
o 

o 

SUD BOSNE I HERCEGOVINE 

No. X-KR-06/234 
Snrnje\·o. 19 June 2007 

IN THE NAME OF BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA! 

The Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Section I for War Crimes, in the panel of judges 
presided over by Judge Minka Kreho and Panel members Tore Lindseth and Roland 
Dekkers. with the participation of Legal Officer Amela Skrobo as record-keeper in the 
criminal case against Accused Zoran Jankovic, for the criminal offence of Crimes against 
Humanity in violation of Article 172, paragraph I, subparagraph h) as read with 
subparagraphs a) and d) of the Criminal Code of Bosnia and Her£egovina, upon Ihe 
Indictment of the Prosecutor's Office of BiH number KT-RZ-142106 daled 30 OClober 
2006, amended on II June 2007, following thc main and public trial anended by the 
Accused Zoran Jankovic and Defense Anome)' for the Accused - attorney-a I-low Dragosls" 
Peric, and the Prosecutor of Ihe Proseculor's Office of BiH - Mirsad Striks, on 19 June 2007 
rendered and publicly announced the following 

VERDICT 

TH E ACCUSED: ZORAN JANKOVIC lI.k.n. "Zokn". son of Maljan and lagorka, n~e 
Nikolic, born on 20 March 1960 in Dubnico, Kalesija Municipality, permancntly residing in 
Bijeljina, 4 Vladike GavrilQ St., Serb, citizen of BiH, PIN IJMBI 2003960182223, 
commerciol technician by occupation, married, father of one child, served the army in 
198011981 in Leskovac, entered in the military records for Bijeljinil, of average financial 
status, prcviously convicted by the Judgment ofthc Basic Court in Tuzls number K-1128/86 
of 20 January 1987 for the criminal olTence referred to in Article 165 paragruph 2 of the CC 
RBiH and tined with 30,000 dinars, currently at liberty with prohibiting measures 
pronounced by the Decision of this Court No. X-KR-061234 dated 29 November 2006, 

Pursuanl to Article 284 subparagraph c) of the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and 
Her£egovina 

IS ACQUITTED OF CHARGES 
that: 

In the period from April to late June 1992, during the armed conflict in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, as a member of thc Serb army, he participated in a widespread nnd systcmatic 
anack of the members of the army and police of the so·called Serb Republic of Bosnia and 
Her£egovina and members of the Serb paramilitary formations directed against the BosniRk 
civilian population in the lerrilory of Ihe Municipalities of Zvomik and Kalesija, Ihis anack 
being pursuant to the policy of the army, police, paramilitary formations and the Serb 
DemocrBlic Party (hereinafter: the SDS), with a view 10 removing all inhabilonts of Bosniak 
ethnicily from the region of east and northeast Bosnia, whereby hundreds of civilians were 
killed, lortured, baltered, unlawfully deprived of liberty, detained and kepI in inhumane 
condilions, and foreibly removed fTom the territory of lhe Municipalities of Z.vomik and 
Kalesija, while Bosniak women were raped nnd property of Bosniaks unlowfully seized, 
destroyed and burnt down, and all this due to Iheir political, nalional, elhnic, e.~""""""'IIl. 
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religious background, of which attack the accused had knowledge and in which he. 
panicipatcd in thc maJU1Cr that: 

\. On 29 April 1992, in the territory of the village of Sna80\'o, Zvomik 
Municipality, together with Matic Radenko, Commander of the Aniller), 
Unit in Osmaci, and members of Scrb paramilitary formations, he captured a 
group of Bosniak civilians who were hiding in the woods for the fear of 
members of the army of the so called Serb Republic of BiH and Serb 
paramililary formal ions; Ihe aforemenlioned group of civilians was Ihen 
ordered to go to the place callcd "Ra~idov Han" in Snagovo esconcd by 
Ihem, where in fronl of the house of Ibrahimovie Ibrahim, by firing 
individual shots and firing in bursls from aUlomatic rines al Ihe rounded-up 
civilians, Ihey killed Ihe following persons: Krupinac Himzo (born in 1935), 
Krupinac Falija (born in 1933), Krupinac Scnudin (born in 1963), Krupinac 
Am (born in 1964), Krupinac Mirza (born in 1987), Krupinac 1driz (born in 
1966), Krupinac Sadija (born in 1968), Krupinac Alen (born in 1989), Dogie 
Seeo (born in 1949), Dogie Mehdin (born in 1968), Dogie Zada (born in 
1977), Dogie Fntima (born in 1971), Dogie Mcliha (born in 1991), Daholic 
Hasnija (born in 1945), Dahalic Sejad (born in 1965), Daha1ic Dtemka (born 
in 1965), Dahalic Semir (born in 1989), Dahalic Mujesira (born in 1939), 
Oahalic Hamdija (born in 1965), Dahalic Razija (born in 1966), Dnhalic 
Esad (born in 1989), Ibrahimovic Fahira (born in 1974), lbrahimovic Me~n 
(born in 1979), Ibrahimovie Mehmed (born in 1936), 1brahimovie Husejn 
(born in 1945), Salihovie Rami:.! (born in 1956), Salihovic Hatija (born in 
1953), Krupinac Ai~a (born in 1938), Krupinac Hajrudin (born in 1960), 
Krupinac Rcif (born in 1960), Krupinac Scnija (born in 1959), Krupinac 
Mirsud (born in 1977), Krupinac Mimes (born in 1985), Mujanovic Oervo 
(born in 1932), Mujanovic Ismela (born in 1953), Mujanovic Edina (born in 
1977), and wounded Mujanovic Muharem, Mujanovic Ziatija and Mujanovic 
Abdulah, and thereaftcr on that day, wilh the vicw 10 conccaling Ihe cvidence 
of Ihe crime, they set on fire the bodies of the killed persons; 

, 
.. 

2. On 27 May 1992 around 18:00 hours, in Ihe lerrilOf)' of Ihe villages Seher 
and Lika, Kalesija Municipalilr, aftcr members of Serb paramilitaf)' 
formalions and members of the Sekovici Guard had carried OUI an armed 
allack on lhese villages, forcins Ihe Bosniak civilians 10 leB\le Iheir houses BI 
gunpoint, hilling them with balons Bnd rifle buts, kicking and punching them, 
in which Sokolovic Maksim, Lo?ano\'ic Ncdeljko a.k.a. Toljn, Stojanovic 
Cedo, Pelemi~ Predrng, Pelemi~ Drago, Stojanovic RisJo, Smiljanie Rado, 
Kalajd2.ic Cvijetin, Rikic S\'etozar panicipated mosl actively, while Cakor 
Mehmedalija, Aliba~ic Adem, Burek Esad a.k.a. Deli and his son Burek 
Ibrahim (who was only 16 at the time), and Mujo Pc?ie were beatcn most 
severely, after which they forced all the civilians fTom the said villages to 
round up in front of the house of Ibro Aliba!ic, together with more than 100 
inhabitants from other villages, where Jankovic Zoran came and kicked in 
thc back Rami~ Rukija, and then ordered that all gathered civilinns be forced 
onto lrucks nnd transponed to Serbis, upon which men were separated from 
women and children, and women and children forcibly lransferred from 
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region where they lawfully resided in the direction of MemiCi, Kalesija 
Municipality, while thc men were detained during the night in the reading­
room in Kula in Osmaci where they were physically abused, and a cenain 
number of men killed, while those who survived were transponed to other 
camps in the territory of the municipalities of Kalesija, Vlasenica and 
Bijcljina, 

by the aforementioned acts, ,,11ich constituted a pan of the widespread and systematic 
auack directed against the civilian Bosniak population, and knowing of such an auack, he 
persecuted civilian Bosniak population on political. national, cthnic, cultural nnd religious 
grounds, namely by murders and forcible t"msftr of population, 

Whereby he would have commiued the criminal offence of persecution as a Crime against 
Humanity in violation of Anicle 172 paragraph I subparagraph h) of the Criminal Codc of 
BiH as read with subparugraphs a) and d) of the same Code. 

Pursuant to Anicle 189 paragraph I of the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina the costs of criminal proceedings referred to in Anicle 185, paragraph 2, 
subparagraphs a) through f) of this Code and the necessary el'penditures and remuneration 
of dcfense auorney sholl be paid from budget appropriations. 

II 

Pursuant to Aniclc 198 paragraph 3 of the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina the injured panies are hereby instructed thot they may pursue their claim under 
propeny law in a civil action. 

Reasoning 

I. Chllrgc.< 

By the Indictment of the Prosecutor's Office of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Special 
Depanment for War Crimes number KT-RZ-142/06 dated 30 October 2006, Zoran Jankovic 
is charged with the criminal offense of War Crimes against Humanity referred to in Anicle 
172, paragraph I, subparagraph h) os read with subparagraphs a) and d) of the Criminal 
Code of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
On 24 November 2006, in reference to the Indictment, confirmed on 6 November 2006, the 
Accused pleaded not guilty on all counts of the Indictment after which the case file was 
forwarded to thc trial ponel. 

2. Evidentiary Procedure 
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a) During the evidentiary procedure the following evidence .for the prosecution was 
prescntcd: 

The following witness were heard directly: Mujanovic Muharem, Mujanovic Mersija, 
Mujanovic Ziatija, Mujanovic Abdulah, Krupinac Marhiu, Hrbatovi~ Hamdija, Karie 
Hll7.im, Ibrahimovic Avdulah, Ibrahimovic Him7.o, Refija Civic, Jasmina Su~ic, Ibrahim 
Dahalic, Rukija Ramie, Lurvija Aliba~ic and pursuunt to the provision of AnicJe 276 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code of BiH the following additional witnesses were also heard: Hasan 
Aliba~ic and Zekija Ibrahimovic. Also, at the main trial the Coun heard Mr. Bruno Franjie, 
mechanical engineer, in the capacity as expcn for ballistics and mechanicaltraccs, and Prof. 
Dr Zdenko Cihlari, forensic medicine expcn. 

Thc following matcrial cvidenee were presented: Findings and Opinion of the Balli.~ti~ 
Expen number 14/1·3·04·5·4873 of 3 October 2006; Witness Examination Record of 
Osmon Krupinoc, Cantonal Prosecutor's Office of Tuzla Canton, number: Kl. 8/06 of 22 
February 2006; Death Ceniftcale for Osman Krupinae; Official Note of the Cantonal 
Prosecutor's Oflice of Tuzla Canton, numbcr: KtnJ/05 of 27 October 2005; Official Note 
of the Cantonal Prosecutor's Office of Tuzla, number 08/0213·1·04.3·370/05 of 22 
December 2005; Request to the Registry Office of the Municipality Zvornik of 12 January 
2006; Response of the Registry Office of the Municipality Zvornik • Death Cenifieates for 
thc following persons: Huscjin Ibrahimovic, Hatija Salihovic and Mujesira Dahalic; Order 
for identification of persons, Cantonal Coun in Tuzla, of IS May 2006; Records on 
identification of person by witnesses Ziatija Mujanovic, Marhiza Krupinac, Muharem 
Mujanovie and Abdulah Mujanovic, of 16 May 2006; Repon of the Mol Tuzla of 17 May 
2006; Photo·documentation on Identification, Mol Tuzla, of 17 Ma)' 2006; Photo· 
documentation on the crime scene, Mol Tuzla, of II May 2006; Repon on the Health 
Condition of the Accused in the Penal Correctional Institution Tu:da of 26 June 2006; Bill 
of charges for payment of the criminal proceedings costs, Cantonal Prosecutor's Office of 
Tuzla Call1on, of 27 June 2006; Lcner to the BiH Prosecutor's Office sent by the Bil~ 
Ministry of Defense of 17 July 2006; Lener of the OSA BiH to the BiH Prosecutor's Office 
of 5 September 2006; Copied photographs (27 photographs); one DVD on the evems in 
Kalesija in 1992; Excerpt from the criminal records for the Accused Zoran Jankovic, 
Ministry of Intcrnal Affairs of Tuzla Canton, of28 Scptcmber 2006; List of commanders of 
units who received the order, number 61/95 (Zoran Jankovic is listed und~r 6); Vacation 
Schedule of the Company Commanders of the J. Infantry Banalion for December 1994 and 
January 1995, of 16 December 1994; Order for tactical Iive·firo: of 2 September 1994; 
Payroll list of military police officers for the mOlllh of July 1992; Proposal for Promotion 
dated 7 May 1994; List of members of the I" Infantry Boualion Osmaci, dated 14 February 
1993, who ha\'e IAken over nour rations; Request to the Housing Commiuee dated 6 
September 1993; List of the members of the Dubniea Company; Infornlation on the 
frontline situation dated 15 October 1995; Receipt for issuance with thc weapons and 
ammunition to the nume of Jankovic Zoran, doted 12 February 1992; Official Note, Mol 
Kalesija, of 8 September 1992; List or members or the Dubniea Platoon; Official Note, 
State Security Service Kalesija, dated 18 September 1992; Photography of the monument in 
the place or Ro~idov Han, Sna80vo; one DVD with the BBC program "The Death of 
Yugoslavia" - 4th pan; one DVD with the .,SRNA" Television program concerning the 
events on Vis in 1995; DVD Snagovo - Zvornik made during the re·enactment at the , 
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scene and as stated by witness Ziatija Mujanovic; Instructions for the Orl~anlizali' 
Activity of thc Serb Pcople in Bosnia and Hen:egovina in Extraordinary Circun 
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SDS BiH - Main Board, of 19 December 1991; Decision of the Presidency of the Republic 
of Bosnia and HCl7.cgo\'ino Declaring Immincnr Danger of War ("Official GD7.clle of 
RBiH", number: 1192); Decision of the Presidenc), of the Republic of Bosnia nnd 
Her£egovinn Declaring the State of War ("Official Gazelle of RBiH", number: 7192); 
Constitution of Republika Srpsko ("Officiol Gazelle of Republikn Srpska" number: 2 1192); 
Decision of thc Constitutional Coun of Bosnia and Hcrzcgovino of 18 and 19 February 
2000; Decision of the Constitutional Coun of Bosnia and Herzegovina of 18 and 19 August 
2000; Decision of the Constitutional Coun of Bosnia and Herzegovina of 30 June and I July 
2000; Decision of the Constitutional COlin of Bosnia and Herzegovina of 28, 29 and 30 
January 2000; Dccisions of the Constitutional Coun of BiH in the cose of 27 February 2004 
and 22 September 2004; Decision on the rerum of displaced persons to the territory of the 
Serb Republic of Bosnia and Herlegovina (,'Ollicial Gazene of the Republika Srpska", 
number 8/92); Declaration on the Governmental and Political Organization of the State 
("Official GD7.elle of Republika Srpska" number 14/92); Law on Serb Citizcnship ("Official 
Gazelle of Republikn Srpska" number 19/92); Law on Refugees ("Official Gazelle of 
Republika Srpska" number 5193); Decision on Strategic Goals of the Serb People in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina ("Official Gazelle of Republika Srpska" nurnber 22193); Resolution on 
Providing for and Planned Rclocalion of Serb Refugces ("Official Gazclle of Rcpublika 
Srpskn" number 5194); one CD with the Repon on the Devastation on Historical-Culrurul 
and Natural Heritage in Bosnio and Herzegovina (1992 - 1995), Soruje\'O 1997; 1991 
Ethnic Breakdown of PopUlation in Municipalities and Selllements (data for Zvornik 
Municipality); 1991 Ethnic Breakdown of Population in Municipalities ond SClllcments 
(data for Kalesija Municipality); Motion for the Acceptance of Established Facts No. KT­
RZ-142106 doted 14 May 2007 with the CD of the ICTY judgments; Finding and Opinion of 
the Coun Expen, Prof. Zdenko Cihlart; Request for Issuance of Order for Exhumotion of 
23 Fcbruary 2006; Order for Exhumation of 24 Fcbruary 2006; Rccord on Exhumation, 
Contonal Prosecutor's Office of Tuzla Conton of 16 ond 17 March 2006; Order for Expen 
Evoluntion issued by the Cantonol Prosecutor·s Office of Tuzla Conton (rrom No.3 to 30)­
Indictment from No. 15 to 38; Crime Scene Sketch of 12 April 2006 and Photo­
documentation of 21 April 2006; Dcoth Cenificate for Fehilll AlibaSic; Discharge list to the 
name of Abduluh Mujanovic; Repon on Forensic Expen Evaluation for Razija Doholic, 
made by forensic expen Cihlar( Repon on Forensic E.xpen Evaluation for Seea Dogie, 
made by forensic expen Cihlar1; Repon on Forensic Expen Evaluation for Mehdin Dosie, 
made b)' forensic expcn Cihlar1; Rcpon on Forensic Expcn Evaluation for Ismcta 
Mujonovie, made by forensic expen Cihlor1; Repon on Forensic Expen Evoluation for 
Edina Mujanovic, made by forensic ex pen Cihlart; Repon on Forensic Expen Evaluation 
for Himzo Krupinac, made by rorensic ex pen Cihlar1; Repon on Forensic Expen 
Evaluation for Hajrudin Krupinac, mode by forensic expcn Cihlor1.; Repon on Forensic 
Expen Evoluation for the brothers Idriz Krupinoc and Senudin Krupinae, made by forensic 
expen Cihlor4; Repon on Forensic Expen Evaluotion ror Fatija Krupinac, made by forensic 
expen Cihlor1; Photo-documentation, Mol Tuzla, of I June 2007; List of members of the 
Milito!)' POSt Offiee 711/10, 711/50, 711/90 of 18 December 1994; List ofreservc officers­
Command of the I" Bittanska Brigade of 12 October 1994 (Biruf area), Cenificate on 
Employmel\l for Zoran Jonkovic issued by the Pension and Disability Insurance Fund of the 
FBiH of23 April 2007. 
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During the evidentiary procedure, the Prosecutor, pursuant to the provisions of Anicle 275 
of the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and liel7.cgovina, on II June 2007, filed the 
amended Indictment with the Coun. 

b) At the main trial the defense presented the following evidence: 
.. .! 

Directly heard witnesses: Ibro Smajlovic, Ramo Im~ic, Mehmed Cakor, Ibrahim Burek,lb~ 
AlibaSic, Dordo Pajic, Dragan Ostojic, Slavko Lakic 8S well as the Accused loran Jankov]c 
himself, and pursuant to Anicle 276 of the Criminal Procedure Code of BiH as additional 
witness Gavro Ikic, Milan Tanaskovic, L07.ar Stojanovic, Rado Kulic and Savo Kulic. 

The Co un olso reviewed the following material evidence: Map of Kalesija- Zvomik- Tuzla; 
List of Beli Orlo\'i members dated 16 June 1992, the member who gave the statement 
beforc the ICTY as the witness for the prosecution in the casc against Vojislav SeSelj 
(referring to Snogovo, Zvomik and toke-over of Kolesija) wus recorded under the ordinal 
number 38; Pan of the book titled Crime and Victims, State Commission for Collection of 
Facts on War Crimes Commined in BiH, page 211 with IDS; pans of the book titled· 
Kalcsijo- Preparations and Defense from Aggression, issued in 1997, written by Sead 
Omerbegovic and Halid Tulic, pages: 3,93, In, 117, 122, 123, 145, 146, 148, 178,222 and 
223; Statement of witness Ibro Smajlovic dated 29 May 2006; Statement of witness Ramo 
ImSic dated 6 June 2006; Statement of witness Ibrahim Burek dated 24 July 2006; 
Statement of witness Mchmcd Cokor dated 4 July 2006; Statement of witness Mchm~~ 
Cakor dated 14 June 2006 given at the Mol Tu~la; Statement of the witness Ibro AlibaSic 
dated 15 June 2006; Statement of witness Dordo Pajic dated 27 May 2006; Statement of 
\\;tness Dragan Ostojic dated 4 January 2007; Statement of witness Slavko Lakic dated 27 
Mol' 2006; daily newspapers Ava7. (page 3) doted 12 May 2006 with an anicle with the 
headline - Zoran Jankovic, Serb from Kalesija, Arrested • with a photograph of the 
Accused; medical insurance cord of the daughter of the Accused, Zorica Jankovic, with \he 
seal of the Meraklija catering facility; photographs from the wedding of the brother of the 
Accused, nag of the fonner SFR Y; Marriage Cenifieote, brother'S wcdding dated 10 
August 1991 (related to the photograph 016); 5 photographs of the monument of Zoran 
Obrenovic presented :n the main trial (related to the evidence 04); one CD made during a 
visit to the battlefield made by ZI3tko Dulie, joumalist of the paper Front Siobode which 
corresponds to the book and statement of the Accused; Stlltement of witness Milan· 
Tanockovie; Statement of witness Lazar Stojonovic; Statement of witness Rado Kulic; 
Statement of wilness S3VO KuJic; militnry service idenlilicQ\ion card 10 Ihe name of Z.omn 
Jankovic No. 040-988 dated 5 April 1993; photograph of Zoran Obrenovic from 1992; the 
book titled Criminals and Victims, published by the State Commission for the Collection of 
Facts on War Crimes, pages 189, 203 and 204; final verdici againSI Maksim Sokolovic 
dated 21 February 2001, pages 62 and 63, rendered by the High Country Coun in 
Dusseldorf. 

3_ ProccLlurll1 Deeislons 

a) Accepting as proven the facts established b)' Ihe judgments of the Intemational 
Criminal Tribunal lor the Fonncr Yugoslavia 
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At the vel)' beeinning of the main trial, with the aim of planning the direction and scope of 
evidcntiary procedure, the Co un required on opinion of the Defense Anomey for thc 
Accused on the Motion included in the Indictment - to accept as proven the facts established 
in the following ICTY judgments: I'rosecutor v. D~ko Tadic (IT-94-I-T). Prosecutor v. 
Dragan Nikolic (IT-94-2-A). Prosecutor v. Goran Jelisic (IT-95-IO-T), Prosecutor v. Mitar 
Vasiljevic (IT-98-32-A). Prosecutor v. Siljana PIQv~ic IT-OO-39&401l-S and Prosecutor v. 
Milomir Stakic (IT-97-24). 
The Defense Anomey for the Accused, but also the Accused himself, did not oppose the 
acceptance of these facts as proven, stating that the existence of the widespread or 
systematic auack in the relevant arca and time period is an indisputable fact, whilc the 
disputable facts referring to the panicipotion of the Accused Zoran Jankovic in the 
incriminating events will be proven during the proceedings. 

The Coun, after hearing the panies and having cvaluated primarily the general clements of 
acceptability of these facts pursuant to Anicle 4 of the Law on the Transfer of Cases from 
the ICTY to the Prosecutor's Office of S-H and the Use of Evidence Collected by ICTY in 
Proceedings Defore the Couns in B-H, on 26 March 2007 rendered the Decision accepting 
the Motion ofthc Prosecutor's Office and accepted the proposed facts as provcn. 

The Coun considered taking judicial notice of facts established by the ICTY as achieving 
judicial economy. Such purpose is in accordance with the defendant'S right to be tried 
without delay as guaranteed by Anicle 13 of the CPC of BiH and by Anicle 6 (I) ECHR. 
This purpose must nonetheless be reconciled with the principle of presumption of innocence 
and the defendant's right to 3 fair trial under Anicle 6 ECHR, but since the defendant did 
not dispute the existence of a systematic or widespread auack in the relevant area and time 
period his right to a fair trial contained in Anicle 6 is guaranteed. 

The essence of the accepted facts by the Co un as proven facts estnblished by the ICTY can 
be summarized as follows: 
In the period from April to the end of June 1992, in the territory of the Municipalities of 
Zvomik and Kalesija, members of the Anny and Police of the so called Serb Republic of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina nnd members of paramilitary fonnations carried out n widespread 
or systematic auack directed against the Bosniak civilian population, which was in 
compliance with the policy of the Anny, police, paramilital)' fonnations and the Serb 
Democratic Pany (hereinufier: "the 50S"), with a view to removing all inhabitants of 
Bosniak ethnicit)' rrom the region of east and nonheost Bosnio, whereby hundreds of 
civilians were killed, tonured, battered, unlawfully deprived of libeny, detained and kept in 
inhumane conditions, and forcibly rcmovcd from the territory of Municipalities Zvomik and 
Kalesija, while women were raped and propeny of Bosniaks unlawfully seized, destroyed 
and burnt down, nnd nil this due to their political, national, ethnic, cultural and religious 
origin, which wos supponed by testimonies of not only the \\itnesses for the prosecution but 
also of the witnesses for the defense, which clearly result in the circumstances indicating the 
beginning of the extraordinary situation in the rele\'ant area and lime, and which 
subsequently developed illto a widespread or systematic attack directed against the Bosniak 
civilian population. 

b) Rejection ofcenain evidence oflhe defense 

l .... _ .. A 
I ' .• _ ,,' 

Kraljice Jefene br. 88, 71 000 Sarajevo, BOSl1a i Hercego\'ino, Ttl: 033 707 tOO, Faks: Oll 
Kpan.llue JeneHe tip. 88, 71 000 Capaje80, SocHa II Xepu • ."BIIH8. Ten: Oll 707 100. ¢laKC: 

\ 

PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/e1908e/



• 

• 

',; .. ( . 

On 21 May 2007, during the presentation of material evidence, the defense mo\·ici'tij 
present, precisely to read, among others, the following evidcnce: pnn of the statcment of 
witness Radovon Novatic • member of Beli Orlovi, who gave the statement to the ICTY 
investigators on 10 August 2006, in p~nicular paragraph 54, ~nd statement of witness 
Franjo Zadanj given before the ICTV on 22 June 1997· line 14a, stating that this is the 
evidence of a cumulative eharocter, so it should be read together with the othcr two 
presented pieces of evidence. 
Following the objections of the Prosecutor's Office against tendering the evidence in the 
sense that there are no grounds to read out the statements concerned beCAuse it is not proven 
that thcsc witncsscs cannot appear before the Coun and be cxamined, nor that thcy died, thc 
same day, the Coun, after considering the above mentioned Motion of the defense and the 
objections of the Prosecutor's Office, rendered Ihe procedural decision refusing Ihe MOlion 
of the defense to read out the two said statements due to failure to meel the requirements 
referred to ill Aniele 273 of the BiH CI'C. The said provision stipulates exceptions from the 
direet presentation of evidence, that is, that records on testimonies given during the. 
investigati\'e phose, if the Panel of judges so decides, may be read out or used as evidence ai 
the main trial only if the persons who gave the statements are dead, affected by ·mc.n\~i 
illness, connot be found or their presence in Coun is impossible or very diflieult due to 
imponant reasons, which in this case the coun could not have established. In other words, in 
the Motion for presentation of the e\'idence, the defense stated that iI does not know the 
witnesses whose statements would be read out, and that there is no need to hear them before 
this Coun because thcy testified in other cases, while the reliability of their testimonies 
orises from the mere fact that they testified before the ICTV. 
The fact that no final judgments have been rendered before the ICTV in the cases in which 
the offered statements were given also corroborates such a decision of the Coun. 

c) Exception from imminent presentation of evidence 

. . 
•• ....1: 

. , 

On 7 May 2007, the Prosecutor proposed to accept as evidence the statement given by 
witness Osm~n Krupinac during investigation. Thc Prosecutor based his Motion on the 
existence of the reasons referred to in Anicle 273 paragraph 2 of the CPC ofBiH, thnt is, on· : .:!i'. 
the fact that the witness has passed away. 'c"-;· ~ 
The Defense, when presenting its position on the Motion, repeated the position alread):' 
presented at thc opening of the main trial, that is, that it would not object a re\'iew o~th~ 
evidence proposed in the Indictment, including the statement concerned. 

Deioy of the opinion that the Motion of the Prosecutor's Office is also corroborated by the 
Death Ccnificate number 07·200·545/07 of 20 April 2007, kcpt for the Municipality of 
Zvomik, the Coun accepted reading out the statement of witness Osman Krupinac of 22 
June 2006, given before the Cantonal Prosecutor's Office in Tuzla in the CQse number KT-
8/06. 

The Coun did not consider this statement as a decisive evidence. 

4. Closing Arguments 

u) Proseculor's Office 
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Following the completion of the evidentiary procedure, the Prosecutor, in the first pan of 
his closing argumcnt, stresscd thc c1>istcnce of all four significallt clements of the criminal 
offense of Crimes against Humanity referred to in Article 172 of the CC of BiH, as follows: 
the e1>istence of a widespread or systematic attack, that the attack is directed against the 
civilians, and the perpetrator's knowledge of such an auack and that the actions of the 
perpetrator are pan of such an attack, that is, thatthcy are rclated to the attock. 
In other words, at the time when the Accused commiued the actions he is charged with, 
there was nn ongoing widespread and systematic auack of the Army and pOlice of the RS 
assisted by the JNA forces and paramilitary units from Serbia and Montenegro, which was 
directcd against Bosniak and Croat civilians in the tcrritory of Zvornik Municipality and the 
entire region of Eastem Bosnia. The Prosecutor's Office druws such a conclusion both from 
the evidence presellted before this Coun and final ICTY judgments: panicularly 
underscoring the judgments in the cases against Du!ko Tadic, Mitar Vasiljevic, Dragan 
Nikolic, Goran Jclisic, Biljana Plav~ic, Miroslav Ocronjic at aI., by which it was found that 
one of the most notorious campaigns of persecution of Bosniaks in BiH was ongoing at the 
time of commission of the crimes that Zoran Jankovic is charged \\ith. As an additional 
reason to accept these facts as established, the Prosecutor's Office also indicates the 
circumstance that thc panics agrecd to acccpt them, as well as the fact that in the tcrritory of 
the Municipality of Zvomik and in the relevant period non· Serb population was persecuted, 
mass killings of civilians committed: unprotected homes of Bosniaks des,royed, camps 
established, Dosniak women raped, historical and cultural facilities destroyed, including the 
dcstruction of all thc mosques in this territory, as wcll as other gross violations of 
international humanitarian law. 
According to the arguments of the I'rosecutor's Office, such direction of the attack is also 
auested by numerous mass graves in which the bodies of Dosniaks were discovered and the 
tilct that somc persons, wcnt missing in May, Junc, July 1992, are still look cd for by their 
families. 
The Prosecutor's Office is of the opinion that the Accused Zoran Janko\'it: had knowledge 
of a broader context of the anack within which he took the criminal actions he is indicted 
for, and had knowledge that his actions represented a plItT of the attack. That is, at the time 
oflhe commission of the criminal offense Ihe Accused WllS a member of the Serb Army and 
"was well aware of what was going on". Also, he worked in Ihe rubber plant of his cousin 
Pelar Jankovic who was the leader of the SOS for that area, Iherefore he was informed about 
all the c\'cnts and SOS plans in thai area. 
Further, the Proseculor's Office indicates that the indisputable evidence Ihat the Accused 
panicipated in the perseeulion of the Bosniak population from the territory of the 
Municipality of Zvomik is also seen in Ihe consistenl slalements of eyewitnesses who, 
spontaneously and without special preparations, talked about their experiences in thc 
Golgotha of the war und some of them openly stated thnt the)' were afraid. 
At the end of this pan of the closing arguments, the Prosecutor's Office concludes that 
undoubtedly Ihe Accused had knowledge about the aHack 8gainst Dosniak civilians at that 
period and in that orca and not only that hc was aware of thisanock and agreed for his 
actions to become a part of it but he actually \\'anted his actions to be just thaI. Pan of the 
evidence eorroboroting these arguments is the video from the summer 1995 on which one 
can see the Accused Zoran Jankovic reponing to General Krstic saying "Vis has been and 
will remain Serb". 'll1erefore, all the significant clemcnls of Ihe Crimes againSt 
hnve been mel. 
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In the second pan of the closing arguments the Prosecutor's Office analyzes individual 
incriminations through the Counts of thc Indictment, refening to the statements of the 
witnesses proving both Counts of the Indictment. The commission of the criminal offense 
described under Count I of the Indictment is confinned by the statements of the survived 
witnesses Muharem Mujanovic, Ziatija Mujanovic, Mersija Mujanovic, Marhiza Krupinac 
and Abdulah Mujanovic, while the statements of the other witnesses: Hazim Karic, Hamdija 
Hrbatovic, Jusmina S\I~ic, Abdulah Ibruhimovic, HinlzO Ibruhimovic, Ibrahim Dahalic, 
Refija Civic i Zekija Ibrahimovic also speak about this crime, but with fewer details. 
Based on the findings and opinion of the ballistic expert Bruno Franjic it is evident that the 
canridge casings and the rounds which killed the victims originate from the bullets tired 
from on automatic rine. Forensic expen Zdenko Cihlart found that the cause of death of the 
majority of persons exhumed from the mass grave in the place of Ra~idov Han \~erJ 
shotgun wounds, while for some persons it was impossible to detennine the cause of death 
due to soft tissue decomposition and a lack of bone damage. Both expens presented therr 
fmdings and opinions in detail. 
The Prosecutor's Office is of rhe opinion rhar rhe Accused Zoran Jankovic commilled the 
incriminating acrions described under COunt 2 of rhe Indictment, which arises from the. 
statements of witnesses Lutvija Aliba~ie, Rukija Ramie and Hasan Alib&$ie, eyewitness to 
the entire event and persons who knew the Accused or his famil)' from before, while the 
witnesses for the defense Ibrahim Burek, Mehmed Cakor and Ibro "Iiba~ic could not see 
the Accused because they did not know him from before. 
Anal)'?ing rhe argumenrs of rhe defense rhe Prosecutor's Office srates that the defensc of 
Zoran Janko\'ic is based on rhe argument that allegedly rhis was a case of mistaken identity 
becnuse one Zoran O. is referred to as rhe person who commilled the honific crime in 
Snagovo who got killed less than a month thereafter. Therefore, it concludes that these 
arguments as well as evidence for the defense arc directed only to raise doubts thnt Zoran 
Junkovic was one of the persons who eommilled the crime. . .•... 
Finally, following the reference to the application of substantive law, that is, the applicaiion 
of Anicle 4a) which provides the possibility to depan from Ankle 4 of the CC of BiH as 
well as to de pan from rhe mandator)' application of a more lenicnt law in the proceedings 
regarding rhe crimes according ro intemDtionul law, as is the case with the proceedings 
against the Accused, which is also justified with the facr thnt the stipulated sentence, in any 
case, is more lenient than rhe death penalty which was in foree at the time of the' 
commission of the criminal offense, thus meeting the requiremcnt to apply the principle of 
time constraints regarding upplicubility, that is, the "Iuw more lenient to rhe perpernllor", 
rhe Prosecutor's Onice mo\'ed rhe Pallel to render the decision finding the Accused guilt), 
on all Counts of rhe Indictment pursuant to the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and 
HCr7.egovina, and therefore pronounce the sentcnce of a long tenn imprisonment. 

h) Defense 

At the beginning of the closing arguments, thc defense for the Accused Zoran Janko\'i~ 
objected to the legol qualification of the criminal offense the Accused is charged with. 
Referring to the Indictment, the Defense Attorney states that the criminal offense of 
persecution as such does not exist in Chapter 17 of the CC of BiH, while the Depriving 
another person of life and £xtennination are modalities in which the criminal offense of 
Crimes ngninst Humanit)' ctln be committed. The defense also refers to the verb .~.' •.. --=:, 

he would ha\'e committed" used by the Prosecutor's Office in the 
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stating that the verb is nn imperfective verb, and that it leads to the question whether the 
ProSecutor's Otliee is sure at all of the maners it is proving, and that it is not in the phose to 
able to use the same verb in the form "whereby he committed" the criminal offense. 
Funher given is an analysis of the very beginning of prosecution. According to the 
arguments of the defense, it was initiated by the identification of the Accused which was 
carried out contrar)' to Anicle 85 paragraph 3 of thc CPC of BiH. In refcrenee to thc abovc 
mentioned, the identification by tWO witnesses, Ziatija Mujanovic and Abdulah Mujanovit, 
is imponant too. They were shown the most recent photograph of Zoran Jankovic from the 
CIPS project, and all the investigation Dctivities staned with the first witness mentioned 
who, on that occasion, identified the person under the synonym Km10k and was 90% sure of 
Zoran. The defense also stresses the differences in the description of the Accused during the 
identification line-up Dnd the one given before the trial panel established by these t\\'o 
witnesses. 
The general objection of the defense is directed to thc evident evolution of subsequent 
information about the real facts related to the Accused Zoran JankoviC, which could be 
concluded from the chronological analysiS of statements of cenain witnesses. These facls 
paniculorly refer to the color of the eyes, place where the Accused had worked all the way 
up to his sumamc. 
At the end of the anol)'Sis ofslOtements of the witnesses about the eireumstances referring to 
Count I of the Indictment, and based on them, the Defense Anomey asked the follOwing 
question: "In fact, who is that Zoran? We have Zoran the Chetnik, Zoran from Bell:,'rade and 
loran from the Vukovar front. We have three lornns." 

In reference to Count 2 of the Indictment, the defense points out twO testimonies as 
significant. These are the testimonies of the witnesses for the prosecution, Lutvija AlibMic 
and Rukija Romit, whosc credibility, in the opinion of the Dcfense Anomey, was 
questionable. In' other words, the first witness "quite reliHbly" gives details, but her 
credibility is undemlined by the statement of Ibrahim Burek, witness for the defense, who 
stated that Haso Aliba~ic, brother-in-law of the witness, has visited the witness insisting to 
reach an agreement in the proceedings against loran. Ibrahim Burck is a person whose 
parents were killed on the relevant day. Funher, the defense draws a parallel between these 
proceedings and the proceedings in which Maksim Sokolovic was convicted by a final 
verdict delivered by the Coun in Dusseldorf, stating that all the panicipants are the same 
except for loran Jankovit, who was not even mentioned at the time, while the proceedings 
were conducted regarding the event he is also charged with. 
In the opinion of the defense, witness Rukija Ramie got into a tangle o\'er the fact that she 
al/egedly knew Zoran Jankovit indicating that she played wilh him when they were 
children, disregarding the circumstance that she is 9 years older than the Accused and that 
after she married she never suw him until the relevant da)'. 

The defense also refers to the military engagement of the Accused in the relevant period 
and thereafter, trying to resoh'e the issue which poses itself based on the faettull description 
from the Indictment and caused a lack of clarity. The question is: "Was Zoran Jankovic a 
member of regular military formations or paramilital)' units?" presenting material evidence 
such as: a military 10 of the Accused and a list of members of the Beli Orlovi paramilital)' 
formation. It is evident that as of 2 May 1992 the military engagement of Zoran Jankovic 
was regist~red, and that he stoned as a quanermaster and cook and that he was 

. list of the above mentioned paramilitary fomlation. 
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The Defense Allorney for [he Accused Sillies [hal m~[erial evidence of [he Prosecu[o'r's 
Oflicc rcfcrring [0 [his cireums[ancc da[c from [he period 1994 and 1995 when Zoran was a 
soldier in [he real sense of the word. His alleged military engagement as of 6 April 1992 
was only fonnal because it was the day of es[ablishmem of the Ann), of RS, while [he real 
beginning of engagement and role of the Accused are indica[ed in the said mili[ary 10 a~'lti.~ ',' 
basic identific~tion documcnl ofmilitary·agc·mcn. '. -!j 

.' = 

As a person who possibly commilled the crime in Snngovo the defense indicates a eenain 
Zoran Obrenovic, [he then commander of Beli Orlovi, and a person coming from Srpsko 
Snagovo, who livcd in the placc of Dooonovci nearby Bclgradc. In other words, in Ihc 
opinion of the defense, this person has all the characteristics fining inlo the statements of 
[he witnesses-eyewitnesses that Ihis Zoran said Ih~1 he was from Belgrade, Ihal he had a 
bird on his sleeve and that he had been at the Vukovar front. , 
AI Ihc cnd of the closing arguments Ihe defense panicularly refers to the stalemcnts of thcsc 
rwo wirnesses of Bosnisk erhniciry, Ibro Smajlovic and Ramo Im~ic. who even at the lime 

~:. 
when Ihe Accused was in cusrody, at the beginning of Ihe proceedings, testified aboul his· 
presence in the village and keeping neighborhood watches until the beginning of May. 
Bascd on c\'cr)1hing and with a hope that the trial pancl will recognize thc [ruth, that vcry 
trulh requires an acquittal. 

The Accused agreed wi[h the arguments of his Defense Attorney, stressing in panicularthat 
allihis lime, thlll is. from thc very moment when thc Cantonal Prosecu[or's Office in Tuil~ 
launched the proceedings against him, being aware of his innocence, he continued [0 be tiu~ 
ro himself in rernlS of his integrity, and all the time cooperared with judicial aurhoriries in' a 
sense thar he voluntary appeared ar Ihe questioning as well as imo cuslody. AI Ihe end, he 
i"dicales that he believes in God and justice and hopes thnt he will be aequined of all the 
charges and sufferings inflieled on him. 

5. Applicuble LuI\' 

.' 
As regards Ihe applicable substanlive law, il is necessary to point out why the provisions of 
Ihe CC of SFR Y, applicable at the time of Ihe evems concerned, are nOt applied here. ..• ~ . 

Article 3 of the CC of Bil-! stipulates the principle of legality; rhar is, rhar criminal offenses 
and criminal sanctions shall be prescribed only by law and that no punishment or other 
criminal sanction may be imposed on any person for an aCI which, prior 10 being 
perpetraled, was not defined as a criminal offence by law or international law, and for which 
a punisrunenl has not been prescribed by law. Funhennore, Article 4 of the CC of·Hili 
sripulates Ihat Ihe la"' thor was in tffeer at Ihe rime when the criminal offense was 
perpelrnled sholl appl)' 10 the perpelratOr of Ihe criminal offense; if the law has been 
amended on one or more occasions after rhe criminal offense was perpetrared, Ihe law Ihal 
is morc Icnient to the perpclrator shall be applied. 

Also, the printiple of legality is laid down in Ankle 7 paragraph I of the ECHR. The 
ECHR supersedes al\ national legislation of BiH pursuant to Anic\e 2 paragraph 2 of the 
BiH Constitution. This pro\'ision of the ECHR contains thc general principle prohibiting 
imposing a heavier pennI!)' than the one thaI was applicable at Ihe time when Ihe crirnin.al 
offense was commined, bur does nor prescribe rhe imposirion ofrhe mosr lenieO[ 
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However, Article 4 subparagraph a) of the CC of BiB statcS that Articlcs 3 and 4 of the CC 
of BiH shall not prejudice the trial and punishment of on)' person for any oct or omiSSion, 
which at the time when it was com milled, "lI'as crimillCl! accnrdillg In ,,/~ gellera! 
prillciples of illler/wlio/wlla .... " 
Also, Articlc 7 paragraph 2 of thc ECHR givcs the some exemption, providing thot 
paragraph I of the Article" .... slrall 1101 prejudice lire Irlal alld pllllisirmem of all)' persoll of 
WI)' aCI or omissioll ... /riel/. al lire lime II'lrell il was commi((ed. was crimilla! accordillg In 

lire gelleral prillcipies of law recognized b)' civilized lIaliOlls ". (see also, Article 15 
paragraph I and 2 of the International Covcnant on Civil and Political Rights which 
contains similar provisions. The State of Bosnia und Herzegovina, as a successor of 
Yugosla\'ia, ratified this Covenant.) 

This provides thc possibility to dcpart, under thc describcd circumstances, from thc 
principles luid do\\'T\ in Articles 3 and 4 of the CC of BiH (and Article 7 paragraph I) of the 
ECHR) and thus to depart from the application of the criminal code applicable at the time of 
commission and of a more lenient law in proceedings constituting criminal offenses under 
intcrnationallaw. 

Therefore, it has to be noted that in the CC of the SFRY, which was applicable in the period 
relevant to this case, no prOvision explicitly dealt with Crimes against Humanity as 
pro\'idcd for in Anicle 172 CC of Bil·1. 

The Court points out that the crimes the Accused is charged with constitute crimes under 
international customary law and thus fall under "lire general principles of ill/ernolional 
lall''' as stipulatcd in Article 4a of thc Lnw on Amendments to the CC of BiH and "lire 
general principles oflall' recogllized by lire cOII/lll/lllil)' ofmll/olls" as stipulated in Article 7 
paragraph 2 of the ECHR, therefore, on the basis of these provisions the CC of BiH can be 
applied in this case. 

The SlalUS of Crimes ogainsl Humanil)' in cuslomary inlernalionollaw ond Ihe uuribution of 
individual criminal responsibility in Ihe period relevant to the Indictment were among 
others contained in the Report of Ihe Secrelary General of Ihe Uniled Nations pursuant 10 

paragraph 2 of the Security Council Resolution 808, datcd 3 May 1993, International Low 
Commission, Commentaries on the Draft Code of Crimes against the Peace and Security of 
Mankind (1996) end jurisprudence of the ICTY and ICTR. These institutions found that the 
punishobilit)· of Crimes allainst Humanit)' or jus cogells represents an imperative standard 
of intcrnalional low (International Law Commission, Commentary on Draft Anitles on 
State Responsibility for Internationall), Wrongful Acts (2001), Article 26). Therefore, it 
appears indisputable that Crimts against Humanity in 1992 were pan of international 
customary law. 

Furthernlore, the fact that the criminal acts set forth in Article 172 of the CC of BiH cun 
also be found in the law which \\'OS in eITeet at the relevant time period - at tht time of the 
perpetration of the offense· specifically under Articles 134, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 
147, 154, 155 ond 186 of the CC of SFR Y, or, in other words, that thc criminal octs wcre 
punishable under the criminal code then in effect, additionally supports the conclusion of 
the Coun regarding the principle of legality. 
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Finally, the application of the CC of BiH is additionally justified by the fact thaI. tlie 
imposed s~",~nce envisaged in the CC of BiH is in any event more lenient than the death 
sentence that was npplicable at the time of perpetration of the offense, thereby satisfying the 
principle of time constraims regarding applicability of the criminal code, i.e. the application 
of a law that is more lenient to the perpetrator. 

Such a position of the Coun is in line with the position of the Appellate Division of Section 
I of the Coun of BiH in its Verdict against Abduladhim Maktouf, no. KP2 32/05, dated 4 
April 2006 and the Verdict against Oragoje Paunovi( no KPZ 05116, dated 27 October 
2006, which was upheld by the Decision of the Constitutional Coun of Bosnia and 
Her£egovina number AP·1785/06 dated 30 March 2007. 

Ii. Findings of the Court 

H. General consIderations regarding the e\'alull!lon of evidence 
.- ."­

• -1'#. ~ . .,- ' ' .. 
. ' .. ,. 

The Coun has cvaluated the evidence in this case in accordance with the applicable 
procedural code, i.e. the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The Coun 
has applied to the Accused the presumption of innocence referred to in Anicle J of the CPC 
of BiH, which embodies a general principle of law, according to which the prosecution 
bears the onus of establishing the guih of thc accused and the prosecution must do so 
beyond reasonable doubt. 

In evaluation of the evidence of the witnesses that testified before the Coun, the Coun has 
considered their demeanor, conduct and charactcr as far as this was possible. With TCgard to 
all the witnesses it has also considered the probability, consislency and other evidence and 
circumstances of the case. Funhermore, the Coun has been aware throughout that the 
credibility of witnesses depends upon their knowledge of the facts they testified about, their 
intcgrity, their veracity and the fact that they arc bound to speak the truth in terms of the 
solemn oath tuken by them . 

h is insufficient that rhe evidence given b), a wirness has been given honesrl),. The true iss~e .: 
in relation to rhe idclllification of evidence is not wherher it has been honestly given,but 
also whether it is reliable. The Trial Panel has been conscious, throughout, that evidence 
about facts rhn! occurred sometimes (many) years prior to giving evidence, involves 
inherent uncertainties due to vagaries of human perception and recollection of traumatic 
cvcnts. 

As regards hearsay evidence, the Court underlines that it is well sellied in the prnelice and 
jurisprudence of rhe Coun thai hearsay evidence is admissible. Funhermore, pursuant to 
Anide 15 of the CPC of BiH thc Coun is free in its evaluation of evidence. The approach 
taken by the Coun has been that it ought to be satisfied that such evidence is reliable in the 
sense or being volumnry, truthrul and trustwonhy. Funhermore, the probath'e value or a 
hearsay sratemenr will depend upon the contexi and character of the evidence in question 
and/or if thc cvidenee has been corroborated by other pieces of evidence. 
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The COU" considered circumslanlinl evidence ns being such evidence of circumslnnces 
surrounding no cvenl or offence tTom which a fael ae issue may bc reasonably inferred. 
Since Ihe crime seems 10 be committed when mnny ,vilnesses were nOI present at the crime 
scene ilself, and since Ihe possibilily of eSlablishing the matter charged by Ihe direci and 
positive lestimon), of e)'e-wilnesses or by conclusive documents is problemalic or 
unavailablc, circumstantial evidcnce rna)' bccome a critical ingredicn! not onl)' for lhe 
proseculion but also for the Accused. The individual items of such evidence muy by 
Ihemselves be insufficient to estoblish a fact, but, laken together, their collective and 
cumulalive effect may be revealing and somelimes decisive. 
Naturally, during Ihe cvaluation of evidencc Ihc Coun look into considcration a numbcr of 
muterial evidence presented by the Prosecutor's Office as well as evidence presenled to Ihe 
Coun by defense, and il also considered the e"aluation of the evidence in reference to 
defense objeclions in order to decide on Iheir probalive value. 

b. General clements of Crimes against Humanity 

The Accused has been charged >vith the criminal offense of Crimes against Humanity under 
Anicle 172 paragraph I subparagraph h) in conjunction with subparagraph a) and d) of Ihe 
CCofBiH. 
For a criminal act to qualify as a Crime against Humanity, the law requires, besides Ihe 
specific elements of the individual act, for Ihe proseculion to prove all the general elemenls 
ofCrimcs against Humanity, namely: 

I That Ihere was a widespread or systemalic attuck directed against any 
civilian populalion; 

2. That Ihe accused knew of the e.xiseence of such an unack; 
3. 'Ioalthc acts of the accuscd were pan of the anack and that he kncw that his 

acts were pan of the anack. 

As follows from Ihe previously staled in Ihe reasoning of Ihe Decision on the Acceplance of 
Established Facts dated 26 March 2007, Ihe COlin found indisputably and it considcrs 
established Ihe facl thut at the time rele"unt to the Indicemene, in the temeory of lvomik 
Municipality Ihere was a widespread or s)'slemalic otlack of the Army and police of so­
called the Serb Republic of Bosnia ·and Henegovina and Serb paramilitary formations 
dirccted against Ihe Bosniak ci"ilian populaeion, \\'ilh such an anack, in Ihe contexl of 
Crimes agninst Humanit)', PllrsUDni to intemalionnl customary la\\', not being limited 
exclusively 10 Ihe existence oflhe "armed connice". 

As to the other necessary kcy clements of Crimes againsl Humanity, by evalu81ion of all the 
presented ~vidence individually and in their correlation, the COlin eSlablished beyond any 
reasonable do ubi Ihal in the relevant period Ihe Accused was Slaying in the area of Ihe 
Municipality of Kalesija, Ihat he was a member of Ihe Army of the Serb Republic of Bosnia 
and HCl7.cgovina. However, although all thc presented cvidence indicatc Ihal thc Accused 
knew of existence of the widespread or systematic anack directed against the Bosniak 
ci"ilian population of the municipal ill' of Kalesija and the grater area of Kalesija, and thai 
the actions described under Counts I and 2 of Ihe Indictment represented a part of the 
widespread and systematic anack, the Proseculor's Office did nOI succeed 10 prove, beyond 
reasonable doubt, that the actions were taken by the Accused loran Jankovic. The mere 
of his membership ill Ihe Army which commilled the crime nod his presence in 
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area where the crime took place cannot, a priori, represent the grounds for responsibililY of 
the Accused Zoran Jonkovic, pnnicularly givcn the fact thot he joincd thc Serb Army 
following the fait of the village of Dubnicu, which indisputably arises both from the 
statements of the heord defense witnesses and presented material evidence of the 
prosecution and defense. 

c. R~sponsibi\ity of the Accused Zornn Janko\'if 

Therefore, the mailer of dispute is the fact whether the Accused, although a member of the 
Anny of Scrb Rcpublic of Bosnia and Hcrzcgovina, in the maruier as dcscribed under CO\!ril 
I and 2 of the Indictment, panicipated in the killings ond forceful transfer of Bosnia~ 
civilions whereby he commilled persecution as Crimes against Humanity. 

Startin~ with Count J of tbe Indictment, charging the Accused with panicipation in the 
capture and then kilting of 36 Bosnink civilitins, including some children, the COlin found 
indisputobly thot the said crime did take place, that is, that on 29 April 1992, in RaSidov 
Han - Snagovo, Zvomik MunicipalilY, 36 130sniak civilians were killed. This arises from the 
lestimonies of the witness-eyewitness to this execution by firing squad but also from the 
testimonies of those who were collecting and burying bodies of the killed persons the 
following day. The fact that the dealh was caused by fireanns, that is, by shooting from an 
automalic rine as stated by the wilnesses, indispUlably ensues from the testimony of 
ballistic e)(pen Bruno Franjic who confinns that bolh casings and rounds which killcd thc 
victims originate from the bullets fired from an automatic rine, whereas the forensic expen 
Zdenko Cihlan confimls that an entl)'-and-exit wound is Ihe cause of death of majorilY 
persons exhumed from the mass grave in Ihe place called Ra~idov Han, Slating that for some , 
of thcm it is not possiblc to dctcnnine thc causc of death due to soft tissue decomposition 
and alack of bone damage. " ·.)t 

In reference 10 the circumstances described under this Count of the Indictment, Ihe 
Prosecutor's Office proposed Ihe hearing of a largcr number of witnesscs, including. 
Muharem Mujnnovic, Zlotija Mujanovic, Abdulah Mujunovic and Marhiza Krupinac os 
persons who were at the crime scene and who would confiml Ihal the Accused is the person ",." 
who panicipated in the capturing ond killing of 36 civilians. 

Howevcr, the stntements of these. according to the Prosecutor's Office key witnesses. 
indispulobly raised suspicion in their identificalion of the person they sow the ominous day' 
panicipnting in the capturing ond th~n killing of their loved ones. 
Witness Muharem Mujanovic speaks about the Accused as onc of the three soldiers who" 
uddressed each other as Major Zoran, Major Dragan and Krle. The Majors, as stressed by 
the witnesses, were wearing camounage unifonns and had insignia depicting a bird on their 
sleeves, while Krle had an olive drab «nifonn and the INA cap. 
The witncss remembers the person that he claims to be Zoran, by having big eyes and 
receding hairlines und 0 specific beard, but he indicates that on the day concemed he did not 
hear that Jankovic was the surname of the person they addressed as Zoran. 
In his statement, the witness points out that he did not know Zoron Jankovic from before. 

,. ~ ... -

" . , 

Witness Ziatija Mujonovic also did not know the Accused from before. The 
the name Zoran was mentioned to her only later on after she met the ourvlvln r . 

\~ 
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while she learned the surname Jnnkovi~ as late as 2005 when she was giving her first 
statcment. 

Witness Abdulnh Mujnnovic, who survived (he execution, also speaks about Major Zornn. 
Major Zornn, remembers the witness, came with two soldiers, one of whom was also 
wellring a camouflage uniform lind the other wcaring the uniform of the former INA and 
introduced himself ns a wllr veteran from Croatill. He remembers Major Zoran as the person 
at the age of 26 - 27, with a "Bu~z cut" and receding hairlines, as well as that all three of 
them said that they were veterans from the Croatian front. 
He remembers thllt Major Zoran was the person who first opened fire at the gllthered 
ci\'ilians. 
The witness points out that before trial he did not know of the surname Jankovi~ and in the 
eounroom he points to Zornn Jankovi~ as the person he was talking about in his testimony. 

Witness Marhiw Krupinac was Illso in the group of the capmred persons and she met Zoran 
as a soldier who asked her to show the place 8t which her husband hid the weapons. On a 
way to the spot, the soldier introduced himself as Zornn from Belgrade and showed the 
witncss the knife with which, as hc said, he was slining throats in Vukovor. 

Although not an eyewitness to the relevant event, witness Hamdija Hrbatovi~ also 
remembers II certain Zornn Ihal he had mel in early April alone checkpoint. thaI Zoran 
introduced himself as a Mnjor who came from Vukovar. He gave a 12-hour deadline to the 
rounded-up Bosniuks to sUlTender weapons, threatening that he would kill nil those who fail 
to do that. 

Witness Ramo Imsic, who had a chance to scc a balding major loran from Scrbia, also 
testifies about Zornn, bm not Jankovi~. 
The testimonies of those "key witnesses" were e\'aluated by the Coun bearing in mind 
pnniculnrly the identification line-up which these witnesses anended based on the Order of 
thc Cantonal Court in 1'U7.1a number 003-0-Kpp.-06-000049 dated 15 Mol' 2006 and the 
objection of the Defense Allomey present at the line-up thaI the photograph of the Accused 
Zornn Jankovic was published in the Avaz doil~' three days before that. During the main 
trial, that is, during the presentation of the defense's evidence, this objection was 
cOlTOboratcd by thc article from the A \'87. doily of J 2 May 2006, describing thc actions 
indicated in the Indictment while the photograph of the Accused Zoran Jankovic charged 
with these actions is very clenr with conspicuous specific beard and receding hairlines. 

In othcr words, bascd on thc records on identification, which was organi1.cd in two rounds 
and with chan!jed ordinal numbers of persons offered for identification, it arises 
indisputably that none of these key witnesses could identify the accused Zoran Jankovic as 
the person who commiued the criminal actions in question. Witness Muharem Mujanovic 
did not cven once point to the Accused but to a person who was taller and older than thc 
Accused. Witness Marhiza Krupinac pointed to the same person. Witness Abdulah 
Mujanovic "recognized" the person who was much younger than the Accused, while 
witness Ziatija Mujanovic hesitated between Ihl: Accused Zoran Jankovic and his brother. 
During the trial she cxplained that "mistake" with the fact that she was afrnid to look 
Accused Zoran .1ankovi~ so she deliberately pointed at the other person. 
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Considering such results of identification, as well as the explanation offered by the 
witncsscs, which the Coun finds unacceptable, that aftcr lhc e1apsc of a longer period of 
time, on lhe premises oflhe Ministr)· oflnlerior, lhey were afraid 10 poinllo lhe person who .. 
panicipaled in lhe execution of the aelions specified in lhe operalh'e pan of lhe Verdic.~ 
naturally, if lhe person concerned had really been sllhe crime scene, which indeed was'no\. 
lhe casc here, the Coun also cvalualed lhe descriplion of the Accused as givcn during lhe 
trial by ',·itnesses Muhurem Mujanovic and Ziatija Mujanovic. It is indicative, as deemed b)' 
the Coun, lhal the phOlograph of lhe Accused Zoran JankoYic, published in lhe Ayaz daily, 
could serve as a basis for lhe descriplion of lhe person who was allegedly seen by lhe 
wilnesses at Ihe crime sccnc. 

Funher, taking into nccount lhe fael thaI none of the eyewitnesses knew lhe Accused Zoran 
Jankovic prior 10 lhe evenl concerned, lhal is, that lhe only occasion when lhey allegedly 
snw lhe Accuscd Zoran Jankovic was cxoctly on lhe relevanl day, lhe Coun panieularly 
considered Q long period of time belween the day when Ihe witnesses saw \I cenain Zoran 
and who, ifil had really been lhe Accused Zoran Janko"ic, should have been 32 al lhal lime, 
and the day when, for idenlificalion, among olhers, a 46-year-old Zoran Jankovic was 
shown 10 lhcm. Whilc doing so, lhe Coun also considered lhe Slalements of defense 
wilnesses as well as the statemenl of lhe Accused himself, given lhat all of lhem were 
posili"e lhol exaclly in lhal period the Accused was a member of jOinl village guards v':iili 
his neighbors in and around lhe village of Dubnica. ,'. ' , .. 

'" 
The vngueness arising from such identificalion of lhe Accused Zoran Jankovic, lhal is,lhe 
descriplion of lhe Accused 3S being only "Zoran" or " lhe one who owned a rubber plant", 
and even the claim lhal Zoran was from Ilelgrade, juslify a reasonable doubt as to the 
subjeclivc idenlil), oflhe Indiclment. 

The subjeclive identil), of lhe Indiclment, which was in the focus of the defense, is also 
undermined bv lhe state men IS oflhe defense lhallhe criminal actions were really eommined 
by Zoran, a Major from Serbia, whose pholograph really indicate the description of ZOrDl} 
as given by all eyewilnesses 10 the evenl concerned. 

. , 

.< 

" . . 

. .... . . 
In panicular, doubl was raised by lhe Slalemenl of lhe witnesses lhal "Zoran" that they saw 
had an Instgnia of some bird on his sleeve. During lhe proceedings 
the COUrl found lhal il was lhe insignia of lhe Beli Orlovi paramililary formal ion, which . ' '~ 
operaled in lhe relevant area and time period concerned, which was also eSlablished in. th~. '. >:' 
ICTY judgmenls. Wilnesses Rado and Savo Kulic also leslify aboul lheir aClivities in lhe' ,,:~ ;;.; 
relevant period of lime and on the relevant day, 'Illey remember well the arrival of unkno"11 f 

soldiers who introduced themselves as "Beli orlovi", volunleers from Serbia, and the lWO of 
lhem even said lhAl lhey come from Serbia led by Zoran Obrenovic aka A:i.daja, a person 
whose description matches lhe descriplion of Zoran seen by lhe ;'key wilnesses" for lhe 
proseculion on the rele,'ant day, 

However, disregarding the suspicion in lhe idenlification of the person who did commit the 
described crime, lhe belief of lhe Co un lhat the action described under Seclion I of the 
Verdict was nOl commiltcd by the Accused Zoran Jankovic was also supponed by lhe 

; : I 1 wilnesses for lhe defense, panieularl~' Ibro Smajlovic, who is convincing when 
esaclly allhe relevanl lime, togelher wilh his neighbor, lhe Accused Zoran Jartkovi 

", 
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pan of joint neighborhood wlltches which were characteristic for the beginning of the 
cxtrllordinary sitWltion in BiH, and that there was no possibility that the Accuscd was at the 
Vukovllr front because he wus seeing him every day. The possibility that on the relevant day 
the /\ccused still could go to Snago"o - Zvornik municipalilY, where Ihe crime look place, 
which is only IS 10 20 km away from Dubnica, the witness considers very unlikely because 
in thm direction; as he stotes, in Ihose days Ihere were checkpoints of all IS ,'illagcs of 
difTerent elhnic composilion taking turns one after nnolher, expluining his position with the 
following words: "Whoever dared to go through forests in Ihose days, bra"o!" The 
statement of witness Smajlovic is completely consistent with the statements of \\;tness 
Gavro Ikic and Elordo I'ejic who panieipatcd in joint "illage guards togethcr with the 
Accused Zoran Jankovic, witness Ibro Smajlovic and other neighbors. 

Also, witness Milan Tanackovic, a priest, who was working in Dubnica atlhe time, teslifies 
aboul Ihe join! "illage gullTds in which the Accused Zomn Jankovic panieipaled and whom 
he "'liS seeing in his eoft! every day . 

Therefore, due 10 Ihe facl Ihal il was not possible 10 clearly idenlify Ihe Accused Zoran 
Jankovic, and in panicular the fact Ihat previously the wirncsses did not know the Accuscd 
and Ihe objective inability for him to be presenl at the relevnnl place 01 the relevant time, 
Ihere is an obvious conclusion of the Coun that the Prosecutor's Office did not manage to 
prove beyond any reasonable doubt that the Accused Zoran Jankovic was Ihe Zoran seen by 
the witncss on 29 April 1992 in Ra~idov Han-Snagovo panieipating in the capture and then 
killing of 36 Bosniak civilians. 

Count 2 of the Indictment charges the Accused Zoran Jankovic that on 27 Ma)' 1992 he 
panicipatcd in the (oree(ul trans(er of Bosnink civilians (rom the villages o(Sehcr and Like, 
having ordered the rounded-up civilians to "load" on Ihe trucks, after which men were 
separated from women and children, and women and children transponed in the direction of 
Memici, Kalesija Municipality, while men were delained during night in the reading-room 
ill Kula whcre they were abused, Dnd some o( Ihem killed, while Ihose who survived wcre 
tmnsponed to other camps in the tenitor), of the Municipalities Kalesija, Vlaseniea and 
Bijeljina. The Prosecutor's Office tried to prove these allegations by the testimonies of 
witnesses LUlvija Aliba~ic, Rukija Ramic and Hasan Aliba~ic who were eye,,;tnesses to the 
event concerned. 

However, the Prosecutor'S Offict foiled to prove to the Coun, through the presented 
evidence, the cause-nnd-efTect relation of all the events described in Count 2 of the 
Indictment. In other words, failing to prove the method which resulted in rhe foreeful 
truns("r of Ihe population who lawfully resided in the terrirory of Ihe villages of Seher and 
Liko, or the order-issuing Quthority of the Accused Zoran Jankovic, the Prosecutor's Office 
directed its evidence to the unqualified one-time nCI of hilling Rukija Ramie, that is, the 
ordcr to load all the present civilians on trucks and transpon them to Serbia. However il 
failed to indicate the relation between this order and funher events refening to the detention 
of men, their abuse and e,'en the killing of some of the men as the end result, as well as the 
transponation of the survivors to the comps in the terntor), of Ihe Municipalities of Kalesija, 
Vlascnica and Bijcljina. 
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The Prosecutor's Office also failed to prove the relation between the Accused Zornil 
Jankovic as the ordcr·issuing authority regarding the forceful transfer and membcrs of Serb 
paramilitury fonnations who, as slated lit the beginning of the factual description of Count 2 
of the Indictment, together with the members of Sekovici Brigade, carried out the amled 
attock on the villages of Seher and Lika, after which they brought the population from these 
villagcs in front of the house of Ibro Aliba~ic where, as stated in the Indictment, also 
rounded up were Some 100 inhabitants from other villages. 

Although, as found by the Coun, the fact that there was an attack and the forceful transfer of 
the population of the villages of Scher and Lika is indisputablc, however the p!ll1icipation of 
the Accllsed Zoran Jankovic in this foreeful transfer, Which, as stated by the Indictment; 
refleeled in Ihe order to load the population on lrucks and Iranspon them to Serbia, the 
Coun found disputable. The Coun also finds completely unacceptable the allegations that it 
wos the Accused Zoran Jonkovic who hil Rukija Ramic. 

" ~':t-·, ... 
'. L; -, 

Wilness LUlvijn Aliba~ic, hernlf B \'ictim of the Dllaek and e1<pulsion from Ihe Yillage iff ". '-:'.: 
Seher, although speaking clearly about the anack and arrival of the anny, including :h.e·~ 
neighbors from Seher· Savo Pelcmi~, Brano Lukic, Svcto Stcvanovic, Cedo Stojano\;ic, 
Tanasije Klisaric, Rajko Pelemi~, Drago Pelemi~ and especially Maksim Sokoloyic who 
battered Adem Aliba~ic • did not convince Ihe Coun that the person she saw giving Ihe 
order to transpon the rounded-up ciyilians was Zoran Jankovic. The witness describes the 
arrival of a person in a muhicolorcd unifonn and a visor cap who thcn told thc present 
soldiers to lranspon the gathered civilians to Serbia. As she states, she identified this person 
as the Accused Zoran Jankovic, whom she knew since his childhood given that she was 
born and lived in Pmjavar until 1973. in a village not far away from the village of the 
Accused, Dubnice. Howevcr, the witness poinled out that she was seeing Zoran Jankoyic 
only in thut period, that she did not know where he worked and what his job was, and that 
she saw him for the firSt time on the day concerned, that is, on 27 May 1992. 

Witness Kukija Ramic, who was together with witness Lutvija AlibaSic, also speaks about 
the arrival and S\lch a role of the Accused Zoran Jankovic. The witness indicates that~she7:"~. 
knows Zor:m Jankovic well because they played together when they were children :.iri·J/:"" \> . 
Pmjovor, the village in which the witness's aunt used to live. The \\itness remembers. thai' .;l'" 
she was 9 (0 10 ycars old at the time while Zoran Jankovic was smaller, youngcr .and r 

shoner. 
Howeyer, the witness could not con finn the arguments of the Indictment thot il wos the 
Accused Zoran Jankovic who hit her, explaining that it happened while entering the truck 
and that she had 10 look straight ahead and did not dare to tum around so she could not sec 
who hit her. 

On the other hand, considering all illogicalities anslng from the statements of both 
witnesses, paniculorly referring to thc time periods during which they allegedly saw Zoran 
Jankovic, the Court could not accept the identification of the person who did order the 
foreeful transfer of population as Zor:m Janko\';t to be authentic and convincing. 

In other words, it arises from the statement of witness Lutvija Aliba~ic that shc was seeing a 
person whose name she believes was Zoran Jankovic, in the period until 1973 and after 
as she stotes, only on 27 May 1992, after 19 years, and, as she points out, never 
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person the witness was seeiny, assuming that it was really the Accused Zoran Jankovic, was 
a I J-ycor-old boy rhot rhe witncss, whcn describing Zoran Jankovic on 27 May 1992, could 
not d(scribe in no other way but as a soldier in a multicolored unifonn and cap. 
Such a descriprion, as noted by the Coun, could refer to any of the presenr soldiers. 

Thc suspicion in the identificarion of the person who reall)' ordered the rransfer of 
population was raised panicularly by the sraremenr of witness Rukija Ramie, who obviously 
overlooked the fact that she is 9 years older than Zoran Jankovic whom she is incriminating 
\\ith her statement, and that at the age of 9 or 10 she could not: in any case: play with a boy 
who was a baby, one year-old boy. 

The justified suspicion of the Co un is corroborated by the statements of wiLnesses Ibro 
Aliba~ic, Mehmed Cakor and Ibrahim Burek, who were also in the group of rhe anaeked 
inhabitants of Scher and Like, and who even in later recounts of the events did not hear who 
gave the order to load rhe population on rrucks and rranspon rhem ro Serbia. 
II is especially imponant, the Co un linds: that wirness Ibro Aliba~ic, alllong many known 
soldiers, his neighbors, did not see the Accused Zoran Jankovic whom he also knew, as well 
as the fact rMt man}' eyewirnesses ro the event who also gave thcir statcments in the case 
against the Accused Maksim Sokolovic (who was sentenced b)' the High State Coun in 
Dusseldorf, Gennany, for the actions described in Count 2 of the Indictment against Zoran 
Jankovic) were describing in detail the persecution of Bosniak population of the villages 
Seher and Luke: as well as the blows to the head, neck, shoulders and back which Adem 
Aliba~ic suffered. They gave correct names of the persons who carried out those attacks on 
the Bosniak population and not even once mentioned the Accused Zoran Jankovic as the 
person who panicipated in the persecution. 

However: even if all the illogicalities in the identification were disregarded: the suspicion 
referring to the panieipation of the Accused Zoran Janko\'ic in the described e\'ents in the 
opinion of the Coun still arises from the indisputable fact that exactly on the day before the 
relevant evcnt, that is, on 26 May 1992, the village of Dubnica was anackcd: wherc the 
Accused lived with his family: which is when the entire population took refuge: including 
the accused. 
The Coun finds convincing the statements of witnesses Gavro Ikit, Dragan Ostojic and 
Slavko Lakic, who: together wirh rhc Accused: took refugc and moved in Ihe direction of 
the relay station Stolice. Naturally, while doing so, the Coun took into consideration a 
number of llIaterial evidence, to be precise, cenilicates indicating the membership of the 
Accused in the Serb AmI)" which were presented to the Coun by both the prosecution and 
defense. It indisputably follows from the evidcnce in question Ihat the Accuscd was on thc 
payroll sheet of his unit in 1995, while no other evidence indicates the fact that the Accused 
was really invol\'ed in the anned forces of the Serb AmlY at the critical period. Also, the 
Coun considered the statement of \\itness Ibro Smajlovic who speaks about the anack on 
Dubnica and the refugc of Serb population. , 
In the evaluation of the evidence, the Coun also took into account the other evidence 
presented at that main trial, but did not pay any special 3nention 10 that evidence, nor did it 
find necessary to onalyze Ihem in detail, because that evidence did nOI affecr 
the linally established facts and conclusions that thc Coun reoched based 
the evuluation of which is gi\'en in the Verdict. 
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The COlin finds it obviolls that the above mentioned evidence could not indicate beyond 
reasonable doubt evcn the presence of thc Accused at the crime scene, and thus also his 
order-issuing authority, which within the context of the statement of Rukija Ramie excludes 
the possibility that the Accused Zoran Jankovic hit this witness. 

Therefore, in such situation, based on the results of the cvidcntiary proccedings, the decisive 
fact referring to the panicipation of the Accused Zoran Jankovic in a widespread and 
systemAtic anaek directed against the Bosniak civilian population and the persecution of the 
Oosniak civilian population, specified in Section I and 2 of the operative pan of this 
Decision, has not becn provcd with ccnainty. Therefore, the Coun, applying the principl~ ill ' 
dubio pro reo finds that it does not exist at all, and, given the lack of evidence, pursuant to 
the provision of Anicle 284 subparagraph c) in conjunction with Article 3 of the CPC of 
OiH, acquined the Accused Zoran Jankovic of charges for the criminal offense concerned. 

7. Decisi(ln Oil the Costs of the Criminal Proceedings Hnd Property Claims (If the 
Injured Parties 

Given that the Accused Zoran Jankovic WIIS acquitled of the charges, the Coun, pursuant to 
Anicle 189 paragraph I of the Criminal Procedure Code of Bosnia and Her£egovina, 
rendered the decision that the eoSlS of the criminal proceedings under Article 185, 
paragraph 2 subparagraphs a) through t) of this Law, as well as the defense attorney's fcc, 
shall be covered from within the budget. 

For the same reason and pursuant to Article 198, paragraph 3 of the Criminal Procedure 
Code of Bosnia and Hel7.egovina, the Co un decided that the injured be referred to take civil 
action with their claims under propeny law. ' 

RECORD TAKER PRESIDING JUDGE 

Co un Advisor JUDGE 

Amela Skrobo Minka Kreho 

REMEDY: This Verdict can be appealed with the Appellate Division of this Coun within 
lificcn days (15) after the day ofreceipl. 

O/Ihe originul"'rillen /11 BosnianlCroulianlSerbinn. 
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