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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

1. In paragraph 11 of its resolution 982 (1995) of 31 March 1995, the Security
Council requested the Secretary-CGeneral to report, within eight weeks of the
adoption of that resolution, on any devel opnments on the ground, the attitude of
the parties and other circunstances affecting the mandate of the United Nations
Protection Force (UNPROFOR), taking into account the concerns raised by nenbers
of the Council and issues raised by the Government of the Republic of Bosnia and
Her zegovi na on the inplenentation of the mandate of UNPROFOR. |In the latter
context, it will be recalled that the President of Bosnia and Herzegovi na

hi rsel f had proposed, in a letter addressed to me on 22 March 1995 (S/1995/216),
that the Council should undertake a thorough debate on UNPROFOR s rol e

2. Subsequently, in its resolution 987 (1995) of 19 April 1995, the Security

Council invited the Secretary-Ceneral to submt, on an urgent basis, proposals

on any neasures that could be taken to prevent attacks agai nst UNPROFOR and its
personnel and allow it to performits mission effectively.

3. As the mandate, the attitude of the parties and the security and safety of
UNPROFCR are inextricably interlinked, | have decided to conbine ny responses to
those two resolutions in a single report. Dranmatic devel opnents have taken

pl ace on the ground since resolution 982 (1995) was adopted and these are
described in section Il below, which contains information available to United
Nations Headquarters in New York up to midday New York time on 30 May 1995

4. G ven that a decision on options for change in UNPROFOR needs to be
preceded by an exam nation of the Force's current role, section Il of the
report anal yses each of the tasks entrusted to UNPROFOR by the Council, exam nes
the extent to which the Force is currently able to inplenment these tasks and
identifies what further resources or different procedures would be required for
its full inplenmentation, assum ng a continuing |ack of cooperation by the
parties. Section |V discusses, in the light of that analysis, the Force's

possi ble future role. Section V contains nmy observations and presents four
options for the Council's consideration
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5. In preparing the report, | have borne in mnd the sentinment expressed to me

in recent weeks by a nunber of Menber States, including menbers of the Security
Council and troop-contributing countries, that the United Nations should remain
engaged i n Bosnia and Herzegovina and that, to nmake this possible, its existing
nmandate and/or the way in which it inplenents that nmandate shoul d be adapt ed.
The Menber States concerned have made clear that they hold this view

not wi t hst andi ng the apparent decision of the parties to revert to war, as
reflected in many of their actions before and since the expiry on 1 May 1995 of
the cessation-of-hostilities agreenent of 31 Decenber 1994.

1. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS | N SARAJEVO

6. The Saraj evo agreenent of February 1994 and the rel ated exclusion zone and
weapons col l ection points facilitated the renmoval or placenent under United
Nations control of heavy weapons and were successful in reducing the threat to
civilians in the city. The frequency and intensity of fighting along the
confrontation line was al so reduced to periods of sniping, although nmachi ne-guns
and anti-tank weapons were enployed fromtine to tine. The heavy weapons
agreenent remai ned effective, despite occasional violations, as |ong as both
parties refrained fromchall enging UNPROFOR s |limted supervisory capability on
the ground and quickly rectified any violations. Fromthe outset, it was clear
that recourse to air power in response to violations could | ead to serious
consequences for UNPROFOR as a whol e.

7. During the first year of the agreenent, Bosnian Serb forces occasionally
removed heavy weapons from United Nations-nonitored weapons coll ection points.
Wth the exception of one incident on 5 August 1994 that required limted use of
air power, UNPROFOR was able to rely on negotiations to obtain the return of

t hese heavy weapons. However, the continued |ack of diplomatic progress and the
breakdown in March 1995 of the 31 Decenber 1994 cessation-of-hostilities
agreenment caused fighting to spread fromthe Bihac area to central Bosnia and
Tuzla and then to Sarajevo. Bosnian Serb forces increased pressure on the city,
by harassi ng convoys, hijacking United Nations vehicles, closing the airport to
hurmani tarian and civilian traffic, sniping and firing heavy weapons at the Mount
Igman road. Governnment forces were al so responsible for a nunber of incidents.

8. Fighting around the city further intensified after the cessation-of-
hostilities agreement expired on 1 May 1995, despite the persistent efforts of
ny Special Representative to obtain its renewal. Snipers targeted UNPROFOR
personnel on a number of occasions. Bosnian Serb attenpts to deny use of the
Mount lIgnman road led to a nortar attack on 7 May 1995 that killed 10 mlitary
and civilian persons and wounded 30. This incident, and increased fighting in
Saraj evo the foll owing day, the heaviest the city had experienced since
February 1994, again caused ny Special Representative to consider using air
power. The decision not to do so was criticized by some Menber States. On

16 May 1995, government and Serb forces engaged in heavy fighting around key
features that domi nate both the city and the Serb-controlled road to Pale. This
fighting escalated in intensity, leading to the sustai ned use of heavy weapons
by the two sides, increased civilian and UNPROFOR casual ties and nounting calls
for stricter enforcenment of the exclusion zone. Al though UNPROFOR nanaged to
restore sonme stability, tension continued.
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9. On 22 May 1995, Bosnian Serb forces renoved two heavy weapons from a

weapons col lection point. On 24 May 1995, fighting erupted again, with the
Serbs firing heavy weapons fromw thin a nunber of weapons collection points and
t he governnent forces firing fromvarious positions within the city. Bosnian
Serb forces renoved three nore weapons from weapons col |l ection points. Tanks
and rocket |aunchers were also reported within the heavy weapons excl usi on zone.
Sixteen civilians and military personnel were killed and at |east 60 wounded.

As previous neasures had failed to restore respect for the heavy weapons
agreenent, and as neither side appeared ready to stop fighting, UNPROFOR deci ded
to use all available neans to restore conpliance with the February 1994

agr eenent .

10. Late on 24 May 1995, ny Special Representative issued a statenent
enphasi zi ng the seriousness of the situation. This was followed by a warning by
t he Conmander of UNPROFOR to the Bosnian Governnent and the Bosnian Serb party
that their forces would be attacked fromthe air if all heavy weapons did not
cease firing by 1200 hours the next day. Four heavy weapons renoved from
weapons col |l ection points by the Serbs were also to be returned at the sane
time. A second deadline, 24 hours |ater, was established for the renmoval out of
range, or the placenent in weapons collection points, of all heavy weapons that
had been introduced into the area by the two sides. Wen issuing this warning,
UNPROFCR recogni zed that non-conpliance would require a strong response and t hat
a significant risk to exposed UNPROFOR personnel was likely to result.

11. Wiile all possible protective neasures were taken, UNPROFOR had no
alternative but to continue its mandated tasks. |n any case, many observation
posts and weapons collection points were located in Serb-held areas and al ready
subject to strict and detail ed control of novenent by the Bosnian Serbs.

Al 'though it was possible to inprove |ocal defences and to suspend resupply
convoys, |arge nunbers of exposed personnel could not be w thdrawn because of
the overriding requirenent to nmaintain observation and liaison. It wuld also
have made little sense to conduct air strikes to achieve the return of a few
heavy weapons if the United Nations had no personnel at the weapons collection
points to nmonitor their return; nor would it have nmade sense to abandon the
hundreds of weapons in other sites.

12. The first air strike took place at 1620 hours on 25 May 1995, as a result
of the failure of the Bosnian Serbs to respect the deadline for the return of
heavy weapons. The target, limted to two bunkers within an ammunition dunp
near Pale, was selected in order to nake an effective strike while reducing the
ri sk of casualties or unnecessary collateral damage. After the strike, Bosnian
Serb forces surrounded a nunber of weapons collection points. Al safe areas,
except Zepa, were shelled, resulting in particularly heavy casualties in Tuzla,
where sone 70 civilians were killed and over 130 injured. As the Serbs had
agai n enpl oyed heavy weapons around Sarajevo and had still failed to return the
m ssi ng weapons to weapons collection points, a second attack on the six
remai ni ng bunkers in the Pale amunition dunp was conducted at 1030 hours on

26 May 1995. Bosnian Serb forces reacted by surroundi ng additional weapons
collection points, taking United Nations mlitary observers into custody and
using a nunber of them as human shields to deter further air attacks on
potential targets and by cutting electricity to the city.
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13. Constraints on observation fromboth the ground and the air nade it
difficult to verify conpliance by both sides with the requirenent to cl ear heavy
weapons fromthe exclusion zone by 1200 hours on 26 May 1995. Relative cal mhad
returned to the city. The situation with respect to UNPROFCOR det ai nees was
uncertain and dangerous. For all these reasons, it was decided to reviewthe
situation before considering further mlitary action

14. On 27 May 1995, the Serbs seized an UNPROFOR observati on post at the
Vrbanja bridge in Sarajevo and detai ned sonme United Nations soldiers. The
position was recaptured by UNPROFOR at the cost of 2 dead and 14 wounded. There
were also Serb casualties. The same day, it becane apparent that some UNPROFOR
det ai nees were being noved to other locations. The next day, Bosnian Serb
forces detained additi onal UNPROFCR personnel whose novenents had been bl ocked
following the air strikes or who were necessarily depl oyed at exposed | ocations
in the Gorazde area. As of 30 May 1995, UNPROFOR reported that 199 personnel
wer e detained by the Bosnian Serb forces, nany of themin humliating
circunstances and in violation of international norns of mlitary conduct, and
that a further 224 were at | ocations where access and novenent were being denied
by those forces.

15. Relative calmcurrently prevails in Sarajevo but this has been achi eved at
an unavoi dabl e but high cost in detained personnel and in the conplete isolation
of United Nations forces in the Sarajevo area. UNPROFOR has al so | ost contro
over heavy weapons in collection points fromwhich its personnel have been
removed and is subjected to further restrictions on its freedom of novenent.
There has been a conpl ete breakdown in negotiations to reopen Sarajevo airport
and utilities are again being cut. The problemof resupply in Sarajevo and the
eastern enclaves has been further aggravated. Finally, the ability of United
Nations forces to operate effectively, efficiently and safely throughout nuch of
Bosni a and Herzegovina, on the basis of inpartiality and the consent of al
parties, is now seriously conprom sed.

[11. ANALYSI S OF THE MANDATE OF THE UN TED NATI ONS PROTECTI ON
FORCE | N BOSNI A AND HERZEGOVI NA

A.  Ceneral

16. Since the start of its deploynment in Bosnia and Herzegovi na, UNPROFOR s
mandat e has been pl agued by anbiguities that have affected the Force's
performance as well as its credibility with the parties, with the nenbers of the
Security Council and with the public at large. UNPROFOR is not a

peace-enf orcenent operation and sone confusion has arisen as a result of
references to Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations in sone Security
Council resolutions relating to its nmandate, particularly as regards the use of
force other than in self-defence. Mny of the concerns raised by nenbers of the
Council and the CGovernnment of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovi na on the

i mpl ement ation of the mandate reflect this confusion. The analysis that follows
therefore pays particular attention to Security Council resolutions containing a
reference to Chapter VII. It should be read in conjunction with the detail ed
anal ysis previously submtted to the Council in ny report of 16 March 1994

(S/ 1994/ 300) .
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17. 1t will be recalled that, in response to a request fromthe Security
Council, | explored the feasibility of a United Nati ons peace-keepi ng operation

in Bosnia and Herzegovina at the earliest stages of the conflict in that

country. In nmy report of 12 May 1992 (S/23900), | concluded that the conflict
was not "susceptible to the United Nations peace-keeping treatnent" because of a
| ack of agreement between the parties. | added that the disrespect for United
Nati ons peace-keepers nmanifested by the warring factions was al ready at such a

| evel that "these are not conditions which permt a United Nations peace-keeping
operation to nmake an effective contribution". The Council did not at that time
proceed with the deploynment of a United Nations peace-keeping operation in
Bosni a and Her zegovi na.

18. As the conflict continued, however, the Council, in its resolution

757 (1992) of 30 May 1992, determi ned that the situation in Bosnia and

Her zegovina and in other parts of the former Socialist Federal Republic of

Yugosl avia constituted a threat to international peace and security, and, acting
under Chapter VII of the Charter, inposed conprehensive nmandatory economic
sanctions agai nst the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Mont enegro).

It al so demanded that "all parties and others concerned create i Mmedi ately the
necessary conditions for uninpeded delivery of hunmanitarian supplies to Sarajevo
and ot her destinations in Bosnia and Herzegovina, including the establishnment of
a security zone enconpassing Sarajevo and its airport ...". The Counci
requested that | continue to use nmy good offices in order to achieve these

obj ectives and invited ne to keep under continuous review any further measures
that coul d become necessary to ensure uni npeded delivery of hunmanitarian
suppl i es.

B. Good offices, liaison and negotiation

19. Shortly thereafter, the Security Council began to request the

Secretary- General and UNPROFOR to use their good offices to assist the parties
to end the fighting and settle their differences by peaceful neans. Such
requests have since been repeated at frequent intervals (see, for instance,
resolution 758 (1992), para. 9; resolution 764 (1992), para. 9; resolution

908 (1994), para. 13; resolution 959 (1994), paras. 5 and 6, etc.).

20. This task has throughout been a priority for UNPROFOR and has accounted for
much of the time of ny Special Representative and his senior staff.

Consi der abl e successes have been achi eved, beginning with the Sarajevo airport
agreenent of 5 June 1992. Unfortunately, UNPROFOR has had | ess success in
subsequently persuading the parties to honour their commtnents, as will be
evident fromthe foll owi ng subsections of the present report. This task wll
neverthel ess continue to be one of the nost inportant entrusted to a continuing
United Nations peace-keepi ng operation in Bosnia and Herzegovi na.

C. Sarajevo airport

21. Follow ng the agreenent on the reopening of Sarajevo airport, the Counci
approved, in its resolution 758 (1992), ny recomendati on to depl oy UNPROFOR at
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the airport, with no reference to Chapter VII of the Charter. Resolution

761 (1992), which authorized the actual deploynent, again nmade no reference to
Chapter VI1. However, the Council demanded that all parties and others
concerned cooperate fully with UNPROFOR and international humanitarian agencies
and organi zations and take all necessary steps to ensure the safety of their
personnel. In the absence of such cooperation, the Council did not exclude the
possibility of taking other neasures to deliver humanitarian assistance to
Saraj evo and its surrounding areas. The deploynent of UNPROFOR to Saraj evo
airport was, therefore, based on an agreenent and conducted under norna

peace- keepi ng rul es and procedures.

22. It will be recalled fromparagraph 18 of docunent S/ 1994/300 that
UNPROFOR s nmandate rel ated to Sarajevo airport was:

(a) To ensure the immedi ate security of the airport and its installations;

(b) To supervise the operation of the airport and control its facilities
and organi zation, including local civilian personnel

(c) To facilitate the unloading of humanitarian cargo and ensure the safe
novenent of humanitarian aid and rel ated personnel through the establishnent of
security corridors between the airport and the city;

(d) To verify the withdrawal of anti-aircraft weapons systenms fromw thin
range of the airport and its approaches and nonitor the concentration of
artillery, nortar and ground-to-ground nmissile systens in specified areas to be
agreed upon.

23. The airlift into Sarajevo organized by the Ofice of the United Nations

H gh Comm ssioner for Refugees (UNHCR) has becorme the | ongest |asting such
airlift in aviation history. It has succeeded in delivering nore than

150,000 tons of humanitarian relief to the people of Sarajevo and has been an

i nportant neans of neeting UNPROFOR s logistic needs in that city. However,
deteriorating conditions in recent weeks have brought about a situation in which
UNPROFOR, deni ed the cooperation of the parties, is no longer able to ensure the
security of the airport and its installations or the uninterrupted continuation
of humanitarian operations there. Conparative figures for the nunber of flights
and tons of humanitarian relief delivered in the nonths of March and April 1993,
1994 and 1995 are as foll ows:

Mar ch/ Apri | Mar ch/ Apri | Mar ch/ Apri |
1993 1994 1995
Flights flown 500 746 241
Tons del i vered 5 273 9 934 4 303

24. The principal threat to the security of the airport has been the frequent
firings at aircraft using it, mainly by the Bosnian Serb side but also on
several occasions by the Bosnian Governnent side. Unless both sides resumne
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cooperation with UNPROFOR s operations at the airport and desist fromfiring at
aircraft using it, UNPROFOR could ensure its security only by taking mlitary
action to deter the use of, or destroy, the weapons concerned. As these are
nostly nortars and heavy machi ne-guns that are easily conceal ed and qui ckly
noved, this objective could be achieved only by depl oying | arge nunbers of
ground troops with a mandate to use force agai nst elenents believed to be
involved in attacks against the airport. The only practical neans of keeping
the airport functioning, therefore, is to obtain the consent and cooperation of
the parties.

D. Hunmmnitarian convoy protection

25. Wth the further deterioration in the humanitarian situation in Sarajevo
and other parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina during the period i mediately

foll owi ng the depl oynment of UNPROFOR to Sarajevo airport, the Council, inits
resolution 770 (1992) of 13 August 1992, acting under Chapter VIl of the
Charter, called upon "States to take nationally or through regi onal agencies or
arrangenents all neasures necessary to facilitate in coordination with the
United Nations the delivery by relevant United Nations humanitarian

organi zati ons and others of humanitarian assistance to Sarajevo and wherever
needed in other parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina". This resolution, which was
directed at Menber States, did not create any additional mandate for UNPROFOR

26. Followi ng the adoption of that resolution, a nunber of Menber States
proposed that the function identified in it could be added to the nmandate of
UNPROFOR, operating in accordance with the established principles and practices
of United Nations peace-keeping operations. After the London Conference of
August 1992, it was agreed by potential troop contributors that, instead of
proceeding with the inplementation of resolution 770 (1992), they would
contribute troops to UNPROFOR for this purpose under a new resolution. 1In ny
report of 10 Septenber 1992 (S/24540), | noted that, "in providing protective
support to UNHCR- organi zed convoys, the UNPROFOR troops concerned would fol |l ow
nor mal peace-keepi ng rul es of engagenent. They would thus be authorized to use

force in self-defence". | explained that, in this context, self-defence was
deened to include situations in which armed persons attenpted by force to
prevent United Nations troops fromcarrying out their mandate. | al so pointed

out that it was essential that all parties uphold the undertakings they had nade
and cease forthwith their attacks on United Nations personnel and property.

Shoul d this not occur, | suggested that the Council would have to consider what
further steps m ght be necessary to ensure UNPROFOR s security and enable it to
fulfil its mandate. The Security Council approved ny report in its resolution

776 (1992) and authorized the enlargenent of UNPROFOR, without citing
Chapter VIl of the Charter or authorizing "all neasures necessary".

27. It will be recalled fromparagraph 20 of docunent S/ 1994/300 that
UNPROFOR' s mandate related to the protection of humanitarian activities has
i ncluded the foll ow ng tasks:

(a) To provide support to the efforts of UNHCR to deliver humanitarian
relief throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina, particularly through the provision of
convoy protection when so requested;
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(b) To provide protection for other humanitarian agencies with the
approval of UNHCR

(c) To protect United Nations facilities, including UNHCR storage centres,
if so requested;

(d) To provide protection for convoys of rel eased detai nees on request by
the International Conmttee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and with the concurrence of
the Force Commander that the request is practicable.

28. These tasks have continued to constitute the main demands on UNPROFOR s
tinme and resources in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The difficulties inpeding their
full inplenentation have been fully described in many previous reports to the
Security Council. They centre essentially on the refusal by the various
parties, but especially by the Bosnian Serbs, to respect UNPROFOR s freedom of
noverment and their readiness in sone areas to use hunmanitarian assi stance as a
neans of furthering their war ains. This can take the form of denying such
assistance to popul ations that the party concerned is trying to drive fromtheir
homes. It can also take the formof seizing a proportion of humanitarian
cargoes for the party's ow use. |In spite of these difficulties, UNHCR and
UNPROFCR have been successful in neeting the humanitarian requirenents in nost
parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina. As the following table shows, it is mainly in
Bi hac, and nore recently in Sarajevo, that non-cooperation by the parties has
caused najor shortfalls in delivery of the targeted assistance:

Percent age of targeted assistance delivered in
various areas of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
January-April 1995

Jan. Eeb. Mar .. Apr .
Saf e _areas
Sar aj evo 132 119 71 64
Bi hac 15 47 29 10
Tuzl a 126 72 85 43
Cor azde 90 82 80 82
Srebreni ca 87 71 71 81
Zepa 87 50 47 63
Bosni an _Serb-controlled
ar eas
East ern Bosni a 88 98 103 104
Banj a Luka region 89 82 93 90
Federati on-controlled
ar eas
Sout hern Bosni a and
Her zegovi na 94 72 86 89
Zeni ca region 114 52 92 65

Orasj e region 95 69 96 100
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29. Unless all concerned, and especially the Bosnian Serb party, respect the
freedom of nmovenment of UNHCR and UNPROFOR, there is little that UNPROFOR can do
to ensure nore effective inplenentation of the tasks assigned to it in the
humani tarian field. The view expressed by sone that the use of force by
UNPROFCR, including the application of air power, would make it possible to
"fight the convoys through" to the besieged safe areas across the confrontation
lines overlooks two inmportant factors: first, the vulnerability to reprisals of
di spersed personnel of the United Nations and non-governnental organizations
(NGOs) and, second, the fact that the Force has neither the mandate nor the
mlitary resources to initiate operations to ensure that no party could bl ock
the convoys' progress by any neans. Mlitary protection serves primarily to

di ssuade random or unorgani zed attacks; it cannot substitute for the consent and
cooperation of the parties.

E. "No-fly zone"

30. Resolution 781 (1992) declared a ban on all mlitary flights in the

ai rspace of Bosnia and Herzegovi na and nmandat ed UNPROFOR to nonitor conpliance
with it and to ensure that the purposes of flights to and from Bosnia and

Her zegovi na were consistent with Security Council resolutions. Resolution

816 (1993) expanded the ban on air activity and authorized Menber States to take
"under the authority of the Security Council and subject to close coordination
with the Secretary-General and UNPROFOR, all necessary nmeasures" to ensure
conpliance with it. Both resolutions were adopted under Chapter VII of the
Charter. Since 12 April 1993, aircraft of the North Atlantic Treaty

Organi zati on (NATO have, at ny request, flown in the airspace of Bosnia and
Her zegovina to enforce the no-fly zone.

31. UNPROFOR s role as regards this part of its mandate is confined to ground
nonitoring at selected airfields in the area; all action related to enforcenent
is undertaken by NATO Despite a |large nunber of violations by helicopters
carrying personnel ("flying trucks"), the no-fly zone has been |argely
successful in discouraging the use of the airspace of Bosnia and Herzegovi na for
conbat purposes. A recent exception, however, involved several sorties flown by
the Croatian air force through Bosnian airspace to bonb positions in Sector West
in Croatia.

F. Border nonitoring

32. In resolutions 787 (1992) and 838 (1993) the Security Council asked me to
consi der adding to UNPROFOR s mandate the task of deploying nonitors on the
borders of Bosnia and Herzegovina to facilitate inplenentation of the arns
enbargo on all the republics of the former Socialist Federal Republic of

Yugosl avia, the sanctions on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Mont enegro) and the call for non-interference by outside forces in the conflict
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. In ny report of 1 July 1993 (S/26018), | recomended
that, if UNPROFOR was to carry out this task in a credible nanner, sone 10, 000
addi tional troops would be required. The report was not approved by the Counci
pendi ng confirmation of the availability of troops and observers. O the

10 Menber States that were asked whether they coul d nake these resources
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avail able, only 2 were willing to provide a |imted nunber of observers.
Resol uti on 838 (1993) has therefore not been inplenented. However, elenents of
border nonitoring have been included in the mandate of the United Nations

Confi dence Restoration Operation in Croatia, known as UNCRO, these woul d include
the nmonitoring of certain positions on Croatia's international border with
Bosni a and Her zegovi na.

G Safe areas
33. The Security Council established a "safe area" for Srebrenica in its

resolution 819 (1993). In resolution 824 (1993) it decided that Sarajevo,
Tuzl a, Zepa, Corazde, Bihac and their surroundings should also be treated as

safe areas. Although the Council acted under Chapter VII in both resol utions,
that Chapter was cited in the context of resolution 815 (1993), which had
referred to it in relation only to the security of UNPROFOR personnel. As a

result, there was no enforcenment component to the safe area concept at its

i nception. Resolution 836 (1993) referred to Chapter VII, but paragraph 9
defined the parameters for the use of force as being "in self-defence" and the
nmandat e given to UNPROFOR did not include any provision for enforcement. It was
as follows:

(a) To deter attacks against the safe areas;
(b) To nmonitor the cease-fire in the safe areas;

(c) To promote the withdrawal of military or paramilitary units other than
t hose of the Bosnian Government fromthe safe areas;

(d) To occupy key points on the ground;

(e) To participate in the delivery of humanitarian relief to the
popul ation in the safe areas.

In my report of 14 June 1993 (S/25939) | informed the Council that approximately
34,000 additional troops would be required if deterrence through strength was to
be obtained, but said that it would be possible to start inplenmenting resolution
836 (1993) with a "light option" of about 7,600 troops, as an initial approach
with [imted objectives that assuned the consent and cooperation of the parties.
Inits resolution 844 (1993), the Council opted for the |ight option.

34. UNPROFOR has had m xed results in carrying out its responsibilities in the
safe areas. Wen the consent and cooperation of the parties has been
forthcom ng, it has achi eved consi derabl e success. The presence of observers
and patrols has enabled the Force to nonitor cease-fires, stabilize
confrontation lines and inprove security by resolving |ocalized disputes or

out breaks of fighting. Its mlitary and civilian staff have al so assisted in
arrangi ng nedi cal evacuations, delivering and reporting on humanitarian aid, and
brokering | ocal agreements to inprove the population's living conditions.
Finally, the presence of even limted United Nations forces has enhanced
security for international humanitarian workers and provi ded a capacity to
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pronmot e and supervise |local wi thdrawal s and ot her confidence-buil ding
arrangenents.

35. However, UNPROFOR s ability to carry out its safe-area nmandate and
particularly to deter deliberate attacks on the areas has been severely limted
by the inherent deficiencies of the safe-area regine, to which | have nore than
once drawn the Council's attention, nmost recently in ny report of

1 Decenber 1994 (S/1994/1389), and by the mlitary activities of the two sides.
In recent weeks these difficulties have increased as relations have deteriorated
bet ween the parties and the safe areas have been drawn into the intensifying
conflict throughout the country.

36. It should be recalled that resolution 836 (1993) does not require the
Governnent of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina to withdraw its mlitary or
paramlitary units fromthe safe areas. However, the Council has, in
presidential statenments, made it clear that "provocative actions by whonmsoever
comm tted" were unacceptable (S/PRST/1994/14 and 57). As | enphasized in
docunment S/ 1994/1389, the party defending a safe area nmust conply with certain
obligations if it is to achieve the prinmary objective of the safe area regine,
that is, the protection of the civilian population. Unprovoked attacks | aunched
fromsafe areas are inconsistent with the whol e concept.

37. In recent nonths, governnment forces have considerably increased their
mlitary activity in and around nost safe areas, and nany of them including
Sar aj evo, Tuzla and Bi hac, have been incorporated into the broader mlitary
canpai gns of the governnent side. The headquarters and |logistics installations
of the Fifth Corps of the government arny are located in the town of Bihac and
those of the Second Corps in the town of Tuzla. The Governnent also maintains a
substantial nunber of troops in Srebrenica (in this case, in violation of a
demilitarization agreenment), CGorazde and Zepa, while Sarajevo is the |ocation of
the General Command of the government arnmy and other military installations.
There is also an ammunition factory in Gorazde.

38. The Bosnian Serb forces' reaction to offensives |aunched by the governnent
arny fromsafe areas has generally been to respond against mlitary targets
within those areas, often at a disproportionate |level. Notw thstanding the
provocation, these acts of the Bosnian Serb forces violate the safe-area regine
and other |ocal agreenments. The Serbs have also initiated unprovoked shelling
of safe areas. In both cases civilian casualties have occurred. UNPROFCR s
nmandate to deter attacks upon the safe areas requires it to react to Serb
actions, irrespective of whether the Serbs are responding to of fensives | aunched
by the other side. Wen they are doing so, however, the inpartiality of
UNPROFCR becones difficult to maintain and the Force is seen as a party to the
conflict, with resulting risks to isolated United Nati ons personnel

39. UNPROFOR s capacity to carry out its safe-area nmandate has al so been
affected by the Bosnian Serbs' denial of freedom of novenent to and fromthe
three eastern safe areas (Gorazde, Srebrenica, Zepa), as a result of which
resupply of UNPROFOR personnel by road has becone virtually inpossible.
UNPROFOR s stocks of fuel in these three safe areas have recently fallen to
dangerously low levels. |f the Bosnian Serb side persists in blocking resupply
convoys, the only way to resupply UNPROFOR personnel in these three areas would

/...
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be by helicopter, which would involve considerabl e dangers and of which | would
i nformthe Security Council.

40. As the inadequacy of UNPROFOR s current nandate as a neans of ensuring

tol erable conditions in the safe areas has becone clearer, there has been

i ncreasing pressure on the Force to use air power to "protect"” them In ny |ast
report on the safe areas (S/1995/1389), | referred to a nunber of constraints
that limt the use of air power as a deterrent (and it is to be remenbered that
deterrence is the only neans UNPROFOR i s nandated to use against attacks on the
safe areas). The nost significant of those constraints, highlighted in Bihac in
Novenber 1994, has been the introduction of air defence systens by the Bosnian
Serb forces. As a result of this new threat, any use of air power at the
present time nmust take into account the possible prior need, in advance of a
contenplated air strike, to suppress air defence systens that threaten NATO
aircraft. Such pre-enptive mlitary action, while undeniably necessary to
ensure the safety of the NATO aircraft, is inevitably considered by the Bosnian
Serbs as a hostile act and can therefore take UNPROFOR beyond the limts of a
peace- keepi ng operation and quickly nmake it a party to the conflict.

41. In the final analysis, the only effective way to make the safe areas, as
wel | as other areas of Bosnia and Herzegovina, truly safe, pending a

conpr ehensi ve political solution achieved through negotiations, is to define a
regi ne acceptable to both parties and to pronote nutual respect for the
arrangenents to which, in the case of three of the safe areas, they have agreed.
The use of force is an inperfect instrunent to achieve that objective. In this
context | again invite the Council to give consideration to the reconmmendati ons
inny reports of 9 May 1994 (S/1994/555) and 1 Decenber 1994 (S/1994/1389). In
the latter report, | particularly enphasized the need to demlitarize the safe
areas and thus establish a regine that would be in line with the Geneva
Conventions of 12 August 1949 and the Additional Protocols thereto of 1977

whi ch have gai ned general acceptance in the international comunity.

H Mnitoring of the cease-fire within the Federation

42. Followi ng the signature on 23 February 1994 of a cease-fire agreenent
between the Chiefs of Staff of the Arnmy of Bosnia and Herzegovi na and the
Croati an Defence Council, UNPROFOR, pursuant to Security Council resolution
908 (1994), assumed the follow ng additional tasks:

(a) To nonitor the cease-fire along the confrontation lines with patrols
and observation posts;

(b) To establish heavy weapons coll ection sites;

(c) To nonitor the heavy weapons that were not bei ng handed over;

(d) To nmonitor the exclusion zone to prevent any return of heavy weapons;
(e) To transport and protect prisoners during exchanges;

(f) To assist inrepairs to utilities.
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Except for minor incidents, this cease-fire has been wi dely respected and the
presence and good offices of UNPROFOR on both sides of the cease-fire |line have
greatly contributed to stabilizing the situation within the Federation and to
bui | di ng confi dence between the two conmmuniti es.

|. Sarajevo

43. Ampng the safe areas, Sarajevo has received particular attention fromthe
Security Council. Follow ng the cease-fire that came into effect in the city on
8 February 1994, the Security Council, acting under Chapter VII, adopted

resol ution 900 (1994), which gave UNPROFOR a nunber of additional tasks rel ated
to the normalization of life in the city, as follows:

(a) To help the parties to achieve conplete freedom of nmovenment of people
and goods to, fromand within Sarajevo, to renove any hindrance to such freedom
of nmovenent and to help to restore normal life to the city;

(b) Through the office of the Special Coordinator for Sarajevo, to assist
in the normalization of life.

44, Initially, UNPROFOR was able to take advantage of resolution 900 (1994) to
nedi ate various agreenments with the parties, notably on the opening of two
routes across Sarajevo airport for civilian traffic and humanitarian goods.
These routes were extensively used by both parties fromMarch to July 1994 and
from January to March 1995, during which tinmes they contributed greatly to a
relative nornmalization of life. UNPROFOR al so nedi ated an anti-sni ping
agreenent and, in March 1994, an agreenent for the use of the routes across
Mount | gman for civilian and humanitarian traffic. The Ofice of the Special
Coordi nator for Sarajevo nmade consi derable progress in 1994 in restoring
utilities and other nmeasures of normalization

45. However, in recent weeks the significance of Sarajevo as a | ocus for
pressure by the Bosnian Serb party on the Governnent and on the internationa
comunity has again come to the fore. That party has closed the airport routes,
has in effect closed the airport by refusing to guarantee the security of
flights, has resuned shelling of the city, has fired on the Munt |gman road
has violated the anti-sniping agreement and has tightened its control on access
to the Governnent-held areas. For its part, the Bosnian Governnent has al so
violated the anti-sniping and Mount |gman agreenents, has used UNPROFOR as a
shield for offensive and provocative activities and has increasingly applied
restrictions on the Force's novenent. Both sides have directly targeted
UNPROFOR personnel, resulting in fatal casualties. This increased hostility and
obstruction of UNPROFOR by both sides has seriously curtailed the Force's
operational and |logistic capability in the city.

46. |If UNPROFOR were in a position unilaterally to reverse the situation in
Sar aj evo through, for exanple, reopening the routes across the airport and Munt
Igman and forcibly renoving the illegal Bosnian Serb checkpoint into the city,

it would gladly do so. But, unless substantially reinforced and reconfi gured
into a conbat force, it would not be able to keep the routes open. The same is
true of Sarajevo airport. Wthout the cooperation and consent of the parties, a

l...
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very large ground force would be required to enabl e UNPROFOR to ensure the
security of the airport.

47. | renmain convinced that the best way to achi eve these objectives is for the
parties to agree on the demlitarization of the city. M Special Representative
has worked hard to attain this goal and has been encouraged by recent

reaf firmati ons by Bosni an Governnent officials of their continued interest in
it. Unfortunately, however, it is evident that there is at this tine
insufficient trust between the parties for even a step-by-step demlitarization
process to begin.

J. Exclusion zones

48. Following the two grave incidents of shelling in Sarajevo in February 1994,
| addressed a letter to the Secretary-General of NATO in which | requested him
to obtain, at the earliest possible date, a decision by the North Atlantic
Counci| to authorize the Conmander-in-Chief of NATO s Southern Command to | aunch
air strikes against artillery or nortar positions in or around Sarajevo that
were determ ned by UNPROFOR to be responsible for attacks against civilian
targets in that city. The North Atlantic Council, in its decision of

9 February 1994, decided to establish a "heavy weapons excl usi on zone" of

20-kil onetre radius around Sarajevo, excluding Pale. On 18 April 1994, faced
with an extrenely difficult situation in Gorazde, | addressed a simlar request
to the Secretary-Ceneral of NATO in which | asked himto obtain a decision by
the North Atlantic Council with respect to the five other safe areas, nanely
Tuzl a, Zepa, Corazde, Bihac and Srebrenica. The North Atlantic Council's

deci sion for CGorazde was nore conplex, as explained in detail in nmy report of

19 May 1994 (S/1994/600). It created two zones around Corazde: a 3-kilonetre-
radius "total exclusion zone" and a 20-kilonmetre-radius "mlitary exclusion
zone" within Bosnia and Herzegovina. No exclusion zones were proclai med around
the ot her safe areas.

49. | wel coned both decisions by the North Atlantic Council as being in
accordance wi th paragraph 10 of Security Council resolution 836 (1993), nanely
to support UNPROFCR in the performance of its nmandate regardi ng the safe areas.
However, there is a certain anbiguity about the use of air power with regard to
t he excl usion zones around Sarajevo and Gorazde. On the one hand, the Security
Counci| resolutions regarding the safe areas do not refer to the exclusion zones
nor do they establish any special reginme for those zones. The decisions by the

North Atlantic Council, on the other hand, state that certain weapons systens,
if found within the 20-kilometre zones after a certain date, will be subject to
attack by NATO aircraft. |In both places the weapons concerned were either

wi t hdrawn or placed in authorized weapons col |l ection points by the dates
specified, in accordance with agreenents reached with the parties. Wile the
exclusion zones, with the threat of NATO air enforcenent, initially proved
successful, conpliance with them has since been difficult to maintain because of
the large area to be covered and the difficult terrain. |f either side chooses
not to conply with the agreenents it has signed, it is easy for it to hide
weapons in the zones or to introduce new ones into them
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50. UNPROFOR s mandate as regards the exclusion zones can be sunmmari zed as
fol | ows:

(a) To nmonitor the parties' conpliance with them

(b) To control the heavy weapons placed by the parties in designated
weapons col |l ection points.

The experience of recent weeks in Sarajevo has shown that this nandate

i mredi ately ceases to be viable if the parties fail to honour their conmtnents.
UNPROFCR has found it inpossible to prevent the Bosnian Serb side, in
particular, fromentering the weapons collection points and either w thdraw ng
heavy weapons or firing themfromw thin those sites. By the date of this
report, UNPROFOR had | ost control of all the weapons collection points in the
Sar aj evo exclusion zone. It has al so becone clear that both parties introduced
heavy weapons into the exclusion zones after inplenentation of the agreenents of
February 1994.

51. As in other cases, the only reliable solution to this problemis the
cooperation of the parties and their readiness to respect agreenments they have
entered into. Enforcenent of the exclusion zones can be done only inperfectly
fromthe air. The troops deployed at the weapons collection points, which are
within territory controlled by the party that owns the weapons, are vul nerable
to detention; nor does UNPROFOR have the means to extricate themin a crisis

wi thout the consent of that party. To guarantee conplete respect for the zones,
it would again be necessary to deploy very |arge nunbers of ground troops wth
the capability of controlling the nore than 1,200 square kilonmetres covered by
each of the 20-kilonmetre exclusion zones.

K. Security and freedom of novenent of UNPROFOR:
the use of force

52. Reference has been made in alnost all the precedi ng subsections of the
present report to the dangers to whi ch UNPROFOR and ot her United Nations
personnel are exposed and to the essential inportance of freedom of novenent for
the Force. The current mandate requires UNPROFOR to deploy units in nany

i sol ated | ocations that can be resupplied and rotated only by sendi ng convoys
t hrough Bosni an Serb-controlled areas. UNPROFOR nust al so depl oy observers,
soldiers and civilians in small groups in order to nmaintain an extensive and
flexible |Iiaison and observation network. Al though UNPROFCOR can protect its
personnel to sone extent fromisolated attacks by uncontrolled el enents, its
nmandat e can be performed in relative safety only with the consent and
cooperation of all parties.

53. Wien consent and cooperation are not forthcomng, only limted neasures are
avail able to reduce the risks to the Force's personnel, though these all involve
ceasing inportant assigned tasks. Wapons collection points, for exanple, can
be abandoned. UNPROFOR can cease anti-sniping patrols. Larger convoys can be
operated, but they will be less frequent and overall delivery rates may be | ess
efficient. Increasing the nunbers of personnel deployed at observation posts
can inprove security to some extent but limts the nunber of posts that can be

l...
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occupi ed, thus reducing the flexibility and extent of UNPROFOR s observation
To forego interpositioning of troops on the confrontation |lines would reduce
UNPROFOR s ability to prevent and contain fighting at a local level and its
capacity to deter attacks on safe areas.

54. These difficulties have caused the Security Council to take a nunber of
deci si ons under Chapter VI|I of the Charter. The first such decision, which
related to the security of UNPROFOR personnel, was in resolution 807 (1993) and
was repeated in subsequent resolutions on the renewal of UNPROFOR s mandate
Resol ution 847 (1993) and those thereafter extended the application of

Chapter VIl to the Force's freedom of novenent.

55. These references to Chapter VII may have created sone anbiguity as to how
UNPROFCR shoul d react to a threat to its security or an obstruction of its
freedom of movement. The use of force is often the appropriate response to an
individual incident. It is not generally realized how often UNPROFOR uses its
weapons in self-defence. 1In a recent week, for instance, 3 anti-tank mssiles
and over 100 shells were fired for this purpose. But a general pre-enptive use
of force to ensure security or freedom of noverment would |l ead to an escal ation
t hat woul d make UNPROFOR a party to the conflict and place the lives of
personnel in danger. The reality, as recognized in resolution 987 (1995), is
that there can be no better protection for UNPROFOR than for the parties

t hensel ves to recogni ze their responsibility for ensuring its security and
freedom of nmovenent.

56. There is a nore general point to be made regarding the use of force. It
will be clear fromthe foregoing analysis of the Security Council's references
to Chapter VII that the Security Council did not initially contenplate an
enforcenent role for the Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Authority for the use
of force did not, therefore, go beyond the right of self-defence inherent in any
United Nations peace-keeping operation. This was reflected in the |evel of
armanment with which troop-contributing countries were asked to equip their
contingents and in the arrangenents nmade by the United Nations for the |ogistic
support of the Force. This initial decision reflected a recognition that
UNPROFOR' s depl oynment on the ground and the tasks that it was to performcoul d
be achieved only with the consent and cooperation of the parties on the basis of
nmut ual |y acceptabl e agreements. Neither the operation of Sarajevo airport nor
the delivery of aid over great distances and across confrontation |ines nor
nonitoring, patrolling and reporting could be achieved w thout the consent and
cooperation of the parties; and that consent and cooperati on could be assured,
in the mdst of war, only by strict adherence to the peace-keeping principles of
inmpartiality and transparency.

57. Subsequently the use of air power was authorized not only for the defence
of UNPROFOR personnel but also to deter attacks on the safe areas. UNPROFOR has
requested NATO to use its air power on nine occasions when nmy Speci al
Representati ve has deened such action necessary and appropriate. |In all cases
air power was used agai nst Bosnian Serb targets or targets in Serb-controlled
parts of Croatia that had been operating in support of the Bosnian Serbs. OOn

12 March 1994, close air support was requested when UNPROFOR troops canme under
fire near Bi hac but was not inplenented because of bad weather. On 10 and

11 April 1994, close air support was provided near CGorazde; this was the first
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occasi on on which the Bosnian Serb side retaliated with restrictions on
UNPROFOR s freedom of novenent. On 5 August 1994, air strikes were nade agai nst
targets in the Sarajevo exclusion zone. On 22 Septenber 1994, an air strike was
nade near Sarajevo follow ng an attack on an UNPROFOR arnoured car. On 21 and
23 Novenber 1994, air strikes were nade agai nst Udbina airfield in Croati a,

whi ch had been used to launch air attacks in the Bi hac safe area, and agai nst
surface-to-air mssiles in western Bosnia and Herzegovina and in the Krajina
region of Croatia that had threatened NATO aircraft. |In retaliation, the
Bosni an Serbs detai ned nore than 400 UNPROFOR personnel, whose rel ease was not
conpleted until 13 Decenber 1994 after three weeks of hard negotiation. On 25
and 26 May 1995, air strikes were conducted against targets near Pale, as
described in section Il above.

58. Experience gained as a result of those incidents has confirned that great
difficulties are involved in the use of air power in support of a peace-keeping
operation. The wider political and security inplications nust therefore be
taken fully into account when such action is contenplated. Using force against
only one party, whether directly or through regional arrangenents, alters that
party's perception of the neutrality of UNPROFOR, with the risk that its
personnel and those of other United Nations agencies come to be identified with
the use of force and perceived as a party to the war. Being w dely dispersed,

t hey becone extrenely vul nerable to obstruction, detention and other forns of
harassnment, as has now been denonstrated on three separate occasions (see
precedi ng paragraph). The party concerned can al so react by refusing to
participate in dial ogue and negotiation when these are nost needed. A decision
to use air power, therefore, requires careful consideration of all these
possi bl e consequences and cannot be based on predeterm ned or automatic
criteria. 1In addition, the existence of separate commands for the forces on the
ground and those in the air heightens the risk that actions undertaken by the
latter could have unforeseeabl e consequences for the forner. This is why the
"dual - key" procedure devel oped between UNPROFOR and NATO is of such vita

i mportance.

59. The above views on the use of air power and the use of force nore generally
have been unani mously held by all the Force Commanders of UNPROFOR  Sone troop-
contributing Governnents that initially favoured, or at |east were ready to
tolerate the use of air power, now express serious reservations about it in the
context of UNPROFOR s current mandate. Opposition to its use has al so been
expressed by sone nenbers of the Security Council

V. FUTURE ROLE OF UNPROFOR

60. The analysis in the foregoing section raises the basic question of whether
UNPROFCR i s to be a peace-keeping operation, conducting itself in accordance
with the established principles and practices for such operations, or an

enf or cenent operation.

61. At present the Force's nmandate, on a literal reading of the rel evant
resolutions, is alnost entirely peace-keeping. But it also contains sone
el enents of enforcenent; and the perception in many quarters is that the
di sastrous situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina is due to the Force's failure to

/...
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enforce the will of the international comunity rather than being due to the
consistent failure of the parties to honour their conmtnments and cooperate with
a Force to which the Council has given a | argely peace-keepi ng mandat e.

62. The question of whether UNPROFOR i s about peace-keeping or enforcenent is
not one that can be avoided. As | have witten el sewhere, "nothing is nore
dangerous for a peace-keeping operation than to ask it to use force when its
exi sting conposition, armanment, |ogistic support and deploynent deny it the
capacity to do so. The logic of peace-keeping flows frompolitical and mlitary
prem ses that are quite distinct fromthose of enforcenent; and the dynanics of
the latter are inconpatible with the political process that peace-keeping is
intended to facilitate. To blur the distinction between the two can undernine
the viability of the peace-keepi ng operati on and endanger its personne

Peace- keepi ng and the use of force (other than in sel f-defence) should be seen
as alternative techniques and not as adjacent points on a continuum permtting
easy transition fromone to the other" (S/1995/1, paras. 35 and 36).

63. It is true that the threat of force has sometimes produced positive
results. NATO s readi ness to shoot down offending aircraft has on the whol e
prevented the use of Bosnia and Herzegovina's airspace for conbat purposes. The
threat of force also hel ped to establish the Saraj evo heavy weapons excl usion
zone in February 1994. But the Bosnian Serb side quickly realized that it had
the capacity to make UNPROFOR pay an unacceptably high price if air power was
used on its behalf. That capacity was denonstrated after close air support was
provided in Gorazde in April 1994, after air strikes on Udbina airfield and on
mssile sites in Bihac in Novenber 1994 and again after air strikes near Pale on
25 and 26 May 1995. On all these occasions, |arge nunbers of United Nations
personnel were taken hostage, further restrictions were placed on the Force's
freedom of nmovement and negotiations were brought to an abrupt halt, except for
the lengthy negotiations required to secure release of the hostages. These
events denonstrated the perils of crossing the line from peace-keeping to
enforcenent wi thout first equipping the Force with the manpower, arnanent,
logistic and intelligence capacity and command and control arrangenents that
woul d give the necessary credibility to its threat to use force by show ng that
it had the ability to respond decisively to any hostile reaction

64. The absence of a clear enforcement mandate in the Council's resolutions on
Bosni a and Her zegovi na, notwi thstanding their frequent references to

Chapter VI, and the Council's reluctance to authorize the additional troops
that | have judged necessary to enable it to performeven its peace-keeping
functions (34,000 for the safe areas, 10,000 for border nonitoring), permt one
to conclude that the Council's answer to the above question is that, so far, it
has wi shed UNPROFOR to be a peace-keepi ng operation

65. If that remains the Council's w sh, the consequence is that, |ike all
peace- keepi ng operations, UNPROFOR will be able to carry out its nmandate only if
it enjoys, on a continuous basis, the consent and cooperation of the warring
parties. Gven their lanentable record in this respect, it is inportant to
avoid creating unrealistic expectations of what the Force can achieve. |If, as
appears to be the case, both of the parties are determ ned to prosecute the war
the Force's achievements are likely to be rather limted and it may not be cost-
effective to maintain in Bosnia and Herzegovina a large mlitary force that can
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be made to appear inpotent whenever the parties so choose, w th consequent
damage to the inmage and credibility of the Organization

V.  OBSERVATI ONS

66. UNPROFOR is not, as many of its critics seemto believe, deployed to end
the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina; that is a task for the peacenakers, currently
| ed by the nenbers of the "Contact G oup", who are supported by the two

Co- Chairmen of the Steering Commttee of the International Conference on the
Former Yugosl avia and by nmy Special Representative. Nor is it an arny that has
been sent out to fight on one side in the war, though it is often criticized as
if it had failed to prosecute a war effectively. It is, instead, a m ssion

depl oyed by the Security Council to fulfil three purposes: to alleviate the
consequences of the war, notably through helping in the provision of

humani tarian aid; to contain the conflict, and nmitigate its consequences, by

i nposi ng constraints on the belligerents, through the establishment of such
arrangenents as a "no-fly zone", safe areas and excl usion zones; and to pronpte
the prospects for peace by negotiating |ocal cease-fires and other arrangenents,
nmai nt ai ni ng these where possi bl e and providing support for nmeasures ainmed at an
overall political settlement. The Force has so far had consi derabl e success in
fulfilling these purposes, but they are not an end in thenselves. They attenpt
to produce conditions that will enable the peacenakers to negotiate an overal
sol uti on.

67. The parties' readiness to accept UNPROFOR and the constraints it tries to

i npose on their behavi our depends on how far they perceive it to be pronoting a
goal that is in their interests. The Force faces two problens in this respect.
First, neither party seens to have reached the firmconclusion that it has a
better chance of achieving its objectives at the negotiating table than on the
battlefield. The result is that UNPROFOR s efforts to reduce the intensity of
the conflict can cause it to be seen by the parties as nore of a hindrance than
a help. Secondly, international efforts to nediate a negoti ated sol uti on seem
to have conme close to a standstill. It is, for instance, nore than 16 nonths
since there was a round of negotiations at which all the Bosnian parties were
present. None of the options discussed bel ow for adapting the Force's mandate
to the realities on the ground will be effective unless there is a real prospect
of a negotiated solution in the foreseeable future. It is, therefore,

i nperative that decisions by the Security Council on the future of UNPROFOR
shoul d be acconpani ed by a relaunching and intensification of the peace process
through a significant newinitiative, possibly in a new format. The Council may
also wish to start reviewing, at regular intervals, progress nmade in the

negoti ations and the inplications thereof for UNPROFOR

68. Meanwhile, UNPROFOR remai ns deployed in a war situation where, after nore
than three years, there is still no peace to keep. |Its position is further
conplicated by the fact that its original peace-keepi ng mandate, which cannot be
i mpl ement ed wi t hout the cooperation of the parties, has gradually been enl arged
to include el enents of enforcenent, which cause it to be seen as a party to the
conflict. The safe-areas mandate, for instance, requires it to cooperate and
negotiate daily with a party upon whomit is also expected to call air strikes
in certain circunstances. Simlarly, the United Nations has inposed sanctions

/...
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on one party but at the same time has sent out a Force that is obliged to work
with the consent and cooperation of that party. The result is that Bosnian Serb
| eaders have now | argely withdrawn their consent and cooperation from UNPROFOR,
declaring that they are applying their own "sanctions" to the United Nations in
response to United Nations sanctions on them

69. As a result of these contradictions, UNPROFOR now finds itself obstructed,
targeted by both sides, denied resupply, restricted in its novenents, subjected
to constant criticism- in short, in a predicanent that nmy Specia
Representative, the Theatre Force Commander, many of the troop-contributing
Governnents and | nyself no | onger consider tolerable. The extent of the

predi canment has been highlighted by the air strikes of 25 and 26 May 1995 and
their aftermath, which are described in section Il above. That crisis now makes
it necessary to take urgent neasures to rel ease the hostages, to adapt

UNPROFOR s mandate and its inplenentation to the political and operationa
realities on the ground and, as already noted, to relaunch the peace process.

70. | amextrenmely concerned that so many UNPROFCOR personnel have been detai ned
by the Bosnian Serbs. Their earliest possible release is for me an urgent
priority, on which | have been in touch with many world | eaders and with ny
Speci al Representative. As was learnt in previous such incidents in April and
Novenber 1994, this objective is best achieved by negotiation. UNPROFOR
therefore continues to maintain the closest possible contact with the Bosnian
Serbs in order to nmonitor the |ocation and wel fare of all detai nees and obtain
their release. |In consultation with troop contributors and other interested
countries, ny Special Representative has comrunicated with President M| osevic.
Whi | e demandi ng from M. Karadzic the i nmedi ate and unconditional release of the
det ai nees, ny Special Representative is nonitoring closely the attitude of the
Bosni an Serbs so that negotiations can be initiated at the first opportunity. |
wel cone the support that is being given to these efforts by the nmenbers of the
Contact Group and other interested countries and organizations. ICRCis
endeavouring to visit detai ned UNPROFOR per sonnel

71. Since ny briefing to the Council on 16 May 1995, the events of 25 and

26 May and their aftermath have, as already noted, nade even clearer the
untenability of UNPROFOR s current situation and the need to clarify whether its
role i s peace-keeping or enforcenent. The Bosnian Serbs' violation of the
Sar aj evo excl usion zone, their crimnal shelling of civilian targets in Tuzla
and el sewhere after a carefully measured NATO air strike on a mlitary target
and their inexcusable retaliation against United Nations personnel, including
unarned mlitary observers performng liaison duties in Pale, have violently

hi ghli ghted the conditions in which UNPROFOR has to operate and the dangers

i nherent in the inconsistencies of its present mandate.

72. After reflecting on these devel opnents and after further consultations wth
ny Speci al Representative and the Theatre Force Commander, | have sonewhat
refined the options that | nmentioned to the Council on 16 May and | now present
the following four options for the Council's consideration
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Ootion A: To withdraw UNPROFOR, |eaving at the nost a small politica
mssion, if that was the wish of the parties;

Ootion B: To retain UNPROFOR s existing tasks and the nethods currently
used to inplenent them

Ootion G To change the existing mandate to permt UNPROFOR to make
greater use of force;

Ootion D To revise the mandate so that it includes only those tasks that
a peace-keeping operation can realistically be expected to
performin the circunstances currently prevailing in Bosnia and
Her zegovi na.

Recent events have denonstrated that any option which involves the continuing
presence of UNPROFOR in Bosnia and Herzegovina will need to be acconpani ed by
measures, including the possible deploynent of additional forces, to provide
better security both for UNPROFOR personnel and for the personnel of UNHCR and
other civilian agencies that work with it.

73. In considering these options, the Council will also wish to take into
account the repercussions that any change in UNPROFOR s nandate and/or method of
operation could have on the work of UNHCR and ot her humanitarian agencies in
Bosni a and Herzegovina. UNHCR s continued role as |ead humanitarian agency in
provi di ng humanitarian assi stance and protection to refugees, to the displaced
and to other persons affected by the conflict, while at the sanme tinme preparing
for the future repatriation of refugees, could require re-evaluation and

possi bly renegotiation with the parties, depending on the option chosen by the
Counci | .

74. | do not advocate option A Recent events have caused sone of the
Governnents contributing troops to UNPROFOR to speak of the possible w thdrawal
of the Force but none of them has expressed itself in favour of that option if
tolerabl e conditions can be created to pernmit the Force to continue its
operations. | nyself took the precaution of witing to the Secretary-CGeneral of
NATO on 10 February 1995 to ask that NATO prepare plans that would enable it to
assist in extricating UNPROFOR from Bosni a and Herzegovina if w thdrawal became
unavoi dabl e. A precedent for such multinational assistance for the wthdrawal

of a United Nations peace-keeping operation has been created in Somalia. NATO s
pl anning is now, | understand, close to conpletion. But withdrawal is an option
of last resort. It would be tantamount to abandonment of the people of Bosnia
and Herzegovi na and an admi ssion of the United Nations inability to help to
resolve a war in which, to the world's horror, one ethnic group has used force
of arms to try to change the ethnic map of a Menber State and all parties have
to a greater or |lesser extent, been guilty of attacks against civilians and
other atrocities. M purpose in the present report, therefore, is to advise the
Council on steps that it could take to ensure that UNPROFOR renmins in Bosnia
and Herzegovina with a better chance than at present of inplenmenting the mandate
entrusted to it by the Council

75. Nor do | advocate option B. The anal yses of UNPROFOR s current mandate in
section |I1 above and of its possible future role in section |V above indicate

l...
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why | believe that the Force has becone a m ssion inpossible. An attenpt to

mai ntain the status quo would further reduce its ability to provide effective
hel p on the humanitarian and political fronts and would bring nore United
Nations casualties and nore damage to the Organization's credibility. | am
convinced that, if the decisions taken by the Council in response to the present
report anounted, deliberately or by default, to nmaintenance of the status quo,
the time would soon cone when withdrawal of the Force woul d becone inevitable.

76. Option C would require substantial reinforcement of the Force and a change
inits mandate so that it could initiate mlitary action when the consent and
cooperation of a party was withheld and ensure the protection of its own
personnel and those of UNHCR and other civilian agencies if this led to
retaliation and further escalation. This could be a viable option to ensure
that the Bosnian Serbs and the other parties to the conflict respect the
Security Council's decisions. Sone of the Governnments contributing troops to
UNPROFCR have infornmed ne of national plans to deploy additional forces to
reduce the vul nerability of UNPROFOR personnel. | welcone these initiatives.
But the Governnents concerned have al so indicated that they are contenplating
addi tional deploynments to strengthen UNPROFOR s capacity to carry out its
mssion. |If their intention is that UNPROFOR shoul d use force for this purpose,
I do not believe that this would be appropriate for a peace-keeping operation
like UNPROFOR It would, in ny view, be necessary to replace UNPROFOR with a
nmul tinational force authorized by the Security Council but under the command of
one or nore of the countries contributing troops to it, as has been the case in
Somalia and Haiti. It will be recalled that, on 24 July 1994, | wote to the
President of the Council to express ny concern about the viability of UNPROFOR s
operations in Bosnia and Herzegovina if the Contact Group countries were to
apply by force what were then referred to as "disincentives" to the Bosnian
Serbs. | would have sinmilar concerns if the Council decided that UNPROFOR
shoul d i npl ement option C

77. The reasons for this view have been fully argued in the present report.
UNPROFCR' s current situation is due to the fact that the Bosnian Serbs' failure
to cooperate with the Force has led to the gradual addition to its nandate of
tasks that are inconmpatible with its peace-keepi ng and hurmani tarian rol es.
Option C woul d take UNPROFCOR even further across the |ine dividing peace-keeping
fromenforcenment action. The resulting threats to its security and to its
ability to carry out its peace-keeping and humanitarian nandates mght to sone
extent be mitigated by reinforcing it with additional troops and armanent. But
there would then be the risk that, as with the United Nations Qperation in
Sonmalia, the need to concentrate its personnel in |arger groups in secure

| ocations woul d seriously inpair its ability to performits substantive tasks.
Nor do | believe that the United Nations currently has the capacity to nmanage an
operation that could involve conbat on a considerable scale if, as | fear to be
likely, one or other of the parties were to respond to force with force. Wth
unpai d contributions to the UNPROFOR speci al account currently amounting to

$898 mllion (nearly 80 per cent of a year's expenditure on the Force), there
nust al so be doubts about whether United Nations procedures coul d ensure the
necessary financial support for an operation on the scale that woul d probably be
required.
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78. Under option D, the Council would revise UNPROFOR s mandate so that the
Force would be required to performonly those tasks that a peace-keepi ng
operation can reasonably be expected to performin the circunstances prevailing
in Bosnia and Herzegovi na. These woul d include good offices, |iaison and
negoti ation; nmonitoring cease-fires, etc. as long as the parties renained
willing to inplement them nmintaining a presence in the safe areas, after
negoti ati ng appropriate regines for thembut w thout any actual or inplied
comitnent to use force to deter attacks against them operation of Sarajevo
airport with the consent of the parties; facilitating the normalization of life
in Sarajevo; escorting humanitarian convoys and supporting other humanitarian
activities; border nonitoring, if accepted by the parties; and the use of force,
including air power, only in self-defence.

79. This option would probably require sone redepl oynent and coul d eventual ly
lead to a reduction in the Force's strength. But in the short term sonme
reinforcement on the lines offered by sone contributing Governments woul d be
needed to ensure UNPROFOR s security as it adjusted to the revi sed mandate.
Option D woul d al so reduce the risks to which UNPROFOR personnel are currently
exposed in the safe areas, at weapons collection points and el sewhere when air
power is used at the Force's request. It would, | believe, give UNPROFCOR a
realistic mandate that woul d enable it to help to contain the situation in
Bosni a and Herzegovi na without creating expectations that it could either
enforce an end to the war or join it to fight on the side of one of the parties.

80. | would like to conclude this report with the follow ng personal thoughts.
The United Nations is currently experiencing in Bosnia and Herzegovina dramatic
events that recall other crises that have afflicted its peace-keeping operations
in past decades. The Organization's reaction to these events will again have a
decisive effect on its standing for many years to conme. These are, truly,
defining monents. In dealing with themwe nust not |ose sight of three

i nt erconnected obj ectives, which represent the very essence of the United
Nations: the quest for peace, the protection of human life and the rejection of
a culture of death. These objectives will take time to attain and they will be
attained only through the successful use of non-mlitary methods.

81. In the present crisis, the safety of, and respect for, the personnel of
peace- keepi ng forces and humanitari an agenci es nmust be high priorities. Al of
us have been troubled by the television pictures of United Nations personne

being hum liated and placed in danger in recent days. | pay tribute to their
courage and steadfastness and | express ny condol ences to the famlies of those
who have given their lives. | also grieve for the civilians who have been

killed in Bosnia and Herzegovina. W nust not put nore lives in jeopardy for
the sake of short-termsolutions. Wat is threatened is not only the lives of
peace- keepers and humani tarian workers on the ground but also the future ability
of the United Nations to conduct effective peace operations.
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82. Finally, the credibility of the United Nations is of the utnost inportance
and nust be safeguarded at all tines. Few things danage it nore than to give
United Nations peace-keepers tasks that cannot be acconplished in prevailing
circunstances. And the damage is not only to peace-keeping. Loss of United
Nations credibility there will affect the O ganization's endeavours for

devel opnent, for the environment, for human rights and for every other inportant
objective. This is another reason why we nust always insist on the
inviolability of United Nations personnel in peace operations.



