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Introduction

On 25/5/1995, an explosion occurred in thepk@aSquaren the town ofTuzlain B&H, as parof a
civil war in the former Yugoslavia.

As a result ofhie blast 71 peopleere killecaind 24(people werajured accordingo Bosnian

reports.

Followingthis eventan investigationeganas a resutif whichthe commander of the Ozren Tactical
Group, Novak Duki was placed on trial.

The court convicted Mr. Duikof thecharges against him and sentenced him to 25 years in prison.
The defendant appealed his conviction and the appeal court reduced his sedtgeaes o Prison.
The judgmentyhichconvicted Mr. Dukiwasbasednostlyon the written opinion and the testimony
of Dr. Zecevic/

Mr. Duki wishes to appeal the court's rulivag wasasedin his opinionon incorrect findigs in the
opinion of Dr.Zecevic

Given the above, this reporbexines the findings of fecevi¢bothin the opinion and testimony
beforethe Court.

As mentioned above, the Court based its ruling regarding the defendant's guilt on the opinion of Dr.
Zecevic

In the judgment, excerpts framhich relevant to this rept, arequoted in PatB of theintroduction

the Court specifies the points in the opinion of xcevidhatserved as the basis for the conviction

of Mr. Novak Duki:

A. Causef the explosion
B. Direction from whichhe shelarrived
C. Angleof impact of the shell

The report presented hergiddressethe pointsthat formed the basis fdhe determimtion ofthe
Court.

The reportfocuse on neutral andconcrete evidencthe examinatiorof which allowsfor a welt
groundedatonclusion. This eviderisdased on authentic documents, phatavideosfor which there
are naconcerns dfias Someof these itemwere supplied bgpresentatigeof the defendattanslated
to Englishand someompiled fromopensourcesuch as the Internet.

Furthermoretwo fulkscale tests were conductedexamine and analyzeverafundamental issues
relating to theeffect of theexplosion andhe ballisticsof the warheadragmers. These testsseda
reconstructedife-sizemodel ofKapija sqareand were conductash February 141, 2016at the
Nikinci Technical Test Centér 3D laser scanner scanned the test grtbwodglout the tests

The report is divided infive parts

PartOneis more theoretical and contathsipters dealing with the individual analysis of each of the
items ofevidence and findingpecifiedn Dr. Z e ¢ e epiniondasdwhichserveds tle basis fothe
conviction of the accusdeierychapter is divided into 2 paflst .  Z e indingsiard @rsalysisd

a comparison witkubjective evidenéaund in documents amdher sources

ChapterOnedeals with the characteristics ofitiygactandexplosiorof anexplosive warhead on any
surfaceandfragmentatiomlamageausedo the surfacegelf.In the reporthisis calledt h &roumd
Fragment atfitheshelBpercr@a@mmd Fr ag me dfféctastofiutnost irBgontaeca d 6
in determiimgthe direction of the shooting. In additianalysis dhiseffecthelpsdetermietheangle

of impact. The surface on whitle explosive warhead explotiadgreat significanaeith respecto

the disper®n of fragmentslt is well known that the harder the surfdee greater the amount of
ricochets, botlof shrapnefrom the sheland fragments of the surfacelt Thiswould significantly

increas the areaand number of casualties thagei n t he di spersion direc

Fragmentation Spreadd.
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This chaptemresentcomparative evidentm similafidentical eventswvorldwide to reinforcethe
reportfindingsand conclusions

The last section of this chaptefiutesDr. Z e ¢ e findirg<egarding the direction of the shoating
his opinion Dr. Zecevicbases these findinga evidencan the areathat allegedlyenabledhim to
determine the direction of the shootifigis report doesosby examininghe findings and compag
the test methodsed byDr. Zecevic tstandard methodsed to derminetheshootingdirection. The
findingspresented ithis chapteindicatethat Dr. Zecevits conclusiomegardinghe direction of the
shooting is biasdmkcausé is based on erroneous analysibefindings and the evidercehearea.

ChapterTwo deals with the location of the "Golf" car before the explosionisThésy important
because of the different locatitimstappeared in Dr. Zece@ieport and the actual location as seen in
the official reports. The exact location of the car ibasisfor accepting or rejecting Dr. Zecévi
report.

ChapterThreeis the mostsignificant part of the repahddeas with the interface between Belf
vehicle, clos® wherethe explosiomccured andthe explosion crateand its result§he bcation of
the vehiclandthe damagto it in relation to the blast centaeof utmost importancie determiing
the direction and gie of theshellexplosion

ChaptefFour analygesthe damagm the "Golf" car and Dr. Zecvic's references to the damage

ChapterFive of thisreport deals with the victindstableis presentedith each victid s d-edrid i | s
number, location and damagmedd| detailsare also indicatexdh a map.

PartTwo of the reportthat includes chapters six throegjht,contains a very detailed description of
the first test conducted drebruaryl0, 2016 This testcarried ouat theTechnical Test Center in Serbia,
was prepared according to Dr. Zedegigert opinion regarding the locatiirection and tilt of a 130
mm OF482M H.E projectile

ChapterSx describsthe test areria detailincludingmeasurements of the buildings, distances between
buildingsbuilding materiaBnd thdocation of thears andhe human figures.

ChapteiSeverdescribes the after effect of the explosion on the objects.
Chapter Eighpresentsomparisons betwedamagéo the objects the test arena aatiKapijasquare.

PartThreeof the reportdescribes the second emtductedn February 11, 2056 the test arena. This
test wagarried outlue tosignificantisciepanciebetween theesultf thefirst testand the effects at
Kapija squard.he aim othistest was tfind a pointwherethe projectile explosion restitshe effects
at Kapija square. The projectile tilt and angle changed accordingly.

This part alspresents description of the tesstplosion results as seent@various objecis the test
arena.

PartFourof the reporsummarizes theomparisons between the tesults,lieeffects aKapija square
and Dr. Zecevittheories

Part Fivesummarizes the repandhighlightscontradidons between the report conclusions anathos
of Dr. Zecevic with respect téhe occurrence at Kapggquare oMay 25, 1999 his raises significant
questions and points to problems of consequ8nbengtheseissuesnayreveathe real causes and
outcomes at Kapijasaye

Appendx A presents theomparativeesults othe experiments



The Scene of the Event

Theexplosioroccurred as stata@uthe Kapija Square in ttoavn of Tuzla

The square Bnclosedby 8 buildingsLlO m or morén height most of which rise to a height of two
floors,with facadefacing the square. These buildouygainCaffes andfashion shops. The length
the squaré from east to west about 35 m

The width of the squaéenorth to southis aboutl3 m. 8 streets converge inteetsquarand thereby,
in effectthe area dhe square itsalf increased

The square is paved with square granite store$d€X10cm arranged in sefircles.

At the time of the event, numess people celebrated in the sgdanest of them young people on
the occasion of Youth Day. On this day, in addition tGdffes,mobile sales camgere placedt
various locations in tisguare anids surroundings, which wgraced on thsidewalkand the road
adjacent to the sidewal&sdwhich sold soft drinks and snacks (popctreyecarts constituted an

attractiorand around themmany people gathered dherebya number 0b mu-dagualtg e nt er s 6
were createds a result of the explosion

i o T
TR |

|| '

| |

l | 3
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Description of Verdict Detailing the Findings of Dr. Zecevic
The main points in the opinion to which the report relates are prominently marked

Direction of the projectile
a) Crater and the explosion site

1) Expert witness Berko Z£evic

281. Exypert witness Berko Zevic used as the starting point the exact sketch of the crime
scene attached to the Joint Commission Report, that is, the distance of 2.65 and 5.60 meters
from the left and the right corner of the building, next to which the pragestiploded.

This expert witness found that one part of the Golf vehicle was parked on the pavement.
Moreover, to identify more precisely the direction of the projectilegiie marked the
points based on which it is possible to define the sketch thatueMgresults in the
conclusion on the direction of the projectile.

He concluded that the projectile left a claarow of the projectile fragments inside the
granite blocks, which assisted him to identifgarly and easily the direction, but also the
first point of cross sectian2The expertvitnesspointed out that the surface which
received the landing projectile is made of granite blodkich leave the furrow of the
projectile fragments, which is specific for this typesaffacezosThen, he exteded the
direction at the bottom of the vertical wall of the buildindront of which the projectile
exploded (marking 2) to the cross section with the preuiaastion (marking 3}o4After

that, the expert witness identified the distance between paimd the edge of the vertical
wall (marking 4)205To calculate this distance, the expert witnessulated the width of

the pavementos Thereupon, the expert witness made the sKetsled on which it is
possible to identify the direction of the prdijge in relation to thgeographic nortbo7By

the analysis of the sketch, the expert withess concluded thditélogon of the projectile
was west, specifically azimuth 2#é4s. 208

b) Ballistic drop of the projectile

1) Expert witness Berko Zevic

287. Zeevic noted in his Report that prior to the explosion, the projectile flew over the
building and then landed at the surface of granite blocks, immediately next to the side of
the Golf vehiclexsHe pointed out that the assessment of the minraldistic drop can be
made based on the parameters of the height of the builsiamgl its distance from the
explosion site. Based on the traces of damage on the front right part of the projectile, the
expert witness concluded that the ballistic drop uelmhigher than the angle defined

during the previous considerations. To define the dropping angle more precisely, the expert
witness conducted a reconstructmsBased on the information then available to him
(explosion site, direction, and the positithe vehicle) he carried out a measurement of
the dropping angle of tharojectile. The expert witness calculated that the distance between
the vehicle and thexplosion site was 400 mm, and that one part of the vehicle was on the
pavement.

288. On theggrounds of this test,7the expert witness concluded that based on the shooting
range chart for the 130 mm M46 gun the ballistic drop of the HE projectile 130 mm falls
within the interval 620'670and 41'".
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Part | i Analysis of Findings at Event Scea

Chapter Ad Ground Fragmentation Spread /Determination of the Direction of the Shell
Accor di n@rouhddragmergatiodS r eaddé on t he Ground

A. Theoretical explanation for the formation of the centers of the explosion and fragmentation
spread onthe ground

There is no dispute that the shell striking the ground creates fragmentation damage to the ground
around the center of the explosion.

In the case of falling at a 90 degree angle to the ground, a uniform pieaghemadation will occur

arourd the point of impact the shell on the gro@ietiaracteristic of the falling of mortars shells.

Artillery shells, however, strike the ground at different angles, for several reasons: the elevation angle of
the cannonds bar r e tlomthe finrg paint, attuderdifezrenced betivelerethet ar g e
firing point and the point of impact and more:

Depending on the shell ds angle of impact on th
from the shell will strike the ground.

Adjacent to theoint of impact, the center of the explosion will be created because of the power of

i mpact of the shell dds body on the ground prior
of the blastbrisancef the steel body/volatility of the expl@siwvithin the shell, to the ground. The

greater the distance from the point of impact, the giieatistance between the ground and the

body of the shell and explosive processes occurring therein, so the angle of shrapnel impact on the
ground will incrase. On the other hand, the amount of shrapnel per unit area will decrease while the
damage area will increase. This effect is created on the ground adjacent to the blast center is called
0Ground Fagmentatiodpr eadé of t he shell

Various angles of fallifexploding cause fragmentation spreads with structures different from each
other.

Both models, the experiments and actual events indicate a single characteristic, clear @ttieexclusive
Ground Fagmentatiopread of a shell, will always be locatdeeidirection of fing pointand

constitutes an unequivocal indication of the direction of the firing. The smaller the angle of impact on
the ground, so the direction of the fragmentation spread on the ground will be more characterized and
diagnosed.

Another factor that has a major impact on the characteristics&Sobthvel Fagmentatioread is

the type of surface on which the shell exploded.

On soft surfaces such as sand, soil, and so @raied Fagmentatiogpread will be deeper due to
penetratin of shrapnel into the surface, however on hard surfaces such as a granite surface, the
Ground Fagmentatiogpread will be relatively shallow, because the shrapnel does not penetrates into
the surface but ricochets off it.

Impact on a hard surface, sashhis, will cause a far greater number of casualties because of the large
amount of shrapnel ricocheting from the ground, together with numerous fragments of granite that
substantially increase density and quantity per unit area and consequemigstteegapple and the

severity of injuries.

However, in the area located at the front of the blast ddattver along the axis of the shooting, the
quantity of Ground Fragmentation Spredsmall in direct relation to the angle of impact on the

graund, due to the fact that the vast majority of the shrapnel had been repelled upward.

Thus in fact emerges the indication that allows precise determination concerning the direction of the
shooting.

In an experiment conducted as part of preparing this, réggodetails of which are presented below,
threeeffects of an explosive shell were exandineed the center of the explosidrits shape, size

and direction in reference to the angle of the shell and its direction. The secértieBGeatind
Fragnentation Spread and the thimhvironmental effect of shrapnel in a esession of sectors

relative to the direction of the shell.
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Computerized simulation of the explosion of a shell impacting, describes the explosion pressures and
the shrapnalispersion (right column). The simulation facilitates an understanding of the manner of

the formation of center of the explosion on the ground and its characteristics and processes of creating
the fragmentation spread on the ground on the one hand, ahdpgkeand peripheral shrapnel

dispersion for long distances, on the other hand.
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B. Reference of ProfZecevicto the Ground Fragmentation Spread

In general not a great deal of attention was devoted bgcBrido theGround Fagmentation

Jpread, cept for noting that on the damaged surface signs of shrapnel were appZesavibr.
reinforced this reference with several pictures that in general depict shrapnel, but ignore the general
configuration and characteristics ofGneund Fagmentatiopread.

Trails of sideway
fragments

Left arrow shows furrow
made by fragments impact
in granite cubes, and right
arrow direction of flight

It is fitting to take note of this picture in which there is reference to the fracturing of the centers of the
stone surfaces in the E&gest direction, in view of which Zeceviaetermined the direction of
firing.
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C. Findingsat Tuzla's Kapija square:

.
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GroundFragmentatio§ t hsarrodnded lylliree® The extmled line crosses the
Ground Fagmentatioipread and the centdrtbe explosion itheir center.
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D. TheGround Fagmentatiogpread of explosive warheéddoomparativeealcases

Comparative photographs of tReound Fagmentatiopreads of explosive warhedd@round
Fragmentatiopreads are found in the direction of the sodrtieedire. Pay attention to the

symmetry of th&round Fagmentatiopreadd the center of the blast is located at the vertex of an
equilateral triangle. This enables precise determination of the direction of the shooting. At the arrow is
the direction bthe impact of the shell.
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The center of the warhead explosion on the surface paved with tiles. Pay attention to the similari
Ground Fragmentation Spread imig of characteristics of color, grooving and fracturing of the surface at
Tuzla, despite the difference in the type of paving.
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E. Comparison between directions ofGineund Fagmentatiop r ead at t hetestTuzl abd
no.1 on 10/02/2016 at the Technical T€gnter(seebelow

The results indicate totally opposite directions of the Ground Fragmentation Spread |
the Tuzlaevent and tés0. 1.
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F. Reference to the determination of the shootindirection based on the measurement

methods that were implemented by DrZecevic

1.

The Court hd placed great emphasis in the verdict on the actions implementeddngic.

by means of which the direction of arrival of the shell was determined. $eelticton to this
study.

In general, DiZecevidhased his determination regarding the direction of the shooting on the
furrow deected in thequargranitestonego the East of the center of the explosion.

Already at this point, it should be said that in view of the determinations in this report that the
Ground Fagmentatiofpread indicates the real direction of shooting, asershgDr.Zecewvt's
determination is fundamentally erroneous.

In the professional literatumethods are mentioned to locate the source of fire according to the
center of the explosion and fragmentation spread. One of these methodkeasdisted

Main Axis Method
1 Lay a stake along the main
axis of the crater, dividing
the crater into symmetrical
halves. The stake points in
the direction of the mortar.
i Set up a direction-
measuring instrument in
line with the stake and
_,,DA'EESCJ‘H?& away from fragments.
INSTRUMENT Orient the instrument.
Measure the direction to
the weapon.

MAIN AXIS METHOD

= —A

Contrary to the aforementioned, Receviadetermined the original direction of the fire by

relying on the particular furrow in the ground, while determining that its source is the shrapnel
from the skll, and that it could indicate the direction of shooting. Howedeptimstudy of

that same furrow indicates that fhisow does not derive from the center of the blast but it
continues in parallel to the blast centeras carbeseen in the image.

Left arrow shows furrow
1 made by fragments impact
=1 in granite cubes, and right
%] arrow direction of flight

It is probable that the furrow on which Becevidased his determination is the result of cracking,
crushing and separation of flagstones that were arrangedcincsdemishapes and which served as
the paving surface of the road andwsidle Basing the determination on this furrow is erroneous and
does not indicate the source of the fire.
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6. According to the standard methods used to detect the direction of the shooting, as mentioned
above, it is necessary to transfer a straight linevidasdhe center of the blast into 2 equal parts
through the center of tli&roundFragmentatiogpread.

7. Summary
Dr. Zecevidmplementedneasunment thatontradicts even the methods indicatéusiown
opinion Analysis of the direction of firing, acting to commonly acceptetkthodsindicates
that the source of the fire should be foumithe Northwest directigfblue arrowjoppositethe
facadeof the adjacertik buildingand not in the west direction as pointed out by Dr. Zebevic.
other wordsthe shell wasupposedo penetrate the wall of tbNIK & structureprior to
explodng. This totally invalidatést possibility

In blued the direction towards the source of the firing, based on standard measurement methods
In redd the direction bfiring according to DZecevib s o pi ni on
G. Conclusions:

1. According to the comparisons between the events of impact of explosive shells on the ground,
as well as the results of experiment conducted in light of the Tuzla event, it is clearly apparent
thatthe Ground Fagmentatiogpread unequivocally indicates the direction impact of the shell
on the ground.

2. Analysis of the directions of tBeound Fagmentatiopread at the Tuzla event, in view of the
aforementioned, indicates that the direction of inopdiwe shell is totally different (completely
opposite) from that indicated by the prosecution expedebBavic Transfer of a straight line
in the drawing shown below, which cuts through the axis of symmetry of the fragmentation
spread and the centdrthe explosion, according to the MAIN AXIS METHOD specified
above, and crossferencing with the NorBouth axis, as it appears in the drawing, indicates
that the shell came from the Eastern direction, contrary to what is stated in the report of Dr.
Zecevic
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The directiorof the explosive itethat exploded in Kapija Square, based@noand Fagmentation
Sread.

The line of symmetry of the center of the explosion ar@rthend Fagmentatioifpread facilitates
determining witlfull certaintythe direction of firing.



21

ChapterB 6 Location of the Vehicle.

A.Location of the vehicle according to the opi
To validate the assertion concerning the direction and angle of firing the shell so as to suit his
findingsinhe fi el d, the prosecutionds expert posi:t
from the building, while the from¢hicle's bumpés 130 cm away from the corner of the
building (page 62 of the original report).Z8ceviadetermined that thisdation of the vehicle
from the wall necessitates the vehicle being parked so that the two left wheels were on the
sidewal k at the time of the explosion. The w
the vehicle was parkiedsuch a way thanabst half of it locatedn the sidewalk, while only part
of it was on the road. The expert attached a diagram to his opinion backing up this assertion.
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B. Findings at the Scene Indicate the Location of the Vehicle at the Time of the Explosion

1) The original police diagram positioning thewhole vehicle adjacent to the sidewalk

i
\ T
‘\ 4 8
‘ &
|
| SA¥VNOIT" 3 4av>
3 220
4 3| @ = sl
——r—— A m0i
g ESesa
%y, 5 L. ’ 9) X
- G b & 1@
er 2 % A
G N %) 13
Gz BT cE 0, ;: by ; !
DX 3 % A
@ ol & = s
ISNYZ1 dva’ LIRS o T’
fvziawt voryn = £ %) A
ws O/ o s J
e ‘ 079 z V > e (
-‘E ok 4
5 ! \ o5
aoNd . 24 Fy
® : ,
\ 3 .
&
| |
\ w J
| ®
J ‘ S
\ - \
| 3| \ ‘ \
N 7| | | Jagaseast\ A
| €l fseEs \
‘ a3 | = | \
| o | Z1 \
- | = | \
£ w 5.1 \ \
5 \ 7 | \ \
& x 2l \
2 . | = \ \
il I i AN o | \
i = < L | \ \ "

2) Stain of engine oil caused by the effedtf the explosiond concentrated only on the
road

The vehicle, as photographed at the scene prior to bein&ﬂweﬁl stain is found under the
engine of the vehicle



road and not on the sidewalk as it would have been if the vehicle had in fact parked on the sidewalk
prior to the explosion. The towing marks testify that the vehicle was positioned only on the road.

i 3 : -
The vehicle after it wanoved from its locatidnthe oil stain indicates the exact location of the
vehicle in relation to the center of the explosion and the sidewalk.

=
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3) Location of the vehicle in relation to the sidewalk

The distance between thall of

the NIK building and the vehicle
indicates a great distance betwee
them

Pay attention to tijamp of

light from thehandheld
flashlightas a result of the
sidewalk curbstone.

The edge of the sidewalk is
proof that the vehicle was clos
to the cubstones and not on
the sidewalk

Photograph of the vehicle and the samneediately after the explosion. The wheel of the vehicle is
adjacent to the curb of the sidewalk.

-

Determination of the location of the vehicle in relation to the wall of the bdiddicayding
to data of the vehicle the distance of the vehicle from the wall ofldivgglnzn be

determined about 1.20 1.2 m
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View from the rear towards the location of the vehicle prior to being drtheadheels of the vehicle
are adjacent to the sidewalk.

The sidewalkiase to where the explosion occurred. The width of the sidewalk is about 1.1 to 1.2 m.
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4) Conclusions:
All findings are based on photographs taken at the scene immediately after the explosion,
and on the drawing done at the scene itself placing thewithialefour wheels on the
road.
Moreover, because the action of the shockwave of the shell explosion on the body of the
vehicle is supposed to push the body of the vehicle further away from it towards the wall of
the "NIK" building. This shockwave aatiwas demonstrated in the experimaoite by
theauthor(see beloyyso that in fact the vehicle was supposed to be found up against the
wall of the building and not on the road, as claimed Eg&rvi¢ so that the claim that
the vehicle was locaterhkly on the sidewalk at the time of the explosion significantly
contradicts the objective findings at the scene itself.
This location of the vehicle, contrary to what is stated in the opinion of prosecution expert
Dr. Zecevié negates DiZecevics asseion regarding the direction of the firing of the
shell and the angle of impact on the ground that were determined as such but because of
the location of the vehicle according todcevic'version.
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ChapterC. Explosion Crater Relative to VehicleLocation

A. Reference to the opinion of prosecution expert DEZecevic
According to the calculations, as stated in the opinion of the prosecution exp@igion
crateris found 2.264 m from the wall of the building and a distance of 40 cm fr@intthe ri
front corner of the vehicle. According to his opinion, the angle of impact of the shell at the
time of the explosion wasd6Z degrees, while the source of the fire was at an azimuth of
approximately 270 degrees. This angle of the shell whose &tfyiLisnm shell places the
edges of the base of the shell, according to the opinionZefdevic at aclose contact tthe
side of the vehicle.

@ TAVEd
j;f/\g AZ

S1. 69. Skica za definiranje ugla pravca doleta projektila
Page 58 of the opinion




This impact angl was determined, accoring to the opinion, as the mildrobirapgct by w
the shell could have passed over the right front side of the vehicle (see hereafter from the translated
report)

Minimakprojectile impact angle for which projectile can go over the right front
side of the caris.62%
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Location of the Explosioncrater - findings in the area

From the original photograph that was taken soartladteccurrence of the event, prior to
moving the vehicle, it can be very clearly seen tlexplbsion crates located at the front of
the vehicle, and part of it is even under the body of the vehicle. You can discern that the
eastern edges of tbmter(marked by the arrow) only slightly prattuglyond the body of the
vehicle.
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C. Analysis and Conclusions:
1) According to measurements conducted by &revicaand which were attached to the report
that was submitted, the distancthetraterfrom the wall of the "NIK" building is 2.26 m.
The diameter of therater according to the opinion @r. Zecevigis 50 cm..

2) According to the opinion of the prosecution's expert, the shell exploded just 40 cm from the
front right side of the Wécle. Assuming the point of impact of the shell was roughly at the
center of the explosion, the edges otthterwere supposed to be found at a distance of 15
cmawayfrom the side of the vehicl®)25). This statement completely contradicts the
photographs from the scene, in which it can be clearly seen that the edgeploisibe
craterare found only a few centimeters outside the framework of the vehicle, while the rest of
the area ahe craters under and at the front of the vehicle.

7 \ = ]
Simulation of the location and size of the center of the explosion, relative to the vehicle, according to
the measurements as stated in the opinion @ebeviqmarked in red). This position is the result of
determining the diametertb&explosion cratéy 50 cm, and the configuration of tnatemrelative to
the location and angle of impact of the shell. It can be seen, as previously mentioned, that this location,
places theraterentirely outside the limits of the sides of thecleehi
Moving the vehicle a distance 45 from wall of the "NIK" building (the brown frame) places it
precisely in accordance with the original d&@pije. explosion cratdn this situation the version of
Dr. Zecevids totally refuted becauseaading to hiscenaripthe shell came froAzimuth of 270
degreeandwould have had to penetrate through the hood of the vehicle before it exploded.




Actual location of explosion crater (in red) in accordance with Dr. Zecevic's version
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ChapterD & Characteristics of Fragmentation Damage to the Gotfar
A. Determinations of the prosecution's expert

In his opinion, the prosecution's expert determined that, as stated above, the shell exploded at a
distance of 40 cfrom the right front corner of the vehicle. The shell landed at an and@ié’of 62
degrees, from a genafssterhdirection.

These determinations lead tod¢baclusion thabase of th@rojectile will be founat a distance af

few cmfrom the side ofite vehicle.

econstruction of projectile impact
conditions

Twospositions of projectile without contact with car, left is impact angle 68°
ange),“and:right is impact angle 73°

The expertelats, in his opinionto shrapnetlamage to the vehislaght wing, while
he drawshe linesalong the axis of the shrapnel, and fronréingorcesisargument
that theshell fell at an angle greater than 60 degrees

Apart from this reference, there is no other reference of the expert to the rest of
damagea the vehicle ogven a theoretical reference to possible damages in relati
thevehicle relative to thecationof the sheld distance from the vehi@ad angle of
impact



Main lines of fragments on
front right bumper are
relatively parallel.

It can be seen that angle of
inclination of fragments is

larger than 60°

It should be stated that, apparently, the expert did not conduct any investigative action with regard to
his findings:

The expert did not perform any experimental explosions that could verify or reject his version.

The expert did n@examine the vehicle and there is no finding that the specialist saw the vehicle, since
then he would have had to thoroughly examine the vehicle and locate hits/damage, especially at the
bottom part (the engine), which could indicate the charactefistestrapnel and pressures close to

the center of the explosion.

B. Vehicle data
The vehicle that was hit was a "Golf* Mark 1 manufactured by Volkswagen
Volkswagen Golf Mk.1 (1980) Available as |l .2, "X B8

0.5m
_ © 2000 - 2010, Onno van Braam, www.the-blueprints com
1.0 .. l‘ e ey The largest free 5-view, template and biudprint collection on the ixtermet

At the red liné the base of the shell found at an angle of 62 degrees

C. Damage to the veltle:

1. Shrapnel damage, sbteckeningsigns of ricochets and pieces of embroidery and a small dent
of the right wing.

2. Shrapnel penetrations in the lower part and traces of ricochets and probably a few pieces of
embroidery on the bottom section of thetrégor of the vehicle.

3. In the front fender of the vehicle several characteristics of damage were diagnosed in the form
of distortion:
a. The right corner of the front fender was torn loose and distorted upwards and to the right.
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b. The front of the fender wasldied downwards.
c. The left corner of the fender was torn loose and distorted downwards.
d. On the fender were signs of ricochets from the top downwards.
4. The grille of the vehicleds engine was Trippe
from the frontof the vehicle.
. The headlights of the vehicle were broken.
. Damage (apparently shrapnel) and shockwasgbly significaraccurred in the lower section
of the vehicleds engi ne spledengns gilemifelroade s. The
beyondhat there is no evidence of the severity of the damage.
7. The vehicle's windows: front right, and possibly the frogntéefishattered.
8. The front windscreen was totally uprooted fitspplace and landed on the roof of the vehicle.
The bottom right comr of the window was broken and there were bloodstains.
9. The right front tire was punctured, no apparent damage was found to the rim of the wheel. The
other wheels were not affected.
10.The rest of the vehicle, including the inside parts were without sigthéficage.
11.The engine hood was distorted upwards; on the hood were signs of ricochets and pieces of
embroidery.

o Ol

The vehicle from the Eastern direction



The vehicle from the driverds door direction

The inside of the vehicle. There is no eviderssriolislamage to the inner assemblies of the vehicle
including the seats.
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D. Analysis of the Damage to the Right Front Side of the Vehicle

1)

2)

Shrapnel
An analysis was performed o #ngles of impact of the shrapnel on the side. In general it was

found that the impact angles are at an angle of about 50 degrees relative to the plane of the
ground.

In the lower part of the wing, the shrapnel damage is perpendicular to the sidiaiehe

which indicates that the shell body was physically opposite the penetratioAtgbétgpper

section of the wing, the shrapnel penetration indicates the direction of the angle of penetration
being upwards.

Moreoverexit of shrapnel was diaged in an upward direction (marked in blue).

Dents

Denting was diagnosed in the side of the vehicle in an inwards direction in the lower part, as well
as in the area of the blackening and shrapnel. The direction of the denting is diagonal and
upward. Thislenting does not match the damage that should have happened to the side of the
vehicle and additional assemblies, as a result of the direct effect of the explosion of the shell.
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3) Fender of the vehicle
The fender the vehicle was torn from its @acdedistorted frordownwards in an upward
direction and to the right, indicating that the pressure applied to the fender came from the

direction of the ground upwards

According to the version of Xecevi¢the shell exploded at an angle that dlodlierwise have

caused the crushing of the fender while exerting explosion pressures and stolapmatand

direction, as it did in experiments performed, including without exception, crushing the fender and

the side of the vehicle, downwards andrilvaéa . The fact that at the 0T
distorted upwards, without identification of the penetration of shrapnel/distortion/tearing of the

fender as a result of the combination of results of the explosion of the shell indicates that the effect

of the actiorisin an upward direction, that is, the pressure of the explosion thiedeffect of the
crushingblow moved from the bottom upwards.
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Compari son of the amg t o the front testnd t he
resuts conducted on 10.02.2016 at the Technical Test Center in accordance with the expeft opinion

Dr. Zecevic (see belawyhich verifies and emphasizes the significant differences between the cases.
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Chapter B Casualty Injuries
As noted, the explosion iKapija squarekilled 71 peopleand injured240. The following

table presentmformationaboutthe casualtiesKilled), including serial number, locatio(if
evidenceavailablg and major injuriesustained

Serial Fragmentation Sootdarkening Shattered Location
No. according to
evidence
1 Positive Positive Lower part of Unknown
right leg
2 Chest, abdomen, led Lower left leg Negative Unknown
3 All over bodyi Positive Negative 2-5 m in front of
small and extensive NIK
4 Onefragmentin the | Negative Negative In front of Caffe
chest Gulam- 15 m from
explosioncrater
5 Lower abdomen, left| Negative Negative LottoT 18 m

thigh, left knee

6 Upper body, legs an( Positive- face Negative Behind Golf
chest vehicle© 4 m from
explosioncrater
7 Left shoulder, right | Negative Massive tear in | Unknown
hand legsi small front part of left
scale leg
8 Left chest, left hand,| Negative Negative Unknown

lower abdomepand
legi small scale

9 2 fragmentdn chest | Negative Negative Unknown
10 |Abdomen Negative Negative Unknown
11 | Lowerpart oflegs Negative Negative Unknown
1 2 | 3fragmentdn lower | Negative Negative 10 m from
abdomen explosioncratet
towardsCaffe
Leonardo
1 3 | Largefragmensi Negative Negative 13 m from
knee, hand,teest and explosioncrateri
several small CaffeLeonardo
1 4 | Numeroudragmens, | Leg area Negative Near victim 39
some large in leg 3 m fromexplosion
area crater
15 | Extensive small Negative Negative Unknown

fragments chest,
abdomen, upper legs
neck
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1 6 | Extensivefragments,| Front of body Negative Unknown
legs- small
1 7 | Small amount and | Negative Negative Unknown
smalli head,
shoulders, chest
1 8 | Abdomen. Leg$ Front of body and | Severed foot 7 mi Kapija
extensive fragments| right knee building
1 9 | Extensive small Negative Negative 6.5 m from
fragmentsall over explosioncrateri
back of body in direction offace
of Samoizbor
building
2 0 | 2fragmensi chest | Negative Large tear in left | Samoizbor building
and abdomen thigh
2 1 | Extensivefragments | Knees and lower | Thumb Samoizbor building
T thighs, abdomen, | leg
chest
2 2 | Extensivefragments | Left leg Tear wound in Samoizbor building
in chest, abdomen left thigh
and leg area
2 3 | Small amount of Negative Negative Corner of the
fragments upper building near
chest and lower Belami boutique
abdomen 7 mfrom explosion
center
2 4 | Onefragmentn Negative Negative 18 m from
chest explosion center
CaffeGulam
2 5 | Small amount of Negative Negative 11 m from
fragmentsrelatively explosioncrateri
large - chest, front of Kapija in
shoulder, legs direction of NIK
2 6 | Number offragmens$ | Negative Negative Front of Lotto store|
- thighs T 16 m from
explosion cater
27 |4fragmensi Negative Negative 6 m from explosion
shoulder, leg, chest craterin direction
andhead of Kapija building
2 8 | 3chest, 2 left hand, | Negative Negative 5 m from explosion
abdomen craterin direction
of Samoizbor
2 9 | 3fragmens in legs, 1] Negative Negative Lotto storei 17 m

in head

from explosion
crater
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3 0 | Largefragment Negative Negative Front on corner of
penetrated right side Samoizbor
of chest Hragments building, 5 m from
and injury to lower explosioncrater
legs

31 |3largetearsinlgs, | Negative Negative 10 m in direction of]
2 tears in shoulder Kapija
and penetration of
fragmentinto skull

3 2 | Legs and abdomen | Head Negative Unknown

3 3 | Extensivefragments | Lower left leg Right hand Unknown
in chest and severed, head
abdomen injury, tearon

right side of body
and neck

3 4 | Massivefragment Head, chest and | Negative Unknown
injuriesi legs and left hand
abdomen, chest and
shoulder

3 5 | Chest, hands, All area of legs Feet severed 5.5 m from
abdomen and legs explosioncrater

Comer of NIK
building.

3 6 | Extensive small Face and hands | Negative 2.5 m from
fragments chest, exposed skin explosion cater. In
abdomen and legs front of NIK

building

3 7 | 3fragmens inlegs, | Negative Right stoulder 6 m from explosion
massiveamount of severed cratertowards side
fragmentsn chest of Samoizbor

3 8 | Chest, lower Massive in front of | Lower part of Unknown.
abdomen and legs | body and on pants| right and left leg | Apparently

shattered adjacent to victim
39.

3 9 | Chest, abdomen,ds | Massive on pants | Bottom part of 2 | 3.5 m from
and head in lower part legs severed explosioncraterin

direction of Kapija

40 |1arm,2chestand | Negative Negative 28 m from
right knee explosioncraterin

front of Caffe
Kapija
41 |1neck, 1lleg Negative Negative 17 m from
explosioncrater
s | Extensive small Legs Lower left leg Unknown

fragmentsn

broken
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abdomen and chest
area, extensive large
fragmentsn legs

4 3 | Smallamount of Negative Negative 9 m from explosion
fragmentsn chest craterin direction
area, skin tears of side of
fragmentson left Samoizbor building
sideand in right
thigh

4 4 | Relatively large Face Negative 9 m from eyplosion
amount of fragments craterin direction
in upper chest, of side of
shoulder and face; Samoizbor building
tear in right thigh ang
fragmentin right leg

4 5 | 1fragmentin face, Perhaps Massive tear of | Unknown
massive tears of chest area and
fragmentin right leg abdomen on right
shank and thigh side

4 6 | Little and small Negative Negative Unknown
fragmentsn head,
shoulcer and leg

4 7 | Fragmentsn left Negative Negative Unknown
knee, tears in lower
back and above left
thigh

4 8 | 3 smallfragmens in | Negative Negative 9 m from explosion
lower abdomen and craterin direction
left thigh, number of of side of
tears in lower part of Samoizbor building
right leg

4 9 | 2fragmens in chest | Negative Negative 17 m from

explosioncrater

50 | 1fragmentin left Negative Negative 30 m from
shoulder, fragment explosioncrateri
in head front of Caffe

Kapija

5 1 | Varied sized Lower part of legs | Feet shattered Unknown
fragmentsn legs,
tear in right thigh

5 2 | Variedsized Soot on all expose( Negative Unknown
fragmentson all parts of bodyi
front of body face, hands and

legs
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5 3 | Body shattered Probably all over. | Chest, abdomen, | Adjacent to
left arm and left | explosioncrater
leg shattered
5 4 | Left thigh, left Negative Negative Unknown
abdomen, left hand
abdomen and chest
55 | Right hand, left thigh Face and Negative 8.5 m from
and abdomen; large | apparently bottom explosioncraterin
flesh tears on right | part of left leg direction of side of
and left sides of body Samoizbor building
56 | Lower left leg Parts of exposed | Chest and Adjacent to
skin, especially abdomen area | explosioncrater
hands and legs shattered and spl
T skull and
extersive tear in
left thigh
5 7 | Insignificant Apparently Massive tear 6.5 m from
negative above right thigh;| explosioncraterin
shattered skull direction of side of
and left foot Samoizbor building
5 8 | Massive injury in Negative Negative 16 m from
backpart of skull explosioncrateri
CaffeGulam
59 | Upper chest, neck | Face Negative 4 m from explosion
and head craterin direction
of side of Kapija
building
6 0 | Right shoulder, right| Negative Negative 8 m from explosion
hand, chest and craterin direction
abdomen of side of
Samoizbor building
6 1 | Large tear$ chest, | Negative Negative 8 m from explosion
side of left chest, craterin direction
side of left abdomen of side of
and left hand Samoizbor building
6 2 | 3 massivdragment | Negative Chest, abdomen,| Adjacent to
injuries in legs skull, left thigh explosioncrater
and right shank
shattered and spl
6 3 | Fragmentsn legs Lower legs Neck shattered | 8 m from explosion
from left, large craterin direction
tear on right side | of Kapija
of abdomen
6 4 | Fragmenobn left side| Negative Massive tears on| 16.5 mi Caffe
of lower abdomen left side of Gulam

abdomen
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6 5 | Above left thigh and | Negative Negative 16.5 m from
right thigh explosioncrater

6 6 | 1fragmentin chest | Negative Negative Unknown
1 fragmentin
shoulder, fragment
in abdomen, 1
fragmentin right
thigh

6 7 | Flesh tears and Negative Negative Unknown
fragmentson right
side

6 8 | Left chest, left shank Negative Negatve Unknown
left thigh and few
fragmens in
abdomen

6 9 | Right chest, right Negative Negative Unknown
abdomen and right
shank fewfragmens

7 0 | Small amount of Negative Negative Unknown
fragments head,
chest, abdomen, left
shank

7 1 | Chest, abdomen, lef{ Negative Negative 17 m from
shank explcsioncratet
CaffeGulam

A diagram was prepared baseddaiafrom above tableshowingthe dispersion of victims

in cases thabcation wasverified. The victims were positioned in three areasording to

the general nature of their injuries.

Area % Victims and areavhereshattering effecivas discernedasmarked in red.

Area 2- Areawhere effects ofhockwavéressuresoot and fragmentatiomere discerned
on victimswas marked in purple.

Area 31 Area with only fragmentation effect was marked lneb

It should be noted that the locatiasasonly assumed since there is no information about
t he v precitsdocatob.
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PartIl T Test No. 1
Chapter=1 Comparativelreds/Test No.1 February 10, 201@escription of Site
A. Introduction
On 10-11/02/2016 theauthorconducted Zeds to examine the main points raised in Dr.
Zecevi® s o @mdthat were brought before tine court as indicated in the court ruling:
1. Directionfrom where projectile was launched
2. The effect of the shell locatn relative to the vehicle on damage to vehicle.
3. Explosion damage on the NIK builditigat isadjacent to the explosion center.
4. The effect of therojectiledirection, angle of impact and location of fragmentation
as they pertain ttwo aspects:
A. Injuriessustained bypeople
B. Collateral damage to buildingischaracteristics of fragmentation damage
Theteds were conducted under two scenarios:
The first was based dhr . Z e ¢ e v andwas cormdpcteshan @@2016.
The second aimed to find congruemeatween the objective findings in the Kapija arena,
and the test resultscluding:
Damage to car
Damage to NIK building
Damage to sidewalk
Characteristics of fragmentation spread on the road
Injuries sustained bygople
Damage to buildings characteristics of fragmentatioamage
Thetest was conducted jointly with the French expert Ridrauent.
It was conducted at tHéikinci Technical Test Center in Serbia.

ouhwnE

B. Description ofTest Site

Theted sitewasareconstruction of Kapija squaasd wasarried out by Serbxpets.
Thesiteconsisted of 6 reconstructions of 6 buildifigsee details below.

Except for the NIK building, that was built with solid materials udirigks concrete and
plaster, the remaining buildings in the square weaele of sheets of woarbvered ly thin
sheets of tin.

Sidewalks were cast in front of the buildingslSLmeters wide and abo&t10 cmhigher
than street level

The square was paved on its western side with 10x10x10 granite asah&asoriginaly
paved.

The test sitewas divided mto 2 height sections using a color line that was marked on the
buildings in the square at the height of 1.80 parallel to the height of a human being.
Additionally, the bottonsection of the buildingsvas divided into sulsections of 1 meter
each, in ader to analyze the density of fragmentation damages and their location.

On 1617/03/2016 théest groundvas scanned with a 3D laser scaniiée scan is attached.
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Dimsensions of reconstructed “Kapija" Square at Experimental center “Nikinci”

Date: 2/10/2016

Distance between buildings in reconstrucdgdaré measured usingD laser scanner
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Measurements of Samoizbor and the northerlding using3D laser scanner
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Reconstructed Kapija squdreriew from Southest toNorthwest. In front of NIK building,

Reconstructed Kapij square, view frodurthwest On right, Kapija building, in back
Caffe Kapijabuilding



51

10,058 m

(2T

Height of buildings in requstructed square3D laser n
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C. NIK Building

The NIK building was fully reconstructed using the materialsricks, concrete and
cementto create an accurate copy of the structure. It should be notefdatpatentation
marks from prior tests are evideoh thisbuilding as well as omll the reconstructed
buildingsat the test siteThese marksvere covered, sealed and painted beforddte
were conducted.

The architectwr of the exterior wall was also fully reconstredt

The fagade of the clothing stole@cated in the buildingvas also reconstructed using a
wooden construction that includedliaplay stand andindow mannequins

In the top floors the windows were closed usmagching glass.

A sidewalkwascast in from of the building, 115 meters wide and about 10 cm higher
than street level.

The street adjacent to the sidewalk was paasdoted, with granite stone in line with
the original paving.
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Resultsof 3D laser scan of reconstructed buildalgngside Engineering drawing of the
NIK building






D. Samoizbor building
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Engineering drawing measurements &amoizboiSouttiwestfacade
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Samoizbor building Southwesern facade

Samoizbor building Western face
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