





Persecution’. and this Court itself decided similarly in several cases where
. !
Jinal verdicis have been handed down'®

9. In conmrast 1o the foregoing, the Panel did not find sufficient evidence to
convict the Accused of the charge under Count 6 of the Indictment. whereby he
was charged with the criminal offense of Crimes against Humanin: under
Article 172 (1){()-1orture, (h)-persecution and (k)-other inhumane acts. This
Count of the Indictment is solely based on the testimony of witess C.
However, wiiness C's idemification of the accused as a perpewraior is
insufficient. Witness C pointed out that he was tortured by an unknown person
identified by nvo women from Visegrad as the accused. Because he was afraid
to look directly at the perperraior, the witness's physical description of him is
vague. He does remember thar the perpeirator was wearing a red berer, bur
that is also problematic since no other witness who testified about any of the
accused's offenses ever mentioned that he wore such a har. Furthermore.
witness C was unable to identify the accused as the perpetrator in the
courtroom due to poor evesight. Finally, there was no indirect evidence Sfrom
which the Panel could conclude thai the perpetrator was in fact the accused,
such as the presence of other identified co-perpetrators vwhose connection with
the Accused is known based on descriptions from other counts of the
indictment, for instance, the presence of Milos Pantelié or Novo Rajak.
Therefore. since the Prosecution has failed 10 present any additional evidence
indicating that it is the Accused who is responsible for the commission of the
offense under Counr 6 of the Indictment. the Panel has ruted as set Jorth in the
operative part herewith,

10. Application of the Substantive Law

In terms of application of the substantive law (o be appiied in the case of this
criminal offense. in the context of the time of the perpetration of the eriminal
offense. and bearing in mind all the objections by the Defense 1o thar effect. the
Panel has ruled as set forth in the operative part herein with the application of
the following provisions:

Article 3(2) of the CC of BiH - principle of legaliry — defining the principle of
legality, reads: ,. No punishment or other criminal sanction may be imposed on

® Prosecutor vs. Rudosav Krstié. Appellate Chamber Judgmen, paragraphs 231 - 232+ Prosveutor vs,
Vasitjevié (2002). paragraph 247: “When considering whether un act or omisyion satisfies this threshold {..)
acts should not be considered in isolation but should be examined in their context and with cottvideration of
their cumulative effect. ”'; AP

' Court of BiH. criminal case No. X-KR/05/16 Paunovi¢. Verdict of 26 May 2006, and C
KRZ/05/49 Samard2i¢ Verdict of 13 December 2006; '
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anyv person for an act which, prior to being perpetrated, has not been defined
as a crininal offense by law or international law. and for which a punishment
has not been prescribed by law ™.

The acts of perpetration of this particular offense were committed in 1992, at
the time when the law in effect was the CC of SFRY, which did not recognize
the criminal offense with a separate name - Crimes against Humanity - as a
separate offense. The new CC of Bitl defines thar offense as a separate
criminal offense. According 10 the theory of lavw. the law which is in effect ai
the time of the commission of an affense which does not qualify thar offense as
a criminal offense should be considered a more lenient law. In that case there
would be an obligation 1o apply a more lenient law because in case the law is
amended in relation 10 the time of the perpetration of the offense. following the
principle of legality. it would be necessary to apply the previous criminal code
in effect. while retroaciive application of the criminal code to the detriment of
the perpetrator would be prohibited.

However. in terms of the criminal offenses of Crimes against Humanity, which
was not defined by the laws which were in effect in Bosnia and Herzegovina
during the conflict benveen 1992 and 1993, the Panel finds thart this criminal
offense is covered by the international customary law which was in effect ar
the time of perpetration, and in addition 1o that, it was also defined by the then
CC of SFRY through individual criminal offenses wuncler Articles 134 (Inciting
Narional, Racial or Religious Haired. Discord or Hostiliry), 142 (War Crime
against the Civilian Population). 143 (War Crime againsi the Wounded and
the Sick). 144 (War Crimes against Prisoners of War). 145 (Organizing and
Instigating the Commission of Genocide and Wear Crimes). 146 (Unlawful
Killing or Wounding of the Enemy). 147 (Marauding), 154 (Racial and other
Discrimination). 155 (Establishing Slavery Relations and Transporting People
in Slavery Relation) and 186 (Infringement of the Equaliry of Citizens). Thus,
although Article 172 of the CC of BiH now prescribes this gffense as a
separate criminal offense, it did exist even at the time of perpetration of the
offense in the sense that it was prohibited by international standards and,
indirectly, through the cited offenses in existence at the time.

The customary status of punishabilin: of crimes against humanity and the
impuiation of individual criminal responsibility for its commission in 1992 has
been confirmed by the UN Secretarv General', International Leaw

" UN Secretary General Report on parngroph 2 of the Security Council Resolution 808, 32
paragraphs 33-34 and 47-48: )




Commission'”. as well as the case law of the ICTY and the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR)". These institutions established that the
punishability of crimes against humanity represents an imperative standard of
international lenv or ius cogens', therefore there appears indisputable that in
1992 crimes against humanity were part of international customary law.

Article 4a) of CC of BiH refers 1o ., general principles of international law .
Since neither the international law nor the European Convention recognize
such an identical concept, this term actuallv represents a combination of. on
one hand, “principles of international lavw” as recognized by the UN General
Assembly and the International Lavww Commission and on the other hand
“general principles of law recognized by the community of nations” as
recognized by the Statute of the International Court of Justice and Article 7(2)
of the European Convention.

Principles of International Law as recognized by the General Assembly
Resolution 95 (1) (1946} and the International Law Commission (1950) apply
10 the .. Charter of the Nuremberg Tribunal and Judgment of the Tribunal” and
thus also to crimes against humanitv.

"Principles of the International Law recognized in the Charter of the
Nuremberg Tribunal ™ and “in the Judgment of the Tribunal” adopied bv the
International Law Commission in 1950 and submitied 1o the General
Assembly. Principle Vl.c. stipulate Crimes against Humanitv as a crime
punishable uncler international lenv. Principle I stipulates that: “Any person
who commits an aci which constimies a crime under imernational law is
responsible therefor and liable 10 punishment". Principle 1l stipulates that:
“The fact thar internal law does not impose a penaliy Jor an act which
constitutes a crime under international law does not relieve the person who
committed the act from responsibilitv under imternational lanw ™. Therefore.
regardless of whether it is viewed from the position of the cuscomary
international law or the position of “the principles of international law Yt is
indisputable that Crimes against Humanirv constituted a criminal offense in
the relevant time period or more preciselv. that the principle of legalirv has
been satisfied.

"* iniemational Law Commission. Commentary on the Draft Code of Crimes ngains! the Peace ond Security of
Mankind (1996), Article 18.

" {CTR. Trial Chumber Akuyesu, 2 September 1998, puragruphs 563-577: U

** International Law Commission. Commentary 1o Draft Articlcs on Responsibility of States for, Intérnationally
Wrongful Acts (2001), Anticle 26.




The legal ground for prosecution or punishment of criminal offenses pursuant
10 the general principles of international lavw is provided under Article 4a of
the Law on Amendments to the Criminal Code of BiH (Official Gazeite BiH,
No. 61/04) which prescribes that Articles 3 and 4 of the Criminal Code of Bill
shall not prejudice the wial and punishment of any person for any act or
omission which, at the time when it was committed, was criminal according to
the general principles of international lawe. By this Article, the provision of
Article 7(2) of the European Convention has been adopred in its entirery and
thereby ensured an exceptional derogation from the principle referred 1o in
Article 4 of the Criminal Code of BiH, as well as derogation from mandatory
application of a more lenient lenw in proceedings which constitute criminal
offenses pursuant to international law, such as the proceedings against the
accused. because it concerns charges which include a violation of the rules of
international law. In facl. Article 4a of the Law on Amendments 1o the
Criminal Code of BiH is applicable 10 all criminal offenses falling under the
scope of war crimes, since these particular criminal offenses are contained in
Chapter XVIi of the Criminal Code of BiH. the title of which is "Crimes
Against Humaniry and Values Protected by Imternational Law’™. Crimes
against humanity are accepted as part of international customary lav and they
constitute a non-derogative provision of international law.

When these provisions are correlated with Article 7 of the European
Convention on Human Rights (hereinafier: the European Convention) which
has priority over all other law in BiH (Article 11(2) of the Constitution of BiH),
it can be concluded that that the principle of legality referred 1o in Article 3 of
the Criminal Code is contained in the first sentence of Article 7(1) of the
European Convention. while the second sentence of paragraph | of Article 7
of the European Convention prohibits imposition of a heavier penalty than the
one thar was applicable at the time the criminal offense was committed. Thus.
this provision prescribes a prohibition of imposing a more severe punishment.
and it does not prescribe mandatory application of a more lenient law for the
perpetrator in relation to the punishment that was applicable at the time of the
comniission of the criminal offense.

However, paragraph 2 of Article 7 of the European Convention comtains an
exception from paragraph 1, for it allows a rial and punishment of any person
for anv act or omission which, ai the time when it was commitied, was criminal
according 1o the general principles of law recognized by civilized nations. The
same principle is contained in Article 15 of the Iniernational Covenani on
Civil and Political Rights. This exception is incorporated with a specific goal




of ensuring the application of national and international legislation which
came into force during and afier World War 11 with regard 1o war crimes.

Accordingly, the case law of the European Court of Human Righis (Naletilic v,
Croatia no. 51891/99. Kolk and Kislviy v. Estonia, no. 23052/04 and 4015/04)
stresses the applicability of the provision of paragraph 2 rather than of
paragraph | of Ariicle 7 of the European Convention, when such offenses are
in question, which also justifies the application of Article da of the Law on
Amenciments to the Criminal Code of BiH in these cases.

Also. this issue was considered by the Constitutional Court of Bilf in the
appeal by A. Maktouf (AP 1785/06). which held in its decision dated 30 March
2007 .68. In the legislarure of any country of the former Yugoslavia there
was no possibility for imposing the sentence 1o life imprisonment or long terni
imprisonment, which the International Criminal Tribunal for the Crimes
Commitied in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia did very often (cases
Krstic. Galié, etc.). A1 the same time, the concept of the CC of SFRY was such
that it did noi prescribe long term imprisonment or life imprisonment, but it
prescribed the death penalty for the most severe criminal offenses, and for less
severe offenses « maximum sentence of wp 10 15 vears imprisonment,
Therefore. it is clear that one sanction cannot be separated from the overall
goal which swas iniended 10 be achieved by the penal policy ar the time of
applicability of that lenw. ,69. With regard 1o thai, the Constitutional Court is
of the opinion that it is not possible to simply “remove" one sanction and
apply other more lenient sanctions and thereby practically leave the most
severe criminal offenses inadequately punished. *

The principle of mandarory application of a more lenient law, in the opinion of
the Panel. is excluded in the prosecution of those criminal offenses which ai
the time of their commission were fully foreseeable and generally known as
contrary to the general rules of international fenw.

lin analyzing the provision of Article 172 (1) of the Criminal Code of BiH. it is
obvious thar this offense is a part of one group of criminal offenses against
humanity and the values protected under international leny (Chapter XVII of
the CC Bit). This group of offenses is specific because it is not sufficient 1o
commit a criminal offense with certain physical activiry, but instead it is
required that the perperrator be aware that by the commission of the offense
he is violating international laws. and that it is assumed that the perpetrator
must be aware that the period of war, or conflicts, or atrocities, is particularly
sensifive and particularly protected by the generally accepred prhiciples of
infernational law and. as such. that offense obtains even greatei’ imporiance




and its commission bears more severe consequences than the offense
committed in some other period or circumstances. Thus, in the opinion of the
Panel. the application of the CC BiH is justified and it is in accordance with
the norms which establish standards for respecting human rights.

The meting out of a sentence is related 1o that, since Article 7 of the European
Convention on Human Rights also encompasses a regime of criminal
sanctions. Article 172(1), in addition to the listed subparagraphs of the CC,
BiH prescribes a punishment of imprisonment for not less than {0 vears or
fong-term imprisonment.

1. Sentencing

The purposes of punishment are provided for both in general and special
sections of the CC of BiH. Article 2. as a general principle. provides that
punishment musi be “necessarv’ and “proportionate’” to the “nature’ and
“degree’ of threat to protected values within the “rvpe” and “range”
perntitted under the law. In war crimes cases, the nature of risk is abvays a
serious one: however, the degree of such ihrear depends on circumsiances
specific to each case. The nvpe of sanction 1o be imposed by the Court in a war
crime case. pursuani to the law, is a punishmenrt of imprisonmeni for a term
henveen 10 and 20 years, or a long-term imprisonment benveen 20 and 45
vears.

In addition o the general principle set out in Article 2, the CC of BiH provides
Jor additional purposes and considerations that the Panel must iake inio
account in the course of ordering and pronouncing punishmenis. They include:
those relating to the objective criminal offense and its impact on the
communirv, victims included; and those relating in particular 1o the convicred
persons. The former calls for the punishment 1o be necessary and
proportionate 1o the gravity of the commined offense. The later calls for the
punishment to be necessary and proportionate to the individual offendler.

I. Punishment that is necessary and proportionate to the gravity of the crime

In regard 10 the criminal offense itself, the Panel considered the punishment
that was necessary and proportionaie 10 the foliowing statutory purposes and
circumsiances.
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(A) The senience must be necessary and proportionate to the risk and threat 1o
the protecied persons and values (Article 2 of the CC). In connection with this
purpose prescribed by the law, the Panel will also keep in mind relevant
circumstances prescribed by law, that is, the suffering of the direct and
indirect victims (Article 48 of the CC). The direct victims of this offence were:
witness A, Junuz Tufekcic. Suvad and Kemal Dolovac. wimess B's husband
and son, Islam Cero, Salko Sabanovié. witmess D. Rahima Zuki¢, Ferid Spahié,
Enver Kulovac and Camil Kopié.

The suffering of the direct victims included: the imprisonment of Junuz
Tufekcic and the rape of witness A; the imprisonment and torture of Kemal
and Suvad Dolovac and Esad Dienanovié; the imprisonment of witness B’s
husband and son: the forced marching of men from the villuges of Osojnica,
Kabernik. Holijaci and Orahovci, including Islam Cero, witness D and Salko
Sabanovié, their imprisomment and severe deprivation of liberty and the
physical abuse of some of them; the forcible transfer of hundreds of Muslims
Jrom Visegrad. including Rahima Zukié and Ferid Spahié: and the severe
deprivation of libertv of Enver Kulovac and Camil Kopié.

The suffering directly inflicted on these victims caused suffering to their
Samilies and their communities as well. 4 large number of famih members of
direct victims endured mental anguish from observing their male relatives
tlegally apprehended and forced from their homes, never to return o them.
Moreover. wilness B continues to suffer from her memories of having been
Jorced to participate in her son’s apprehension because of the accused’s
threats to burn alive other familv members. including her son's pregnant wife.
The mental suffering of these families is continuous and incalculable. in
addition, the accused’s actions against the direct victims also had a negaiive
impact on the communities in which they lived because they contributed 1o
attempis of forcible wansfer of the Muslim population Srom the Visegrad area.
and confirmed 10 the families and neighbors of these victims that they could
not continue to live in rheir homes and comnunities. As a result, the culture o

the villuges. hamlets and a wider area of Visegrad was significantly changed
and these families and neighbors lost their homes, conmunity and way of life.

The sentence must be proportionate to this degree of suffering and, in addition,
it must be sufficient 10 (B) deter others from committing similar crimes
(Articles 6 and 39 of the CC). The purpose of criminalizing the acts of this
tvpe committed by the accused as crimes against humanity under international
law is to prevent those engaged in widespread or svstematic attacks 1o engage
in this prohibited form of conduct. That purpose will nor be mel.if those who




conunil such acts are not punished sufficiently to put others involved in future
conflicts on notice thai there is a serious price 10 pay for using the cover of
violent conflict. or the emotions generated by it, to violate the law. The
sentence must also reflect that. in times of conflict, the persons involved
continue 10 have the legal responsibility to obey the law. even if thev are
ordered by superiors to commit crimes. The accused's conduct aptly
demonstrates that withourt the willing involvement of subordinates. it would be
impossible for those superiors who conceive a widespread and systematic
attack 1o successfully persecute and terrorize an entire people.

In addition, this senience musi reflect (C) the community condemnation of the
accused's conduct (Article 39 of the CC). The community in this case is the
people of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the international community who have.
by domestic and international law, made the conduct of this nature a crime
against humanity. These communities have made it clear that these crimes.
regardless of the side which commined them or the place in which they were
commitied. are equally reprehensible and cannot be condoned swith impunity.

The sentence must also be necessary and proportionate to the (D) the
educational purpose set out in the law. which is to educate on the danger of
crime and the fairness of punishing perpetrators (Article 39 of the CC). Trial
and sentencing for this activiny must demonsirate not only thal crimes
perpeirated in time of war will not be iolerated. but thai the legal solution is
the appropriate way 1o recognize the crime and break the cycle of private
retribution. Reconciliation cannot be ordered by a court. nor can a sentence
mandate it. However, a sentence that fullv reflects the seriousness of the aci
can contribute to reconciliation by providing a legal. rather than violen.
response; and thus promote the goal of replacing the desire for private or
communal vengeance with the recognition that justice is achieved. The crime
of persecution creates a danger not onlv 1o the immediate victims. bur to
society as a whole in that it contributes 10 an atmosphere of lawlessness.
where the rule of law is undermined and those people who identify with the
aggressor are encouraged o act with impuniry.

All of these considerations relevant to the criminal acts commiitted by the
Accused lead the Panel to conclude that a necessary and proportionaie
sentence reflecting the graviry of the crime iiself should be 15 years.




I1. Sentencing that is necessary and proportionate 1o the individual offender

However, sentencing considerations must also take into account the stantory
requirement of fairness (Article 39 of the CC) and the individual
circumstances not only of the criminal act but also the criminal perpetrator.
There are nvo statutory purposes relevant 1o the individual convicted of the
crime: (1) specific deterrence to keep the convicted person from offending
again (Articles 6 and 39 of the CC). and (2) rehabilitation (Article 6 of the
CC). Rehabilitation is not only a purpose that the Criminal Code imposes on
the Court, bui it is the only purpose related 1o sentencing. recognized anc
expressly required under imernational human righis law 10 which the Panel is
constitutionally bound: Article 10.3. of the ICCPR: “The penitentiary svstem
Shall comprise treatment of prisoners the essential aim of which shall be their
reformation and social rehabilitation,

There are a number of stanuory considerations relevant to these purposes as
they affect the sentencing of the individual convicred person (Article 48 of the
CC). These include: degree of liabiliry; the conduct of the perpetrator prior to
the offense, at or around the time of the offence and since the offense,; motive;
and the personality of the perpenator. These considerations can be used in
terms of aggravating or mitigating circumstances of the sentence. as the facts
warrant. The point of these considerations is to assist the Panel in deternining
the sentence that is not only necessary and proportionate for the purposes and
considerations already calculated in connection with the act itself and the
effect on the community, but 1o tailor that sentence to the dererrent and
rehabilitative requirements necessary for the particular offender.

(4) The degree of liabiliny in this case is a mitigating factor. The evidence
establishes that the Accused was nor a decision-maker, but rather a soldier of
a low rank, carrving out orders given 1o him, and who did not devise anv of the
crimes in which he willinglv participated. That having been said. it is clear
that the Accused was permited some degree of autonomy regarding the
manner in which he executed his orders, choosing 1o be violent and aggressive
in his actions. However, as the Prosecutor pointed out in his closing argument,
given the sentencing limitations within which we are consmained by law, our
senience musi recognize that there are others whose responsibility was greater
and for whom greater sentences should be reserved.

(B) The conduct and personal circumstances of the Accused prior to, during
and after the commission of the offence. present facts both' iir.ierms of
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aggravating and mitigating circumstances, and are relevant 1o considerations
of deterrence and rehabilitation.

(1) Before the offense

Various Prosecution witnesses, in particular witness D and Suvad Dolovac,
attest 1o the fact thar the Accused drank excessively before the war. The
accused stared that wupon his return from JNA service in 1982, and in
particular during April = June 1992, he would drink almost every day. Witness
D stared that the accused used offensive language when drunk and used ro get
into fights ar local fairs. On the other hand, there was evidence that he vwas
nonetheless conscientious in carrving owr his emplovment duiies. In fact he
had positive social interactions with some of his Muslim neighbors. including
artending dances and community activities with them and drinking with them
in social situations.

(2) Circumstances surrounding the offense

The evidence establishes a certain persistence and sadism to the accused's
acts. The suffering caused by his discriminatory anitude has already been
calculated in considering the graviry of the offence and will nor be calculated
nvice. However, in addition, he engaged in gratuitous cruelty toward both his
direct victims and their families that went bevond what was necessary in
carrving out the unlawful orders. This is demonstrated by comments and
insults made, which were unnecessary to the task ar hand. For example, at
Isevi¢ Brdo (see Cowmt 5), the accused saw fit 1o tawn the distressed wives and
mothers, despite the fuct that the act of separating the men had already been
compleied, the buses were about 1o depart and there was no longer a need to
maintain order through such verbal instructions. Similarlv. the accused’s
misireaiment of his colleague’s wife, Kada Sehié¢, who weni 10 him for
assistance and information. leads the Panel 1o conclude that the accused 1ook
pleasure in demonstrating his authority through cruel behavior. This is
particularly reprehensible since as a reserve police officer his dutv was 1o
protect civilians, and as a 31 vear old man ar the time, his actions cannot be
excused by either vouth or inexperience.

(3) Circumstances since that time

The accused ceased his participation in the war only because of serious
injuries. These injuries have left him completelv disabled. and have resulied in
his hospitalization for a series of surgeries 10 his face over the period benveen
June 1992 and the present. He continues 1o suffer from his disability and will
likely need additional medical care interminently for the rest of his life. He is
without a lower jaw and teeth, which results in physical deformity-as’well as
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serious difficulty in maintaining nurition, which in non has led 10 a
deterioration of his general health. It is unlikely that he will ever be able 10
maintain any emplovment in the future. He is wmmearried,

(4) Conduct during this case

The accused behaved with decorum during the course of the ial and did
nothing personally 1o aggravate witnesses, nor did he show disrespect 10 any
witness or the Panel. However, he did not display any remorse for his actions
and was persisient in denying his involvement.

(C) Motive in this case is synommous with the intenr 10 discriminate on ethnic
and religious grounds, and has alreacy been considered as an element of the
offense. and therefore will noi be considered again as an additional Jactor of
aggravetion.

(D) The Panel has no evidence regarding the personality of the accused other
than that revealed by his actions in committing the crime and that which could
be observed from his behavior in the courtroom, both of which have been
discussed above.

Therefore in evaluaring the relevant circumstances, bearing in mind the
magnitude of punishment’ set out on Article 48(1). for the reasons explained
above the Panel concludes that both extenuating and aggravating
circtmsiances exisi. The degree of injury 10 the protecied object was already
calculated in Part One of this sentencing analysis when considering the
gravity of the offense itself and will not be ‘counted’ nvice. The aggravating
circumstance having to do with the accused himself is the cruelty in his
manner of committing the offense. Extenuating circumsiances considered by
the Panel include his low position in the command structure, his lack of any
eriminal involvement before or after the war. and the extent of his injuries and
their long-term nature. On balance, the Panel concludes thar the exteniating
circumstances should be reflected in the sentence and that they do. to some
evieni. require a reduction of the sentence in relation 1o the one caleulated
solelyv on the basis of gravit: of the crime itself.

Deterrence and Rehabilitarion

The length of a sentence and the time spent in jail as punishmeni for the crime
are legitimate deterrents in most cases. Thev provide the offender with an
opportunity to consider the effects of his actions on victims, 1o reflect on his
past mistakes, to make amends for his criminal actions, and consider the ways




to improve his life swhen released so as not 10 have to ever return 1o jail in the
Suture.

The experience of the years since the offense, when the accused lived in an
ethnically cleansed communiry wweithour criminal incident. are evidence thar
under similar living condition he would probably not commir further crimes.
However, it cannot be guaranteed that the community in which he lived would
not in the furure presemt him with challenges to his expressed ethnic
prejudices. Therefore, a risk of repetition of criminal activity toward the same
people he victimized during the war cannot be ruled owr. For that reason,
rehabilitation, a statutory purpose for sentencing. is also a very real necessity
in this case.

Therefore, having in mind the particular rehabilitative needs of the Accused,
and the need 1o deter him from furure criminal activity. as well as the
calcularion of the gravity of the offence reasoned in Part I, and the extenuating
circumsiances reasoned above, the Panel concludes thar the sentence which is
necessary and proportionate 10 meet all of the starutory purposes is 12 vears.

Pursuant 10 Article 56 of the CC of Bilf, the time the accused spent in pre-wial
custody based on this Court’s Decision from 11 July 2006 uniil he is commited
10 serving his sentence, shall be credited toward the pronounced sentence of
imprisoment.

Pursuant to Article 188(4) of the CPC of BiH, the accused shall be relieved of
the durv 1o reimburse the cosis of the criminal proceedings and the cited costs
shall be paid by the Cowrt of Bil, which the Panel decided bearing in mind the
fact that the Accused does not have good income and thar he is not able to pay
the costs of proceedings.

Based on the foregoing. the Panel reached the verdict as quored in the
operative part pursuant to Article 285(1) of CPC of BiH and Article 284(1)(3)
of the CPC of BiH.

PRESIDENT OF THE PANEL

Judge Hilmo Vucinié




Record-taker:

Dienana Deljki¢ Blagojevié

LEGAL REMEDY: An appeal from this Verdict shall be permissible with the
Appellate Panel of the Court of BiH within 15 (fifteen) days from the day of the
receipt of a written copy of the Verdict.
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