1). February 27, 2008  U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration submits the original claim in a New York court (document 08 MAG 0386), and asks the court to issue a warrant for the arrest of Bout and Smulian. The court meets this request and issues a warrant.

2). February 29, 2008  Thai time, the U.S. embassy in Bangkok delivers a letter to the Foreign Ministry of Thailand with a request for an urgent preliminary detention of Victor Bout and his associate Andrew Smulian, pending a formal extradition request from the United States. These actions are requested as a result of a warrant issued for their arrest by the New York court.



3). March 4, 2008  The US request translated into Thai is stamped with a Registration Stamp of Thai Foreign Ministry.



4). March 5, 2008  Thai police officials requested the Criminal Court to issue an arrest-warrant against Mr. Viktor Bout and Smulian.



5). The United States government are clearly aware that Thai bureaucratic procedures may take a few days until a warrant for the arrest of Bout and Smulian is received, decide to expedite the matter extra judicially, using their personal contacts with the Thai police. They asked the police to get a warrant for the arrest of Bout and Smulian directly, in effect, bypassing the prosecutor's office. Thai police went to court on March 3, 2008 with such a request and a Thai court granted their request on the following day, March 4. Subsequently, a warrant was issued for the arrest of Bout and Smulian numbered 893/2551.



6). However, the warrant for Bout's arrest and subsequent extradition request could not be legally issued with the Thai criminal case, because Bout had not even entered Thailand at that time and therefore could not have committed a crime in Thailand. The warrant was, without a doubt, issued in connection with the February 29, 2008 request. This warrant is perfectly legal, which automatically makes the second, repeated arrest warrant very illegal, and if and when revealed can be a cause of great embarrassment to the Thai Prosecutor’s office. Despite repeated requests by the defense team, Thai Public Prosecutor’s Office has refused to release a file of preliminary inquiry case 585/2551, as is required by law, claiming “state secrets”, though the file was badly needed to help prove that the was no evidence discovered during the course of preliminary inquiry.



7). A warrant for Bout's arrest as per March 4, 2008, should have been immediately entered into the government system and immigration, as required by Thai law. Thus, Victor Bout, by law, should have been detained on arrival at the airport. However, when Bout arrived in Bangkok on March 6, 2008, he passed passport control without an incident.



8). March 6, 2008  Bout is arrested at Sofitel hotel in Bangkok. DEA claims to have allegedly recorded his conversation with alleged FARC customers. No confirmed information exists, but one can be sure that the Thai court did not give permission to record this conversation. The court gave only an arrest warrant listed above, therefore, by Thai law, not only can the alleged conversation not be use as evidence in court, but the existence of this recording is also a criminal act in itself (in Thai law it is a criminal offense to surreptitiously record without the permission of the court).



9). Smulian and Bout are separated and arresting agents try to convince them to agree to be voluntarily extradited to the United States. Bout categorically rejected the offer and demands the presence of a translator and a Russian embassy representative. Smulian allegedly escaped from custody (and immediately goes to the airport undetected, buys a ticket to New York, flies back and is arrested in the only place on Earth he is wanted on criminal charges). The more likely scenario is that (1) Smulian is kidnapped and brought to the United States illegally or (2) he is a US government informant.



10). Acting pursuant to a formal extradition procedure, Thai prosecutors on March 7, 2008 address the Thai court with a request (to which a copy of a letter from the U.S. Embassy was attached), to issue a warrant for the arrest of Bout and Smulian as if the first warrant did not exist. The court granted the request and issued warrants for the arrest of Bout and Smulian, numbered 160/2551 and 161/2551, respectively, dated March 7. These warrants were issued under a criminal case in court for extradition under the case number Jor. 6 / 2551 of March 7. Furthermore, it should be noted that the first warrant for the arrest of Bout and Smulian (March 4, numbered 893/2551) was issued by a different judge, and therefore the second judge did not know (and was not obliged to know) that a case file was already open on Bout. With his full knowledge of the first arrest warrant, prosecutor who requested a second arrest warrant for March 7, submitted the documentation to the court. On papers, it appeared that Bout and Smulian have not yet been arrested and are on the run (even though the prosecutor certainly knew that they were locked up at a police station for a second day; He couldn’t not have known it because the news was all over every Thai newspaper and television). However, rather than to indicate their real address (police station) or at least notify the court that the two were already in custody, the prosecutor deliberately deceived the court by making it to appear that the two men were still at large (and on the run, because the graph is not filled with their address).



11). Realizing that the weekend was upon them, and that Thai police do not have the right to keep anyone under arrest for more than 48 hours as well as the fact that Smulian was now in the United States and could not be shown to the courts with an adequate explanation as to his whereabouts, the USG asked the Thai police to extend the detention of Bout not as part of their extradition proceedings, but in a contrived and absolutely fictitious Thai criminal case, which they made up on the fly.



12). On March 8, 2008 Bout was brought into court and the court was asked to detain him for 12 days during the preliminary investigation of the contrived Thai criminal case (but not in the case of extradition). The court granted the request and held Bout for 12 days for investigation. No investigation, of course, was ever planned. Therefore, a second case on Bout was started - folder case number 585/2551. It is a purely Thai criminal case.



13). From this moment on, two parallel procedures on Bout were started by the USG and Thai authorities. 1). The procedure for the extradition of Bout - was started from the moment of his arrest on March 6, according to a warrant for his arrest under the extradition request, issued by the court on March 4, 2008 (the first arrest warrant number 893/2551);  2). The fake criminal case against Bout, brought against him by the Thai police, after Bout was arrested on his extradition. The purpose of the Thai criminal case was to win extra time for the extradition case. The USG knew that they had, by Thai law 60 days to file an official (formal) request for extradition. In reality, the countdown began on March 6, because Bout was arrested on March 6. However, the USG wanted to postpone the beginning of this countdown at any cost – so out of this desperation, an idea to institute local criminal charges on the same count of terrorism was born.



14). March 19, 2008  Acting under the contrived Thai criminal case 585/2551, Thai investigators asked the court to detain Bout again for 12 days for a preliminary investigation (though no investigation was conducted). The court granted this request.



15). March 31, 2008  Acting under the contrived Thai criminal case 585/2551, Thai investigators again asked the courts to detain Bout for the third12 day period, ostensibly for all of the same preliminary investigation. The court again granted the request. By Thai law, the prosecution could request a maximum of 4 12 day detention periods, after which they would be obliged to present the charge through the prosecutor or release the prisoner on the 49th day.



16). April 9, 2008  Acting within the framework of the same contrived criminal case 585/2551, the government investigators formally asked the court to free Bout from custody, because the court was told that the government had decided not to prosecute Bout on Thai case due to lack of evidence. The court granted this request and sent a warrant for Bout's immediate release from custody. Bout was released from prison early in the morning... and immediately re-arrested by the national police in relation with the second case - Jor.6/2551 – i.e. according to the arrest warrant issued by the court on March 7 for his extradition to the United States. He was arrested and taken to the prosecutor's office, and from there - to court. The court decided not to pursue the case Jor.6/2551, as from the very beginning it was a cover up. On the same day, the court creates a new file on Bout, number Ko.5 / 2551 dealing with the USG extradition request.



17). May 7, 2008  Bout is summoned to court from prison and confronted with the fact that the Americans have filed a request for his extradition. Bout is detained indefinitely. The case for Bout’s extradition is filed under a new case number and so a new file Number OP/2551,  is open. The file formally begins on May 7.





The key element here is that the arrest of Victor Bout was a flagrant violation of Thai laws by the United States government in cooperation with the Thai police.



The abovementioned arrest-warrant No.893/2551 was issued based exclusively on the grounds of an extradition procedure, and not as a result of possible local criminal charges. Second of all, the arrest-warrant No. 893/2551 has been issued on the grounds of the extradition procedure, and no repeating arrest-warrant against the same person could have been issued based on the same grounds. Thirdly, the arrest-warrant No. 893/2551 had already been executed on March 6, 2008 that lead to the actual arrest of Mr. Viktor Bout, and as so this arrest-warrant could not have been executed for the second time.



Which means that once Mr. Viktor Bout was arrested on March 6, 2008 self-evidently based on the abovementioned United States’ extradition request, and if he gets permanently (not provisionally) released afterwards, then Bout could not be re-arrested again based on the same grounds (meaning based on any extradition request), because no one could be arrested for the same count of offence twice.



However, in a violation of Thai law, the public prosecutor attempted to mislead the Criminal Court into an issuance of a repeating arrest-warrant based on the same grounds: extradition request from the United States. The public prosecutor came to the Criminal Court on 7 of March 2008 (while Bout has been already under arrest in the Crime Suppression Division since the previous day) and requested the Criminal Court to issue a repeating arrest-warrant – No.160/2551. In order to obtain such a repeating arrest-warrant, the public prosecutor submitted to the Criminal Court the same package of evidence as was submitted by the police in order to obtain the first arrest-warrant from 4 of March 2008 (No. 893/2551).



Based on the above consideration, it shall be presumed, that the Criminal Court, which issued the repeating arrest-warrant No.160/2551 did so without knowing that one arrest-warrant (No. 893/2551) has been already issued by another judge of the Criminal Court precisely on the same charges.



However, Bout, who was initially arrested in accordance with the first arrest-warrant No.893/2551 and detained three times – 12 days each was later permanently released due to the Thai police officials decision.



Therefore, when Bout was released from Bangkok Remand Prison on April 9, 2008, it was by no means a provisional release. Bout was released neither on bond, nor on bail, nor on promise. If Bout were released provisionally, then he could be legally re-arrested and returned to prison based on the original arrest arrangements (by means of cancelling his bail, for example, and so by terminating his provisional release). However, Bout’s release on 9 of April 2008 was evidently not “provisional.” It was a pure PERMANENT release.



Since Bout was initially arrested based on the arrest-warrant No. 893/2551, which means that he was arrested on the extradition charges, and his release on 9 of April 2008 was a permanent release, not a provisional release, then Bout could not be re-arrested based on these extradition charges again. He could only be re-arrested based on some entirely new count of offense alleged against him. The fact that the Thai police in the meantime attempted to institute against Bout bogus local criminal charges, spent 33 days on a bogus inquiry, and at the end failed to come up with these charges – does not change anything in this sense. Bout was arrested on March 6, 2008 for his extradition, not for Thai local criminal charges. And this fact is very obvious and it is confirmed by the initial arrest-warrant No.893/2551. Therefore, it is obvious that upon his permanent release from Bangkok Special Prison on 9 of April 2008 Bout could not be re-arrested neither based on the former arrest-warrant No. 893/2551 (since that one has been already executed), nor based on the repeating arrest-warrant No. 160/2551, since the second one is nothing but a wrongful repetition of the first arrest-warrant.



Nonetheless, the police re-arrested Bout right at the prison gates on April 9, 2008 upon his release from Bangkok Remand Prison and the police did so based on the evidently repeating arrest-warrant No.160/2551.



18) August 11, 2009  Thai court of first instance finds Victor Bout innocent of all charges due to a lack of evidence. The US government shows its utter disbelief at the decision and contempt for the Thai judicial system, by publicly proclaiming that the Thai courts had no business vetoing the United States government’s extradition request, which according to them is just a formality. Thai courts disagreed.



19) August 26, 2009  A letter is purportedly sent by Colombian Minister of Foreign Affairs to his Thai counterpart, imploring the sovereign Thai government to “illustrate to the judge” the error of their decision and extradite Victor Bout to the United States to stand trial on charges of arming the FARC terrorists. On closer examination, the letter proves to be a forgery as the stamp with the word CONFIDENTIAL at the top of the page is in English, instead of CONFIDENCIAL, which is how the same word is spelled in Spanish. My repeated requests to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Colombia to clarify the matter have gone unanswered.


