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Introduction

1. Dr. Radovan Karadzic respectfully moves, pursuant to Rules 72 and 73, to
dismiss the indictment on the grounds that the Tribunal lacks jurisdiction, or,
alternatively, should decline to exercise jurisdiction, as a result of the agreement made
with Richard Holbrooke that Dr. Karadzic would not face prosecution at this Tribunal.

2. Dr. Karadzic contends that the indictment does not relate to a person over
whom the Tribunal has jurisdiction pursuant to Article 1 of its Statute because of that
agreement-- made by an official with actual or apparent authority of the United Nations
Security Council and its organs.

3. Alternatively, Dr. Karadzic contends that a failure to enforce this agreement
constitutes an abuse of process, and that the Tribunal should decline to exercise
jurisdiction over him in order to uphold the integrity of this institution and international
criminal justice.

The Agreement

4. The agreement in question was made during the evening and into the early
morning hours of 18 and 19 July 1996. United States special negotiator Richard
Holbrooke proposed that if Dr. Karadzic resigned from all positions in the Republika
Srpska government, including his post as President, resigned as President of the SDS
political party, and withdrew completely from public life, Dr. Karadzic would not have to
face prosecution in The Hague. This proposal was accepted.

5. Mr. Holbrooke required the undertakings of Dr. Karadzic and the Bosnian
Serbs to be in a signed writing, which his team prepared. This document is attached to
this motion as Annex “A”.

6. However Holbrooke declined to put his own obligation in writing, explaining
that it was politically impossible to do so, and that there would in fact be harsh rhetoric
following the announcement that Dr. Karadzic had relinquished his posts, but that
Holbrooke could be trusted to see that the agreement was honored.'

7. Dr. Karadzic honored his part of the agreement. He now seeks to require the

Tribunal to honor Holbrooke’s part.

! See Declaration of Radovan Karadzic, attached as Annex B to this motion and Declaration of Momcilo
Krajisnik, attached as Annex D.
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Motion for Evidentiary Hearing

8. The existence of the “Holbrooke Agreement” is a disputed factual issue. Dr.
Karadzic respectfully requests that the Trial Chamber hold an evidentiary hearing and
make findings of fact concerning the existence of this agreement after hearing from
witnesses on both sides of the dispute.

9. At such an evidentiary hearing, Dr. Karadzic would establish from the
testimony of the two representatives from Republika Srpska who attended the meeting
with Holbrooke, Assembly Speaker Momcilo Krajisnik and Foreign Minister Aleksa
Buha, that Holbrooke expressly represented that Dr. Karadzic would not be prosecuted in
The Hague, but that Holbrooke declined to reduce that promise to writiné for political
reasons.”

10. This testimony is corroborated by a United States Department of State cable
dated 22 July 1996 from U.S. Ambassador to Bosnia John Menzies to State Department
headquarters. In the cable, Menzies reports on a meeting he had that day with Krajisnik
and Buha. Both of them maintained that, at the 18 July 1996 meeting, Holbrooke had
promised that The Hague would “disappear.”3

11. Therefore, from the United States government’s own documents, it appears
that the Bosnian Serb representatives at the 18 and 19 July 1996 meeting were led to
believe that Dr. Karadzic would not be prosecuted at The Hague.

12. Dr. Radovan Karadzic would testify to his understanding of the promise
from Holbrooke that he would not be prosecuted in The Hague, as that promise was
relayed to him by those attending the meeting, including Krajisnik, Buha, President
Slobodan Milosevic, and the FRY Director of State Security Jovica Stanisic.*

13. The existence of the promise that Dr. Karadzic would not be prosecuted in
The Hague can be confirmed by others who were not present at the meeting, but who

learned about the promise thereafter.

? See Declaration of Momcilo Krajisnik (Annex D) and Declaration of Alexa Buha (Annex E)

> See U.S. State Department cable of 22 July 1996, paras. 10 and 14, attached as (Annex F). Dr. Karadzic
expresses his appreciation to the United States government for its permission to make that document
public.

* See Declaration of Radovan Karadzic (Annex B). Mr. Stanisic was unable to be interviewed for this
motion due to his medical condition. (Annex I) Another signatory to the agreement, FRY Foreign Minister
Milan Milutinovic has indicated that he was not present when the agreement was negotiated. (Annex J)
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14. Professor Radomir Lukic, who was present in Dr. Karadzic’s office in Pale
and participated in the discussions with Jovica Stanisic that evening, confirms that Dr.
Karadzic was told that Holbrooke had represented that he would not be prosecuted in The
Hague.’ Professor Lukic’s presence is confirmed by the diary of Dr. Karadzic’s secretary
for 18 July 1996 which shows that he was in Dr. Karadzic’s office at the same time as
Stanisic.

15. Three high-ranking officials of the U.S. State Department have confirmed the
existence of this agreement to Purdue University Professor Charles Ingrao, author of
Confronting the Yugoslav Controversies: A Scholars’ Initiative (2009). Two of them
repeated this information in an interview with the New York T imes.”

16. United States General Wesley Clark reportedly told ICTY Prosecutor Louise
Arbour that if he was arrested, Dr. Karadzic would claim to have an agreement with
United States Secretary of State Warren Christopher that he would not be prosecuted in
The Hague.® The Office of the Prosecutor has subsequently denied being in possession
of this information.”

17. Republika Srpska Prime Minister Gojko Klickovic has testified under oath
that he was aware of this agreement when it was entered into in July 1996.'°

18. Dr. Karadzic’s wife Ljiljana Zelen-Karadzic, daughter Sonja Karadzic-
Jovicevic, son-in-law Branislav Jovicevic, and a close family friend, Dragan
Draskovic, have also confirmed that shortly after that promise was made, Dr. Karadzic

informed them of the promise by Holbrooke that he would not face prosecution in The

Hague.11

> See Declaration of Radomir Lukic attached as (Annex G) Biljana Plavsic, who was also present in Pale
that evening, and signed the agreement, declined to be interviewed in connection with this motion. (Annex
H)

% The relevant page from the diary is attached as Annex C.

" See excerpt of Ingrao, Confronting the Yugoslav Controversies: A Scholars’ Initiative (2009)(Annex K)
and Marlise Simons, Indicted Bosnian Serb Claims Immunity, New York Times (21 March 2009) (Annex
L)

¥ Hartmann, Peace and Punishment (2007); Aulich, Behind the Curtains of International Justice: Interview
with Florence Hartmann (Annex M)

® Prosecution’s Notice Relating to a Meeting between Louise Arbour and General Wesley Clark (17 April
2009)

1 Balkan Insight, Karadzic-Holbrooke Deal was Signed, (9 April 2009) (Annex N)

! See Declarations of Ljiljana Zelen-Karadzic (Annex O), Sonja Karadzic-Jovecivec (Annex P), Branislav
Jovicevic (Annex Q), and Dragan Draskovic (Annex R)
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19. Muhamed Sacirbey, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Government of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, has stated that he was informed of the agreement shortly after it was
entered into during a conversation with American diplomat Robert Frowick (now
deceased), who was in charge of the Bosnian elections of 1996."

20. Former New York Times Washington correspondent David Binder and
Washington consultant Obrad Kesic have provided statements that in September 1996,
they were told directly by Dr. Karadzic that Holbrooke had agreed that he would not be
prosecuted in The Hague.13

21. In addition to these 15 witnesses with information that supports the existence
of an agreement that Dr. Karadzic would not be prosecuted in The Hague, circumstantial
evidence concerning the 18 July 1996 meeting indicates that such an agreement was
made.

22. In his own book, Holbrooke recounts how he had no permission from his
government to use the sanctions as leverage for Karadzic’s withdrawal from public life

and was told by his superiors to “make it sound better than it is”!

»15

and “just use that old
creative ambiguity.

23. On the day after the agreement was made, an article appeared in the New
York Times, which reported that “Mr. Holbrooke acknowledged that an agreement had
been reached with the Bosnian Serbs, and that the agreement “fell short of the goal of
removing Dr. Karadzic from Bosnia and putting him on trial at the war crimes tribunal in
The Hague.”'

24. In an interview with National Public Radio on 22 July 1996, Holbrooke was
asked what was to follow. He answered that Ambassador John Kornblum would be
following up. He was asked if Karadzic would have to go to the Tribunal in The Hague.
Holbrooke replied, “I'm going to let Ambassador Kornblum work that out.”

25. The reporter then asked, “is that the goal?” Holbrooke replied:

12 . .

Statement of Muhamed Sacirbey “Understanding the Karadzic-Holbrooke Deal” (27August 2008) and
interview with Sacirbey (01 August 2008) (Annex S)
13 Declaration of David Binder {(Annex T), Declaration of Obrad Kesic (Annex U), and Marlise Simons,

Envoy Denies Immunity Offer to Leader of Bosnian Serbs, New York Times (25 March 2009)(Annex V)
' Holbrooke, To End a War (Modem Library 1998) at p. 341

** Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 341
'® New York Times, “Top Bosnian Serb Agrees to Resign” (20 July 1996)
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The long-term goal is unambiguous--Karadzic and General Mladic

to the War Crimes Tribunal in the Hague. But the details of

conﬁdential diglomatic qegotiations by necessity must remain

confidential... ' (emphasis added)

26. Therefore, Holbrooke confirmed that there had been confidential negotiations
concerning Dr. Karadzic’s prosecution at the Hague Tribunal—the very topic he later
claimed was not discussed.

27. Dr. Karadzic honored his end of the agreement and withdrew from public life.
However, even a year later, in June 1997, United States Secretary of State Madeline
Albright asked Republika Srpska President Biljana Plavsic if she could persuade
Karadzic to leave Republika Srpska.'® Dr. Karadzic was unwilling to do so, and
ultimately the international community reneged on its agreement that he would not be
prosecuted in The Hague and forced him into hiding.

28. Dr. Karadzic recognizes that Holbrooke and other officials of the United
States government now deny that such an agreement was made. He believes that he can
show at an evidentiary hearing that their versions are not credible.

29. Dr. Karadzic has requested the United States government produce its
documents concerning the meeting of 18-19 July 1996.

30. The United States agreed to search for and provide the documents pursuant to
Rule 70."° While it has produced some peripheral documents, it did not produce any
contemporaneous records of the meeting of 18 July 1996—mnot a single, note,
memorandum, cable, report, or recording.

31. In addition, those in attendance at the meeting have provided conflicting
accounts of the existence of notes. Roberts Owen, an experienced lawyer for whom note-
taking would be a reflex, has stated that he took no notes of the meeting, but that notes

were likely taken by the junior team member at the meeting, Philip Goldberg.”’

7 Public Broadcasting System interview with Charlayne Hunter-Gault (22 July 1996)
8 Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 360

1% Letter of United States to Trial Chamber (3 March 2009)
20 Report of interview of Roberts Owen (Annex W)
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32. However, Ambassador. Goldberg has claimed that he took no notes.”!
Ambassador Lawrence Butler, who also attended the meeting in his capacity of Acting
Chief of Mission at the United States Embassy in Belgrade, also claims to have taken no
notes, nor written any cables or reports of the meeting.22

33. Ambassador Butler indicated that in addition to Holbrooke, Owen, Goldberg
and himself, the meeting was attended by three other Americans: Thomas Longstreth
(Office of the Secretary of Defence), John Feeley (National Security Council) and
Colonel Doug Lute (J5 department of Joint Chiefs of Staff).” Given that the sole purpose
of many of those in attendance was to take notes and report to their superiors, the absence
of notes and reports is indicative of a deliberate effort not to document the representations
that were made at this meeting.

34. Other United States officials who would likely have knowledge of the
agreement, such as Undersecretary of State Peter Tarnoff, Undersecretary of State Strobe
Talbott, and National Security Advisor Sandy Berger have refused to be interviewed.?

35. There is also evidence that the United States continued to try to make other
agreements whereby Serbian officials would not be prosecuted in The Hague even as late
as 2003. In her book, Madame Prosecutor, Carla del Ponte recounts how United States
Ambassador at Large for War Crimes Issues Pierre Prosper negotiated directly with the
Serbian government for the dismissal of ICTY indictments against Generals Pavkovic,
Lazarevic, Lukic, and Djorjevic in exchange for the arrest of General Ratko Mladic.?

36. Dr. Karadzic requests an evidentiary hearing at which the Trial Chamber can
determine who is telling the truth about the Holbrooke Agreement and who is not.

The Validity of the Agreement
37. In 1ts Decision on Accused’s Second Motion for Inspection and Disclosure:

Immunity Issue (17 December 2008), the Trial Chamber held that “it is well established

™ See Statement of Philip S. Goldberg (Annex X). Dr. Karadzic expresses his appreciation to the United
States government for its permission that this document could be made public.

> See Statement of Lawrence Butler (Annex AC). Dr. Karadzic expresses his appreciation to the United
States government for its permission that this document could be made public

> See Annex AC. Dr. Karadzic has requested that the United States make Col. Feeley and Lt. Gen Lute
available for interview before this motion is decided. See Third Motion for Order Pursuant to Rule 70 (22
May 2009)

** See report of contact with Peter Tarnoff (Annex Y), Strobe Talbott (Annex Z), and Sandy Berger (Annex
AA)

 Del Ponte, Madame Prosecutor (New York 2009) at pp. 214-18
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that any immunity in respect to an Accused indicted for genocide, war crimes and/or
crimes against humanity before an international tribunal would be invalid as a matter of
international law.”

38. In coming to this conclusion, the Trial Chamber relied solely on authorities
which provide that there is no immunity for Heads of State.?” But Dr. Karadzic does not
claim to benefit from immunity by virtue of his position as President of Republika
Srpska. Rather, he claims to benefit from a specific cooperation agreement.

39. It is well established that the discretion exists to dismiss charges of genocide,
war crimes, and crimes against humanity as part of a cooperation agreement. The
prosecutor of the ICTY has done it on at least 15 occasions.?®

40. In the case of Dr. Karadzic, he contends that the Holbrooke Agreement
provided the same kind of quid pro quo as those agreements which have been routinely
approved by Trial Chambers of this Tribunal. For his part, he agreed to relinquish power.
This allowed the international community to implement the Dayton Agreement and
contributed to the maintenance of peace in the region. In exchange, he was promised that
he would not be prosecuted in The Hague.

41. During the md-1990s, the international community was focused on solving

the dual problems of Haiti and Bosnia. In 1994, President Clinton had said:

“[TThe two-year civil war in Bosnia and the defiance of the military
in Haiti were two areas that defied easy solutions. At least on the
international front, I would say the problems are more difficult than

I imagined them to be as a candidate.. 2

42. President Clinton stated that these conflicts would have to be solved by
negotiation. In Haiti, the negotiator was former President Carter and the result was an
agreement that General Cedras and his colleagues would leave power in exchange for a
promise that they would not be prosecuted.”® In Bosnia, the negotiator was Mr.

Holbrooke and the result was an agreement that Dr. Karadzic would leave power in

28 Decision on Accused’s Second Motion for Inspection and Disclosure: Immunity Issue (17 December
2008) at para. 25

T Decision on Accused’s Second Motion for Inspection and Disclosure: Immunity Issue (17 December
2008) at para. 17, fn. 21

28 See Motion for Inspection and Disclosure: Holbrooke Agreement (5 November 2008) at fn. 14
2 AP: “Clinton Rejects Criticism He’ Vacillated on F oreign Policy” by Nancy Benac, 3 May 1994
*® Governor’s Island Accord and Presidential Decree (1993)
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exchange for a promise that he would not be prosecuted. The Security Council obviously
believed that such a cooperation agreement was possible and lawful—it specifically
approved the Haiti agreement.31 If there was power to make the agreement in Haiti, there
was power to make the same agreement in Bosnia.

43. Therefore, it cannot be said that any agreement not to prosecute an individual

for international crimes is invalid as a matter of law.

The ICTY’s Obligation to Honor this Agreement

44. The difference between the promise made to the Generals 1n Haiti and Dr.
Karadzic was that President Carter was above-board and the agreement was endorsed by
the Security Council while Holbrooke was duplicitous and insisted that the agreement
remain a secret. As a result, Dr. Karadzic never benefitted from a Security Council
resolution. There 1s no doubt that such a resolution would clearly have been binding on
the ICTY.

45. In its Decision on Accused’s Second Motion for Inspection and Disclosure:
Immunity Issue (17 December 2008), the Trial Chamber held that “neither its own
mandate nor that of the prosecutor is affected by any alleged undertaking made by Mr.
Holbrooke.”?

46. Dr. Karadzic respectfully contends that the Trial Chamber was wrong in that
conclusion. Under the doctrine of actual or apparent authority, the Holbrooke agreement
1s binding on the United Nations Security Council and its organs, including the ICTY.

A. Actual Authority

47. When a principal authorizes its agent to take action on its behalf, actual
authority is created for that agent to enter into agreements that will be binding on the
principal.*®> The International Court of Justice has defined the term agent as “any person

who, whether a paid official or not, and whether permanently employed or not, has been

3! United Nations Security Council resolution 948 (15 October 1994)
*2 Impugned Decision at para. 25

33 An example of this principle can be found in U.S. law: Restatement of Agency 3d, American Law
Institute (2006) at section 3.01
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charged by an organ of the Organization with carrying out, or helping to carry out, one of
its functions — in short, any person through whom it acts.”*

48. Therefore, the Trial Chamber’s statement that Holbrooke’s undertaking could
not bind the prosecutor under any circumstances is clearly wrong. What needs to be
determined is the relationship between Holbrooke and the United Nations Security
Council and/or the relationship between the Holbrooke and the ICTY. What is needed to
determine that relationship is disclosure of documents in the possession of the
prosecution which bear on this question.

49. However, the prosecution has categorically refused to provide that
disclosure® and the Trial Chamber has categorically refused to order it.’ % Therefore,
under those circumstances, Dr. Karadzic is unable to make submissions to the Trial
Chamber on whether Holbrooke was acting with the actual authority of the ICTY, or its
parent body, the United Nations Security Council.

B. Apparent Authority

50. Even if actual authority is determined not to have existed, Holbrooke’s
undertakings may be found to be attributable to the ICTY under the doctrine of apparent
authority.

51. The American Law Institute’s Restatement of Agency defines apparent
authority as “the power held by an agent or another actor to affect a principal’s legal
relations with third parties when a third party reasonably believes the actor has authority

to act on behalf of the principal and that belief is traceable to the principal’s

manifestations.”’

52. Tt goes on to state that “Apparent authority...is created by a person’s
manifestation that another has authority to act with legal consequences for the person

who makes the manifestation, when a third party reasonably believes the actor to be

authorized and the belief is traceable to the manifestation.”®

** Reparations for Injuries Suffered in the Service of the United Nations, 1.C.J. Advisory Opinion, 1949
1.CJ. 174 atp. 177.

%5 Prosecution’s Response to Karadzic Motion for Inspection and Disclosure (19 November 2008) at
Appendix A

%% Decision on Accused’s Second Motion for Inspection and Disclosure: Immunity Issue (17 December
2008)

%7 See, e.g., Restatement of Agency 3d, American Law Institute (2006) at section 2.03
¥ See, e.g., Restatement of Agency 3d, American Law Institute (2006) at section 3.03
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53. The consequences of the doctrine of apparent authority is that the principal is
estopped from denying an agreement entered into by the person with apparent authority
and must honor the terms of the agreement with a third party who detrimentally relied
upon it

54. This principle has been given widespread application in the laws of national

jurisdictions.*’

55. It was said in 1958 by a leading scholar that “there is a modern tendency to
consider estoppel as one of the general principles of law recognized by civilized
nations.”*" Over thirty years ago, the ICTY’s own Judge Meron, after analyzing cases
from international tribunals in existence at that time, concluded that States have been held
to be under an obligation to ratify contracts made by those purporting to act on their
behalf, even where the agents did not have the actual authority to make such contracts.*

56. He wrote that:

It is submitted that under the soundest theory expounded by the tribunals

is that under which the conduct of the State in repudiating a contract made
between an agent and an official acting within his apparent authority 1s
considered as internationally wrongful. Certainly, the security of international
trade and investment can be considerably fostered by holding States bound
internationally by the apparent authority which they themselves have conferred on

their officials.”

57. In the case at bar, there was ample reason for Dr. Karadzic to believe that
Richard Holbrooke was acting on behalf of the international community, including the
United Nations Security Council, when he made the agreement with Holbrooke in July
1996 that he would not be prosecuted at the ICTY.

58. The facts that Dr. Karadzic has assembled so far from public sources in

support of the apparent authority of Richard Holbrooke to make this agreement are

* See, e.g., Restatement of Agency 3d, American Law Institute (2006) at section 2.05

“ GERMANY: German Civil Code, Fifth Title, Agency. Power of Attorney. GREECE: Kerameus &
Kozyris, Introduction to Greek Law, 2™ ed. (Deventer: Kluwer/Sakkoulas, 1993) at 69 CANADA:
Canadian Encyclopedic Digest Agency § 133, UNIDROIT Principles, Article 2.2.5, Comment 2; European
Principles, Article 3:201(3),NETHERLANDS: Civil Code, Article 3:61(2); JAPAN: Civil Code Act NO.
89 of 1896 as amended by Act No. 87 of 2005 , Article 109

#11.C. MacGibbon, Estoppel in International Law, 7 Int’l & Comp L.Q. 468 (1958)

2 Meron, Repudiation of Ultra Vires States Contracts and the International Responsibility of States, 6 Int’]

& Comp 1..Q.273, 281,286, (1957)

“ Meron, Repudiation of Ultra Vires States Contracts and the International Responsibility of States, 6 Int’]
& Comp L.Q.273, 289 (1957)
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contained in the letter to United Nations Secretary General Ban Ki Moon attached to this
motion as Annex AB.** Those facts show that the United Nations repeatedly encouraged
the parties in Bosnia to cooperate with those leading the negotiations for peace, and
ratified the promises made by Richard Holbrooke on every occasion in which it was
called upon to do so.

59. Agreements made by a person lacking actual authority, but having apparent
authority, have been enforced in the criminal justice system of national jurisdictions
when an accused has justifiably relied upon the agreement.

60. In the United Kingdom case of R v Croydon Justices, Ex parte Dean, police
officers promised the accused immunity in exchange for his testimony against two co-
accused. The Crown prosecuted him anyway. The Court dismissed the case, finding that
the accused was entitled to believe that the officers had authority to make the promises
that they made, and that it would be an abuse of process to allow the prosecution to
proceed. ¥

61. The case was followed by the House of Lords in Jones v. Whalley, where
police issued a caution to an accused on the form that stated the accused would not be
prosecuted. The form incorrectly represented the law in force at that time. In dismissing
the prosecution, the Justices found that the Crown was bound by the representation which
had been made to the accused by the police.*®

62. In the United States, the following promises were enforced even though the
agent did not have actual authority:

--promises made by an administrative agency (Securities and Exchange
Commission) that the accused would not be criminally prosecuted.”’

--promises made by U.S. Attorney for one district, and where prosecution was

initiated by U.S. Attorney in a different district.*®

--promises by a military officer granting immunity from criminal prosecution®’

* Dr. Karadzic would have liked to include this material in the body of this motion, but was prevented
from doing so by the Trial Chamber’s word limit. If the Trial Chamber prefers to have the material in the
body of this motion, it is respectfully requested to grant another 2735 words and Dr. Karadzic will file an
amended motion.

* R v Croydon Justices, Ex Parte Dean (19931 QB 769; {1993] 3 WLR 198; [1993] 3 AL ER 129, DC

% Jones v. Whalley, 2006 WL 2049652 (HL), [2007] 1 A.C. 63, [2006] 4 All E.R. 113, [2007]

*7 United States v. Rodman, 519 F.2d 1058 (1st Cir. 1975)

* United States v. Carter, 454 F.2d 426 (4th Cir. 1972)

No. IT-95-5/18-PT 12



--promises by a criminal prosecutor that the accused would not be deported by
immigration officials™

63. In the Australia case of R v Mohi, the Supreme Court of South Australia held
that a promise made by a police officer that an accused would not be prosecuted would be
enforced even in the absence of actual authority by the police officers to make such a
promise. The Court said:

The administration of justice will be brought into disrepute if, without good
reason, the investigating and prosecuting authorities are permitted to decline to
comply with the undertakings or assurances given to such persons that they will
not be charged and to pursue prosecutions against those to whom such
undertakings or assurances have been given. !

64. Dr. Karadzic has demonstrated in Annex AB that Holbrooke had the apparent
authority of the United Nations Security Council to enter into an agreement with him. Dr.
Karadzic reasonably relied on that authority when he accepted the Holbrooke Agreement
and when he fulfilled his part by immediately stepping down from his positions as
President of Republika Srpska and the SDS party, and withdrawing from pubic life.””

65. As a result of that agreement Dr. Karadzic is not a person over whom the
Tribunal has jurisdiction. Therefore the indictment does not relate to a person who may
be prosecuted under Article 1 of the Statute. The Trial Chamber now has a duty to
enforce the agreement by dismissing the indictment.

The Abuse of Process Doctrine

66. Even if the Trial Chamber were to find that the Holbrooke agreement was not

legally binding upon the ICTY, it should dismiss the indictment or stay the proceedings

on equitable grounds under the abuse of process doctrine.

¥ Cooke v. Orser, 12 M.J. 335, 354 (C.M.A.1982) (citing United States v. Hardin, 7 M.J. 399
(C.M.A.1979)); United States v. McKeel, 63 M.J. 81 at 83 (citing United States v. Kimble, 33 M.J. 284,
289-92 (C.M.A.1991); United States v. Churnovic, 22 M.J. 401 at 405 (C.M.A.1986); United States v.
Brown, 13 M.]. 253 (C.M.A.1982)

%0 Geisser v. United States, 513 F.2d 862 (5th Cir. 1975), after remand, 554 F.2d 698 (5th Cir. 1977), after
remand, 627 F.2d 745 (5th Cir. 1980); Margalli-Olivera v. INS, 43 F.3d 345 (8th Cir. 1994); Thomas v.
INS, 35 F.3d 1332 (9th Cir. 1994)

' R v Mohi, 78 SASR 55, 2001 WL 13476; [2000] SASC 384, Supreme Court of South Australia at paras.
46-47

52 See also Declaration of Radovan Karadzic (Annex B) and Declaration of Momecilo Krajisnik (Annex D)
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67. The Tribunal has inherent supervisory power to dismiss any prosecution in the
interest of justice “regardless of a specific violation”.”® This includes a power to stay
proceedings which are an abuse of process.”

68. A Chamber may decline — as a matter of discretion — to exercise its
jurisdiction in cases “where to exercise that jurisdiction in light of serious and egregious
violations of the accused’s right would prove detrimental to the court’s integrity.”>> The
abuse of process doctrine may be relied on if “in the circumstances of a particular case,
proceeding with the trial of the accused would contravene the court’s sense of justice.”*°

69. The Trial Chamber in the Nikolic case held that:

"...[T]he issue of respect for due process of law encompasses more than merely
the duty to ensure a fair trial for the Accused. Due process of law also includes
questions such as how the Parties have been conducting themselves in the context
of a particular case and how an Accused has been brought into the jurisdiction of
the Tribunal. The finding in the Ebrahim case that the State must come to court
with clean hands applies equally to the Prosecution coming to a Trial Chamber of

this Tribunal...””’

70. The Appeals Chamber has recognized that the abuse of process doctrine may
be invoked even where the violation of rights was committed by a third party unrelated to
the Tribunal *® Therefore, while the relationship between Holbrooke and the Security
Council and the ICTY is relevant, Holbrooke’s acts do not have to be binding on the
ICTY for the abuse of process doctrine to apply.

71. However, as the Trial Chamber in the Nikolic case observed:

“Both SFOR and the Tribunal are involved in a peace mission and are
expected to contribute in a positive way to the restoration of peace and
security in the area. Any use of methods and practices that would, in
themselves, violate fundamental principles of international law and

%3 Barayagwiza, AC para. 76

% Prosecutor v. Tadic, IT-94-1-A-R77, Judgment on Allegations of Contempt Against Prior Counsel,
Milan Vujin, 31 January 2000, para. 13, 18; Presecutor v Bobetko, No. 1T-02-62-AR54bis, Decision on
Challenge by Croatia to Decision and Orders of Confirming Judge (29 November 2002) at para. 15;
Prosecutor v. Kallon and Kamara, SCSL, Decision on Challenge to Jurisdiction: Lome Accord Amnesty,
13 March 2004, at para. 76

5% Barayagwiza v Prosecutor, No. ICTR-97-19-AR72, Decision (3 November 1999) at para. 74

% Barayagwiza v Prosecutor, No. ICTR-97-19-AR72, Decision (3 November 1999) at para. 75

37 Prosecutor v. Nikolic, No. IT-94-2-PT, Decision on Defence Motion Challenging the Exercise of
Jurisdiction by the Tribunal (9 October 2002) at para. 111

58 Barayagwiza v Prosecutor, No. ICTR-97-19-AR72, Decision (3 November 1999) at para. 73; See also
Prosecutor v. Nikolic, No. IT-94-2-PT, Decision on Defence Motion Challenging the Exercise of
Jurisdiction by the Tribunal (9 October 2002) at para. 114
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justice would be contrary to the mission of this Tribunal.”®

72. The same is as true for Richard Holbrooke and those involved in his peace
mission, as it is for SFOR.

73. Decisions of other Tribunals have also stated that the court ought to refuse to
exercise its jurisdiction where a cooperation agreement is breached.

74. In Prosecutor v. Kondewa, Justice Robertson of the SCSL Appeals Chamber
argued for a narrow interpretation of the doctrine of abuse of process. However, even he
recognized that prosecution of an accused who complied with the conditions of a

cooperation agreement would constitute “a literal abuse of process which, as national

court decisions show, affect the conscience of the court and may incline it to hold the

prosecutor to his word if the defendant has performed his side of the bargain.”®

75. Furthermore, the ICC Appeals Chamber in Prosecutor v. Lubanga similarly
recognized that “broken promises to the accused with regard to his prosecution”61
constitute circumstances where stay of proceedings on grounds of abuse of process may
be ordered.

76. In Lubanga, the ICC Appeals Chamber in determining whether abuse of
process took place inquired into whether the Accused’s arrest and appearance before the
Congolese authority involved any violation of his rights® and stated that in cases of
breaches of the rights of the accused

the interest of the world community to put persons accused of the most
heinous crimes against humanity on trial, great as it is, is outweighed by

the need to sustain the efficacy of the judicial process as the potent agent
of justice.63

77. In Dr. Karadzic’s case, Richard Holbrooke came to Belgrade in July 1996 to

negotiate the enforcement of the Dayton Agreement’s provision that an ICTY indictee

%% Prosecutor v. Nikolic, No. IT-94-2-PT, Decision on Defence Motion Challenging the Exercise of
Jurisdiction by the Tribunal (9 October 2002) at para. 65

8 prosecutor v. Kondewa, 25 May 2004, SCSL AC, Decision on Lack of Jurisdiction / Abuse of Process:
Amnesty Provided by the Lome Accord, Separate Opinion of Justice Robertson, at para. 56 [emphasis
added]

S Prosecutor v. Lubanga, 14 December 2006, ICC AC, Judgment on the Appeal of Mr. Thomas Lubanga
Dyilo against the Decision on the Defence Challenge to the Jurisdiction of the Court pursuant to article
19(2)(a) of the Statute of 3 October 2006, at 29.

52 Lubanga, Appeals Chamber, para. 41

% Lubanga, Appeals Chamber, para. 39
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should not hold office or seek election. In the course of those negotiations, he agreed that
Dr. Karadzic would not face prosecution at the ICTY in exchange for Karadzic’s
agreement to resign from public and party office and to withdraw from public life. Dr.
Karadzic relied upon the promise and complied with his part of the agreement. It would
now be a miscarriage of justice for the ICTY to exercise its jurisdiction.

78. Therefore, the indictment should be dismissed, or the proceedings should be
stayed, so that the hands of the Tribunal are not stained with Holbrooke’s deception.
Conclusion

79. At its heart, this motion is about fundamental fairness.

80. The Trial Chamber should squarely confront the factual issue of whether
Richard Holbrooke entered into an agreement with Radovan Karadzic by which it was
promised that Dr. Karadzic would not be prosecuted by this Tribunal. Therefore, the first
step should be to hold an evidentiary hearing on the existence of the agreement. Dr.
Karadzic is willing to testify, to be fully cross examined, and to bring witnesses who will
corroborate the existence of this agreement.

81. If the Trial Chamber were to find that there was no such agreement, its work
on this motion is done.

82. If the Trial Chamber were to find that there was such an agreement, it is only
then that it needs to proceed to step two and determine whether such an agreement is
possible under international law.

83. If the Trial Chamber finds that such an agreement is possible, it is only then
that it needs to proceed to step three and determine whether such an agreement is binding
on the Tribunal.

84. If the Trial Chamber finds that the Holbrooke agreement is binding on the
Tribunal, it should order that the indictment be dismissed.

85. If the Trial Chamber finds that the Holbrooke agreement is not binding on the
Tribunal, it must go to step four and consider whether it should exercise its discretion to
decline jurisdiction under the abuse of doctrine so as to not taint the integrity of the
Tribunal by prosecuting someone who, through no fault of his own, relied upon an

agreement in which was based upon deception.

No. IT-95-5/18-PT 16



86. The Trial Chamber should not skip step one. To escape from this basic
factual issue would be to do a disservice to Dr. Karadzic and to history. If the Tribunal is
serious about fulfilling its mandate for truth and reconciliation, it cannot be afraid to
uncover the truth.

87. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the Trial Chamber hold an
evidentiary hearing and, after such a hearing, dismiss the indictment on the grounds that
the Tribunal lacks jurisdiction, or, alternatively, should decline to exercise jurisdiction, as
a result of the agreement made with Richard Holbrooke that Dr. Karadzic would not face
prosecution at this Tribunal.

Word count: 5995

R?pectfully submitted, I~

Radovan Karadzic®*

% The assistance of Legal Intem Anatoly Vlasov of the University of Toronto (Canada) in the research for
this motion is gratefully acknowledged.
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STATEMENT OF RADOVAN KARADZIC

I, Radovan Karadzic, do hereby declare under penalty of perjury
that the following is true and correct:

1. On 18 July 1996, a meeting took place in Belgrade to discuss
my political future. I was not present at this meeting. I had been
informed that Richard Holbrooke had requested to meet with President
Slobodan Milosevic to negotiate about my political future. I was not
invited to attend, but, at the request of President Milosevic, Republika
Srpska ("RS"”) sent two representatives to this meeting—Momcilo
Krajisnik, Speaker of the RS Assembly and Aleksa Buha, RS Foreign
Minister.

2. I remained in my office in Pale and was in frequent telephone
contact with our representatives at the meeting. I also spoke with
President Milosevic on the telephone during that meeting. I never
spoke directly with any of the Americans during that meeting.

3. The negotiations continued during the course of the evening
and different proposals were discussed with me by telephone and were
sent between Belgrade and Pale by FAX.

4, Finally, we reached an agreement. I agreed to resign as
President of Republika Srpska, to resign as President of the SDS
political party, to withdraw from pubilic life, and not to participate in
any way in the forthcoming elections, in exchange for the assurances
that I would not be prosecuted in The Hague. I was informed of these
terms on the telephone by Momcilo Krajisnik, Aleksa Buha, and
Slobodan Milosevic.

5. Holbrooke drafted an agreement which contained only my
obligations. When I saw that, I balked. I wanted his obligations to be
in writing as well.

6. At this point, President Milosevic spoke with me on the
telephone and explained to me that Holbrooke had said that the United
States could not put their part of the agreement in writing for political
reasons. He said in fact Holbrooke said that I could only expect a
harsh rhetoric from the United States for a while, and that their
promise could not be made known publicly. Milosevic explained that
Holbrooke said that this was necessary so that the United States would
not spoil their relations with the other parties in the region. Holbrooke
also said that the United States and the International community
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wanted to discourage my supporters from blocking implementation of
the Dayton agreement, according to Milosevic.

7. When I continued to request that their part of the agreement
be put in writing, Milosevic assured me that these people were
representing the big powers and they don’t put their signature to
every piece of paper. He said that everything Holbrooke had promised
had been honored in the past.

8. Based upon those assurances, I agreed to sign the agreement
containing my part of the undertakings. That document is Annex A to
my preliminary motion.

9. One can note from the document I signed that it is dated July
18, 1996 in the American format of writing the date. It is labeled
“final version”, which means that it had been changed in the course of
negotiations, and it is written entirely in English. It is clear that
although the no American names appear on the document, it was
drafted by Holbrooke and his team, as Holbrooke confirmed in his
book.

10. During the course of the evening of 18 July and early
morning hours of 19 July 1996, Jovica Stanisic flew from Belgrade to
Pale. I do not recall if he came once or twice during that period. We
discussed the agreement and the promise that I not be prosecuted in
The Hague. Stanisic encouraged me to sign the agreement. I finally
signed and he returned with the document to Belgrade.

11. My secretary, Milijana Rasovic’s record of my activities for
that evening, which is attached as Annex C to my preliminary motion,
indicates that Jovica Stanisic arrived at around 9:20 p.m. and left at
12:05 a.m. It also indicates that I left my office at 12:50 a.m. and that
General Subotic and Professor Radomir Lukic had been at my office
during the time that Stanisic was there.

12. Although my secretary’s record indicates that Biljana Plavsic
was present in my cabinet until 10:00 p.m., I do not recall the
circumstances under which she affixed her signature to the
agreement. She certainly was around and I do not recall whether she
was completely acquainted with the details as she was later when she
spoke with U.S. Secretary of State Madeline Albright in 1997 on the
same subject and with the same proposals.
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13. At the time the agreement was entered into, I had no doubt
that Richard Holbrooke had promised that I would not be prosecuted
at the ICTY and that he had the authority to make that promise.

14. I was aware that during the negotiations over Bosnia in
which Holbrooke was involved since 1995, whenever he had made a
promise to us, it had been fulfilled. When those promises had involved
action by the United Nations Security Council, that action had soon
followed. Indeed, the United Nations had expressly encouraged us to
work with Holbrooke and others to find a solution to the problems in
Bosnia.

15. Therefore, I had no doubt that Holbrooke had the authority
to make such an agreement, and I relied upon it.

16. In reliance on that agreement, 1 dutifully fulfilled my
obligations. I resigned as President of Republika Srpska and as
President of my party, withdrew from public life, and did not
participate in the elections.

17. In the days and months that followed, there was indeed
harsh rhetoric against me, but there was no effort to arrest me. 1
moved openly in Bosnia in full view of international armed forces.

18. Because I understood that the agreement that I not be
prosecuted in The Hague was not to be made public, I did not publicize
that agreement myself. However, I did tell some people about it,
including my family, some close associates, and some international
personalities who came to Pale and met with me after the agreement
had been entered into.

19. About one and one half years later, the Republika Srpska
security services advised me of information that the international
forces had apparently decided to renege on our agreement and that
there were efforts underway to kill me. At that time, I went into
hiding.

DATED: 22.904- 07
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STATEMENT OF MOMCILO KRAJISNIK

I, Momcilo Krajisnik, do hereby declare under penality of perjury
that the following is true and correct:

1. On 18 July 1996, I attended a meeting in Belgrade with
Richard Holbrooke, Slobodan Milosevic, and others. I was
representing Republika Srpska (“RS”) along with Aleksa Buha.

2. I do not recall the names of the persons accompanying
Holbrooke. Also present at the meeting on behalf of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia ("FRY") besides Milosevic was Milan Milutinovic,
and others who I do not recall.

3. At that time, President Milosevic was being pressured by the
international community by the threat of United Nations Security
Council sanctions.

4. T understood Richard Holbrooke to be acting at this meeting
as a representative of the international community. Holbrooke had
come to the meeting after consulting in Sarajevo with High
Representative for Bosnia Carl Bildt, who also represented the
international community.

5. We had already agreed with Mr. Bildt that Radovan Karadzic
would resign as President of RS in favor of Biljana Plavsic. However,
there had been no agreement as to Karadzic’'s position as President of
the SDS party.

6. On 4 July 1996, an article was published in which it was
indicated that Biljana Plavsic was not replacing Karadzic, but was just
holding his post temporarily. Another article was published on 13 July
1996, indicating that NATO had stated that it did not have a mandate
to arrest Karadzic. These articles are attached to my statement.

Suddenly Richard Holbrooke appeared with additional demands
and offers.

6. In the past, Holbrooke had acted on behalf of the international
community in connection with the Dayton Peace Agreement, both
before its conclusion and after on its implementation. I considered the
topic of the meeting of 18 July 1996 to be directly related to the
implementation of the Dayton Peace Agreement, specifically the
upcoming elections in Bosnia.



7. At the meeting, Holbrooke initially requested that Karadzic
resign not only from the Presidency of RS, but that he also resign the
Presidency of the SDS party, and that Karadzic leave the territory of
RS, suggesting Montenegro as a destination.

8. During the course of the negotiations that evening, the
Serbian negotiators indicated that the condition that Karadzic leave the
territory of RS was not acceptable.

8. Holbrooke excused himself on several occasions to use the
telephone to consult others. Finally, he agreed that Karadzic would
not be required to leave the territory of RS.

9. We also conferred with Radovan Karadzic on the telephone
during the course of the negotiations that evening and informed him of
what was being said at the meeting, including Holbrooke’s statements
about Karadzic's indictment in The Hague. He was also receiving
papers by FAX to Pale.

10. Holbrooke expressly represented that if Karadzic agreed to
resign his RS government positions, resign as President of SDS party,
and withdraw completely from pubilic life, he would not have to worry
about The Hague. He would not be arrested for, handed over to, or
prosecuted in The Hague. The Hague would be a thing of the past.

11. This was what was agreed upon during the meeting of 18
July 1996.

12. Holbrooke and his team produced a written agreement
reflecting the promises made by the RS. I signed this agreement, and
it was taken to Pale to be signed by Karadzic. I have identified the
document bearing #R1117620 as a true copy of this agreement.

13. We were told that the promises made by Holbrooke could not
be put in writing. He also said that there would be some rhetoric
against Karadzic for awhile. However, during the course of the
negotiations with Holbrooke before and after Dayton, Holbrooke had
made many oral agreements and the international community had
fulfilled them.

14. For example, Holbrooke had orally promised that we would
have our own entity and we would get the name “Republika Srpska”.
This promise was fulfilled. I had no reason to believe that Holbrooke'’s
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oral promise concerning Karadzic and The Hague would not also be
fulfilled.

15. None of the negotiators on the Serbian side had any doubt
that Holbrooke had the authority to make such a promise.

16. Republika Srpska and Karadzic fulfilled their part of the
agreement. The international community initially fulfilled its part of
the agreement. No efforts were made to arrest Karadzic, even though
IFOR and SFOR had a strong military presence in Bosnia. It was only
later that things changed and the international community reneged on
Holbrooke’s promise.

DATED: I4-0%.49.

A




CCiLT NOK L0, OT/TO

200 [LvLL ON X¥/X1]

[ 68 vCTyHTH 64 OCTATRR. "X pabpo .o~
2 - CTojuHctRelie KijKko:ce oMekyjc H TIpHXBa-
T4 Bossa Boxujlf', narmicHo je Ap Kepa-

" "UHA, CRYNWITHIfA<je Y. chiom LnonHeniiom-
--3AteNalby NoTol) M3aBpana KoM TiapHm

* -on6op, kojit Spdju85.unditona 15 PC 1 37,
< ' 'HY'OCTLIMX CPI|EXHX 3EMATha M Anjacno-
j8 - &, yYRynuo: 122urana, Jlan Hakon nyfton~
~ Mahcxe: kotnentije. CC-8; HonoW3abpa-
k- Fashy opflop je umpeTo crao Maa
:yrbplicHe M Ayfbxo NaTpHoTCKe NnOAKTH-

- Xe¥oJy CTparky| nonH cBHX LleeT rofmsig.
ocTO)akba s PHA; JeAHornaciio ynytHo

£ -¥axTen npencejliaxy Kapaunhy ua:ce
* KaHAnAYje wa weAcTojehm HaBopHma K

"OTMoYe0 KoHCY/ITalKc oxo YTRphURAIA -
NUCTO "CTPUHUYKHX KallAMAATS. 33 cefis
Tembapcke nabipe, Mo saksbyyctha orora
Bpoja Hutiier LA, 1IMCY NoattaTa siMena
jle .2 - THX XaHAKOATY
a . (23,4 c1p)

nlike yeiipanny

HApO”,: pokiia Je-
V1% DS jo Npen-

nGtanHuM fy-
Jo Ko HyGops y




coo [L¥LL ON /Y11 Cf

co XpaMani
TG MR Y. ﬁojnj_cr.
sopyute Xpumaistcy yhex Biuns -
R Q5T SACHAXE Ay oHor 1ADO-
RO Whmwiai .

Y
0¥

pucYtTBOBAO
#S3Ehy ovTwior pe-

LJep. yYApUINCHN
- oacho Byayhaid
g NP AR AN Om”
" chamic HpReE JC Y

CJ¥. 4 cast W T80

.- ANLlTaM Hadyoj 6
W axpusai. o F 2
e 4 )& H MG T

" ¥CPCH /A BAINNO
W HAjyenewsdig )

: o Mmpé#m.-

11T NOX Lo, 01/T0

FIVTITIN R | TN (R TP T A IS
ApOMe OGpau y3 BiE ¥ ROIMMBANO RSO 14

AU MAJEI0 CHC MM MU ractof:

1he, 118 Gy acuO ol 36y Gansey norealn
y 1oy sajeumdyn

YUHHNTH Aenutons
PTEO Pphe-HPRso-
KON UJHYTCENS HETH-
{a onmap y osy Ipw-

. W cpiekol MpHACTHPA Xhsiarylap
¥, ¥C w Tpuoso huraa je W oriur Mit
Tpoda. ¥ XA TapY cRAKOF SaN3 13-

“xoM-BeyrpHe eny|ibe Uovio xumatiap

TAT A e cheliME Y
YYRANTBIPHOM Wku- +
HOH APHPUSHUOMI Y M0t €O Ot RuTgee-
X DUT2 U2 UBHMATIDOC FADKME O Jife
BN intin jepife Tenixohe jous tps-
HTY Cpbo HA ondm
HPOCTajHHMA "JR SN Y HME HBNACTHPR
HUCHET 32 Gt A
mate TEUIKOe AN HOTAD A HX -
M W CEMyR OIRMA
Xojit cy BOMHN o) WA NOMOTHY. Mx
rpII0 Qipwend 'y Bi{jBosnoj. ;mySans ca
panyjemo ca sunmd Fupor Cuere JTnny-
D AKE QTN I BeC W~
AWMU CHRTE off anie
afy RYY jo rjSons

MO, ua ce sany;

i ETudpHMa. MOjorticMo”, péxan j

| Hcenscn HOMATET

|

EART

4. Jop 8y camo, 1€ ase Nolnrwine

i, IOBOIEIANIM NOPCRY, HaBnje:
Y M Ot YRHAZ]Y NOBCPCthe
A HISODHMA be Garae oruxo
o HARBON GANYIM, A.uM NOILTY)CMD
Y \pda” - Ko je fp Wemren.
LR ONSKBA CTAS MCTRMNQ. JC M MaThcTap
i &%Pnhm’oow A “ni- .
tenf. L RepeivE Higoa Tpefargari NaTpior-

D), B TO LY, HCD
LATREN: QTDAlIKS, & e
PO ¥ sphiCKUT

{ npuripowaika

Ap . Hixang  flo- - :

CTivGiens he MHOro YjsHTH R 30 Cpbe

MHATBEM o8 o : [

by TNt rn

4 SO MHD: BHTi Mo
LR et eriaTeTeRe

i) e e

c) Hapoiom SPOLSIIC Cpe CTpey

BRPHD, (tica pl 14 OTPAMRA M
ok ik et on - MupTHAY A xaxa be
O eIy ATHIH S4epe Mamdjom .

- 1 TanacHaa Pafo-

/M, 1M pescpate .

UK PR |

QURLITHIE 1M OTROTHING DCHM DHOT WiTD
nua y Peiybnuigt {Tpiicso)”.

"Boavye eunc,
Gapacsane, pyus
Acity, aohe W i
CPIICE lint CHHOBHMI
M WO trTa Y Cplin it rpane on CpSa
113 waf wenopyve Citbe. Obaj Hapop s
JC HMb LB FIOYNERIITo Hi RGK hanaum

|, yueHdmn, 1. Hehe | { cans. Hunsana ww

yOnjenc inmwie
cyne wnjSomum
1o xance Cpbo ca-

. MEhe JATH coors njjescent taxs nn Ka-

puumka, csors revpans Miamde, uy
PC NPORRSTM 250 To
CAMN ROKYINA)Y fiAll yuniie, sauneny cy
APe HCXARMEQ AN X240 CY BOXYInanN
IR YEATICL NEreMnsiMOT Xepoja k sohy
‘03 Cpricsor Chpajcije, sjsony Chanxe
Asicxaulia, KHROTHUK caciia hewn wx
jour jesic, matux

HCTOMHE 04 ipwee'|- saptuva jeo -
| jo abpadaise wapolly ToTxvlaspin np
. Wimuam, wenpahes |)ypumse 0d6pana-
+ 1603 teniaaa Flpujelopyania,
Jabpuinm Y S OMOTHANT AKTHE-
HoUTH NPHJENOPCRH) praMRALL BMo je
14 ; Ipujenaps, rae cy
apall CTRMIXE yHlicTRUBEAM Y oTRO:
peHon npcrpasy, T ones A

| “MacoRilo upymic” woje Tpefd yRovpe

WEGT BHIDAM Cpe

i aum Y Fajiyaciy |

. QyHnIBIol e Sap jou juulmq_mo
| scEpatrt”,” KoMarrstop ool JINCTA

A fO WTo ¢y Gox- |-

" Komesrrapidiiyhs majasy upopced- -
nuxs Xsutxes cyfs Asiromujs Xoetos
A8 09 ¥ OHACHIM SATRLMTH JUHORHY
YeoRhcibe CRHKIDNA COlaEMa Apmasing,
TOHMAPO” VANX TIANS NDEHIOEH UIRCIRY
wojany; Kapria BT A8 ey caHuibge

BuTR "yRonxNTo RPONRRIK JILJTOHCEM
cropasyR™ -

JIUCT MaBulix AT CY rASMM Bojin
WThEUEN  CARCIMES RUIETIANCHH RMC-
Di 121 1HOTCIONM F30 W KOIH I pRHXTOp-
T HIjUEIME 0 PAIANOIRMA IA CMCIEM-
BHIHC WDERDANA JinjToim Cwuta o2
byixuKic SOMANPAINTA JyXitor Kpuns
RATO-1, 1:.c04UM T 8 HOOP-3.

| XAUKHTPUOY v
sancujoknx npolivnea, jep wy YH paly
£30 OloAIEY LTOBUR SATTURO kY o M-
iimanuo povpelitc Jp “oficTeR W

Ly
- olucwYje HouavEM aKet "®ene
Xenn Porenopr nosecha 23 e CyA of
1993 ropgike xasp jo fopwipar, yohco

EPHCET

- Fpheencew oy “Jlep Cruuapa”
e fo HATO vesin meHART Na 89,

-GN MOEAD DR YRAACK DpeyTRpNER P
nySanke Cprcae /1p Palosaz Kapa-
1he. JBeer NpeocH WAy g
cx0r Pescpana Man Ajphss 7 HATO
THCMA MAJLAAT 31 CHrelaAnny B0JHY Bk-
MY YANLMCHA".

Toptrapon HOOR-3 aiwat Mapx
Bast ajK jo HUTIACHO JA €Y MOTYDE Jo- -
THIO “y9ecTiac Matpone (R tCpRTo-
puin Cpnore xaxo 84 oo oTPRITHNG
TPCACQIDIHECS0 RDSTEHL”. ON je o
530 pa "macoplia XGHGPONTRIHIL ©
fpelicciutiroswy alembehe)lex iie fio-
hasy y 06aup, HapoaNTQ Kxo Oi T bK-
710 OHIMYHO AKX {pstale”,

B JOBAHOBWB. iy
gy VAN D YL

2any O

Dcsofs et (a #1998



ANNEX “E”

No. IT-95-5/18-PT



]

Na wazenge gospoding dr Radovang KradZzica, Koje mi je prenco advokat Goran
1jevid, pod punom odgovornoscu dajem Medunarodnom krivicnom sudu za biviu

soslaviitie u postupku koji se vodi po opruznict protiv gospodina Radovana Karadzica.

slededy

17.JAV

Zovem se Aleksa Buha, reden sam 1939 godine. od oca Vula i majke Ljubice. u selu
Ribari. opstina Gacko, sada Republika Sepska - Bitl, Moje sadadnje prebivaliste jo u
Beogradu - Srbija. ulica Melerova 16, Radio sam do 1. novembra 2008 godine. v zvanju
redovnog prolesora, na Filozolskom takultete u Banja Luet Republika Srpska, Redovni
sam clan Akademija nauka 1 vmetnosti RS,

Goding 1990, biran sam za poslanika na list Srpske demokratske stranke u zajednicku
narodnu skupstinu Socijalisticke republike BHHL Od okiobra 1991, godine do septembra
1998.codine bro sam postamik u SkupStini srpskog naroda BibL odnosno u Narodnoj
shupdtint Repulike Srpske. Tstovremeno, od keaja marta 1992 podime do januara
F998 godine o sam ministar inostranih poslova u Viadi RS U tom svolstvu ucestbvovao
sam U svim pregovorima hoje je rukovodstvo Srpshog narada vodile sa predstavnicima
druga dva kenstitutivna naroda BiH 1 medunarodnim &iniocima, 1 10: prije rata u ciljo
irnalazenja formule za demokratsku wansformaciju BilL 2 wkom rata u cilju postizanja
pravednog mira. Mogu kazati da sam ne samo bio uéesnik u koneipiranju ruenih
dokumenata. koji su dolazili sa nade strane. nego o upuden 1o "obicaje” | atmaeslery
koja je vladala prilikom pregovora, 1 pretpostavljene | podrazumesaiuce polazne 1alke.
To vazi i za sporazum KaradZzié-Holbruk,

Naime, Moméilo Krajisnik, Radomir Lukic, Jovan Zametica i ja doputovali smo hitno u
kasnim poslepodnevnim satima sa Pala u Beourad 180 jula 1996.godine. Dadli smo po
pozivu pok.predsednika Slobodana Miloseviéa, Objadnjavajudi num zbop fepa smo
morall da dojurimo. MiloSevie je rekao da treba hitno perfektniran sporazum Kradzica sa
gospodinom Holbrukom. Poronu i drzanju MiloSevida, mogao sam videti du je oo glavni
dio posla sa Holbrukom ved zavr$io. o da nas trojica sa Pala ¢ gosplukié nije bio
prisutan 5 reba da uCestviiemo u dijelu posla koji se tice dr Karadzica, i kao neophodni
svjedoci, Mi smo se. shodno tome. pretvorili u aktere koji ta) dogovar perfektuiraju. u
stvart stavhiaju na papir. Krenuli smo od teksta izjave koja je ved bila koncipirana. Tekst
je nekoliko puta faksom odadiljan na Pale 1 vradun v Beograd kako bi se dr Karadfi¢
saglasio sa svakom tzmenom i dodathom koji su dolazili il sa pade strane ili sa strane
Holbrukove ekipe. Kazem "ekipe®. 1 sjedam se da su uz Folbroka bili 1 dvojica
ambasadora, Konadnu izjava verzije. sa potpisima hila je gotova fza ponoci. i u ranim
casovima 19, jula 1996, godine. Pored Radovana KradZica izjavu su potpisali Biljana
Plavgic. Mométo Krapsdntk 1. w Slobodan Milosevie T Milan Milutinen ié. Dok smoe
cekahi povratak helikoprera sa Pula kojim je donesen primerak potpisanc Izjave. u jednom
trenuthu sam upitao, wboze naivooe, o ustvart soudljenn. kako bil proverio svoi utisak sa
pocetka sastankas Dobro udi. dr Karad7id se evo obavezao da dobrovoline ode sa svib



funkeiyn je I Holbruk udao u neke obaverze prema dr Karazicu, Uslijedila je reakeija
pokoinog predsedaika Milosevida, mamrom Kakay sam poznavao od ranije: Rre Aleksa,
tonisi glup covek. o na $ta 0 mislis podrazumieva se da je ved utvrdeno. Ti kao ministar
spolinih poslova zoad da uz ovakay sporavam ide 1 tajni do.

{Tekst lzyave dr Karadzica publikovan je u beogradskom listu Polidka ckspres 20 jula
1006 wodine. Engleska verzija sa nabreganim potpisima objavijenaje u knpize Ricurada
Holbruka, No osnova provoda moge wrdith daje o autentican wekst Tgave)

Pomenute rijedi predsednika MiloSevica visu me do kraja uvierite. Oke 2 saa posle
ponoci razitazill smo se svako na svoju stran Pozdravljajuds seo upitao sam gospodina

fziavu dr Karadzica Holbrak je odgovorio: Poslije ovopa, Srpska demokratska stranka ide
ma izbore, w2 Karadzica je Tribunal u Hagu proslost,

U vesi so ovim sporazamorn zelim da potvredim 1 ona $to sam Cuo 1z usta gospode Plaviic
desetak meseet kasnije. Gospoda Plavdic je u maju i junu 1997 godine. u svopstvu
predsednika RS primila u Banja Luct drzavnog sckretara SAD Mudlen Olbragt. Odmah
iza woge dosla je na Pale 1 preda mnom § Krajisnikom prenijels poruku gospoile Olbrajt
cazimajuci je u dvije kratke recenieer da e Biljana Plavsic od sada litno njoj odgovarmna
za RS, a dr Karadzié maora da nestane 17 BN, pu e 7a njega prestat dua postoji 1 Haski
ribinal. Kae $to je posnato dr Karadzi¢ je bio nestao iz RS, ali Holbruk. gda Olbraji i
Haghi tribunal nisu prestali da jure dr KaradZzica,

L vremenu dok sam obavljao odgovorne. stranacke i drzavne funkeije, a nakon ovog
dogadaia. vide puta sam kouakirao su visokim  predstavmcima 1zvanedunarodng
zajednice | americke administracije. lr tih kontakaia sam zakliucio da su i oni upoznali s
SPOTAZINON.

L Beogradu
21.04.2000 godine

Alekosa Buba
Malerova 16
Beagrad
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E.0. 12958: DECL: 07/21/06

TAGS: PREL, PGOV, BK

SUBJECT: BUHA AND KRAJISNIK: DOWN WITH KARADZIC,
- DOWN WITH DAYTON '

1. {(U) CLASSIFIED BY JOHN K. MENZIES, AMBASSADOR,
PER 1.5 (D).

2. {C) SUMMARY: BUHA AND KRAJISNIK TOLD US IN PALE

JULY 22 THAT THE GORS WILL UPHOLD COMMITMENTS MADE

IN BELGRADE WITH THE HOLBROOKE DELEGATION CONCERNING

THE REMOVAL OF KARADZIC FROM PUBLIC LIFE AND OFFICE..

BUHA AND KRAJISNIK TOLD US THAT AGREEMENTS REACHED

WITE HOLBROOKE LED THEM TO BELIEVE THAT THE WAR
CONFIDENTIAL

CONFPIDENTIAL

PAGE 02 SARAJE 02528 01 OF 03 2216232
CRIMES TRIBUNAL WOULD CONTINUE TO EXIST THROUGH THE
SEPTEMBER ELECTIONS, AND WOULD THEN 'VANISE'. THEY
SPOKE OF GORS CONFUSION AS TO THE APPROPRIATE
INTERLOCUTOR IN THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY ON THE
DAYTON ACCORDS. COMMENT: KRAJISNIK WAS UNUSUALLY
COMBATIVE AND MORE CONFRONTATIONAL THAN WE HAVE EVER
SEEN HIM. END SUMMARY AND COMMENT.

3. (C) AMBASSADOR, DCM, AND POLOFF MET WITH RS
ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT MOMCILO KRAJISNIK AND GORS

CONFIDENTIAL 10f10
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MINISTER ALEKSA BUHA IN PALE JULY 22. BMBASSADOR
REPORTED TO KRAJISNIK AND BUHA THAT HE HAD SPOKEN
WITH HOLBROOKE JULY 21, AND THAT HOLBROOKE HAD
REPORTED TO WASHINGTON ON THE WRITTEN AND ORAL
AGREEMENTS REACHED WITH GORS REPRESENTATIVES IN
BELGRADE. AMBASSADOR REMINDED THEM THAT THE USG
EXPECTED FULL COMPLIANCE WITH THE AGREEMENTS, AND
SAID THERE WOULD BE A SWIFT RESPONSE IF THE GORS
DOES NOT UPHOLD 1TS COMMITMENTS. AMBASSADOR SAID
THE USG EXPECTS PALE TO UPHOLD ITS COMMITMENT TO
REMOVE POSTERS AND PORTRAITS OF FORMER RS PRESIDENT
RADOVAN KARADZIC FROM PUBLIC DISPLAY, AND SAID THAT
THE USG BELIEVES KARADZIC SHOULD BE REFERRED TO AS
EITHER DR. KARADZIC OR EX-PRESIDENT KARADZIC, NOT
PRESIDENT. AMBASSADOR TOLD BUHA AND KRAJISNIK THAT
POLITICAL ACTIVITY BY OPPOSITION PARTIES IN COMING
MONTHES MUST BE PERMITTED AND THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO
INTIMIDATION OF VOTERS IN THE PRE-ELECTION PERIOD OR
ON SEPTEMBER 14.

4. [(C) KRAJISNIK TOLD AMBASSADOR THAT THESE POINTS
CONFIDENTIAL

CONFIDENTIAL

PAGE 03 SARAJE 02528 01 OF 03 2216232

HAD BEEN AGREED TO WITH HOLBROOKE IN BELGRADE AND
THAT THE GORS WOULD STRIVE TO FULFIL THEM.

KRAJISNIK SAID IT WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO CONTROL
THE MASSES AND PREVENT THEM FROM DISPLAYING PICTURES
OF KARADZIC. KRAJISHNIK ACCUSED THE USG OF LOOKING
FOR EXCUSES TO REIMPOSE SANCTIONS OR FURTHER
PERSECUTE THE RS, SAYING IT WILL BE EASY TO FIND A
PUBLIC PORTRAIT OF KARADZIC. THE GORS, HE
CONTINUED, HAS FULFILLED ITS AGREEMENTS, WITH
KARADZIC'S RESIGNATION AS PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIKA
SRPSKA AND FROM HIS POSITION AS PRESIDENT OF THE
SDS. KRAJISNIK SAID HE ONLY CALLED KARADZIC
'PRESIDENT KARADZIC® OUT OF HABIT, AS A MISTAKE.
{NOTE: IN OUR MEETING, KRAJISNIK EXCLUSIVELY CALLED
KARADZIC PRESIDENT.} HE SAID THE PORTRAITS OF
KARADZIC AND REFERENCES TO HIM AS PRESIDENT WERE
UNDERSTANDABLE, SINCE THE SDS HOPES TO WIN THE
SEPTEMBER ELECTIONS. THE LEADERSHIP, HE SAID, WILL
ADHERE TO THE AGREEMENTS, BUT CANNOT CONTROL THE
PECPLE.

5. (C} AMBASSADOR TOLD KRAJISNIK HE HAD SEEN A
POSTER OF KARADZIC (CAPTIONED 'WE WON, WE WILL

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONTINUE'}) IN A WINDOW OF THE RS GOVERNMENT BUILDING
IN PALE. BUHA SAID THE PICTURE HAD BEEN SEEN
SATURDAY, JULY 20, AND THEN REMOVED. AMBASSADOR
TOLD KRAJISNIK HE HAD SEEN THE PICTURE SUNDAY, AND
THAT THIS SORT OF PUBLIC DISPLAY WAS NOT IN KEEPING
WITH AGREEMENTS REACHED IN BELGRADE. KRAJISNIK
ASKED WHAT BOTHERED THE AMBASSADOR ABOUT THE
PICTURE, AND PROCEEDED TO ACCUSE THE USG OF
CONFIDENTIAL

CONFIDENTIAL
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{UNSPECIFIED) BLACKMAIL. HE SAID AGREEMENTS REACHED
IN BELGRADE CONCERNING KARADZIC HAD BEEN 'FINISHED',
AND THAT HE AND HOLBROOKE HAD AGREED THERE WOULD BE
NO MORE DISCUSSIONS OF KARADZIC. HE DISPUTED
CHARGES OF WAR CRIMES WHICH HAVE BEEN DIRECTED
TOWARDS THE FORMER RS PRESIDENT, AND BECAME VISIBLY
UPSET. HE REPEATED HIS ASSERTION THAT THE GORS HAD
COMPLETED ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDERTAKEN IN BELGRADE,
AND THAT KARADZIC HAD ACCEPTED THE PROPOSAL TO
RESIGN: IT WAS NOT IMPOSED, KRAJISNIX SAID. THE USG
SHOULD NOT WORRY ABOUT POSTERS, NOR ABOUT MISTAKES
MADE REFERRING TO KARADZIC AS PRESIDENT.

6. {(C) BUHA SAID AN ISSUE OF MAJOR CONCERN TO THE
GORS WAS THE APPROPRIATE INTERLOCUTOR IN THE
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY ON QUESTICONS OF THE DAYTON
ACCORDS. HE SAID THAT AFTER SPEAKING WITH BILDT,
FROWICK CALLED BILDT'S STATMENTS ‘DECEPTIONS'.

AFTER REACHING AGREEMENTS WITE FROWICK, THEN
HOLBROOKE ARRIVES ON THE SCENE, LEAVING GORS
OFFICIALS WONDERING WHO, IN FACT, SPEAKS FOR THE
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY. BUHA SAID THE GORS HAD
BELIEVED BILDT WAS THE APPROPRIATE INTERLOCUTOR, BUT

CONFIDENTIAL
NNNNPTQ1702
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E.O. 12958: DECL: 07/21/06

TAGS: PREL, PGOV, BK

SUBJECT: BUHA AND XRAJISNIK: DOWN WITH KARADZIC,
- DOWN WITH DAYTON

i. {U) CLASSIFIED BY JOHN K. MENZIES, AMBASSADOR,
PER 1.5 (D).

2. {(C) SUMMARY: BUHA AND KRAJISNIK TOLD US IN PALE

JULY 22 THAT THE GORS WILL UPHOLD COMMITMENTS MADE

IN BELGRADE WITH THE HOLBROOKE DELEGATION CONCERNING

TEE REMOVAL OF KARADZIC FROM PUBLIC LIFE AND OFFICE.

BUHA AND KRAJISNIK TOLD US THAT AGREEMENTS REACHED

WITH HOLBRQOKE LED THEM TO BELIEVE THAT THE WAR
CONFIDENTIAL

CONFIDENTIAL
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CRIMES TRIBUNAL WOULD CONTINUE TO EXIST THROUGH THE
SEPTEMBER ELECTIONS, AND WOULD THEN 'VANISH'. THEY
SPOKE OF GORS CONFUSION AS TO THE APPROPRIATE
INTERLOCUTOR IN THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY ON THE
DAYTON ACCORDS. COMMENT: KRAJISNIK WAS UNUSUALLY
COMBATIVE AND MORE CONFRONTATIONAL THAN WE HAVE EVER
SEEN HIM. END SUMMARY AND COMMENT.

3. (C} AMBASSADOR, DCM, AND POLOFF MET WITH RS
ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT MOMCILO KRAJISNIK AND GORS
MINISTER ALEKSA BUHA IN PALE JULY 22. AMBASSADOR
REPORTED TO KRAJISNIK AND BUHA THAT HE HAD SPOKEN
WITH HOLBROOKE JULY 21, AND THAT HOLBROOKE HAD
REPORTED TO WASHINGTON ON THE WRITTEN AND ORAL
AGREEMENTS REACHED WITH GORS REPRESENTATIVES IN
BELGRADE. AMBASSADOR REMINDED THEM THAT THE USG
EXPECTED FULL COMPLIANCE WITH THE AGREEMENTS, AND
SAID THERE WOULD BE A SWIFT RESPONSE IF THE GORS |
DOES NOT UPHOLD ITS COMMITMENTS. AMBASSADOR SAID
THE USG EXPECTS PALE TO UPHOLD ITS COMMITMENT TO
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REMOVE POSTERS AND PORTRAITS OF FORMER RS PRESIDENT
RADOVAN KARADZIC FROM PUBLIC DISPLAY, AND SAID THAT
THE USG BELIEVES KARADZIC SHOULD BE REFERRED TO AS
EITHER DR. KARADZIC OR EX-PRESIDENT KARADZIC, NOT
PRESIDENT. AMBASSADOR TOLD BUHA AND KRAJISNIK THAT
POLITICAL ACTIVITY BY OPPOSITION PARTIES IN COMING
MONTHS MUST BE PERMITTED AND THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO
IRTIMIDATION OF VOTERS IN THE PRE-ELZCTION PERIOD OR
ON SEPTEMBER 14. '

4. {C) KRAJISNIK TOLD AMBASSADOR THAT THESE POINTS
CONFIDENTIAL

' CONFIDENTIAL

PAGE 03 221623%
HAD BEEN AGREED TO WITH HOLBROOKE IN BELGRADE AND
; THAT THE GORS WOULD STRIVE TO FULFIL THEM.
; KRAJISNIK SAID IT WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO CONTROL
l THE MASSES AND PREVENT THEM FROM DISPLAYING PICTURES
' OF KARADZIC. XRAJISNIK ACCUSED THE USG OF LOOKING
FOR EXCUSES TO REIMPOSE SANCTIONS OR PURTHER
PERSECUTE THE RS, SAYING IT WILL BE EASY TO FIND A
PUBLIC PORTRAIT OF KARADZIC. THE GORS, HE
! CONTINUED, HAS FULFILLED ITS AGREEMENTS, WITH
KARADZIC'S RESIGNATION AS PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIKA
SRPSKA AND FROM HIS POSITION AS PRESIDENT OF THE
SDS. KRAJISNIK SAID HE ONLY CALLED KARADZIC
*PRESIDENT KARADZIC® OUT OF HABIT, AS A MISTAKE.
{NOTE: IN OUR MEETING, KRAJISNIK EXCLUSIVELY CALLED
KARADZIC PRESIDENT.) HE SAID THE PORTRAITS OF
KARADZIC AND REFERENCES TO HIM AS PRESIDENT WERE
UNDERSTANDABLE, SINCE THE SDS HOPES TO WIN THE
SEPTEMBER ELECTIONS. THE LEADERSHIP, HE SAID, WILL
ADHERE TO THE AGREEMENTS, BUT CANNOT CONTROL THE
PEOPLE.

5. {C) AMBASSADOR TOLD KRAJISNIK HE HAD SEEN A
POSTER OF KARADZIC (CAPTIONED 'WE WON, WE WILL
CONTINUE') IN A WINDOW OF THE RS GOVERNMENT BUILDING
IN PALE. BDUHA SAID THE PICTURE HAD BEEN SEEN
SATURDAY, JULY 20, AND THEN REMOVED. AMBASSADOR
TOLD KRAJISNIK HE HAD SEEN THE PICTURE SUNDAY, AND
THAT THIS SORT OF PUBLIC DISPLAY WAS NOT IN KEEPING
WITH AGREEMENTS REACHED IN BELGRADE. KRAJISKIK
ASKED WHAT BOTHERED THE AMBASSADOR ABOUT THE
PICTURE, AND PROCEEDED TO ACCUSE THE USG OF
CONFIDENTIAL
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{UNSPECIFIED) BLACKMAIL. HE SAID AGREEMENTS REACHED
IN BELGRADE CONCERNING KARADZIC HAD BEEN 'FINISHED®,
AND THAT HE AND HOLBROOKE HAD AGREED THERE WOULD BE
NO MORE DISCUSSIONS OF KARADZIC. HE DISPUTED
CHARGES OF WAR CRIMES WHICH HAVE BEEN DIRECTED
TOWARDS THE FORMER RS PRESIDENT, AND BECAME VISIBLY
UPSET. HE REPEATED HIS ASSERTION THAT THE GORS HAD
COMPLETED ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDERTAKEN IN BELGRADE,
AND THAT KARADZIC HAD ACCEPTED THE PROPOSAL TO
RESIGN: IT WAS NOT IMPOSED, KRAJISNIK SAID. THE USG
SHOULD NOT WORRY ABQUT POSTERS, NOR ABOUT MISTAKES
MADE REFERRING TO KARADZIC AS PRESIDENT.

6. (C) BUHA SAID AN IS3SUE OF MAJOR CONCERN TO THE
GORS WAS THE APPROPRIATE INTERLOCUTOR IN THE
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY ON QUESTIONS OF THE DAYTON
ACCORDS. HE SAID THAT AFTER SPEAKING WITH BILDT,
FROWICK CALLED BILDT'S STATMENTS 'DECEPTIONS'.

AFTER REACHING AGREEMENTS WITH FROWICK, THEN
HOLBROOKE ARRIVES ON THE SCENE, LEAVING GORS
OFFICIALS WONDERING WHO, IN FACT, SPEAKS FOR THE
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY. BUHA SAID THE GORS HAD
BELIEVED BILDT WAS THE APPROPRIATE INTERLOCUTOR, BUT
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E.O. 12958: DECL: 07/21/06

TAGS: PREL, PGOV, BK 4
SUBJECT: BUHA AND KRAJISNIK: DOWN WITH KARADZIC,
- DOWN WITH DAYTON

NO LONGER BELIEVES THAT TO BE THE CASE.

7. {C) BUHA SAID THE GORS DISAGREES WITH FROWICK'S
DECISION TO ALLOW PARTIES REGISTERED IN THE
FEDERATION TC STAND FOR ELECTION IN THE REPUBLIKA
SRPSKA. HE SAID THE GENEVA AND DAYTON AGREEMENTS
LEAVE ELECTIONS SOLELY IN THE HANDS OF THE ENTITIES,
AND CALLED FROWICK'S DECISION A VIOLATION OF THE
DAYTON ACCORDS. BUHA SAID HE UNDERSTOOD FROWICK
CONFIDENTIAL
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INTENDS TO POSTPONE ELECTIONS IN BRCKO, CALLING THIS
DECISION ANOTHER VIOLATION OF THE DAYTON ACCORDS.
AMBASSADOR AGREED THAT THE COMPLICATED NATURE OF THE
DAYTON ACCORDS, AND THE DISTRIBUTED AUTHORITY FOR
DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE AGREEMENT, MADE A SINGLE
POINT OF CONTACT IMPOSSIBLE, WHICH COULD SERVE TO
ENCOURAGE CONFUSION.

8. {(C) BUHA REPEATED HIS ASSERTION THAT THE GORS
WILL RESPECT AGREEMENTS REACHED IN BELGRADE WITH
HOLBROOKE. HE SAID FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT WAS A GOOD
IDEA IN A ‘THECRETICAL AND MORAL SENSE’, BUT THAT
FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT REMAINS AN ILLUSION. HE
ASSERTED THAT IF GROUPS OF RS SERB5 WANT TO PASS
INTO THE FEDERATION, OR VICE VERSA, THIS DEMANDS
CONTROLS ON THE TEBL. BUHA DREW A PARALLEL WITH
WESTERN EUROPEAN BORDERS, WHICH ARE GENERALLY OPEN,
BUT HE SAID THAT IF 'HUNDREDS OF PEOPLE APPEAR AT A
BORDER' IN WESTERN EUROPE, CONTROLS WILL BE QUICKLY
INSTITUTED. HE ALSO SAID THAT REFUGEE RETURNS ARE A
MORAL AND HUMAN IDEA, BUT THAT NECESSARY CONDITIONS
MUST FIRST BE MET. HOUSING MUST BE PROVIDED, HE
SAID, AND MECHANISMS MUST BE PUT INTO PLACE TO
COORDINATE OCCUPIED HOUSING AND REFUGEES. HE URGED
MECHANISMS FOR PROPERTY EXCEANGES AND COMPENSATION
BE QUICKLY IMPLEMENTED, AS ENVISAGED BY DAYTON.

9. {(C) BUHA SAID THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY IS

DEALING WITH THE CONFLICT IN BOSNIA LIKE PARENTS
WOULD DEAL WITH TWO FIGHTING CHILDREN. THE
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THERE WAS NOT A BRUTAL WAR IN BOSNIA, AND MUST TREAT
THE ENTITIES EQUALLY. BUHA ASSERTED THAT THE DAYTON
ACCORDS HAD IN FACT DIVIDED BOSNIA INTO TWO
ENTITIES. THE AMBASSADOR REMINDED BUHA AND
KRAJISNIK THAT BOSNIA, UNDER DAYTON, REMAINED AN
INTEGRAL STATE WITH TWO ENTITIES. KRAJISNIK SAID HE
AND BUHA ARE THE *ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS' IM THE RS ON
THE DAYTON AGREEMENT. HE SAID IT WILL BE A GREAT
MISTAKE FOR ANYONE TO TRY AND MAKE THE GOBH MORE OR .
LESS THAN ENVISAGED IN DAYTON. HE DESCRIBED HIS
CONCEPT OF POST-DAYTON BOSNIA AS TWO ENTITIES
SUPPORTING AND COVERED BY A THIN ROOF.

10. (C) KRAJISNIK SAID THAT PUBLIC STATEMENTS
CONCERNING THE AGREEMENTS REACHED IN BELGRADE WITH
HOLBROOKE HAD BEEN 'VERY DISRUPTIVE® AND HAD LED TO
A GREAT DEAL OF CONDEMNATION OF HIM AND BUHA. HE
WORRIED ABOUT PUBLIC MENTION OF THE HAGUE TRIBUNAL,
AND SAID THAT HE HAD AGREED WITH HOLBROOKE IN
BELGRADE THAT THERE WOULD BE NO PUBLIC MENTION OF
THE HAGUE'S PROCEEDINGS AND THAT AFTER ELECTIONS,
THE TRIBUNAL WOULD SIMPLY GO AWAY. AMBASSADOR
EXPRESSED DOUBT THAT SUCH AN AGREEMENT WOULD HAVE
BEEN REACHED, AND REMINDED KRAJISNIX TRAT ONLY THE
TRIBUNAL COULD SPEAK FOR THE TRIBUNAL. HE ADDED
THAT THE USG DOES, AND WILL CONTINUE TO, SUPPORT THE
TRIBUNAL'S ACTIVITIES.

11. {C) KRAJISNIK RETURNED AGAIN TO THE ISSUE OF THE

KARADZIC POSTER IN THE GOVERNMENT BUILDING WINDOW,

SAYING THAT THIS COULD BE INTERPRETED AS A VIOLATION
CONFIDENTIAL
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OF THE BELGRADE AGREEMENTS WITH HOLBROOKE AND
THEREFORE STOP THE ENTIRE PROCESS. HE SAID HE WOULD
IMMEDIATELY DRAFT A LETTER TO HOLBROOKE OUTLINING
BOTH THE WRITTEN AND ORAL AGREEMENTS REACHED IN
BELGRADE. KRAJISNIK SAID THE INTERNATIONAL
COMMUNITY SHOULD BE MORE CONCERNED WITH HARASSMENT
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OF SERBS IN SARAJEVO THAN PICTURES OF KARADZIC IN
PALE. AMBASSADOR REMINDED KRAJISNIK OF CONTINUING
USG INTEREST IN THE ISSUE OF SERBS IN SARAJEVO.

12. {C) KRAJISNIK SAID HE PERSONALLY DOUBTED THERE
WILL BE ELECTIONS IN SEPTEMBER. HE SAID THAT IF
THERE WAS SUCH CONCERN OVER A SINGLE PICTURE OF
KARADZIC, EVEN A SMALL OUTBRERK OF VIOLENCE WILL
SERVE TO CANCEL THE ELECTIONS. KRAJISNIK ASSERTED
THAT HE WAS MORE PESSIMISTIC ON THE POSSIBILITY OF
ELECTIONS THAN AT THE OUTSET OF OUR MEETING.

13. {C) BUHA EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER THE DISARMAMENT
AGREEMENTS SIGNED IN FLORENCE AND THE U.S.-LED EQUIP
AND TRAIN PROGRAM. AMBASSADOR TOLD BUHA THAT THE
USG BELIEVED THE EQUIP AND TRAIN PROGRAM WILL
PROVIDE FOR GREATER STABILITY IN THE REGION. BUHA

CONFIDENTIAL
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SUBJECT: BUHA AND KRAJISNIK: DOWN WITH KARADZIC,

- DOWN WITH DAYTON

THEN BEGAN TO DISCUSS THE DIFFERENT POSSIBLE

INTERPRETATIONS OF POST-DAYTON BOSNIA. AMBASSADOR

ASKED IF THIS MEANT THE BOSNIAN SERBS WERE STILL

COMMITTED TO PARTICIPATING IN POST-ELECTION CENTRAL

GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS, AND BUHA SAID YES HE SAID
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THE BOSNIAN SERBS WILL PARTICIPATE, BUT ONLY ON THE
BASIS OF CONSENSUS AND THE DAYTON AGREEMENT.

14. {(C) COMMENT: THIS WAS THE MOST UNPLEASANT
CONFIDENTIAL
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MEETING WE HAVE EVER HAD WITH KRAJISNIK. HE WAS
ARGUMENTATIVE AND WILLFULLY MISINTERPRETED

AMBASSADOR'S REMARKS.- BUHA WAS IN THE ROLE OF 'GOOD-

COP', AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE. 1IN A PRIVATE ASIDE WITH
THE AMBASSADOR AFTER THE MEETING, BUHA EXPLAINED THE
ALLEGED HOLBROQOKE PROPOSAL FOR THE HAGUE TRIBUNAL TO
'VANISH® AFTER SEPTEMBER ELECTIONS.

15. {C) COMMENT CONTINUED: THE SEPARATIST GOALS OF
THE BOSNIAN SERBS AREZ BECOMING MORE CLEAR AS THE
DAYTON AGREEMENT AGES. THE THEME OF THE BOSNIAN
CENTRAL GQVERNMENT AS A 'THIN ROOF' I3 LONGSTANDING
RS RHETORIC, WHICH IS IN KEEPING WITH BUHA AND
KRAJISNIK'S MINIMALIST COMMITMENT TO DAYTION. WE
EXPECT THEM TO CONTINUE THE MAXIMUM POSSIBLE
OBSTRUCTION TO THE AGREEMENT, CONCEDING ONLY THE
MINIMUM NECESSARY TO AVOID INTERNATIONAL
CONDEMNATION AND RETRIBUTION. END COMMENT.

MENZIES

CONFIDENTIAL
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Ha Ttpaxeme rocnoamna ap PAJIOBAHA KAPALIMRA xoje wmu je NpeHeo
aggokar [OPAH [IETPOHMIEBHE sajem MEBYHAPOIHOM KPMBHMUHOM
TPHUBYHAJTY 3A BMBILY JYTOCJIABHIY, v nocTynky koju ce 8oan no Tymu
nporue rocnozmda PAJJOBAHA KAPALIMBA. crenehy -

H3JABY

Nosnkaro mu je 1a je aana 18. jyna 1996, roamne y Beorpaay. y Buin ¥ botuhesaj
YAMLH, oapKaH cacrauak ca rocriotHoM PHYAPIIOM XOJIBPYKOM, cneunjanunm
wzacnanukon Tlpencennnka Cleanmennx Amepuuknx [lpkasa, u 1a je na tom CacTaHKy
Tpebasio aa ce usmehy octanor pasrosapa u 0 yenoBMMa nod kojuma he ce ap Patosan
Kapaywh. npeaceanur PenyGnnke Cpneke u npeaceanwk C/C-a, nosyhu ca Te
dynkunje y Penybanun Cpoekoj v y CIC. W3 PenySnuke Cpricke ToM cactanky cy
npucycTBoBanK - rocnom  MOMUMIIO  KPAJUILIHMK,  npeaceannk  Hapoame
Cxynurune Penybuke Cpneke u rocnoans AJIEKCA BYXA, musmcrap WHOCTpaunx
nocaosa Penybanke Cpncke.

Ose unwennue cy MM no3kate jep je  TpeGano fa ¥ caMm yuecTByjem vy
NPETOBOPHMA, KAO 3aMEHHK MHHHCTPA wrocTpaumx nocnosa PenyGanke Cpncke u
npasHirk. Tako cam TOr jaHa 3ajeino ca npeaceasykor KpajHuiHukoM H MAHHCTPOMOM
byxom cTirao y suay y Boruhesoj yauuy, ywao y srpaay, nerae oxo 16 nau 17 uyacosa.
At HUCaMm OTHLIAO ¥ NPOCTOPHIY 33 nperosope 3001 TOTA WTO HHcaM teHno Xoabpykos
HauuH sohewa nperosopa. Hexo speme, omnpunnke nameliy 40 MuHyra 1 cat spemena,
fIPUBEO CaM y XOJHMKY 3rpane, OaH3Y yia3a, a MOTOM CAM 3aMOJHO 44 ME 0ARE3Y A0
Bune bocanka y Y3KHMUKO] YIHUM, KOjY CY W HHAYE KOPHCTHITM NONWTHYKH H APKABHY
QyHkugonepd, “300pHA M HMEHOBAHA JHUA # BHCOKHM APXKABHH CHyKOSHMUM W3
Penybnanke Cpnexe 3a Bpeme nocnossor dopaska y beorpaay. Tamo cam ocrao caeachy
caT BpeMeHa, xafa ¢y ce nojasunn npeaceannk Kpajnirnug v munuctap byxa, y kpahoj
naysu nperopopa. Kpatko ¢y me 00aBecTHiIM O TOME ja €€ NPEeroBapa O noBraueHy
npeaceantka Kapaunha w na ce yekaahyje rtexer cnopazyma wsmely usacaanmka
Xoabpyka u npeaceannka Kapaynfia, 4 1a crean oaayuyjvhn 120 nperosopa Koju ce
OJHOCH HA AaBame rapavuuja pa npeiceanux Kapauuh wehe Ouru usseaew npen
MeByuapoaun kpusuiun Tpubynan 3a Gusuty Jyrocuaswjy.

Mpencennnx Kpajumank ¥ munucrap byxa ¢y ce nocae oTnpuanke 20-ax
MHHYTA BPATHAKM Ha HACTABAK nperosopa y suny v boruhesoj yauuu ¥ 1amo octaan cae
Ao otnpiauke 19 vyacosa ¥ 40 MHHYTA, Kaja CY €€ BPATHIAM M Ka3aid MM 18 je TeKCT
crnopazyma o nopiasery npeaceanura Kapaywha ca cBHX JDKABANX H NOJHTUYKHX
hyuxumia v Penybanun Cprckoj yeariames, 43 je ca4uibeH Y THeMEH0) (hopmu 1 aa je
waacaanux XoaGpyk rapanTosao Aa npeaceannk Kapauuh sehe Sutu miseden npea
Meljynaponun Tpubyuan 3a Ouswy Jyrocnasujy, kao u ja ce Takpa oapeala Hanasn y
MHCMEHY CaMOT CropasyMa, 3aMOIHAH €y Me 438 XMTHO ozeM Ha [lanse u Tamo
npucycTByjem cactanky npeaceanuka Kapauuwha w rocnoamsa Josmue Crannwmha,
weha Pecopa npxasue Besbeanocru Penybauxe Cpbuje.

[Tocne HeKWX AeceTak MUHYTA pasrosopa ca npejaceaxuxom Kpajuwnukom u
MunucTpoM Byxom ceo cam y ayTomoBua u nap munyTa npe 20 Yacosa kpeHyo npema
Tlanama. Penax  ayromoGuacky caoOpahaj ua ayronyry u perHoHanHom nyTy npema



[Tanama omoryhiuo mu je 1a Gp3oM BoxmoM cTHrHenm y [lase nerae oko 23 yaca, Oamax
ca ce oase3ao o adpuukor kpyra $padbpuke . PAMOC" y Kopany y INasama. rue ¢y ce
Hanasuae mpocropuje kabumnera Tlpeaceannka PenyOauxe Cpneke. Yeneo cam aa
cryriem npe rocrioausa Josune Crammuuha, Y xabunery llpenceanuka PenyGnuxe
Cpncke  3aTekao cam npesaceanuka Kapauwha, rocmogwsa Hukony Koseswha,
nornpeaceannsa Penybanke Cpnexe. rocnohy Busbany Ilnapuwuh, nornpeaceannka
PenyGauke Cpneke ¥ rocnoanua [opiana Muxuha, casernuka [peacesnmnxa PenyBuke
33 Besbeanoct, YOp3o je crurao u rocnoawd Josuua Cravnumh, xojn je a0 Tlana
npesesed xenuxornrepom w3 beorpana.

Cacranak je oamax roveo. Focnoann Cranmmuh je odazaokno norpely aa ce
npeaceanmk Kapauuh nosyye ca cBMX APKABHAX H NOAWTHUKHX BYHKIM]a ¥ nosomaja
w3 PenyBnuke Cpricke, roBopelin aa je To xako y uurepecy PenySamke Cpricke,
SAAPIKABARGE HEHOr Noaowaja yrephenor cnopasymom 3 [lgjToHa w sherux rpabaua.
TAKO M Y uHTepecy camor npeaceauuka Kapaywha. Tlocne ornpuinke cat spemexa
npeaceaunk Kapauuh u rocnioaun Crannmnh cy ce Ha tpakerse rocnoausa Crannuiniia
[IOBYKIIH v cany cd CacTaHKe. K0ja ce Hanasuna oamax 10 kabuHera npejaceaquka
Kapaywnha, a Aeauna ¢y X €aMo jedua BpaTa, rae ¢y octamy gapeinux 30-40 muuyra.
[To wanacky u3 te npocropuje. rocrnoaud CTanuwmly ce NO3APABUO La HAMA W HAIYCTHO
npocropuje fpenceannka PenyGanke.

[Mpeacennux Kapauuh sac je notom ofasecTHO Aa je NOTRHCAO CHOPaZyMm ©
IbEFOBOM NOBNAYERLY H Aa he ce HapeaHUX AaHA OATYUHBATH O TOME Ko he ra sameniTy
Ha yukimin Npeacentnxa PenyBaure v na noaoxajy npeaceannxa CC. Herae oxo 2
cara nocie nosa Hohwr, aakne seh 19.06.1996. roawpe. HanycTHO caM npocropuje
Tpencennuxa Penybaurke Cpncxke.

Ha kpajy eaus 14 MCTAKHEM M TO 18 MH M j& NO3HATO 13 j¢ NpE H3aCjiaHuka
Xoabpyka nperogope 0 nopaauemy npesacennxa Kapaynha 6e3 yenexa Boano rocnoant
KAPJT BMIIT, npes Bucokm npeacrasuuk mehvHapoaue 3ajensuue 3a bocny o
Xepueroguuy, NOWTO CaM Y4ECTBOBAO y THM NPETOROPHME Y 1BA HaBPATY, 01 KOjUX
jeananyt uak w ueay wob, v npocropujama npeaceanuka Hapoaue ckynwthHe
Penybanke Cpneke y [anava.

Mosnaro MK je ¥ aa ce rocnogus ap Pazosan KAPALIWR nocae nosiauema
ayxe speme xpetao cnobonHo y IManama » a2 uuje wa Ouno kojn HauwH w3beraBao
npeacrasunke ¥ natpone HPOP-a v Nanava u Penybanun Cpnckoj. Y Tom Bpemeny
CYCPEO CaM CC HEKOIHKO NYTA Ca MM ¥ HH JeIHOM MM HHje u3pa3no crojy Gojasad on
xamuetha und  ussohema npeax Mebjynapoanu  kpusunM  TpHOYHAI e GuBwy

Jyrocnasujy. ) R PR S
’ » Rt "'/sj e /{é}///,«{{ g
Y beorpany, 16.04.2005.r. /fl?a;ammp B. Jlyxup”
Kaﬁ'nome'aaS ’
Beorpan
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PETER ROBINSON

International Criminal Law
P.O. Box 1844
Santa Rosa, California 95402
(707) 575-0540

E-mail: peter@peterrobinson.com
06 April 2009

Swedish Prison and Probation Service
Norkopping, Sweden

FAX: 46 11 496 3939

Dear Sir or Madam,

I am the Legal Advisor for Radovan Karadzic, who is an accused
at the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY).
I attach my CV for your information.

I am writing to request authorization to visit an ICTY prisoner,
Biljana Plavsic, who is serving her sentence in Hinseberg Prison. The
purpose of the visit is to interview her about an agreement to which
she was a signatory in July 1996 which involved a promise that Dr.
Karadzic would not be prosecuted in The Hague. I am attaching a
copy of the written portion of that agreement.

We need to interview her for a preliminary motion which we are
filing and which is likely to be due in the near future. Therefore, time
is of the essence.

I am also attaching the letter of Dr. Karadzic requesting the ICTY
Registry to facilitate the visit and their response, in which they
referred us to you.

I would appreciate it if you would contact me by e-mail at your
earliest convenience with a response to this request. If it is necessary
for Ms. Plavsic to be contacted in advance to consent to the interview,
please feel free to provide her with this letter and its attachments and
ask her directly if she consents to meet me.



Swedish Prison and Probation Service
--page two—

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
Yours truly,

PETER ROBINSON
Legal Advisor for Radovan Karadzic



Subject:
From:
Date:
To:
Priority:

Read receipt:

Options:

B details

Ms Plavsic

"Jonson Ulf /HK" <Ulf.Jonson@kriminalvarden.se>
Tue, April 7, 2009 8:45 am
peter@peterrobinson.com

Normal

requested [Send read receipt now]
View Full Header | View Printable Version | Download this as a file | View Message

J have sent your letter and its attachments to Ms Plavsic. After reading

the

information Ms Plavsic has responded to the prison manager that she 1s not

willing

§ to meet you. We can not arrange a meeting without ms Plavsic’s consent.

Best regards

Ulf Jonson

Head of Department
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Van: Peter Robinson [mailto: peter@peterrobinson.com]
Verzonden: dinsdag 14 april 2009 13:44

Aan: Knoops office; Tanja R

Onderwerp: Jovica Stanisic and the Karadzic case

Dear Alexander and Tanja,

| hope this e-mail finds you doing well.

| need your help with something.

We are filing a motion in the Karadzic case concerning an agreement he had with Richard Holbrooke that
he would not be prosecuted in The Hague in exhange for his resignation as President of Republika
Srpska, President of SDS Party, and withdrawal from public life,

The agreement was made the night of 18 July 1996 and Jovica Stanisic was present for part of that
meeting, which tool place in Belgrade among Holbrooke, Milosevic and others. Stanisic flew to Pale that
night and got Karadzic to sign off on his promises--the promises of the Americans were not put in writing.
It is important to us to have you ask Stanisic whether he can confirm that Karadzic was promised that he
would not be prosecuted in The Hague. | understand that because he is ill, he would not be able to be
interviewed, or to make a written statement. But for purposes of our motion, | need to report something to

the Trial Chamber about Stanisic's position.

| would be most grateful if someone on your team could just put that question to him, and send me an e-
mail with his answer.

Our motion is due on 23 April, so | would appreciate a response before then.
I am attaching the agreement that Karadzic signed.

Thank you for your help and | am sorry to bother you with this.

Your friend,

Peter Robinson
Legal Advisor to Radovan Karadzic

Dear Peter,

Thank you for your message. As you may know, Mr Stanisic is currently medically treated in Belgrade and
mentally far from capable of commenting on his case and not even able to assist his own defence

c;:untgel. Therefore he is in no position to assist in the way you request. | hope you understand this
situation.

Best regards,

Alexander



G.J.ALEXANDER KNOOPS
PROFESSOR OF INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW
UNIVERSITY OF UTRECHT

KNOOPS & PARTNERS

Advocaten
Apoliolaan 58

1077 BC Amsterdam

Tel. +31(0)20 — 470.51.51
Fax +31 (0)20 ~ 675.09.46
e: office@knoops.info

www.knoops.info
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TO: Peter Robinson, counsel for Dr. Radovan Karadzié

FROM: Eugene O’Sullivan and Slobodan Zegevi¢, counsel for Mr. Milan
Milutinovié

DATE: 16 April 2009

RE: Dr. Karadzi¢’s Withdrawal from Political and Public Life, as of 19 July
1995

Following your request, we are writing to confirm that we have spoken to our client, Mr.
Milutinovi¢ and he informed us that although the "Holbrooke Agreement" of 18 July
1996 bears his signature, he only witnessed the signatures of the others and was not
present during the negotiations that led to this agreement. Therefore, he is unable to say
one way or the other whether Richard Holbrooke made any representations about whether
Radovan KaradZi¢ would or would not be prosecuted in The Hague.

£ Ot

Eugene O’Sullivan Slobodan Zecevié
Lead counsel for Mr. Milutinovié Co-counsel for Mr. Milutinovié
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Such deferential treatment extended to Radovan Karadzi¢, who regularly
commuted between his Pale home and office in full view of the town’s International
Police Task Force (IPTF) headquarters manned by Austrian, Swedish, and Ukrainian
officers who neglected to report the encounters to their Sarajevo headquarters.207 The
U.S. military’s refusal to apprehend him exacerbated tensions with the State Department,
which regarded his total removal from politics as indispensable to stabilizing postwar
Bosnia.208 The task of securing Karadzi¢’s withdrawal fell to Richard Holbrooke who,
in turn, sought the assistance of Slobodan Milosevi¢. Milosevi¢ readily accepted the
challenge, given his immediate strategic interest in retaining American and western
support, including the removal of sanctions. Karadzi¢ agreed to leave, but only on
condition that he be left alone. Holbrooke accepted Karadzi¢'s terms, knowing fully well
that the U.S., French and British military had no intention of arresting any ICTY
indictees, but declined to put such a promise in writing. Instead, he instructed his
principal assistant Christopher Hill to draft a memorandum to be signed by KaradZi¢ in
which he agreed to give up power and retire to private life. The agreement almost came
to grief when Holbrooke vigorously refused KaradZi¢’s demand — and Hill’s appeal — that
he also affix his signature to it. Securing Karadzic¢'s signature required a late night
helicopter flight to Pale by MiloSevi¢’s state security chief Jovica Stanisi¢, who overcame
Karadzi¢’s resistance after several hours of intensive discussions.209 Whereas
Holbrooke, High Representative Carl Bildt, and KaradZi¢ himself have readily confirmed
that the Bosnian Serb leader pledged to step down, Holbrooke and other U.S. officials
have consistently claimed that there was no quid pro quo; by contrast, KaradZzi¢ has
insisted since his July 2008 arrest that he was promised immunity from prosecution in
exchange for his withdrawal.210 What we know from three senior State Department
officials with intimate knowledge of Holbrooke’s activities is that the ambassador
explicitly assured Karadzi¢ that he would not be arrested, a concession that is common

knowledge among several others at the State Department who have heretofore remained
silent.211



207 Anthony Lewis, “Winking at Karadzic,” New York Times, 28 October 1996;
interviews with IPTF Deputy Commissioner Robert Wasserman, IPTF-Pale staff, and
Press Spokesman Alex Ivanko by Charles Ingrao.

208 Interviews with senior State Department official #1 and Intelligence and
Research—Europe Director Daniel Serwer by Charles Ingrao.

209 The agreement, which has been authenticated by Karadzi¢’s legal team and a
State Department source, bears the signatures of Aleksa Buha, Mom¢ilo KrajiSnik,
Slobodan Milosevi¢, Milan Milutinovié, and Biljana Plavsi¢. Senior State Department
official #2.

210 “Bildt confidently predicts that Karadzic will leave gov’t.,” CourtTVNews, 5
April 1996; Bildt, Peace Journey, 237,
www courttv.com/archive/casefiles/warcrimes/reports/week3.html (accessed 5 April
2008); “Radovan Karadzic Finally Steps Aside,” by James Hill, Phoenix Gazette, 23 July
1996. www.balkan-archive.org.yu/kosta/autori/hill.james/karadzic.steps.aside.html
(accessed 5 April 2008); “Irregularities Linked to My Arrival before the Tribunal,”
pretrial statement by Radovan Karadzié, IT-95-5/18-1 D11337-D11344, 1 August 2008.

211 Interviews with senior State Department officials #2, #3 and #4, and former
Bosnian Foreign Minister Muhamed Sacirbey.
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Indicted Bosnian Serb Claims Immunity

By MARLISE SIMONS
New York Times
Published: March 21, 2009

PARIS — Every time Radovan Karadzic, the onetime Bosnian Serb leader,
appears in court on war crimes charges he has hammered on one recurring

claim: a senior American official pledged that he would never be standing
there.

The official, Richard C. Holbrooke, now a special envoy on Afghanistan and
Pakistan for the Obama administration, has repeatedly denied promising
Mr. Karadzic immunity from prosecution in exchange for abandoning
power after the Bosnian war.

But the rumor persists, and different versions have recently emerged that
line up with Mr. Karadzic’s assertion, including a new historical study of the
Yugoslav wars published by Purdue University in Indiana.

Charles W. Ingrao, the study’s main editor, said that three senior State
Department officials, one of them retired, and several other people with
knowledge of Mr. Holbrooke’s activities told him that Mr. Holbrooke
assured Mr. Karadzic in July 1996 that he would not be pursued by the
international war crimes tribunal in The Hague if he left politics.

Mr. Ingrao said that Mr. Holbrooke used Slobodan Milosevic, then the
Serbian leader, and other Serbian officials as intermediaries to convey the
promise and to reach the deal with Mr. Karadzic.

Mr. Holbrooke's memoirs recount a night of fierce negotiation on July 18,
1996, but make no mention of any such pledge. Mr. Holbrooke, who
brokered the peace agreement that ended the war in 1995, was back in

Bosnia to press Mr. Karadzic to resign as president of the Bosnian Serb
republic.

At the time, Mr. Karadzic had already been charged with genocide and
other crimes against civilians by the International Criminal Tribunal for the




former Yugoslavia in The Hague. There were some 60,000 American and
NATO troops in Bosnia, but Western diplomats complained that the
soldiers had no orders to arrest indicted Bosnians for fear of inciting local
rebellion.

Last summer, after more than a decade on the run, Mr. Karadzic was found
living disguised in Belgrade, Serbia’s capital. He was arrested and sent to
The Hague for his trial, which is expected to start this year.

Two of the sources cited anonymously in the new report, a former senior
State Department official who spent almost a decade in the Balkans and
another American who was involved with international peacekeeping there
in the 1990s, provided further details in interviews with The New York
Times, speaking on condition that they not be further identified.

The former State Department official said he was told of the offer by people
who were close to Mr. Holbrooke’s team at the time. The other source said
that Mr. Holbrooke personally and emphatically told him about the deal on
two occasions.

While the two men agreed, as one of them put it, that “Holbrooke did the
right thing and got the job done,” the recurring story of the deal has dogged
Mr. Holbrooke.

Asked for comment for this article, Mr. Holbrooke repeated his denial in a
written statement. “No one in the U.S. government ever promised anything,
nor made a deal of any sort with Karadzic,” he said, noting that Mr.
Karadzic stepped down in the summer of 1996 under intense American
pressure.

“In subsequent meetings, as a private citizen, I repeatedly urged officials in
both the Clinton and Bush administrations tocapture Karadzic,” Mr.
Holbrooke said. “I am glad he has finally been brought to justice, even
though he uses his public platform to disseminate these fabrications.”

Mr. Holbrooke declined to accept further questions and did not address the
specifics of the new accounts.



Mr. Karadzic, by insisting that he is exempt from legal proceedings, has
forced the war crimes tribunal to deal with his allegations, illustrating the
difficulty of both administering international justice and of conducting
diplomacy.

In December, tribunal judges ruled that even if a deal had been made, it
would have no bearing on a trial. They said no immunity agreement would
be valid before an international tribunal in a case involving genocide, war
crimes or crimes against humanity. Mr. Karadzic is charged with all three.

But Mr. Karadzic has appealed and filed motions demanding that
prosecutors disclose every scrap of confidential evidence about negotiations
with Mr. Holbrooke. He has asked his lawyers to seek meetings with
American diplomats.

His demands have led the court to write to the United States government
for clarification.

Peter Robinson, a lawyer for Mr. Karadzic, said that he had received a
promise from Washington that he could interview Philip S. Goldberg, who
was on the Holbrooke team meeting in Belgrade the night the resignation
was negotiated.

“Goldberg took the notes at that meeting,” Mr. Robinson said. “The U.S.
government has agreed to search for the notes and provide them if they find
them.”

A State Department spokesman said that the government was cooperating
with the tribunal but would provide no further details.

The 442-page report, Confronting the Yugoslav Controversies: A Scholars’
Initiative, is the product of eight years of research by teams of historians,
jurists and social scientists into the wars that tore the former Yugoslavia
apart in the 1990s. Mr. Ingrao said scholars from all sides contributed in an
effort to reconcile disparate views of the conflicts.




The report says that Mr. Holbrooke, in Belgrade, “instructed his principal
assistant, Christopher Hill, to draft the memorandum to be signed by
Karadzic,” who wasin Pale, Bosnia, committing him to give up power.

“The agreement almost came to grief when Holbrooke vigorously refused
Karadzic’s demand, and Hill’s appeal, that he affix his signature to it,” the
report says, citing unidentified State Department sources. Neither Mr.
Goldberg nor Mr. Hill responded to requests for interviews for this article.

In an interview, the former State Department official, who had access to
confidential reports and to members of the Holbrooke team, said that
during that evening in 1996, Mr. Milosevic and other Serbian officials were
on the phone with Mr. Karadzic.

The former official said that Mr. Karadzic wanted written assurances that
he would not be pursued for war crimes and refused to sign without them.

“Holbrooke told the Serbs, ‘You can give him my word he won'’t be
pursued,” but Holbrooke refused to sign anything,” the official said. Mr.
Holbrooke could make that promise because he knew that American and
other Western militaries in Bosnia were not then making arrests, the
official said.

In the short statement Mr. Karadzic eventually signed, he agreed to
withdraw “from all political activities” and to step down from office. It
carried the signatures of Mr. Milosevic and four other Serbian leaders
acting as witnesses and guarantors. It did not include any American names
and made no mention of immunity.

The American who was involved in peacekeeping insisted in an interview
that Mr. Holbrooke himself told him that he had made a deal with Mr.
Karadzic to get him to leave politics. He recalled meeting Mr. Holbrooke in
Sarajevo, Bosnia, on the eve of Bosnian elections in November 2000, just
after Mr. Milosevic had finally been ousted from power in Serbia.

Mr. Holbrooke was worried about the outcome of the Bosnian vote because
he knew that Mr. Karadzic was still secretly running his nationalist political



party, picking candidates, including mayors and police chiefs who had run
prison camps and organized massacres.

“Holbrooke was angry, he was ranting,” the American recalled. He quoted
Mr. Holbrooke as saying: “That son of a bitch Karadzic. I made a deal with
him that if he’d pull out of politics, we wouldn’t go after him. He’s broken
that deal and now we’re going to get him.”

Mr. Karadzic’s party won those elections in the Bosnian Serb republic.
Shortly afterward, he disappeared from public view.
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BEHIND CURTAINS OF INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE - October 11, 2007

- interview with Mrs. Florence Hartmann, former spokesperson

of the U.N. International Criminal Tribunal for former Yugoslavia in the Hague and
author of the book “Peace and Punishment” in which she describes the mechanisms and
politics influencing the international criminal justice system.

Sebastian Aulich: Why did you decide to write your book? What made you to write
it?

Florence Hartmann: International justice finally exists but is still fragile and may be
even in danger in this new century. The hopes given to humanity by creating the first
ever established judicial bodies to implement international humanitarian law

should not be destroyed. The ICC is the best gift we have from

the bloody XX century. International justice is not prefect, it has deficiencies, it doesn’t
work as we wish, we have not succeeded

to put an end to impunity but the process is on and should be sustained. Therefore, I
believe it was necessary to learn from

the experience of the first international criminal court established since Nuremberg and
Tokyo. With ICTY we have almost 15 years of experience of how an international judicial
body works, what gave us important information about the problems, deficiencies and
negatives, which were part of the ICTY experience. I also believe it would be very useful
for others to better understand what was going on in the ICTY, what was not functioning
properly, why there is some frustration about international justice system. It isn’t easy
for somebody from the outside to figure those things out, identify and understand them.
Therefore I wanted to write about all those difficulties, how they were overcome or how
they failed to be overcome, about what was going right and what was going wrong. I
believe it is something very precious and we need to assist international justice. I
wanted to explain that the problem was not primarily with the international justice but
with some external factors. It will take time for international justice to become
independent and it was important to write about political influences on the ICTY in
order to protect it from such political pressures in the future. The book’s purpose is to
identify the problem, not to generalize it. I am a journalist. I worked as a journalist
before I started to work at the Tribunal, therefore I believe in a necessity to inform. In
this case there were many things, which appeared to be necessary to write about, the
things related to ICTY but also some elements related to the conflict in former

Yugoslavia. I have been covering the Balkans’ issues since 1987. Do you think it is wrong
to write such a book?

SA: Not at all. I think it is good you published your book because it gives us better
understanding of what is going on inside the Tribunal...

That was my goal. It was not a kind of a story I should be keeping only to myself.

SA: What did you want to suggest by naming your book “Peace and Punishment”?



Well. You can have peace and you can have punishment. The punishment is what the
justice is supposed to do. The peace is supposed to be done by the politicians. But you
can not have a real and long lasting peace without justice. Therefore you need to have
the interest of the politics and the interests of justice coinciding. The problem is that in
many occasions the “realpolitik” seems to be sacrificing the interests of justice. Impunity
is still a main card in the hands of diplomats to bring the belligerents to the green table.

“Peace and Punishment” is also the two positive elements, the opposite of war and
crimes.

SA: Let me ask a question about some recent developments first. On September 27,

ICTY sentenced Mile Mrks$ic and Veselin Sljivancanin for the crimes connected to the
Vukovar massacre but acquitted Miroslav Radic. Last Friday, Croatia responded by
issuing an international arrest warrant to apprehend Miroslav Radic and accused him
of orchestrating the bombardments of Vukouvar between 1991 and 1995. In the lights of
these recent developments, is the Hague Tribunal an efficient judicial body? Is the
Tribunal really doing what it is supposed to do?

I wouldn't judge the efficiency of the international justice only on one judgment.
Whether national or international justice can succeed in establishing the truth depends
on access to evidence. I have commented in depth the Vukovar judgment in the Croatian
press recently. I was a witness in that case. As a journalist for the French daily Le
Monde, I revealed to the public the location of the mass grave in Vukovar. The U.N.
found the mass grave in 1992 but they didn’t say what happened or who the victims
were. Then I went over there following the testimony of a survivor and I found the place.
I could then link the mass grave which was announced with the story of the survivor
who survived the killings of more than 200 patients from the Vukovar hospital in
November 1991. It is a little difficult for me to comment on this judgment because I was
a witness in that case and I was covering the region at the time and have my personal
experience on who was in charge there at the time. But that is not sufficient evidence for
a tribunal. The prosecution had to convince the Chamber through evidence that the
Yugoslav army, which officers were indicted, was in charge and had command
responsibility over the volunteers and local forces who committed the crime. The judges
were not satisfied with the evidence. It should be analyzed deeply why they were not,
despite the hard evidence was provided. Then the Yugoslav army commanders who
handed over prisoners of war to local units and volunteers known for not respecting the
Geneva Convention were not found responsible for the killings of the PW they had left
with no protections because they had not ordered it explicitly. In my opinion and on the
basis of my experience of the Yugoslav conflict, you don’t need to give any orders:
handing over “enemies” to their killers is equal to an order to kill, only an order not to
kill them could have prevented the crime. The Yugoslav army commanders gave the
order to withdraw the military police and they knew exactly what would happen next. So
I don’t see why the criminal responsibility is not any more valid after they turned their
back on what was going on. These findings are quite surprising to me. The judges
believe that the local units and the volunteers were not any more under Yugoslav army
control at the time of the crimes. I don’t believe that this reflects the reality of what was
going on then. But if so then the prosecution has not provided sufficient evidence to



establish the truth. In Croatia, they have been condemning the judgment. It is
something emotional, however I understand their reaction. But if you want to analyze
this judgment you can not be emotional.

SA: Let me ask a question about Rwanda. If I understand it correctly, you claim in
your book that the U.S. did not agree for the Tribunal for Rwanda to have jurisdiction
over the RPF soldiers. Nevertheless, the official position of the U.S. is however that they
supported a concept of Tribunal acquiring jurisdiction based on the complementarity’s
rule, meaning that should Rwanda fail to prosecute the RPF soldiers, the Tribunal
would acquire the jurisdiction.

I regret but the ICTR by its Statute established by a 1994 UNSC resolution has primacy
over domestic jurisdiction. No state can challenge the jurisdiction of the tribunal and
interfere in the judicial process. That is also in the Statute. The ICC has been established
on the principle of complementarity’s rule but the ad hoc tribunals, ICTY and ICTR, had
primacy, which means priority over domestic judiciary. The U.S. wanted the ICTR
prosecutor, namely Carla Del Ponte, to give up her investigations on alleged crimes
committed by the RPF soldiers so that she can concentrate on the genocide cases. Well,
there would be nothing wrong to give the RPF investigations to the Rwandan judiciary if
the Rwandan authorities had a political will to prosecute their own soldiers for war
crimes committed against those who were fleeing Rwanda after committing or
supporting the genocide. But the fact is that president Kagame who led the RPF army
was against prosecuting his men who put an end to the genocide by defeating the Hutus
extremists. The U.S. knew it and requested the ICTR chief prosecutor not only to leave
the Rwandan judiciary dealing with those cases but to renounce to her jurisdiction to
take over back those cases if Rwanda failed to properly investigate and prosecute RPF
soldiers. Such a request was not valid in regard to the law and the ICTR statute.
Nevertheless, the US made direct pressure on Del Ponte to forget about the RPF
investigations, and I have provided very precisely the wording of those pressures in my
book, the date and the place where it occurred. Her refusal was by the law.
Nevertheless, the US succeeded through Rwanda and the UK to have Del Ponte’s
mandate at the ICTR not renewed in September 2003. Since then neither ICTR nor the
Rwandan judiciary have investigated or prosecuted any of the RPF suspects.

SA: What do you believe was the role of the United States in capturing, apprehending

and transferring the war criminals to the U.N. tribunals? You seem very critical of
U.S. role and its engagement.

I am critical of the U.S., the U.K. and France altogether. They did contribute to arrests of
other criminals but not to the arrests of Karadzic and Mladic. It’s not only about the U.S.
In my book I go through all 12 years since Karadzic and Mladic are under an
international arrest warrant for genocide and crimes against humanity (1995), giving
ample examples of what happened in relation to both fugitives. 12 years of facts well
documented and I provide evidence, including quotations of high level U.S., UK and
French officials that lead to one conclusion. It was not the lack of information. On the
contrary, there was in fact a lot of information leading to the arrests of Karadzic and
Mladic and there were enough international forces, including the U.K.’s, France’s and



American soldiers to do it. A lot of war criminals were arrested by NATO or thanks to
the pressure by the EU or the U.S. on local governments to get those indictees, who were
not being handed over. But it doesn’t relate to Karadzic and Mladic. Even when the U.S.
and the EU applied strong pressure on Belgrade to get Mladic who is in Serbia since
1997, they would eventually step back each time saying that they were satisfied with the
arrests of other fugitives. Well, that can be a carrot and stick strategy to bring Serbia to
fulfill its obligation but when for years you don’t have result then you withhold the
carrot until you get result. In November 2006, Serbia was anyway authorized to join the
NATO Partnership for Peace despite that handing over of Mladic was a pre-condition to
its membership. The EU is now ready to give to Serbia a free access to EU candidacy
despite that Belgrade still protects Mladic from being brought to justice. But that is only
the end of a long story which illustrates not only the failure to get Mladic and Karadzic
but a pattern of behaviors and decisions by the Western powers that inferred that there
was a clear policy of not bringing Karadzic and Mladic to justice. Even when the
Tribunal created its own tracking team early in 2002 to overcome the obstacles and
succeeded in locating Karadzic in Serbia and in Bosnia, big powers refused to act. I have
quoted officials saying in multiple occasions that a green light from President Clinton,
and it appears that a green light from President Chirac was also required, was necessary
in order to arrest Karadzic and Mladic. How can you arrest a fugitive within the next few
hours after locating him if you need the green light of one or more heads of State?
Firstly, they should have given a general a green light and delegate the final decision to
someone accessible at any time. But they did not because in fact there was a red light.
That is why Karadzic and Mladic are still at large after 12 years. Another example you’ll
find in the book: Joschka Fisher, the German minister of Foreign Affairs told Del Ponte,
the ICTY chief prosecutor that according to his secret services, Paddy Ashdown, a UK
politician who was the international high representative in Bosnia, met with Karadzic at
the end of 2003 in Bosnia! Despite all of that, our Western governments continue to tell
us: “we want the two most wanted fugitives transferred to the Hague but we can’t locate
them!

SA: This however leads to another question. Veseljin Sljivancanin, who was captured
in June 2003, was nobody as important as Karadzic or Mladic, however he was
apprehended only after 10 hours of fighting between police and the crowd, which was
fiercely defending him. As a consequence 80 people were injured. Therefore one may
assume that apprehending Karadzic or Mladic would cause huge civil disturbances in
the region and some people could even die.

Firstly, there was no fighting while Sljivancanin was being apprehended. It took so
much time to apprehend him because the police had to force the armored door he had
installed at the entrance of his bedroom. The crowd was outside the building and
Sljivancanin was waiting in his bed when the police open the door. There was no fight. It
just took hours to get him out due to the door. He was protected by the army until,
under international pressure, Serbia had to withdraw this protection and conduct the
arrest. There are of course difficulties such as hostile environment or lack of cooperation
from local governments. But it is possible to overcome those problems in regards to
almost all fugitives (ICTY has 4 indictees still at large including Karadzic and Mladic). I
worked six years with Del Ponte’s team and we were working each single day on



Karadzic and Mladic and on the other fugitives. There were over 30 fugitives at one
point and mainly in Serbia. Some were even in Russia. That was not easy, but we found
a way despite Russia’s obstruction, which was denying harboring ICTY indictees. The
evidence, because these are not allegations, you'll find in the chapter of “Peace and
Punishment” that has not yet been translated into English. This evidence is documented
and shows that there was not only a lack of will but a deliberate policy by the Western
powers not to arrest them. They always deny that because it is unacceptable. They
always respond that it is just a matter of time and as soon as they know where Karadzic
is they will arrest him. Then, once the Prosecutor requests NATO to catch him saying
that he has seen Karadzic in a Bosnian Serb town of Foca, having a coffee with a female.
And although NATO claims that for more than a year they don’t know where Karadzic is,
they respond that he could not be on that day in Foca because he was then for several
days in Belgrade! . I wish the Western powers to challenge the evidence I have brought
to the public knowledge through my book. For now, only the U.S. is denying everything
calling it a lie, but they are not challenging the very evidence, which I refer to. Instead of
denying in France, Belgium or Switzerland were the book is available, they have chosen
to speak to the Balkans media despite that the book will be available in the local
language only in November. For example they deny in the Bosnian press that Holbrooke
signed an immunity agreement with Karadzic, but in fact I never said or wrote that
Holbrooke did sign any agreement with him. What I wrote is that Karadzic’s family says
that he signed such an agreement, and that Holbrooke and the U.S. have always denied
it. We don’t have any hard evidence that there was any agreement between Karadzic and
Holbrooke. I even underline it in my book that the only alleged agreement, which was
published in the local Bosnian press, is a fake one.

SA: So you don’t have any evidence of any U.S. official making a secret deal with
Mladic and Karadzic? You are just saying that there are some facts showing that the
U.S. was not willing to arrest them?

I repeat if there is a secret deal between the U.S. and Karadzic or even one between
Mladic and France, for the moment we don’t have any hard evidence. So, the Serbs
should provide convincing evidence if they want the public to believe them. But for the
moment we cannot say that it existed and we cannot rule it out completely. These are
not “some facts” showing that not only the U.S. but also France and UK were unwilling
to arrest them. All of the facts through the last 12 years show that they were not hunting
Karadzic. They had him all the time under surveillance, sometimes he surely escaped
this surveillance, but they had him at their reach, but they did not act to bring him to
justice. I don’t believe that a secret deal could explain this tragic policy. They had
thousands of reasons to break the deal which was not legal and not binding. They have
been reluctant at the beginning to arrest them because of the fear that the peace
agreement could be derailed, however since years that risk does not exist anymore. To
the contrary, their non-arrest is a factor of instability in the region. However the non-
arrest of Karadzic is the consequence of something deeper than a deal with war
criminals. In order to understand you have to go back to1995 when the great powers
were desperate to get a peace agreement after more than 3 years of war and crimes and
diplomatic failures. Then you would understand that the price for peace was tragically
high and that it is why they don’t want Karadzic and Mladic at trial to allow them to



blame the Western powers, which have not stopped them, for crimes they have
committed themselves.

SA: But don’t you think that the reason why the Western powers have been acting like
that is because of the Milosevic’s trial? He was the most wanted war criminal, he was
captured and transferred to ICTY but his trial became a political circus. He was
allowed to politically attack the Western powers and politicians from the courtroom
and it didn’t have much to do with criminal justice. Why would the Western powers
want to increase their endeavors to apprehend Karadzic and Mladic and start more
such politicized trials?

His trial has not become a political circus. Milosevic has used the court room to make
political speeches and could do it because he was authorized to represent himself. Under
continental law that would not be possible. Nevertheless Milosevic did not challenge
seriously the evidence which was brought against him because he spent most of his time
making political speeches. He did not dare responding to the charge of genocide.
Political speeches are not efficient in court. They may be for his people back home but
they have no effect on the judicial process. And during the trial, hundreds of thousands
pages of testimony and documents against him were provided to the court. After the
prosecution case, the Chamber said it was satisfied with the evidence to keep all the
counts in the indictment, including genocide. The prosecution evidence is mostly public
evidence, not all, but mostly, and it is the best documentation ever gathered on the
criminal enterprise conducted by Milosevic regime. The trial did not lead to a judgment
due to the death of the accused but the evidence will be the reference for historians and
others to understand what happened in the Balkans in the 90’s. It is criminal justice, but
a fair justice that enables the accused to defend himself even if he prefers political
speeches than a more constructive defense. Milosevic was saying that he doesn’t
recognize the Tribunal, but he played along the rules and made his defense, a political
one but that was his choice despite the limited efficiency of such a defense.

The reason why western powers don’t want to see Karadzic and Mladic on trial is not
their endless and useless political speeches we have already heard for years but their
very likely intent to put the blame for the crimes they have committed on international
community by saying that they have been given a green or orange light to take over the
Srebrenica enclave. This territory, which Milosevic wanted in order to have a compact
territory to sign for at the peace talks, was sacrificed to the Serb side despite that it was
under international (UN) protection. It was sacrificed in order to get a peace agreement.
By sacrificing Srebrenica, Western powers have created the conditions for mass killings
to happen. They did not take any measures to prevent or stop it and the price of peace
became high and terrific, 8000 lives taken in three days.

Western powers have already showed during the Milosevic case that there were not
comfortable with evidence related to Srebrenica. I have precisely listed in my book
which kind of evidence Western governments wanted to give us and which they wanted
to hide and how they were trying to disrupt the process related to Srebrenica and
especially the foreseeability of the killings. They simply don’t want some elements
related to Srebrenica to be available to the public. As a matter of fact they had nothing



against that Milosevic was tried. But they wanted him to be tried on specific evidence
they provided, what is explained in the book. They didn’t want the Tribunal to go deeper
in the involvement of Belgrade in Bosnia and specifically in Srebrenica. But Milosevic
was not so dangerous for them as Karadzic and Mladic could be. Milosevic did not want
to speak about Srebrenica and the charge of genocide against him. He was simply saying
I have nothing to do with it which was exactly what Western powers were saying about
him. Western powers prefer to keep Mladic and Karadzic far from the dock because,
contrary to Milosevic, they can not deny their involvement and therefore they would
disclose what they know about the most disgraceful decisions that could have been
made by our governments during the war and the peace negotiations. Even if it doesn’t
help Karadzic and Mladic to avoid conviction, it would damage the credibility of the
Western powers. And it is their goal. As it was probably Saddam Hussein’s goal but the
tribunal were he was tried was made not for him to speak too much.

SA: In one of your recent interviews you said that what happened in Dayton, more
precisely the signing of the Dayton Peace Accords, made Western powers accomplices
of people committing genocide in Bosnia.

Yes. Milosevic didn’t want to sign the peace agreement without having some part of
territory he did not have control of. So the Western powers decided to sacrifice some
territory to get his signature and achieve peace. The aim was to get the peace to stop the
sufferings in Bosnia. But by making this compromise, by giving what Milosevic was
requesting they created a condition for a massacre. The price for the peace was 8
thousand lives.

SA: Let me make sure if I understand correctly. What you are saying is that the
Western powers were aware in advance that by sacrificing some territory, in this
instance Srebrenica, they were agreeing that an act of genocide would happen?

Not at all. They did not agree to the crimes, they agreed by closing their eyes to the
military operation against Srebrenica which could not lead to anything else but the take
over of the enclave. This territory was, since the first attempt to overrun it by the Serb
forces in 1993, a “protected area” under a UN Security Council’s resolution. They had
the obligation to protect the “safe area” but they did not. Officially they said that they
didn’t know that the enclave would have been overrun. By saying that they wanted to
make clear that they couldn’t foresee the massacre because as soon as the enclave would
fall in the hands of general Mladic, it was clear that there was going to be a massacre if
the population was left unprotected. Western powers had advance notice of the
offensive, they knew that the Serb forces were equipped for the take over of the enclave.
They had to prepare a response in case of such a scenario, they did not. They had to take
measure to protect the population after the fall of Srebrenica, they did not. They had to
act when they found out that the killings had started they did not. They had advance
notice and ongoing information that Milosevic and his men were involved but they did
not act even by diplomatic means in Belgrade in order to prevent the killings. And then
when the 8000 men were killed in few days, the mass grave were located by air picture,
the testimonies of survivors were starting to be collected, they sat at the peace table with



Milosevic and gave him the territory on which the genocide just happened and signed
the peace agreement.

SA: So you believe that the U.S. sacrificed lives of 8.000 Muslims to get the peace
agreement signed?

Don’t put it this way. Come on. You try to put it in this stereotype that here you have a
French attacking the U.S. again. I am talking not only about the U.S., but also about
France and the U.K. And whether the U.S. was leading these peace negotiations and in
this case indeed the U.S. was doing so from May until November 1995, still France and
the U.K. were participating and agreed to all what was decided. If France and the U.K.
were against it, they would have chosen another option. At one point there was a phone
conversation between Chirac and Clinton to do something about the men and the
women being separated in Srebrenica and the very likely killings of the male population,
but the U.S. did not want to assist with air support and nothing happened. France
accepted it and did not protest and let the crimes being committed. So it’s not only
about the U.S. It is about the main Western players in the Balkans: the U.S., France and
the UK. The fact is however that they did know that an offensive on Srebrenica was
going to happen. Our investigation revealed that the U.S. had very good intelligence
capacity in the region in 1995. They created an intelligence underground compound in
Croatia in order to intercept conversation of the Serbian leadership. We were interested
in the U.S. intelligence materials because of our investigation against Milosevic and
especially in conversations between the Serbian and the Bosnian Serb leadership in
spring and summer of 1995. However the U.S. refused to give it to us. So far we know
however that Mladic was in contact with the Belgrade leadership to prepare the attack
on Srebrenica. So only by intercepting those conversations the U.S. had enough advance
notice of what was going to happen. Through other intelligence means, they knew that
special units trained to kill were joining the area just before the beginning of the
offensive. But neither the U.S. nor France or the UK did anything to stop it. We don’t
have even a small piece of evidence that they went to Belgrade to persuade Milosevic not
to touch the population of any of those enclaves. Those people were protected by
international law. However what happened afterwards is that they gave those enclaves
in Dayton to Bosnian Serbs, the perpetrators of the massacre. So there is a problem. The
U.K,, France and the U.S. agreed to give up a territory were 8.000 men protected by
international law were killed and to give this territory to the perpetrators. Of course,
now they are denying it that was the condition of signing the peace agreement by
Bosnian Serbs and Milosevic. They are denying that it was a pre-condition Milosevic had
imposed on them to get Srebrenica and Zepa and that he also wanted Gorazdze. As a
matter of fact Richard Holbrooke said in front of a camera that he had instructions to
sacrifice Gorazdze, Zepa and Srebrenica. Also in a previous Kinkel-Juppe plan they
didn’t give Zepa and Srebrenica to the Serbs, but Milosevic didn’t agree to this map, so
the following map was a Dayton map in which Srebrenica and Zepa went to the Serbs.

SA: In one of your previous interviews you said that Dragomir Kojic is a person
organizing Karadzic’s secret life. Also that back in 1998 he was doing business with
companies financed by the U.S. Department of State. In other words, are you saying



that the State Department was indirectly, by third parties, providing money to
Karadzic to help him to stay in hiding?

Yes, and they did not stop doing it for years despite that they knew that Kojic was one
among others providing money to Karadzic for protection when “hiding”. But that’s only
one example. Not the only one. But this example is quite interesting because the EU was
also financing Kojic’s company through a Greek de-mining company!

SA: How do you know that Dragomir Kojic is responsible for organizing Karadzic’s
secret life?

I am not saying that he is organizing Karadzic’s secret life. I am just saying that at one
point he was financing it. Afterwards because of the pressure from ICTY he was
blacklisted for financing Karadzic, which included not only giving money to Karadzic
himself but also to his former party. This story was well known in the media at that time.
Kojic was former Karadzic’s chief of police. Suddenly he became a millionaire thanks to
the maps of the mines put in the ground during the war by his own men or by his fellow
soldiers. Those were dollars provided by the U.S. and the EU. Back in 1998, Kojic was
found financing Karadzic with this money. It’s only one example. Also Karadzic was
writing letters to his family, which were very interesting because those letters showed
how much he was aware of what was going on, what showed that he was not far away
from the region because he had read the newspapers, he was following the news in TV
etc. In those letters he was also discussing business, suggesting investments to his
family and requesting that certain things be provided to him. For instance new shirts!
For years those letters were not handed over to the ICTY although there were basic
documents for conducting an investigation on a fugitive. We started receiving those
letters only in 2003 and still firstly they were given to the press not to the ICTY.

SA: Let’s go back to the deal-making issue. You said in your book that there was a U.S.
citizen and an employee of ICTY, Paul Nell, who had a series of secret meetings with
Karadzic to negotiate his surrender and that he was told by Karadzic that there was a
deal between him and Richard Holbrooke, who promised Karadzic that he would not
be handed over to the Tribunal.

That’s what Karadzic told him, but it doesn’t mean what Karadzic said is necessarily
true.

SA: Are there any official transcripts of those conversations between Paul Nell and
Karadzic?

Yes, there are official reports related to those conversations kept by ICTY and I am
quoting in my book directly from those reports. Paul Nell was indeed a U.S. citizen,
however he worked for the office of the prosecutor and met Karadzic in that capacity
and on the request of Louise Arbour, then the chief prosecutor who wanted to bring
Karadzic to a voluntary surrender as she could not count on NATO to go hunting him.
Those meetings with Karadzic led to the situation that I mentioned before, when the
ICTY asked NATO commander in Bosnia, if they would be ready to transfer Karadzic to



the Hague or take military action in case he refused to surrender. They wouldn’t do that
without Clinton’s “ok”. There was always something preventing them to take any kind of
action. They were not jumping at the opportunity.

SA: In your book you also talk about the meeting between Wesley Clark and Louise
Arbour at NATO’s headquarters during which they were discussing Karadzic’s
surrender and Wesley Clark was supposed to say that if Karadzic was brought to
justice he would allege a deal with Warren Christopher that Karadzic would never end
up in the Hague. Were you present during this conversation?

No, I was not present during this conversation because I was not with the Tribunal at
that time. But I have the transcript of that conversation and Wesley Clark did say exactly
what I quoted in my book and it has been certified by those from the ICTY present at the
meeting.

SA: So there is an official transcript of this conversation with all those things being
said, which you are quoting in your book?

Yes, there is a report of this conversation. And that’s what Wesley Clark said to Louis
Arbour. That’s the fact. It is something he has to clarify himself.

SA: But that official report, is it from ICTY or NATO’s headquarters? Which report did
you quote from?

I have only the official ICTY version from an ICTY report, which I had access to because
those were the things we were working on over there.

SA: So all the quotations in your book are based only on the reports kept by ICTY?

Yes, it’s all documented in ICTY’s reports. I had to rely on them because in my book I
was also describing events that took place before I started to work at the ICTY. After
that, I was also using my private notes because I was present during the majority of the
meetings I refer to after I began to work at the Tribunal. In respect to the meeting at
NATO’s headquarters that you are asking about, I used the report from the ICTY in
which there are described statements Wesley Clark made to Louise Arbour. I have no
idea what is in the official report held by NATO’s headquarters.

SA: It seems like your book has a good timing because of the presidential campaign in
the U.S.

It was a coincidence. And to be honest, I did not think at all about this while writing.
Instead I was thinking about another crucial timing, the UNSC resolution that will be
deciding whether the Tribunal should close its doors before trying Karadzic and Mladic.
That was my main concern and it will be on the agenda in the following months, at the
latest in the course of 2008. Relating to the U.S. presidential campaign, the thing is that
in my book I describe endeavors of both the Clinton Administration and the Bush
Administration. For example in respect to the Bush Administration, I describe what



Pierre Prosper did to pressure the Tribunal for Yugoslavia. I describe how the U.S.
pressured the prosecutors to give up indictments of some war criminals, how he was
giving instructions, interfering in the legal process, threatening, etc. I am also describing
U.S. foreign policy in respect to Rwanda, that they wanted the ICTR to investigate the
RPF soldiers only as a last possible option. I quoted what was really said during the
meeting at the U.S. State Department, what was later on misrepresented to the press. I
quoted exactly what Prosper said to us. He said “you will give the investigations to the
Rwandan judiciary and you will not take those investigations back”. These are all very
precise quotations. He said the Rwandan government will be the only one in charge of
the investigations of the RPF members. The ICTR’s prosecutors wouldn’t have any
control of what was going on with it. And that it is what happened after they sacked Del
Ponte from the ICTR. There was no RPF investigation whether at the ICTR or before the
Rwandan judiciary. But there was a UNSC resolution in 2003 and then in 2004
underlying that the ICTR should conduct the RPF investigations in accordance with its
mandate.

SA: Do you have any official transcripts of that meeting?

Well, I have my own personal notes, I was present at all the meetings related to this
issue in Washington. And I have the document prepared by Washington and that
Washington wanted Del Ponte to sign which is clearly contrary to the ICTR statute.

SA: Carla Del Ponte is finishing her mandate this year. Should we expect a similar
book from her in which she will be describing the issues we are discussing right now? I
read an interview she gave recently in which she said she is investigating the things
you are talking about in your book.

She said that she will write her memoirs. However I don’t know which approach she will
choose. My book describes relation between international politics and international
justice. Let’s wait. I guess she will not wait long before telling her part of the story. She
did not deny my book but she has not been commenting on it publicly.
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'Karadzic - Holbrooke deal was signed'

Sarajevo | 09 April 2009 | Balkan Insight

Gojko Klickovic
deal guaranteeing immunity for Bosnian war-time leader Radovan

Karadzic was agreed by US special envoy Richard Holbrooke, it has
been claimed.

Gojko Klickovic, who is indicted for war crimes, said he was present
when an agreement was made and signed by Radovan Karadzic and

Richard Holbrooke in 1996, he told the Court of Bosnia and
Herzegovina in Sarajevo.

Giving testimony as a defence witness at his own trail, Klickovic, who is charged with crimes
committed in Bosanska Krupa, said the deal was signed sometime in July 1996.

"] was involved in negotiations pertaining to the agreement on Karadzic's withdrawal from the
political scene. At that time, the gentlemen agreed that they would not speak about it in public,"
Klickovic said.

From 1996 to 1998, Klickovic was Prime Minister of Republika Srpska. During the war he was
commander of the Crisis Committee and leader of the Serb municipality of Bosanska Krupa.

Radovan Karadzic, former president of Republika Srpska, is charged, before the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, ICTY, with genocide and other crimes committed
in Bosnia and Herzegovina during the war. Richard Holbrooke was special US envoy to the
Balkans in the 1990s.

Klickovic is charged, together with Mladen Drljaca and Jovan Ostojic, with murder, forcible
resettlement, physical and mental abuse, rape, and detention and torture of non-Serb population
of Bosanska Krupa in 1992. They are also charged with taking part in a joint criminal enterprise
along with Vojislav Maksimovic and Radovan Karadzic.

Klickovic’s trail started in May 2008 in the front of the state War Crimes Chamber.



ANNEX “"O"

No. IT-95-5/18-PT



1ZJAVA

Ja, Ljillana Zelen-Karadzi¢, rodena 27.11.1945.godine u Sarajevu,
nastanjena u Palama, Ul. Viktora Igoa 7, ljekar neuropslhijatar u
penziji, pod punom moralnom, krivitnom i materijainom
odgovorno$¢u izjavljujem :

Polovinom 1996.god bila sam zaposlena u Ministarstvu zdravlja
Vlade Republike Srpske na poslovima zamjenika ministra. U tom
periodu na mog supruga, Radovana KaradZi¢a, svakodnevno je
vrSen enorman pritisak, sa prijetnjama i ucjenama od strane
medunarodnih faktora, da odstupi sa politicke funkclje. Nesto pred
pono¢ 18.07.1996.god. sluzbeno sam obavjeStena iz Kabineta
Predsednika RS da treba odmah da dodem. Nakon mog dolaska
stigla su i moja djeca i zet. Upuéeni smo u salon da sacekamo
Radovana. Uskoro je doSao i saopStlo nam da ¢e pristati da se
povuce sa funkcije Predsednika Republike Srpske i Predsednika
SDS-a kao i da s# ne u¢estvuje u javnhom politiCkom Zivotu, te da ¢e
to uéiniti na osnovu garancija dobivenih od R. Holbruka da neée biti
proganjan niti procesuiran pred bilo kojim sudom, pa ni pred
Tribunalom u Hagu. Trazila sam pojasnjenje garancija, na sta je on
rekao da su Kontakt grupa i Savjet bezbjednosti ovlastili ameri¢kog
predstavnika Holbruka da pregovara i pruzi takve garancije, da su
one vrlo ozbiljne | évrste, a da nisu takve ne bi ni pristao.

Shvatila sam da iza garancija stoje najviSe Institucije,razumjela i da
te garancije pruzajJu mom suprugu bezbjednost, sigurnost i
povratak normalnom zivotu.

Kasnije, kada se vratio ku¢i skoro pred zoru, dugo smo razgovarali
o svim aspektima novonastale situacije bez prijetnjl po njegovu
bezbijednost i slobodu, 0 moguénostima za povratak normalnom
Zivotu, o porodi¢nim i profesionalnim stvarima, o buducnosti.

| slede€ih dana smo sa clanovima porodice razgovarali o
postignutom sporazumu, garancijama | planovima rada u okvirima
registrovanih djelatnosti Instituta - Fondacije Sveti Jovan, koji sam
osnovala sa djecom.

Saglasna sam da se ova moja izjava koristi pred bilo kojim sudom
ukljuéujuél i Medunarodnl kriviéni sud za bivSu Jugoslaviju.

U Palama valac izjave vh,

Dana 21.04.2009. g a4 - Loradre

L{iljana Zelen - Karadzi¢
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1ZJAVA

Ja, Sonja Karadzi¢-Jovi€evié, rodena 22.05.1967.godine u Sarajevu,
nastanjena u Palama, Ul. D.Jevdeviéa 0-9, ljekar, zaposiena u Domu

zdravija u Palama, pod punom moralnom, krivicnom | materijalnom
odgovorno$cu izjavijujem :

sredinom 1996.god bila sam zaposlena u Viadi Republike Srpske na
poslovima direktora Medunarodnog pres-centra. U tom periodu bilo
mi je poznato da se ve¢ neko vrijeme vrsl pritisak na mog oca,
Radovana Karadzi¢a, da napusti politicke funkcije. Kasno uveée,
dana 18.07.1996.god. primila sam sluzbeni poziv iz Kabineta
Predsednika RS da odmah dodem. Po dolasku sa suprugom, vidjela
sam da su pozvani i moja majka i brat. Sekretarica nas je uputila u
salon prekoputa oéevog ofisa da ga satekamo. Ubrzo nam se
pridruzio | saopstio nam da ¢e pristati da se povuée sa funkcije
Predsednika Republike Srpske i sa funkcije Predsednika stranke
SDS kao i da se ne pojavljuje u javhom politickom Zivotu. Pojasnio
nam je da ¢e to uciniti jer je doblo garancije R. Holbruka da nece biti
proganjan niti procesuiran pred bilo kojim sudom ukljuéujuéi i
Tribunal u Hagu. Nakon traZzenja da nam objasni garancije rekao je
da je R.Holbruk, kao predstavnlk americke administracije, ovlasten
od strane Kontakt grupe i Savjeta bezbjednosti da pruzl ovakve
garancije | da su, stoga, one krajnje ozbiljne i ¢vrste, te da na
nesigurne garancije ne bl ni pristao.

Shvatila sam da garancije nisu mogle do¢i sa viSeg mjesta nego sto
jesu | razumjela da moj otac viSe nije dio politickog miljea, da je
potpuno bezbjedan i slobodan da se vrati porodici i profesiji, da ¢e
moéi da vodi potpuno normalan privatni | poslovnl zivot, da ée mo¢l
da se kreée, putuje, piSe knjige, lije¢i ljude.

Sledeélh dana smo u uzem i Sirem porodiénom krugu razgovarali o
buduéim porodiénim i poslovnim planovima (vezanim za Institut -
Fondaciju Sveti Jovan,koji sam osnovala sa majkom i bratom i koji
je bio registrovan za medicinske nauke | medije pod
pokroviteljstvom Srpske pravoslavne Crkve). Razumjela sam da
nam date garancije daju moguénost da zivimo i radimo zajedno, bez
prijetnji i progona.

Saglasna sam da se ova moja Izjava koristi pred bilo kojim sudom
ukljucéujuél | Medunarodni kriviéni sud za bivsu Jugoslaviju.

U Palama
Dana 21.04.20089.
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1ZJAVA

Ja, Branislav Jovidevié, roden 25.05.1966.godine u Sarajevu,
nastanjen: u Palama, Ul. D. Jevdeviéa 0-9, elektroni€ar, zaposlen u
A.D.,,Petrol,,P.C.Isto¢no Sarajevo, pod punom moralnom, krivicnom
i materijalnom odgovorno&¢u izjavljujem :

Polovinom 1996.god bio sam angazovan na otpocinjanju rada
medija Instituta-Fondacije Sveti Jovan na poslovima pomoénika
direktora za medije. U to vrijeme bio sam upoznat sa pritiscima koje
je medunarodna zajednica vrSila na mog punca, Radovana
Karadziéa, da potpuno nestane iz polititkog Zzivota Republike
Srpske.Dana 18.07.1996.god. kasno uvece, iz Kabineta Predsednika
RS moju suprugu su pozvali da hitho dode u Kabinet. Ja sam je
odvezao i uSao sa njom u prijemnu kancelariju. Tu sam video moju
punicu | Suru. Njima je redeno da udu u salon i pri¢ekaju
Predsednika,a ja sam ostao u prijemnoj kancelariji. Uskoro je
Predsednik izasao iz ofisa, pozdravili smo se, i usao je u salon.
Nakon 20-tak minuta moja supruga je izasla i odmah smo posli kuéi.
U kolima mi je ispri¢ala da im je njen otac saopstio da e pristati da
se povuce sa funkcije Predsednlka | Republike Srpske i stranke, da
ne ucestvuje javno u politickom Zivotu, i da ¢ée na to pristati zbog
garancija dobivenih od R. Holbruka da nece biti proganjan i da neée
biti voden postupak protiv njega ni pred kojim sudom, pa ni pred
Tribunalom u Hagu.

Sledeéeg dana smo se okupili u porodiénoj kuéi i razgovarali o
svemu Sto se dogadalo tokom pregovora | postizanja dogovora.
Zelio sam da mi punac objasni kollko su &vrste garancije i ko stoji
iza njih, pa mi je objasnio da su Kontakt grupa i Savjet bezbjednosti
dali ovlastenje americkom predstavniku Holbruku da vodi
pregovore i pruzi te garancije, i da je samo na takav sporazum
mogao pristati.

To mi je imalo smisla, jer nisam vidio zasto bi napustio sve bez
stvarno ¢évrstih garancija najvisih medunarodnih institucija, koje mu,
kako sam razumio, pruzaju bezbjedan i slobodan povratak
normalnom zivotu, porodici i svojoj profesiji.

Tokom narednog perioda planirali smo obaveze pod okriliem
Instituta Sveti Jovan i o mojim planovima da zapocénem studije
prava (sto sam nesto kasnije i uéinio).

Saglasan sam da se ova moja izjava koristl pred bilo kojim sudom
ukljuéujucl i Medunarodni kriviéni sud za bivSu Jugoslaviju.

U Palama wW
Dana 21.04.2009. cee

/‘{ranislav Joviéevié
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I1ZJAVA

Ja, Dragan Draskovic, rodjen 07.10.1967.godine u Sarajevu, nastanjen u
Istocnoj Ilidzi, Ul Srpskih izvidjaca 46, gradjevinski radnik u invalidskoj
penziji, pod punom moralnom, krivicnom i materijalnom odgovornoscu
izjavljujem :

Od pocetka proljeca 1996.god bio sam angazovan na pripremema za pocetak
rada Radija Sveti Jovan, na poslovima arhiviranja nosaca zvuka. Znao sam za
stalna nastojanja predstavnika medjunarodne zajednice da Radovana Karadzica,
oca moje kume Sonje, uklone iz politickog zivota Republike Srpske. Dana
19.07.1996.god. rano ujutro kuma mi je rekla da su prethodno vece, jako kasno,
pozvali nju, majku i brata da hitno dodju u Kabinet. Ispricala mi je da im je njen
otac saopstio da ce pristati da se povuce sa funkcije Predsednika Republike
Srpske i Predsednika stranke, i da ne ucestvuje u javnom politickom zivotu.
Rekla mi je da se ne iznenadim kada cujem na vijestima za tu odluku.
Iznenadjen sam je zamolio da mi objasni kako i zasto je na to pristao, a ona mi
je rekla da cemo razgovarati sa njim kasnije, jer moramo vidjeti sta cemo dalje
uopste, a i sa Institutom Sveti Jovan. Kasnije smo ofisli u porodicnu kucu gdje
nam je kum sve objasnio kako se i sta desavalo u tih nekoliko sati pregovora i -
da je na to pristao zbog garancija dobivenih od R. Holbruka da nece biti
proganjan i da nece biti vodjen postupak protiv njega ni pred kojim sudom, pa
ni Tribunalom u Hagu.

Objasnio je koliko su cvrste garancije i ko stoji iza njih, odnosno da su Kontakt
grupa i Savjet bezbjednosti dali ovlastenje americkom predstavniku Ricardu
Holbruku da predvodi pregovore i da garantuje da nece biti progona, hapsenja,
sudjenja.

Shvatio sam da su to stvarno cvrste garancije, s obzirom na to u cije ime su mu
date i da mu te garancije daju slobodu i bezbjednu buducnost, a sto je najvaznije
vracaju mu normalan zivot, porodicu i njegov posao u profesiji.

Poslije smo cesto razgovarali o buducnosti i pravili planove o radu medija
Instituta Sveti Jovan i angazovanja clanova porodice u medicinskoj djelatnosti.

Saglasan sam da se ova moja izjava koristi pred bilo kojim sudom ukljucujuci i
Medjunarodni krivicni sud za bivsu Jugoslaviju.

U Palama Davalac izjave
Dana 21.04.2009. Dregan  Tiedkoc
( Dragan Draskovic
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Sacirbey: They knew about Karadzic deals
Fri, 01 Aug 2008 19:47:59 GMT
By Afshin Rattansi, Press TV, Tehran

The following is Press TV's exclusive full-length
interview with former Bosnian foreign minister
Mohammad Sacirbey.

Press TV: I noticed that Richard Holbrooke is saying that it
is an outrageous fabrication. What did Karadzic mean by a
deal with Richard Holbrooke?

Sacirbey: I have actually been aware of the deal from ktk, assU aradzic (L) h
almost the day it was made. In the summer of 1996, could avoid punishme
Karadzic withdrew from Bosnian politics, presumably. He withdrew from the leadership of
his party. Then he was already indicted, but in fact, he was also running to become a

member of the Republika Srpska's chair in the presidency. All of a sudden he withdrew.

That night I met with a US diplomat, a very distinguished gentleman who I have a lot of
respect for and he was quite enthused to tell me that Karadzic had withdrawn from

politics, and, of course, when I said that why would he withdraw, what is the deal?...there
was a bit of silence.

In the end, it was acknowledged that in fact Karadzic had been promised by Richard
Holbrooke that he would not be arrested even though he was indicted and wanted by the
war crimes tribunal if he did withdraw, and of course for the next two to three years,

Karadzic, in fact, was quite free and was relatively at liberty and without any threat of
arrest.

Press TV: Obviously, I don't expect you to name your source, but Richard Holbrooke is

quoted here as saying "I never made such a deal. It would have been unethical and
immoral."

Sacirbey: No, let me make sure. I have been very straight with the same picture for over
a decade. My source was Ambassador Robert Frowick, at that time the head of the OSCE

mission in Bosnia that was overseeing the elections. I have put this on the record, I think,
at least 10 years ago.

Press TV: Would president Bill Clinton have been aware as well of this deal with Radovan
Karadzic?

Sacirbey: Well, I am not sure of that. All I can tell you is that there was another deal that
I think was much more serious and the consequences were much more grave and that
was a deal that took place early in the summer of 1995.

That involved Richard Holbrooke and that involved Carl Bildt who, then, was the EU
mediator and now is Sweden's foreign minister. It involved a French general who was the
head of the military forces of the UN in Bosnia i.e. Bernard Jean Vieh. It involved Yasushi
Akashi who was the head UN civilian official. They, in effect, acquiesced, gave the green

light to Milosevic, Mladic as well as Karadzic to take over the territory of Srebrenica but
also Zepa and Gorazda.



At that time there was enormous pressure on us to trade these territories and to give, in
effect, to Belgrade and the Bosnian Serbs what they wanted in return for them
presumably during the peace talks what would end up being Dayton. We refused and as
we resisted the green light was given to the Serbian forces to attack that enclave. Of
course, I did not know about it.

I do not think anyone in my government knew about it and the result was 8000 people
murdered. So the second deal probably is explained by the first deal. I suspect many
people who were in the US administration at that time, even if they objected to making
deals with Milosevic, Mladic and Karadzic, who all subsequently were indicted at that time,
they clearly would not be very pleased if that information came out right now.

Press TV: The UN peacekeepers, of course, were watching the Srebrenica massacre in
real time. Why do you think the Dayton agreement was so important to the United States
that they would be willing to turn a blind eye to massacres like [the one in] Srebrenica.
What is it about Dayton?

Sacirbey: First of all I am not sure that actually the Dutch peacekeepers knew of the
deal. I think that the Dutch peacekeepers and the Dutch government were supposed to be
left holding the bag as one would say. What I mean by that is they were supposed to be
the excuse why, in fact, NATO and the United Nations did not act to protect Srebrenica as
they were obliged to do under the UN and the NATO resolutions.

The defenders of Srebrenica were disarmed and the UN and the NATO were supposed to
defend them, so when the Dutch peacekeepers were faced with substantial Serbian tanks
and heavy weapons, clearly a superior force, all they had was smali guns to fight back.

That is when the NATO was supposed to come in. In fact, the Dutch defense minister did
call the NATO. I spoke to him on the evening before Srebrenica fell. He told me "I am
calling in NATO. They are going to come in the morning and I am going to do it regardless
of what the consequence are for the Dutch forces.

That call was not honored and that call resulted in a Dutch government falling. It
obviously resulted in shame for the Dutch forces who were there and it resulted in 8,000
Bosnian men, children and also women being murdered. It also was a black eye upon
NATO because obviously, NATO did not fulfill its commitment and it was clearly one of the
worst moments for the United Nations.

So it is rather unfortunate, someone who always wants to speak of multilateralism, in
fact, betrayed multilateralism in Srebrenica and here I am speaking specifically of Richard
Holbrooke but I also must include people like Carl Bildt, like Bernard Jean Vieh and
Akashi.

Press TV: Some people say it is even higher up than your making out and that right from
the start it was a deal by Bill Clinton's government with the German government to
dismember Yugoslavia and the Dayton agreement was about privatizing all the resources
of a state which had resources in the hands of the government.

Do you Fhink it goes as far as that and in fact all of this is part of an agenda for big
companies? And do you think this will all come out in The Hague as we watch Radovan



Karadzic defend himself?

Sacirbey: Well, I want to be very careful that I speak of what I have at least some
limited first-hand knowledge of. I do have some, now, first-hand knowledge of the deal
that was made, simply because as foreign minister certain things were told to me...certain
things happened rather peculiar and coming back upon it all it fits into a deal.

Was this something that was arranged at the very highest levels? That I leave for
someone else to speculate but clearly, I think, what would be more appropriate now is to
talk about if Dayton was achieved through, in effect, genocide, if Dayton is the
consequences of embracing the results of that genocide shouldn't we talk about reversing
Dayton, in effect, reversing that which in fact rewarded genocide?

Let me be very clear on this, Bosnia is a multiethnic country. We have there not only
Bosniac Muslims but we also have the Serbs who are orthodox. We have the Croats who
are Catholics but Dayton is a form of Apartheid. Dividing these people in a way that they
have never been divided and creating clear ethnic enclaves and this is something that I do
not believe is consistent with the history of Bosnia nor with the future of Bosnia in a
European family and I certainly can not see how Europe can tolerate that.

How the Euro-Atlantic family can tolerate that type of division in a country that clearly has
a future as part of the Euro-Atlantic family. So there seems to be something rather funny
here, which is that, that one country that has a Muslim majority seems to be subject to a
different set of criteria. I will grant you that and as an American, remember that I am also
an American, I see this very clearly these double standards.

On the other hand, the rather bigger game that you speak of, whether that exists or not,
as I said, I leave that for someone else to speculate but I cannot understand how either
the United States or the European countries can now tolerate the continuation of the
Dayton. Built not only upon the framework, the foundation of genocide, but, in effect,
perpetuating what amounts to fascist and racist ideas.

Press TV: Well, I can assure you that German companies, shipping, construction and so
on and other European countries are very happy with the present deals. Do you think, in
the end, that this was not NATO just out there in the former Yugoslavia trying to help
Muslims and do you think that the people are quite frightened in Washington and in

London and in Berlin and in Paris at the prospect of what we are going to here at The
Hague in the coming month?

Sacirbey: Well, I think that is a good guess. They have been rather upset with some of
the things that I have said as you can imagine and I have been saying this for over a
decade. It is just that most people weren't either paying attention or they, of course, tried
to make sure that my words were not heard too loud beyond the four walls I am sure
there will be much more that comes out.

Nonetheless, as I said, looking at this as a Bosnian, I cannot be happy with what I have
seen for the Bosnian people. It clearly is not something that is sustainable nor does it
make a normal country and as an American I cannot stand behind something that is, in
my opinion, so inconsistent with the values of the United States, a country that is divided
along ethnic lines, along religious lines and, in fact, when something was achieved like
that through the genocide of a significant portion of the Muslim population of Bosnia



Herzegovina.



UNDERSTANDING THE KARADZIC-HOLBROOKE "DEAL" - August
27,2008

On August 29, as Radovan Karadzic is scheduled to make another appearance before the
Tribunal, the question that is asked now: what were the motivations behind a
Karadzic/Holbrooke deal? Most people would question why a representative of the US
Government would engage in deal making with a person who directed some of the most
detestable crimes and genocide as the then president of the Republika Srpska and even
after Karadzic had been indicted by International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia, (ICTY)? The motivations for such a deal were several presumably advancing
the peace process but also parochial interests of the promoters of the Dayton Accords:

- Karadzic’s candidacy for the Presidency of BiH in 1996 was contrary to the Dayton
Accords due to his

indictment by the ICTY, and removing him from the political scene was a precondition
for holding “free

and fair” elections in all of BiH.
- Karadzic’s continued public, political engagement was vivid evidence of the lack of will
to arrest him and

Mladic, despite a year earlier indictment by the ICTY, and was embarrassing the US
and promoters of the

Dayton Accords.
- The timing, September 1996, of elections in BiH was not coincidental but fashioned to
be proof the

superiority of the Holbrooke and thereby Clinton strategy in Bosnia over that of rival
Bob Dole, (and

Holbrooke also had his aspirations for Secretary of State as well as the Nobel Peace
Prize).
- Karadzic’s or Mladic’s arrest was not desirable potentially exposing “big power”
acquiescence, complicity

and other “deals.”

EFFORTS IN DAYTON TO CONFIRM US & NATO COMMITMENT TO ARREST

Karadzic’s public and political engagement in 1996, again well after the indictments and
signing of the Dayton Accords, is only further indication that the so termed
Karadzic/Holbrooke “deal” was not perceived as particularly altering. Karadzic and
Mladic were already enjoying unobstructed movement through US and NATO troop
positions without apparent concern of arrest, whether a formal deal existed or not.

Some current media reports err by referring to Karadzic and Mladic as “fugitives” in
hiding since 1995, the year of the ICTY indictments and Dayton Accords. To the
contrary, they were not in hiding at all for at least the first couple of years after the

Accords were signed and were assertive in their respective roles as political and military
chiefs.



During our negotiations in Dayton, we, the delegation of Bosnia & Herzegovina (BiH),
demanded that the US and NATO troops assume the duty to apprehend indicted war
criminals. We were refused. Nonetheless, we continued to insist that these peace
implementation forces (IFOR) explicitly acknowledge their obligation, under
international law as well, to arrest such indicted war criminals if they happen to come
across the indicted persons. This provision was finally incorporated into the Accords
upon our assistance, but was actually never honored. Karadzic and Mladic continued to
move unhindered through US and NATO lines, and there are at least several known
meetings with such indicted war criminals.

AMNESTY IN DAYTON

Independent of the negotiations regarding IFOR and the “SOFA,” (Status of Forces
Agreement), the idea of broad amnesty from prosecution was introduced into the
negotiations. I cannot be certain whether this was Ambassador Holbrooke’s initiative or
whether he did this at the behest of Milosevic. I promptly took it upon myself to alert the
Tribunal through back channels. This idea quickly faded, and certainly is something that
no international mediator would now acknowledge as theirs.

It is also not certain that such “amnesty” would have been valid under international law
or enforceable with respect to the ICTY. However, the ICTY is both a creation of the UN
Security Council and dependent on UN member states for enforcement, including
detention and delivery of evidence. If the UN Security Council adopted the Dayton
Accords with an amnesty provision incorporated, the situation would have been more
ambiguous both on the level of practical enforcement and legal standing. The UN
Security Council, or at least the P-5, (Permanent 5 UNSC members), could have also
pressed to prematurely shut down the Tribunal, as is the case to some extent now.

THE "RULES OF THE ROAD" ORCHESTRATED BY HOLBROOKE, BOSNIA &
HERZEGOVINA COULD NOT ARREST ON ITS OWN INITIATIVE

In the spring of 1996, the Government of BiH undertook arrests of relatively mid to high
level Serbian commanders responsible for grave violations of international
humanitarian law in attacks upon civilian populations. Only a couple of “small fish”
were being arrested then by the international forces taking charge throughout BiH. The
Government of BiH, was discouraged that the “worst” of the war criminals appeared to
enjoy impunity, even cooperation from “IFOR.”

The international functionaries and military did not look favorably upon these arrests,
(even after The Hague Tribunal Prosecutor’s office confirmed that those detained in fact
were potentially criminally culpable and subject to indictment by the ICTY). These
arrests were deemed to be potentially provocative and the BiH Government was told to
cease. Holbrooke, US and European representatives responsible for Dayton Accord
implementation convened a meeting in Rome, and the dictate became known as the
“Rome Rules of the Road:” The BiH Government would not apprehend suspected war
criminals, without effective prior permission of the internationals. The safeguarding of
the Dayton Accords and the will of its implementers had precedence over the BiH



Governments prerogative and responsibility of arresting suspected war criminals.
Ambassador Holbrooke was decisive in the bargain, whether the initiative had come
from military or political authorities in Washington and/or Brussels. (Holbrooke has
recently come to blame NATO and even the Pentagon for the lack of will to arrest war
criminals, with possibly some justification.) In this light it also may be easier to
comprehend how Holbrooke had come to assume the prerogative of committing to
decisions that would subjugate justice to political and military authority and effectively
immunize the highest ranking indicted persons.

There is both circumstantial and direct evidence of the “deal,” at least with respect to
Karadzic and Holbrooke. My evidence is mostly second hand from those directly present
and or familiar as well as from Ambassador Holbrooke’s own vague descriptions of what
he had also then termed as a “deal” with Karadzic.

DEAL WAS MADE

Well before Karadzic’s arrest and recent statements to the Court, (ICTY), that he and
Holbrooke had consummated a “deal,” for more than the last ten years I had presented
second-hand evidence of such an arrangement. My statements are documented, and
Ambassador Holbrooke has been aware of my rather precise charge.

Holbrooke has chosen to respond to my charge by projecting surprise. In the most
recent interviews on CNN and NOVA, (Dutch television), he has referred to me as an
“old friend,” and tried to suggest that I was “believing,” relying upon Karadzic’s claims
rather than Holbrooke’s denials. On one occasion he has linked my allegations to my
dissatisfaction with how the Dayton Accords were delivered. (“Mo has never been happy
with the Dayton Accords.”). On another occasion, he has attempted to explain my charge
to allegations launched against me personally.

Ambassador Holbrooke indeed has been a friend, and I wish him no personal injustice
or animosity. As I have already indicated, I have spoken out for some time, and before
allegations were launched against me personally. Perhaps the cause and effect is the
opposite of what Ambassador Holbrooke implies.

It is true that I have not been satisfied with the Dayton Accords, having seen the process
go wrong even before the implementation, as Milosevic was allowed to dictate
negotiations and terms inconsistent with a democratic, open and functional BiH state.
During Dayton, I resigned my post as Foreign Minister of BiH, in part to express my
protest and alleviate any potential coercion. Regardless, and perhaps paradoxically in
the view of some, I supported the peace process, simply because even if fatally flawed,
for then it was an end to war and killing and at least some relief to the suffering.
Nonetheless, even in the spring of 1996 I publicly spoke out of my reservations and
suspicions, (including an interview on the US PBS program Charlie Rose which still can
be found here) I also placed much of my faith in the case for genocide brought by Bosnia
& Herzegovina before the International Court of Justice, (I was BiH’s Agent before the
ICJ), as well as the future work of ICTY.



Perhaps my confidence in US diplomatic, political and/or military institutions should
have been exhausted in 1996. However, it was America that had embraced me as young
boy and immigrant, and I embraced the America of principle and integrity. America’s
value’s and reason are not necessarily reflected in its political or military leadership, but
my idealism was, is borne of first had benefits of being an American.

Ambassador Robert Froewick was also one that encouraged optimism in American
institutions. He was ambitious, but balanced such with his personal values and
commitments, not losing himself in the function or further aspirations. He was eager to
gain the post as head of the OSCE, (Organization of Security and Cooperation in
Europe) Mission in BiH, and I worked behind the scenes to try to assure his selection.

As I have stated previously, Ambassador Froewick confirmed to me immediately after
the “deal” that such was made. (Professor Charles Ingrao of the “Scholars’ Initiative
Confronting the Yugoslav Controversies” has also gone on record that four other current
and former US State Department officials have confirmed that a “deal” was made with
Karadzic, read here) Ambassador Froewick was pleased that Karadzic had removed
himself from direct participation in BiH politics. However, I suspect that he was also not
comfortable with the “deal,” and that its implications, principled, legal and political had

a price, and did not merely confirm the de-facto impunity enjoyed already by Karadzic
and Mladic.

MOTIVES BEHIND THE "DEAL"

I cannot confirm whether the “deal” was in writing or merely an oral understanding
validated by mutual interests in not having Karadzic testify before the Tribunal.
Signatures on a paper would be a bit of surprise, but it is more likely that a “talking
points” paper was prepared. It is unlikely that the motives for such a deal would have
been outlined in any paper. For Karadzic, the motive was simple: stay out of the
Tribunal’s custody. For Holbrooke, and perhaps others, the motives are hazier due to
passage of time, but they were perceived as tangible nonetheless:

Karadzic’s candidacy for the Presidency of BiH as well as his continued
public political engagement was a violation of the Dayton Accords. Under
terms of the Dayton Accords persons indicted by the Tribunal, such as Karadzic, were
not permitted to seek or hold political office. Karadzic had directly challenged the
Dayton Accords by announcing his candidacy for the new collective Presidency of BiH
from the newly recognized “entity” of BiH, Republika Srpska. Of course, IFOR, NATO

and the US could have easily solved this problem by simply arresting him, if they wanted
to since there were numerous such opportunities.

Karadzic’s candidacy and continued political engagement as head of the
“Serb Democratic Party,” responsible for adopting and executing ethnic
cleansing, was an embarrassment to the promoters of the Dayton Accords.
As Karadzic had already been cited as the political architect of genocide, his candidacy
and political leadership manifestly evidenced the principled and legal flaws of the
Dayton Accords and how such acceded to the consequences of genocide. Potentially



more embarrassing, Karadzic might have possibly gained the “Chair” of thg collective
Presidency of BiH on the basis of a rather homogeneous vote from an ethnically
cleansed and pure Republika Srpska while Alija Izetbegovic faced a formidable electoral
challenge as the candidate of the Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) ethnic group and a
population reduced and displaced.

Holbrooke had aspired that the Dayton Accords would deliver to him a Nobel Peace
Prize, book deals and the office of Secretary of State. The embarrassment of Karadzic’s
candidacy and visible political lifestyle discernibly undermined the ethical credibility of
the Dayton Accords, and by extension, the ambitions of Ambassador Richard
Holbrooke.

The elections for BiH were set for September 1996, not so coincidentally to
precede US November elections for President and anticipated nomination
of new Secretary of State for President Clinton’s second term. Republican
Presidential candidate Bob Dole had led the call for a more assertive US response to
Karadzic, Mladic and Milosevic as compared to the accommodations finally made in
Dayton. The success of elections in BiH in September of 1996 would be decisive
evidence of which strategic approach was better, in terms of risk to US personnel as well
as justice and legality. Perhaps President Clinton would not need such assistance to win
the November 1996 election, but Holbrooke wanted to deliver his part, if for no other
reason than to display why he deserved to be named Secretary of State, (including over a
more principle aligned Madeline Albright).

Both Ambassador Robert Froewick, as head of the OSCE Mission in BiH and former
Amsterdam Mayor, EduardVan Thijn were under immense pressure to certify before
September 1996 that the conditions had been met for free and fair elections. There were
several reservations, besides Karadzic’s political engagement contrary to Dayton. Most
critically, the return of refugees, (those ethnically cleansed), had not been accomplished
in any substantive way, but in fact the consequences of ethnic cleansing had begun to
harden. The media was largely not independent of political patronage as were not most
economic and political institutions especially in Republika Srpska. The elections
unfortunately only furthered stratification along both ethnic and old political lines and
legitimized the status quo. Perhaps without the pressure for premature elections
throughout BiH, (I had proposed to at least delay in Republika Srpska until conditions
were genuinely satisfied), the voting process could have been a fresh start to
reintegration, true democracy and open society. Unfortunately though, the
overwhelming pressure from Washington, or at least Holbrooke, and some other Euro-
Atlantic capital politicos was for a self-promoting advertisement in the form of a 5
second sound bite on Bosnian elections, regardless of substance.

The “deal” was made not to allow other deals and dealings to be exposed.
The “deal” not to arrest was not necessarily a pure accommodation to Karadzic. It also
reflected mutually shared interests with Holbrooke and perhaps other Euro-Atlantic
politicos not to have Karadzic testify before the Tribunal regarding other deals and
dealings. While I cannot be certain of all other deals, I have over the last 10 years and
more spoken and given evidence of the betrayal of Srebrenica and Zepa. The prime



architects that allowed Mladic, Karadzic and Milosevic to overrun Srebrenica and Zepa,
(despite UN and NATO guarantees for the security of these enclaves), included
Holbrooke and Carl Bildt, Bildt was in 1995 the EU mediator for the Balkans and in

1996, the “High representative” for BiH responsible for implementing the Dayton/Paris
Accords.

It is not imaginable that Holbrooke and Bildt would premeditatedly be accomplices in
the murder of 8,000 people. Rather, they gave Mladic’s forces what I have described
previously as a “yellow light” to take over the enclaves perhaps expecting only “minimal”
civilian casualties and not systematic massacres and genocide. This acquiescence was
despite the Dutch peacekeepers therein, and the UN and NATO guarantees, They were
motivated by the objective to give Milosevic, Karadzic and Mladic territories and
conditions demanded in order for them to support Holbrooke’s mediation initiative.
(The BiH Government had refused to cede such despite pressure). Also lost in the
accommodation to Milosevic, Mladic and Karadzic was the UN and NATO’s standing,
undermined in the abandonment of Srebrenica, (as well as the Dutch peacekeeping
contingent relying upon NATO air protection). The acquiescence to Belgrade and the
Pale Serbs and their ethnic redesign of BiH perhaps is deeper and started earlier;
however the abandonment of Srebrenica has become symbolic of the betrayal of
multilateralism and the genetic flaw of the Dayton Accords.

MY MOTIVES

Perhaps some will now ask what is my motive in delivering evidence regarding the
“deal.” The Dayton Accords did end a war. That is a consequence that I endorsed with
my signature on the Dayton Accords. However, now that war and genocide is no longer
held as a loaded gun to my head, I can and will work to promote a better peace and more
democratic, reintegrated and open society for all of BiH’s people. The Dayton Accords
are not a Holly Cow because they constitute part of someone’s promotional legacy and
are integral to grander ambitions. The truth places the Dayton Accords and its after
effects in a proper rather than stylized context. And, while I understand my self as an
American, the genocide of Srebrenica occurred during my watch as BiH’s Foreign
Minister. My sense of betrayal cannot compare to that of the actual victims. However I
also feel betrayed by these “deals,” as an American and Bosnian.

Muhamed Sacirbey

Mr. Muhamed Sacirbey holds B.A. degree in history and J. D. degree from Tulane
University in New Orleans. He also holds M.B.A. degree from Columbia University. Prior
to becoming Bosnia’s Foreign Minister and Ambassador to the United Nations, he
practiced as an attorney in New York City and worked for several years as an investment
banker. He presently writes his book “A Convenient Genocide, in a fishbowl ” and is a
commentator on human rights and political issues.
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I, David Binder, d¢
and correct:

1. I was employed
1996. I continued worki

2. In September 1
office in a factory in Pale

Statement of David Binder
hereby declare under penalty of perjury, that the following is true

a reporter for The New York Times from 1961 until February
for The New York Times on contract until 1999.
, along with Obrad Kesic, I met with Radovan Karadzic at his
Bosnia & Hercegovina.

3. During the course of our meeting, Dr. Karadzic told us that he had agreed to withdraw
from public life in return for a promise from Richard Holbrooke and associates that he would
not be prosecuted in or sept to The Hague.

DATED:

Apit 17, oot

/ )74 & Binder

Xdd4d 13rda3syd dH WdST:+ 6002 LT <dy



ANNEX "U"”

No. IT-95-5/18-PT



Statement of Obrad Kesic

1, Obrad Kesic, do hereby declare under penalty of perjury, that the following is true and

correct:

1. I am a senior partner with TSM Global Consultants LLC, a private consulting firm in
Washington, D.C, 1 have served as a consultant on Balkan affairs for various United States and
international organizations and agencies. I have provided analysis and briefings for U.S.
government agencies, including the Department of State, the Department of Defence, and the
United States Information Agency.

2. In approximately September 1996, I met with Radovan Karadzic in the company of
New York Times Washington bureau correspondent David Binder. We met at a factory in Pale,
Bosnia where Dr. Karadzic had his office.

3. On an earlier occasion in 1996, Dr. Kardazic had told me that he was seriously
considering turning himself in to the Tribunal in The Hague. When we met in September 1996,
Dr. Kardazic told uvs that he no longer needed to give himself up to The Hague because he had
made an agreement with Richard Holbrooke in which it had been agreed that he would not face
prosecution there.

4. Based on my conversation with Dr. Karadzic, I have no doubt that he sincerely

believed that Holbrooke had promised that he would not be prosecuted in The Hague.
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Envoy Denies Immunity Offer to Leader of
Bosnian Serbs
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By MARLISE SIMONS
Published; March 25, 2008

PARIS — A member of the American team negotiating to remove the
Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic from power in 1996 said that he was
never promised immunity from prosecution as part of a deal to step down,
contradicting several accounts cited in an article on Sunday in The New
York Times.

Related
Study Backs Bosnian Serb’s Claim of Immunity (March 22, 2009)

Philip S. Goldberg, who was on the team led by Richard C. Holbrooke,
issued a statement saying that “at no time during the negotiations in
Belgrade or elsewhere in the region was an immunity agreement made or
contemplated.”

The Times article reported that a new study published by Purdue University
said that Mr. Karadzic had been promised that he would not be pursued by

the war crimes tribunal in The Hague if he left politics. Several people cited
anonymously in the study were also interviewed by The Times.




Mr. Holbrooke, now a special representative on Afghanistan and Pakistan
for the Obama administration, has repeatedly denied having made such a
promise. Objecting to the publication of the article in The Times, he
reiterated his denial, cited in the article, and challenged the reliance on
anonymous sources by both the article and the Purdue study.

The people quoted “should have the courage to identify themselves,” he
said in an e-mail message to The Times. “All of this is fabricated and
untrue.”

Longstanding rumors of a deal have resurfaced because of the publication
of the Purdue study and because Mr. Karadzic has repeatedly said that he
had been promised immunity at the war crimes tribunal in The Hague,
forcing the court to deal with this claim.

Mr. Karadzic, who was arrested last summer, faces charges of genocide, war
crimes and crimes against humanity. The judges have ruled that no
immunity agreement would be valid in cases involving charges of genocide,
war crimes or crimes against humanity. Mr. Karadzic has appealed that
ruling.

Two of the people interviewed for the article in The Times, a former senior
State Department official who served in the Balkans and an American who
was involved with peacekeeping in the 1990s, said Mr. Holbrooke had
assured Mr. Karadzic that he would not be pursued for war crimes. The
second American said that Mr. Holbrooke had personally and emphatically
told him about the deal on two occasions.

Contacted again this week, they stood by their version of the events.

Another American diplomat cited in the study as having drafted the
agreement for Mr. Karadzic to give up power, Christopher R. Hill, sent an e-
mail message to The Times on Tuesday denying any role in it. Mr. Hill, who
had previously been on Mr. Holbrooke’s Balkans team, said that by that
time he had already moved to Macedonia as the United States ambassador.
“I had nothing to do with anything regarding Karadzic’s departure either in




Macedonia or before,” he wrote. “I was not consulted, nor did I produce any
papers.”

The study’s co-editor, Charles W. Ingrao, said Tuesday that he would look
into Mr. Hill’s contention.

After intense negotiations, Mr. Karadzic agreed to step down on July 18,
1996, and signed a brief statement that made no mention of immunity.

American diplomats have said that rumors of an immunity deal emerged in
Serbia in recent years, circulated by Mr. Karadzic’s relatives. David Binder,
a former Balkans correspondent for The Times who is now retired, said
Wednesday that Mr. Karadzic told him in 1996, shortly after he stepped

down as the Bosnian Serb president, that Mr. Holbrooke had offered him
an immunity deal.

Obrad Kesic, who said he had met Mr. Karadzic in Pale, Bosnia, with Mr.
Binder, confirmed the account.
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PETER ROBINSON

International Criminal Law
P.O. Box 1844
Santa Rosa, California 95402
(707) 575-0540
E-mail: peter@peterrobinson.com

MEMORANDUM
To: Radovan Karadzic
Re: Interview of Roberts Owen

Date: 5 December 2008

ROBERTS OWEN, [address redacted], was interviewed at his

residence on 5 December 2008 by Peter Robinson. Owen’s wife was
also present during the interview.

OWEN was shown a copy of the agreement signed on 19 July
1996 by Radovan Karadzic, Slobodan Milosevic and others. He
indicated that he recalled being present at the meeting in Belgrade at
which this agreement was negotiated.

OWEN said that no promises or representations were made at
that meeting by Richard Holbrooke that Karadzic would not be arrested
or prosecuted at The Hague. OWEN said that such a promise would
have been inconsistent with Holbrooke’s own view that he expressed
frequently that Karadzic should be arrested and taken to The Hague.

OWEN said that he did not take any notes of the meeting. He
said that it was likely that Philip Goldberg, the junior member of their

delegation, would have taken notes. He noted that “"Holbrooke never
took a note in his life,”

OWEN said that a promise or representation that Karadzic would
not be arrested or prosecuted would have been inconsistent with
Holbrooke's approach to the Bosnian problem. Holbrooke was an
advocate for arresting Karadzic and other indicted war criminals and
was frustrated with the attitude of Admiral “"Snuffy” Smith, who took
the position that his soldiers were not policemen and that arresting
criminals was not part of their duties.

1



OWEN said that he is sure that Holbrooke did not promise that
Karadzic would not be arrested. Had such a promise or representation
been made by Holbrooke, he would likely recall it. However, he does
not know what Milosevic or the others from the Bosnian delegation
may have told Karadzic over the telephone about the promises that
were made on that occasion.
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Statement of Ambassador Philip S. Goldberg

I, PHILIP S. GOLDBERG, do hereby state the following:

. 1. 1 ?m a career Foreign Service Officer currently serving as a
Senior Adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs. On

18-19 July 1996, I was working as a Special Assistant to Deputy
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott.

2. On those dates, I was part of a diplomatic mission to
Belgrade, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) concerning the removal

of Radovan Karadzic from public and political life in Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

3. In addition to myself, other United States Government
representatives included Ambassador Richard Holbrooke, former State
Department Legal Adviser Roberts Owen, Lawrence Butler, Charge
d'affaires of the United States Embassy in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (FRY); and representatives of the National Security Council,
the Office of Secretary of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

4, The FRY delegation included Slobodan Milosevic, Milan
Milutinovic, Milosevic's Chief of Staff whose first name is Goran, and
Nikola Sainovic. The representatives of the Bosnian Serbs who were
present were Momcilo Krajisnik and Alexa Buha.

5. 1 participated in the drafting of a document which was
presented to Milosevic during the course of the negotiations.

6. Approaching the Karadzic issue, the United States
Government had three general goals - out of office, out of Bosnia, and
to The Hague. At that negotiation we achieved the first.

7. I have been shown a copy of the document bearing
#R1117620 by Peter Robinson, Legal Advisor to Radovan Karadzic,
and I identified it as the agreement had been signed at the conclusion
of the 18-19 July 1996 meetings in Belgrade. 1t is the only agreement
to result from those meetings.

8. At no time during the meetings in 1996 was an agreement
made, discussed, or contemplated to offer Radovan Karadzic immunity
from prosecution at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia in The Hague, or to prevent his arrest or prosecution.
Specifically, there were no representations made at the meetings that

1
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would lead anyone to believe that Karadzic would not be arrested or
prosecuted in The Hague.

9. I have been asked if I took any notes at the meeting and 1
have no recollection of having done so.

DATED: /Mo, g1l 2007 ‘ // g
xf/’f /}’/ “ a ‘ ({{; | (/ ; (/ A,
i T X
7 7
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PETER ROBINSON

International Criminal Law
P.O. Box 1844
Santa Rosa, California 95402
(707) 575-0540
E-mail: peter@peterrobinson.com

MEMORANDUM

To: Radovan Karadzic
Re: Attempt to interview Peter Tarnoff

Date: 23 December 2008

On 18 December 2008, I proceeded to the residence of Peter
Tarnoff, former Undersecretary of State, at [redacted]

Mr. Tarnoff declined to speak with me at that time and asked

that I send him an e-mail and explain what I wanted. He provided an
e-mail address.

On 18 December 2008, 1 sent him the following e-mail:
Dear Mr. Tarnoff,

I am sorry to have disturbed you at home this morning. I only had your street
address, but no phone number or e-mail.

I have been assigned by the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague as legal advisor to former Bosnian Serb President
Radovan Karadzic, who is facing charges of genocide and crimes against humanity.

I would be most grateful if you could spare about one hour to speak with me about
negotiations in 1996 that led to his resignation as President of Republika Srpska. I
understand that you were the person in Washington who was in telephone contact

with the Holbrooke team on 18-19 July 1996 as they negotiated Karadzic's future in
Belgrade with President Milosevic and others.

Can you let me know if you are willing to receive me?

By way of background on me, I was an Assistant United States Attorney in San
Francisco for 10 years and a private criminal defence lawyer in Santa Rosa for 12
more. In the last 8 years I have been working at the ICTY as well as the

International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. You can check out my website at
www, peterrobinson.com .




Thank you for your consideration of this request. Please respond to both e-mail

addresses above to ensure I receive your message, or you can call me at 707 575
0540.

Yours truly,

Peter Robinson

Tarnoff never responded. On 22 December 2008, I sent him another
e-mail:

Dear Mr. Tarnoff,

Could you kindly confirm receipt of my e-mail, reproduced below?

Thank you.

Peter Robinson

Tarnoff did not respond.
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PETER ROBINSON

International Criminal Law
P.O. Box 1844
Santa Rosa, California 95402
(707) 575-0540

E-mail: peter@peterrobinson.com
MEMORANDUM

To: Radovan Karadzic
Re: Attempt to interview Strobe Talbott
Date: 9 December 2008

On 5 December 2008, I proceeded to the Brookings Institution,
1775 Massachusetts Avenue, Washington, DC, telephone (202) 797-
6000 in an effort to make an appointment with Strobe Talbott for an
interview.

I was advised to contact Katie Short. I spoke with Ms. Short
who advised that Talbott was leaving for Norway on Monday morning
and would not be back until 16 December. She suggested that I send
her an e-mail at [redacted] and she would see if Talbott might be
available in January.

I sent an e-mail on 5 December and received the following reply
from Ms. Short:

Strobe will be unable to meet with you Monday, December 8" for the reasons we discussed
earlier. However, we can try to set up a half-hour phone call for you with him either Tuesday,
December 16™ or Wednesday, December 17" Let me know which day is best for you and I'll get
back to you with times

I replied on the same day that I would be available any time on
those days to speak with Mr. Talbott. However, on 9 December 2008,
I received the following e-mail:

Peter,



| am terribly sorry but unfortunately, while we thought Mr. Talbott might have time to speak with
you at some point in the coming weeks, a few Brookings-related matters have come up and | am
afraid his plate is just too full at this point for him to commit to anything more. He recommends
that you work through the legal advisor at the State Department.

Best wishes,

Katie Short
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PETER ROBINSON

International Criminal Law
P.O. Box 1844
Santa Rosa, California 95402
(707) 575-0540

E-mail: peter@peterrobinson.com
MEMORANDUM
To: Radovan Karadzic
Re: Attempt to interview Sandy Berger

Date: 8 December 2008

On 5 December 2008, I proceeded to the building at 555 13t st
NW, Washington, DC 20004 to make contact with former National
Security Advisor Sandy Berger. Berger is the President of Stonebridge
International, a consulting firm with offices in that building.

From the lobby, the security personnel called Mr. Berger’s office
and announced my presence. I was put on the telephone with Laura
Huber. She advised that Berger was out of the office for the day. She
requested that I send her an e-mail at [redacted] explaining the
nature of my proposed meeting with Mr. Berger.

That afternoon, I sent Ms. Huber an e-mail.,

On Monday, 8 December 2008, I called Laura Huber at (202)
637-8600. She advised that she would ask Mr. Berger when he came
into the office if he was available to meet with me. A few hours later
she called back and said that she had spoken with Mr. Berger and that
he was “unable to comply with your request for a meeting”.
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Dr. Radovan Karadzic

11 May 2009

The Honorable Ban Ki Moon
Secretary General of the United Nations
New York, NY 10017

BY FAXTO 1212 963 4879

Dear Mr. Secretary General,

1 am the accused in Prosecutor v Karadzic, Case No. IT-95-5/18-PT at the
International Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia in The Hague. On 18-19 July 1996, 1
entered into an agreement with Mr. Richard Holbrooke that I would not be prosecuted at
that Tribunal if I resigned as President of the Republika Srpska and as President of my
political party, and withdrew completely from public life. I fulfilled my part of this
agreement, and now I am attempting to convince the Tribunal that it must fulfill its part.

The Trial Chamber hearing my case, in determining issues relating to disclosure,
has held that the agreement by Mr. Holbrooke is not binding on the Tribunal. I contend
that it is binding because Mr. Holbrooke was acting with the apparent authority of the
United Nations Security Council, the parent body of the Tribunal. I have attached to this
letter as Annex 1 a statement of facts in our possession from public sources which we
believe demonstrate the existence of this apparent authority. Ihope it will help you
understand the reasons for and nature of the request that I make in this letter.

So that I may have access to all of the facts when filing a preliminary motion to

dismiss the indictment at the ICTY, I am requesting that the United Nations furnish to me
copies of the following documents in its possession:

A. Any correspondence during the period 1 August 1995 and 18 July 1996
between the United Nations and the government of Republika Srpska or
Dr. Radovan Karadzic in which the United Nations encouraged
cooperation with the efforts of Richard Holbrooke or the United States.

B. Any public statements made by representatives of the United Nations or
member states of the Security Council during the period 1 August 1995
and 18 July 1996 in which the parties to the war in Bosnia were
encouraged to cooperate with the efforts of Richard Holbrooke or the
United States to achieve peace in Bosnia.



The Honorable Ban Ki Moon
--page two--

C. Any correspondence between the United Nations and the United States of

America during the period 1 August 1995 and 18 July 1996 in which the
cooperation of the United Nations was sought or provided to fulfill

agreements which had been negotiated by Richard Holbrooke concerning
the war in Bosnia.

I hope that this request will be one which you can fulfill in the name of truth and
justice. You may provide the documents to me by furnishing them to my Legal Advisor
Peter Robinson. Additionally, if you have any questions about this request, or require
assistance in its implementation, please contact Mr. Robinson at
peter@peterrobinson.com. He has my full authority to negotiate compliance with this
request on my behalf and to receive all documents related thereto on my behalf.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

YOu:j/tr%iZ-eﬂ 1

Dr. Radovan Karadzic



FACTS SHOWING THE APPARENT AUTHORITY
OF RICHARD HOLBROOKE

1. Beginning in September 1991, the United Nations and international community
employed a series of negotiators to resolve the crisis in Bosnia: Lord Carrington, Jorge
Cutileiro, Cyrus Vance, Lord David Owen, Thorvald Stoltenberg, Carl Bildt, and Richard
Holbrooke.

2. Richard Holbrooke represented the United States no more than Carl Bildt
represented Sweden or Thorvald Stoltenberg represented Norway. All mediators
represented international community, in general, and the United Nations Security Council
particularly. All of them depended on the Security Council for sanctions, embargo, bans
on flights and other leverage. As such, they were agents of the United Nations Security
Council in the Bosnia negotiations.

3. Holbrooke publicly made this link in a speech before the North Atlantic
Assembly in Budapest on 29 May 1995. He said:

“Response by NATO and the UN to the outrageous behavior of

the Bosnian Serbs is being developed now through close consultation

between the UN, NATO, the Contact Group, and the nations concerned...”!

4. Dr. Karadzic had seen how Holbrooke had negotiated with Croatia on behalf of
the United Nations Security Council in March 1995. Holbrooke had traveled to Zagreb
after the Croatian government had insisted that UN forces in its country be replaced with
troops from NATO or the European Union.> Holbrooke was publicly said to be leading
the effort to keep the U.N. forces in place.’ Holbrooke testified before the U.S. Congress
in March 1995 that “it should be possible to reconfigure the U.N. presence in Croatia to
satisfy the most important legitimate concerns of the Croats and Serbs while keeping
faith with the relevant U.N. Security council resolutions.” And, it happened—when

Holbrooke made an agreement with Croatian President Francis Tudjman, the United

'ys. Department of State Dispatch, June 26, 1995, Vol. 6, No. 26 at 526

% Alan Cowell, U.S. Envoy Calls, but Croatia Seems Firm on U.N. Ouster, 7 March 1995, The New York
Times, 10

* James O Jackson, Dancing at the brink, 20 March 1995, Time, 55, Volume 145; Issue 11
* William Scally, U.S. cautiously optimistic on Croatia crisis. 9 March 1995, Reuters News



Nations Security Council promptly passed a resolution reconfiguring the peacekeeping
operation in Croatia in accordance with that agreement.’

5. The ICTY was an integral part of Holbrooke’s and the international
community’s negotiating strategy. Even before any ICTY indictment, in February 1995,
Holbrooke publicly stated that Radovan Karadzic would not be invited to an envisaged
peace conference unless he accepted the international community’s plan.6 When
Karadzic turned out to be a tough negotiator and a popular leader, Holbrooke and the
international community turned to the ICTY to sideline him with its July 1995
indictment.

6. According to a study by Bookings Institute fellow Ivo Daalder, beginning in
around August 1995, the United States decided to take the lead in negotiating an end to
the war in Bosnia. U.S. National Security Adviser Tony Lake travelled to the European
capitals and told the allies exactly what the U.S. had decided to do, not ask them what
they wanted.”

7. Asked along the way how he was going to get the allies on board, Lake had
said that the United States was the ‘big dog’ that others followed. After each successful
stop at a European capital, the Lake team concluded that “the big dog had barked.”®

8. The United States planned to use the existing United Nations Security Council
sanctions as its major bargaining chip, offering suspension of the sanctions after an
agreement had been signed and complete lifting of sanctions once the agreement had
been implemented.” Therefore, they were counting on the cooperation of the United
Nations Security Council and its member States.

9. Richard Holbrooke was selected as the chief negotiator for the United States as
they took over the Bosnian negotiations. On 17 August 1995, he flew to Yugoslavia and

met with President Slobodan Milosevic. He implemented his “sanctions” strategy

5 UNSC Resolution 982 (31 March 1995)

¢ The Independent (London): “US turns screw on defiant Bosnian Serbs” by Emma Daly, February 8, 1995
7 Ivo H. Daalder, Getting to Dayton: The Making of America’s Bosnia Policy Brookings Institution 2000 at
p- 110

® Ivo H. Daalder, Getting to Dayton: The Making of America’s Bosnia Policy Brookings Institution 2000 at
p. 114

? Ivo H. Daalder, Getting to Dayton: The Making of America’s Bosnia Policy Brookings Institution 2000 at
p-113



immediately, insisting that he would not deal with the Bosman Serbs and that Milosevic

“must speak for Pale.”"

10. Holbrooke recognized that” the United Nations sanctions against Serbia were

always a central issue.”!! He wrote:

“Milosevic hated the sanctions. They really hurt his country and he
wanted them lifted... The decision to take a hard line on sanctions

proved correct, had we not done so we would have begun the negotiations
with almost no bargaining chips.”"*

11. Therefore, from August 1995 at least, the Umited States and Holbrooke spoke
for the United Nations Security Council on issues related to Bosnia.

12. Holbrooke marshaled control of the negotiating process through the Contact
Group—which comprised all of the permanent members of the United States Security
Council except China, which had little interest in Bosnia. On 23 August 1995, he
informed these States that the United States planned to negotiate first and consult them
later, reversing the previous procedure, in which the five nations tried to work out a
common position before taking it to the parties in the Balkans—a system which
Holbrooke viewed as “cumbersome and unworkable.”'?

13. In a note to U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher, Holbrooke
wrote:...”In the end we must keep the Contact Group together, especially since we will

need it later to endorse and legitimize any agreement.”

14. He continued that “of there is ever a settlement, we will need—“the UN for

e . 4
legitimizing resolutions...”"

15. The United States’ control of the Bosnia peace negotiations was recognized
by the first High Representative for Bosnia, Carl Bildt, who said that “the UN was
dismissed from the Bosnia peace process in the autumn of 1995. It was to a large extent

the Americans who called the shots when it came to setting up the peace implementation

15
operation.”

1 Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 5
'! Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 87
12 Holbrooke, To End a War (Modem Library 1998) at p. 88
1 Holbrooke, To End a War (Modemn Library 1998) at p. 84
' Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 84
13 Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 384



16. Holbrooke made it clear from the outset of his diplomatic efforts that bombing
of Bosnian Serb positions by the United Nations and NATO was directly linked to the
results of his negotiations. Therefore, it was abundantly clear to Dr. Karadzic and the
other parties to the Bosnian negotiations that Holbrooke had the authority to speak for the
United Nations and enter into agreements which the Security Council would honor.

17. Holbrooke was also acting in close consultation with the Office of the
Prosecutor of the ICTY. Before meeting Dr. Karadzic directly, the U.S. State
Department had “sounded out” ICTY Prosecutor Richard Goldstone about meeting
Karadzic and Mladic. Goldstone had given his approval.'®

18. On 13 September 1995, Holbrooke met directly with Dr. Karadzic in
Belgrade. As Holbrooke recounted, it was Dr. Karadzic who proposed that the
Americans produce a draft agreement to end the siege of Saraj evo."” The document
which the Americans produced was a precedent it would follow again a year later when
entering into the “Holbrooke Agreement.”

19. After an agreement was reached, the Americans refused to sign, insisting that
only the signatures of the Bosnian Serbs, witnessed by Milosevic and Milan Milutinovic
on behalf of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, appear on the document. As Holbrooke

explained:

This was something of a diplomatic innovation—a document drafted
by us, but signed only by the Serbs as a unilateral undertaking. None

of us were aware of diplomatic precedent for it, but it fit our needs
perfectly.'®

20. This same “diplomatic innovation” was employed in the Holbrooke agreement
of 18 July 1996 when Holbrooke again produced a written agreement containing only the
unilateral undertaking signed by Bosnian Serbs, witnessed by Milosevic and Milutinovic,
and bearing no signature of any Americans nor reflecting their promises.

21. After the September 1995 meeting with Karadzic, Holbrooke took the

“unilateral undertaking” to UN General Janvier in Sarajevo and “recommended” that the

UN suspend its bombing of the Serbs. It did."”

1 Bass, Stay the Hand of Vengeance (Princeton University Press 2000) at p. 234
' Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 150
'8 Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 152
' Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 153



22. This was part of the pattern of Holbrooke promises and United Nations
Security Council delivery. On 16 September 1995, Holbrooke again met President
Milosevic in Belgrade and bluntly told him that “henceforth the US and NATO, not the
UN, would decide if they were in compliance.””

23. Two days later, the United Nations expressly signaled to Dr. Karadzic and the
rest of the world that Holbrooke would have the authority to speak for them. United
Nations Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali informed the Security Council on 18
September 1995 that he would be ready to end the UN role in the former Yugoslavia, and
“allow all key aspects of implementation to be placed with others !

24. Three days later, on 21 September 1995, the Security Council sent the same
message in Resolution 1016 in which it called upon “member states involved in
promoting an overall peaceful settlement in the region to intensify their efforts.”

25. In October 1995, in the run up to Dayton, Holbrooke had also personally

urged Goldstone to bring an indictment against “Arkan” 2

26. The Dayton negotiations began on 1 November 1995. Again, Holbrooke and
the United States acted in close consultation with the ICTY Prosecutor. On 15 and 16
November 1995, during the Dayton talks, Prosecutor Goldstone met in Washington with
U.S. CIA Director John Deutch, Secretary of Defence William Perry, National Security
Advisor Anthony Lake, and Undersecretaries of State Strobe Talbott and John Shattuck.
He was told that amnesty for Dr. Karadzic as part of the Dayton Accord could not be
ruled out.?

27. As a counter measure, Goldstone rushed out an indictment against Dr.
Karadzic for Srebrenica. OTP staff members were quoted as saying that they hurried to
have the indictment ready for Dayton. Deputy Prosecutor Graham Blewitt said, “We
wanted to make sure we were going to be part of the Dayton solution, that we were going
to be part of the deal ”**

28. Ultimately, Holbrooke inserted a provision in the Dayton agreement that:

No person who is serving a sentence imposed by the International

2% Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 157

' Holbrooke, To End a War (Modem Library 1998) at p. 175

2 Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 190

% Bass, Stay the Hand of Vengeance (Princeton University Press 2000) at p. 244-45
% Bass, Stay the Hand of Vengeance (Princeton University Press 2000) at p. 244



Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, and no person who is under

indictment by the Tribunal and who has failed to comply with an

order to appear before the Tribunal, may stand as a candidate

or hold any appointive, elective, or other public office in the

territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina.”

29. It was this very provision which was to be the reason d 'tere of the Holbrooke
agreement some 8 months later when Holbrooke sought Karadzic’s resignation and
forbearance from seeing elective office as part of the implementation of this Agreement.

30. The proceedings at Dayton cemented Holbrooke’s role and reputation as the
person with the authority of the international community and United Nations Security
Council.

31. On 7 November, under Holbrooke’s leadership, the participants at Dayton
agreed to lift UN sanctions on heating fuel for the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.?® The
United Nations Security Council dutifully lifted the sanctions a week later, saying that:

The Committee hopes that such a decision would facilitate the ongoing
proximity peace talks among the parties to the conflict in the former

Yugoslavia and others.””’

32. When Holbrooke promised, the Security Council delivered.

33. The Dayton Agreement was reached on 21 November 1995. Holbrooke had
promised that the arms embargo would be modified if an agreement was reached. On the
very next day, the United Nations Security Council voted to modify the arms embargo.”®

34. Holbrooke had promised that the sanctions against the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia would be suspended if an agreement was reached. On the very next day, the
United Nations Security Council voted to suspend the sanctions.”’

35. Holbrooke had promised that the UN would maintain a military presence in
Bosnia until the end of January 1996, at which time that role would be assumed by

NATO. On 30 November 1995, the United Nations Security Council dutifully voted to

25 Annex IV, Article 9

2% Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 252
27'UN Security Council statement of 14 November 1995

28 UNSC Resolution 1021 (22 November 1995)

? UNSC Resolution 1022 (22 November 1995)



extend UNPROFOR’s mandate until 31 January 1996 and to ensure the orderly transition
of the military mission to NATO.*

36. When Holbrooke promised, the Security Council delivered.

37. On 8 December 1995, UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali
addressed the opening session of the London conference on the implementation of the
Dayton agreements. He “saluted the brilliant diplomacy that had been seen at Dayton and
paid tribute to the negotiators who had laid the foundation for the breakthrough that had

taken place there.” He pledged that “the United Nations would do all it could to support

the agreement.”!

38. This sent an unmistakable message to Dr. Karadzic and the others involved in
the Bosnia peace process that Holbrooke had full authority and support from the United
Nations for his efforts.

39. Even China gave its express support to Holbrooke’s efforts. During the
Security Council proceedings on 15 December 1995, the Chinese Ambassador expressed
his country’s support for the peace process.32

40. On that same day, the Security Council passed a resolution welcoming the
signing of the peace agreement in Paris the day before and specifically urged “that all
parties should cooperate fully with all entities involved in the implementation of the
peace settlement.” The resolution authorized member States to “take all necessary
measures to assure compliance with the peace agreement.”

41. Holbrooke had promised at Dayton that the military presence in Bosnia would
be maintained by an interim stabilization force run by NATO. In the resolution, the
United Nations dutifully urged all member States to cooperate with the stabilization
force.

42. Holbrooke had promised at Dayton that the civilian administration would not
be run by the United Nations but by a newly created Office of High Representative. In its

resolution, the Security Council dutifully endorsed the Office of High Representative.*

® UNSC Resolution 1026 (30 November 1995)

' 'UN Secretary General Report (13 December 1995)
2 UNSC Statement (15 December 1995)

 UNSC Resolution 1031 (15 December 1995)



43. Holbrooke had promised at Dayton that the civilian police force would be
under the control of the United Nations. On 21 December 1995, the Security Council
dutifully passed a resolution creating the United Nations civilian police force in Bosnia.**

44. When Holbrooke promised, the Security Council delivered.

45. Holbrooke continued his close coordination with the ICTY Office of the
Prosecutor. When problems arose over the ICTY’s arrest of two low-ranking Serb
military officers in mid-February 1996, Holbrooke called Prosecutor Goldstone and
arranged for an American helicopter to transport the two accused to The Hague.”

46. One week later, Holbrooke resigned from the United States Department of
State. *¢

47. Meanwhile, in the spring of 1996, the international community began to
prepare for the elections in Bosnia called for by the Dayton Agreement.

48. The international community deemed it essential for political reasons to
ensure that Dr. Karadzic was removed from power. On 27 March 1996, High
Representative Carl Bildt visited President Milosevic in Belgrade. He threatened the re-
imposition of UN sanctions if Dr. Karadzic remained as President of Republika Srpska.’’
The United Nations Security Council once again provided its full support for the efforts
of the High Representative.*®

49. Over the following months, Bildt repeatedly called for Dr. Karadzic to step
down.” He repeatedly threatened President Milosevic with the re-imposition of UN
sanctions.** The ICTY worked hand-in-hand in this effort. In June, 1996, at an
international conference on the implementation of the Dayton accords, ICTY President

Antonio Cassese called for the arrest of Karadzic before the elections in Bosnia.*!

** UNSC Resolution 1035 (21 December 1995)

** Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 332-33
** Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 334

*7 Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 210

** UNSC Statement (4 April 1996)

% Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 209-10

“ Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 221, 224, 230-32

*! Hazan, Justice in a Time of War: The True Story behind the International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia (2004) at 107-08



50. In early June, private citizen Richard Holbrooke wrote to President Clinton
that the peace process would fail unless Karadzic did not continue to thwart the Dayton
powers. He wrote:

“History is replete with examples of small issues leading to the
unraveling of larger ones. The question of Radovan Karadzic is
such an issue...Our goal should be Karadzic’s removal, not only
from his presidential post, but from power... We wrote into
Dayton the ability to re-impose sanctions if necessary. This is our

strongest remaining leverage...I would suggest Milosevic to be given a clear
message.”42

51. Thus, Holbrooke advocated the United States reassume its role of speaking for
the Security Council in negotiating Karadzic’s removal using the UN sanctions as its
bargaining chip.

52. The obsession of the political removal of Dr. Karadzic from office in
Republika Srpska continued into the summer of 1996. Ata 10 July 1996 meeting of
Contact Group in London , there was considerable discussion of the “Karadzic issue”.
After that meeting, the US government pressed Holbrooke back into its service to resume
his role as negotiator and see if he could get Dr. Karadzic removed.*

53. Holbrooke arrived in Sarajevo on 16 July 1996 and held consultations with
High Representative Bildt and Bosnian Muslim leader Alija Itzebegovic. Both urged the
removal of Dr. Karadzic.** Itzebegovic told Holbrooke, “If you can get Karadzic out of
power, I think it is much better to let them [SDS part] run. I can work with Krajisnik. I
know how to deal with him.”* He told the news media that the Muslims would boycott
the elections if Karadzic remained the leader of the SDS party.*®

54. Holbrooke also met President Milosevic in Belgrade and threatened UN

sanctions if they did not get an agreement to get Karadzic “out of power and out of the
» 47

country .
55. On 18-19 July 1996, the Holbrooke agreement was consummated.

* Holbrooke, To End a War (Modem Library 1998) at p. 340

® Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 237

* Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 341-42; Bildt, Peace Journey, at p. 237
* Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 342

* Vecernje novosti”, Belgrade (17 July 1996)

*" Holbrooke, To End a War (Modern Library 1998) at p. 341-42
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DEF: 09-0010

Straremeont of Ambassador Lawrence Buller

I, LAWRENCE BUTLER, do hereby state the following:

1. 1 am currently Political Adviser to the Supreme Allied
Commander - Furope (SACEUR). On 18 July 1996, I was Acting Chief
of Mission for the United States Embassy to the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (FRY) in Belgrade.

2. On that date, ] attended 8 meeting at a villa @ é:h Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in Belgrade, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia {FRV)

3. In addition to myyself, the other United States government
representatives at this meeting were Richard Holbrooke, Roberts
Cwen, Philip Goldberg, Tom Longstreth (Office of the Secretary of
Defence), LTC John Feeley (Nationa! Security Council) and Colonel
Doug Lute (15 department of Joint Chiefs of Staff).

R

4. The representatives of Republika Srpska who attended the &
ecting were Mom lo Krajisnik and Aleksa B uha h ose pzmxm at 2
the meeting on bgha‘f of the FRY were President S‘ob n Milosevic, =

Foreign Minister Milan M mt m}v;c Vice President Nikola Samawc
}fwga Stanisi z;, and Milosevic’s aide named Goran. The transiator was
vided by Milosovic,

S GOVERRNMENT PROPERTY

5. I have been shown a copy of the document bearing =
#R111 ;f«?() by Peter Robinson, Legal Advisor to Radovan Karadric, z
and I ident eti it as the agreement which had been signed at the S
conclusion of the 18-19 July 1996 meeting in Belgrade. g

P
3l

FOMS LI A0 AN Bag
ANY FURTHER USEK OR DISSEMINATION NOT &

6. The goal of the United States at the beginning of the meeting
vas the withdrawa!l of Radovan Karadzic from public life and that goal
was accomplished, I have no recollection of The Hague being
mentioned at all during the meeting. It did not come up as a topic of

discussion. No promise or representation was made by the Americans
that Karadzic would not be arrested or face prosecution in The Hague.

7.1 mak no notes during the meeting. I did not write any cable,
memoranda, or report of this meeting, apart from a detailed m*}&e
'efsa ting post- mmtmg discussions with Stanisic when he returned

Belgrade from Pale with the signed document.
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