to strengthen border 
management. Likewise, the European Union-led efforts to that effect are limited after 
its evacuation from Libya in July 2014. Furthermore, as a consequence of heavy 
fighting, the Libyan officials stationed in Tripoli within the focal point appointed 
pursuant to resolution 2146 (2014) have not been able to attend work, severely 
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limiting the oversight of oil export traffic. The previously fluctuating behaviour of the 
Petroleum Facilities Guard and the lack of oversight also increase the possibility of 
extortion and illicit exports. The Panel hopes to visit Libya as soon as possible to 
analyse the situation on the ground and meet relevant officials. It is also worthwhile to 
consider that, during the entire period of conflict, vessels continued to call at their port 
of convenience in Libya, especially in case of oil exports from its western ports, 
which are under the control of the Al-Hassi government. This means that it is 
impossible to establish how many ships were loaded with what quantity of oil and 
whether that oil and revenue were properly accounted for.  

251. The Panel notes that, despite the volatile security situation, the production of 
Libyan crude oil is continuing, and the tankers continue to call at ports and 
terminals, raising the possibility of illicit exports of oil, petroleum, oil and lubricant 
products, and other natural resources from its ports, or via ship-to-ship loadings.  
 
 

 VIII. Recommendations  
 
 

  252. The Panel makes the following recommendations:  
 

  General  
 

  To the Security Council:  
 

Recommendation 1. To create a maritime monitoring force to assist the 
Government of Libya in securing its territorial waters to 
prevent the entry into and exit from Libya of arms or related 
materiel in violation of the arms embargo, to prevent the 
illicit export of crude oil and its derivatives, and other natural 
resources [see para. 106]. 

Recommendation 2. To commission a mapping exercise for serious violations of 
human rights and international humanitarian law in Libya 
since the start of the revolution, building on the work of the 
International Commission of Inquiry on Libya and mapping 
experiences in other countries [see para. 65]. 

Recommendation 3. In cooperation with the Government of Libya, to identify 
civilian areas that are to be declared safe from aerial 
bombing, artillery shelling and the deployment of heavy 
weapons, through the imposition of appropriate measures  
[see paras. 56, 95 and 97]. 

Recommendation 4. To establish a United Nations-sponsored media channel with 
nationwide correspondents that promotes independent reporting 
[see para. 58]. 

 

  To the Committee: 
 

Recommendation 5. To update the Sanctions List as follows: [see paras. 208 ff]. 

Abdulqader Mohammed Al-Baghdadi: Status = Deceased 

Quren Salih Quren Al-Qadhafi: Location = Egypt, Good 
Quality a.k.a. = Akrin Saleh Akrin  
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Saadi Qadhafi: Location = In custody in Libya 

Safia Farkash Al-Barassi: Good Quality a.k.a. = Safia 
Farkash Mohammed Al-Hadad, DoB = 1 Jan 1953, Omani 
Passport number = 03825239 

Recommendation 6. To assist the Panel in its attempts to gain access to Libya as 
soon as possible [see para. 11]. 

Recommendation 7. To consider the information provided separately by the Panel 
on individuals meeting the designation criteria. 

 

  Arms embargo 
 

  To the Security Council: 
 

Recommendation 8. To require prior approval by the Committee not only for the 
supply, sale or transfer of arms and related materiel, including 
related ammunition and spare parts, but also for the supply of 
non-lethal military equipment, and the provision of security-
related training to Libya [see paras. 150 and 157]. 

Recommendation 9. In coordination with the Government of Libya, integrate an 
international auditing system into the supervision of the 
Central Bank of Libya, in order to prevent the payment of 
salaries and other funds to militias involved in the destruction 
of public property or abuses of human rights [see para. 190]. 

Recommendation 10. To create a United Nations-led initiative assisting Member 
States, upon request, in disposing of arms and ammunition 
seized under any United Nations arms embargo, to increase 
transparency, effectiveness and safety of such disposal  
[see paras. 110 and 148]. 

Recommendation 11. Consolidate the arms embargo provisions and exemptions 
thereto in any follow-up resolution, in order to avoid 
ambiguous and piecemeal interpretation. 

 

  To Member States: 
 

Recommendation 12. To adopt national legislation to regulate arms brokering 
activities or to exercise more effective control over these 
activities where such legislation exists [see paras. 147 and 155]. 

Recommendation 13. To systematically conduct inspections of cargo to and from 
Libya, if the State concerned has information that provides 
reasonable grounds to believe that the cargo contains 
embargoed goods, as described in paragraph 9 of Security 
Council resolution 2174 (2014), particularly relating to, but 
not exclusively, air transport [see paras. 174 and 184]. 
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  Assets freeze 
 

  To the Security Council: 
 

Recommendation 14. To maintain the assets freeze on the entities on the Libya 
Sanctions List in respect of assets frozen prior to 
16 September 2011 until such time as a stable and unified 
government emerges in Libya [see para. 210]. 

 

  To the Committee: 
 

Recommendation 15. To encourage Member States with the necessary expertise and 
resources to assist those Member States that lack the legal 
capacity to implement the assets freeze, as a consequence of a 
lack of domestic legislation [see para. 224]. 

 

  Measures in relation to attempts to illicitly export crude oil 
 

  To the Security Council: 
 

Recommendation 16. Integrate the provisions contained in resolution 2146 (2014) 
into the general Libya sanctions resolution, and extend the 
measures to oil derivatives and other natural resources  
[see paras. 244 ff]. 

Recommendation 17. Change the designation process to enable the Committee to 
make designations without prior notification by Libya  
[see para. 245]. 

 

  To the Committee: 
 

Recommendation 18. In order to avoid misuse of the Libyan oil revenues, to 
encourage the Government of Libya to provide the 
Committee with regular updates on the ports, oilfields and 
installations that are under its control, and to inform the 
Committee about the mechanism used to certify legal exports 
of crude oil [see para. 239 ff]. 
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