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I Overview of national legislation on recognition and enforcement of enforceable titles in civil and commercial cases
The following national legislation is relevant for recognition and enforcement of enforceable judgments in civil and commercial matters:

· the PIL Code;

· The Law on Enforcement and Security;
 

· The Law on Judicial Organization;
 and

· The Law on Non-Contentious Procedure.

The focus in this report is on judgments rendered by courts. It should nevertheless be mentioned that the legislation listed above is also relevant for recognition and enforcement of foreign arbitral awards except that the provisions of the PIL Code on recognition of arbitral awards have been replaced by new provisions of the Arbitration Act (2006).
 The Arbitration Act, just as the PIL Code, gives precedence to provisions of international treaties regulating the same matter.
A foreign judgment can be equated with the judgment of a domestic court and produce legal effect in Serbia only if recognized by a Serbian court (the Private International Law (PIL) Code, (1983) Article 86(1). The conditions for enforcement of a foreign judgment are the same as the conditions for its recognition, except that the party requesting enforcement has to submit evidence that the judgment is enforceable pursuant to the law of the country in which it was rendered (the PIL Code, Article 96). The effect of “enforcement” in the sense of the PIL Code is that the foreign judgment is declared enforceable. Once it is declared enforceable, the foreign judgment may be filed for compulsory enforcement at the place where assets of the debtor are located, pursuant to the Law on Enforcement and Security (2011), just as any domestic enforceable judgment. A creditor may also directly initiate proceedings for enforcement before the competent court even though the foreign judgment has not been previously recognized or declared enforceable. In such a case the issue of recognition as well as enforceability will be decided by the enforcement court as a preliminary matter (The Law on Enforcement a Security, Article 21(3). The enforcement court has to decide on the proposal for compulsory enforcement of a “foreign enforceable title”, and on the preliminary request for recognition within thirty days from the date of filing (The Law on Enforcement and Security, Article 7(1). 
A foreign judgment is any decision of a foreign court or a decision of any other authority, if such decision is equivalent to a judicial decision in the country of origin, as well as a settlement reached in a foreign court (the PIL Code, Article 86, paragraphs 2 and 3). Only foreign judgment rendered in civil and commercial matters may be recognized. The characterization of civil and commercial matters is done pursuant to domestic law. For example, judgments of foreign courts brought in criminal proceedings may not be recognized and enforced except in the part in which they contain a decision on the monetary claim of the victim. Similarly, foreign judgments entered for the purpose of collection of State taxes are not enforceable. 
The courts were confronted with the issue whether judgments rendered in the former Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) in the territories of Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Macedonia, before they declared independence were to be considered as foreign judgments. The Supreme Court of Serbia held that a judgment rendered by a Macedonian court before separation of the FYR of Macedonia and before promulgation of the Constitution of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia on 27 April 1992, was not to be considered as foreign judgments.

As stated above, recognition and enforceability of a foreign judgment may be the main subject of a proceeding, or may be decided as a preliminary question in a proceeding involving another matter (the PIL Code, Article 101(5). Exequatur does not require conducting of a separate legal proceeding although the parties may wish to conduct it anyway, for the sake of a definite solution of the issue. 
The ruling on recognition and enforceability (exequatur) will be rendered in the so-called non--contentious procedure regulated by the Law on Non-Contentious Procedure (the procedure that is simpler than the contentious procedure (litigation) regulated by the Code of Civil Procedure). If the foreign  judgment concerns a civil matter, the ruling on recognition will be rendered by a high court. Foreign judgments in commercial matters will be recognized by commercial courts (the Law on Judicial Organization (2008), Articles 23(3) and 25(2).There is a right of appeal against the ruling of the high court to the court of appeals and against the ruling of the commercial court to the Commercial Court of Appeals (Article 101(3) and The Law on Judicial Organization (2008), Articles 24 and 26).
The issue of recognition of a foreign judgment may also arise as a preliminary question in any civil or enforcement action. The court may decide upon such a preliminary question if there is no prior ruling on recognition. The ruling will have effect only in the proceedings in which it was made (Article 101(5). 
In either case, the court deciding on the recognition and enforceability of a foreign judgment has to limit itself to examination of the formal conditions for recognition provided in Articles 86-96 of the PIL Code (Article 101(2). The court has no power to modify the foreign judgment in any respect. As to persons entitled to request recognition, the law provides only that recognition of foreign judgments relating to status may be requested by anyone who has a legal interest in recognition (Article 101(6). It remains unsettled whether the recognition of judgments in matters other than status may be requested solely by the parties in the foreign proceedings and their legal successors or by other persons having a legal interest, as well.

II. Existing bilateral and multilateral conventions between the States of the Western Balkans and third countries (including those relating to cross border service of documents) 

1. Overview of bilateral conventions
Bilateral conventions relating wholly or in part to certain issues from the field of PIL exist with the following countries: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania and Slovenia. These bilateral conventions are consular conventions, conventions on judicial assistance, and bilateral treaties for the protection of foreign investments. Many but not all bilateral conventions on judicial assistance include conflict and jurisdictional provisions, mostly in the field of status, family law and the law of succession, as well as provisions on recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments and arbitral awards. In many of these conventions, one can encounter provisions on the rights of citizens to acquire property and to conduct business activities. Most of the judicial assistance conventions regulate service of process and the taking of evidence, contain provisions dispensing with the requirement of legalization of documents and cautio iudicatum solvi, and provide for access to courts, legal aid and exchange of information on the content of laws of the contracting parties. The status of the former Yugoslav bilateral conventions has not been resolved yet with all countries that were parties thereto. The countries with which the process of establishing succession has been initiated, but not yet completed are: Albania, Bulgaria and Romania.

2. List of bilateral conventions: 
Consular conventions:

– the 1987 Consular Convention with Bulgaria;
 
– the 1997 Consular Convention with Croatia;

–the 1997 Consular Convention with the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia;

–  the 1974 Consular Convention with Romania;

Conventions on legal assistance:
– the 2005 Agreement with Bosnia and Herzegovina on Legal Assistance in Civil and Criminal Matters, as amended in 2010;

– the 1956 Agreement with Bulgaria on Mutual Legal Assistance;

- the 1997 Agreement with Croatia on Legal Assistance in Civil and Criminal Matters;

–  the 2004 Agreement with the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia on Legal Assistance in Civil and Criminal Matters;

–  the 2010 Agreement with Montenegro on Legal Assistance in Civil and Criminal Matters;

– the 1960 Agreement with Romania on Legal Assistance.

Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs):
– the 2002 Agreement with Albania on the Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments;

– the 2001 Agreement with Bosnia and Herzegovina on the Fostering and Reciprocal Protection of Investments;

– the 1996 Agreement with Bulgaria on the Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments;

– the 1998 Agreement with Croatia on Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments;

– the 2010 Agreement with Montenegro on the Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments;

– the 1996 Agreement with the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia on the Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments;

– the 1995 Agreement with Romania on the Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments;
 and

– the 2002 Agreement with Slovenia on the Mutual Fostering and Protection of Investments. 
 
3. List of pertinent multilateral conventions (excluding conventions in family matters except for maintenance)
– the 1954 Hague Convention Relating to Civil Procedure (also in force in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Romania, Montenegro, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Slovenia);

–  the 1961 Hague Convention Abolishing the Requirement of Legalization for Foreign Public Documents (also in force in all other countries of the region);

–  the 1965 Hague Convention on the Service Abroad of Judicial and Extrajudicial Documents in Civil or Commercial Matters (also in force in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Slovenia);

– the 1970 Hague Convention on the Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil or Commercial Matters (also in force in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Slovenia);

– the 1980 Hague Convention on International Access to Justice (also in force in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Montenegro, Romania, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Slovenia);

– the 1968 European Convention on Information on Foreign Law (also in force in Albania, Bulgaria; Montenegro, Romania, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Slovenia);

-– the 1958 New York Convention on Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards ( also in force in all other countries of the region);

– the 1961 European Convention on International Commercial Arbitration (also in force in all other countries of the region);

– the 1965 Convention on the Settlement of Investment Disputes between States and Nationals of Other States (in force in all countries of the region except Montenegro);

– the 1956 Convention on Recovery Abroad of Maintenance (also in force in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, mania, Slovenia, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia);

III. Brief description of the legal requirements and procedure for the recognition and enforcement of foreign enforceable titles – 
The court has no power to review the foreign judgment as to facts that were established or the law that was applied. The conditions for recognition and enforcement are laid out in the PIL Code and they are mostly of a procedural character. These conditions include the following:
(a) Finality (the PIL Code Article 87) – the party has to submit a confirmation by a foreign court or other competent authority that the judgment has become final pursuant to the law of the country of origin (i.e., that no appeal can be taken from this judgment and that it conclusively resolves the matter at issue).

(b) Jurisdiction – the foreign judgment will not be recognized if the Serbian court or other authority has exclusive jurisdiction for the matter that was decided by the judgment (the PIL Code, Article 89(1). For the exclusive jurisdiction, there has to be an express provision in a federal statute (the PIL Code, Article 47). The word “federal” should simply be disregarded, because none of the statutes that provide exclusive jurisdiction can any longer be characterized as federal statutes. Exclusive jurisdiction of Serbian courts exists in the following disputes:

– in disputes on real rights on immovable property, leasing of immovable property and possessory actions relating to immovable property, if the immovable property is located in the territory of Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 56);
– in proceedings for distribution of estate after death for the part of the estate that consists of immovable property situated in Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 71(1), , Article 72(1), and Article 73(1);
– in divorce proceedings and actions for annulment of marriage if the defendant is a citizen of Serbia domiciled in Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 61(2). However, if the defendant seeks recognition, or does not object to recognition requested by the plaintiff, the exclusive jurisdiction of the domestic court will not present an obstacle to recognition (the PIL Code, Article 89(2);

– in paternity and maternity disputes, if the action is filed against a child who is a citizen of Serbia domiciled or resident in Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 64(2);

– in disputes on custody and care of children by their parents, if the defendant and child are both citizens of Serbia domiciled in Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 66(2);
– in proceedings for granting permission to a minor to enter into marriage, if the minor is a citizen of Serbia, or if the parties who wish to enter into marriage broad are citizens of Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 70( 2);
– in foreign investment disputes relating to investment in Serbia; but even though these disputes can not be referred to a foreign court, they may be referred to international arbitration (the former Yugoslav Law on Foreign Investment , Article 17).

There are also provisions on exclusive jurisdiction of domestic courts in the former Yugoslav Law on Maritime and Internal Navigation (Article 1051), the former Yugoslav Law of Obligations and Basic Property Relations in Aerial Navigation (Article 191), etc. Exclusive jurisdiction of domestic administrative authorities exists for the following matters:

– adoption of a citizen of Serbia domiciled in Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 74(1);

– guardianship over a citizen of Serbia (the PIL Code, Article 75).

Jurisdiction is not tested if recognition is sought for a status judgment that concerns only the nationals of the country of origin (the PIL Code, Article 94(1). After the legislative reform in the PIL field that is currently going on most of these provisions will probably be changed (e.g. there will be no exclusive jurisdiction in proceedings for distribution of the estate after death, nor exclusive jurisdiction based on Serbian domicile and citizenship).
(c) Reciprocity (the PIL Code, Article 92(1) – this condition does not necessitate the existence of a treaty on mutual recognition of judgments. It is enough that Serbian judgments are recognized in the practice of the country of origin. Reciprocity is presumed until a contrary proposition is established (the PIL Code, Article 92(3). In order to establish lack of reciprocity, one has to show that domestic judgments of the same kind as the judgment for which recognition is sought are not recognized in the country of origin. Reciprocity is not required for recognition of foreign judgments on divorce or annulment of marriage, or for paternity and maternity judgments (the PIL Code, Article 92(2). Reciprocity is also not required if a domestic national seeks recognition, or if it is a status judgment concerning only the nationals of the country of origin (Article 92(2) and Article 94(1). It is expected that reciprocity will be abolished as a condition for recognition of judgments by the impending legislative reform.
 (d) Absence of procedural violations that prevented the party from participating in the proceedings (the PIL Code, Article 88(1) – the most common procedural violation of this kind is inadequate service of process that should notify the defendant that the action against him is pending (the PIL Code, Article 88(2). The court will not review the fulfilment of this condition on its own motion, but only at the parties’ request. If the party participated in any way in the hearing on the merits, that party cannot invoke the inadequacy of service in the recognition proceedings (Article 88 (2).

(e) Absence of violation of public policy (Article 91) – generally speaking, domestic courts rarely rely on the exception of public policy to deny recognition to foreign judgments. This condition does not apply at all to status judgments relative only to the status of a national of the country of origin. In contrast, foreign status judgments deciding on the status of domestic nationals are subjected to a stricter review than other judgments. If the foreign court applied foreign law deciding on the status of a citizen of Serbia, although Serbian law would be applicable pursuant to the domestic conflict of laws rules, the judgment will be recognized only if the foreign substantive law does not essentially differ from the manner in which the domestic substantive law regulates the same issue (the principle of equivalence, PIL Code, Article 93).

(f) Absence of a final domestic judgment or of a foreign judgment that was already recognized in the same matter (PIL Code, Article 90) – the final domestic judgment rendered in the same matter will impede recognition of a foreign judgment even if the proceedings before the foreign court were initiated earlier. The interested party may prevent such a result, however, by filing a timely lis pendens motion. If two parallel proceedings are pending before the domestic and foreign courts, and the foreign proceedings were initiated earlier, the domestic court will stay the proceedings at the party’s request provided that the Serbian court does not have exclusive jurisdiction for that dispute and that the foreign court would stay the proceedings in the equivalent case (i.e., if there is reciprocity – the PIL Code, Article 80). In the reverse case, when the domestic proceedings having been initiated earlier are still pending, but the foreign proceedings already resulted in a final judgment, the court will stay the recognition proceedings until a final judgment is rendered in the domestic proceedings (PIL Code, Article 90(2). This will usually mean that the recognition of the foreign judgment will eventually be denied, due to the existence of a final domestic judgment, unless the domestic proceedings are finished with a decision that is not on the merits.
IV. Ideas for possible mechanisms to enable cross border recognition and enforcement of enforceable titles (e.g. Convention, bilateral agreements, multilateral agreements)
It should be borne in mind that great part of the region of the Western Balkans used to be a “single judicial area” until 1992. Judgments rendered by Serbian courts were automatically recognized in Slovenia and vice versa, pursuant to the Constitutional full faith and credit clause. Jurisdiction was based on uniform grounds of international jurisdiction. When the former Yugoslavia disintegrated, the conditions and procedure for recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments provided in the PIL Code inherited from the former Yugoslavia, became applicable to judgments originating from the new neighbouring countries. Only recently, legislative interventions and announced reforms in the field of PIL caused by necessity to approximate the national legislation with the law of the Union have paradoxically promised to create diversity in the legal regimes of jurisdiction and recognition and enforcement. Therefore, it should not be too hard to harmonize these rules and to bring about free movement of judgments since there is common legal background. The only impediment that may be encountered is the lack of mutual trust in impartiality and independence of judiciary.
There are three possible ways to approach the problem of cross-border recognition and enforcement of judgments in the region. The first one is through bilateral treaties, the second one through an international multilateral treaty that would enable recognition and enforcement between member countries, and the third is to initiate diplomatic action to individually or collectively join the existing Lugano Convention on Jurisdiction and the Recognition and Enforcement of Judgments (2007). The first option is realistic and already practiced. For example, Serbia has bilateral treaty provisions ensuring recognition and enforcement of judgments and arbitral awards with Bosnia and Herzegovina (Articles 26-31), Bulgaria (Articles 42-47), Montenegro (Articles 26-32), Romania (Articles 50-58), and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (Articles 22-27). The second option would require additional time and effort to draft the new text of the convention on jurisdiction and recognition and to organize an international conference for its adoption. We will briefly discuss the third option that seems to be the most attractive and beneficial to those countries of the region that are not yet and will not soon become EU members (those that are EU members are automatically members of the revised Lugano Convention, too – in 2009 the European Community ratified the revised Lugano Convention with effect for all member states with the exception of Denmark).
The Convention on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in civil and commercial matters (deposited with the Government of the Swiss Confederation) was signed on 30 October 2007 in Lugano (”the revised Lugano Convention“). European Union, Switzerland, Denmark, Iceland and Norway (i.e. 30 countries in total) are parties thereto. The original Lugano Convention was concluded between the EEC and the EFTA states in 1988. The main goals of the convention are listed in its preamble: to strengthen the legal protection of persons established in their territories, facilitate recognition, and secure expedient enforcement of judgments, authentic instruments and court settlements. For that purpose the contracting parties determine the international jurisdiction of the courts and provide for a procedure of eforcement of their judgments. The main advantage of the Lugano Convention is that it extends the system of the Brussels I Regulation to non-EU countries. Since the non EU members in the region are incorporating at least some of the Brussels I Regulation rules into their national systems as part of the association process, it would be very convenient to adhere to the same (parallel) rules in the form of an international treaty that would ensure the recognition of domestic judgments accross Europe. 
The revised Lugano Convention is open for accession. Accession procedure is regulated in Articles 70-73. The conditions for accession of the countries that are not members of the EFTA, are provided in particular in Article 72. The most important are the quality of the court system and the independence of the judiciary. All Parties to the Convention have to agree to the accession of a newcomer, but there is an option to allow the newcomer to join, without becoming bound to it (through filing of an objection). Historically, Poland was the only country that joined the original Lugano Convention although it was neither an EFTA nor an EU country at that time. 
V. Cross-border service of documents –
The service of process abroad is conducted pursuant to bilateral and multilateral international treaties indicated in section II. If no treaty is applicable, service on persons or institutions abroad, as well as on aliens enjoying immunity, has to be conducted through diplomatic channels (the Code of Civil Procedure, Article 130(1). If the document needs to be served on a citizen of Serbia abroad, this may be accomplished through the consul or a diplomatic representative of Serbia that performs consular functions in the relevant country, or by international courier, but this type of service is valid only if the recipient voluntarily assents to receive the process (the Code of Civil Procedure, Article 130(2). Service may be performed within the country on foreign legal entities that have an agency in Serbia (the Code of Civil Procedure, Article (130(3). If a party or his legal representative are abroad and have no attorney in Serbia, the court will invite them to appoint an attorney for purposes of service of process in Serbia within an appropriate time period. If they fail to do this, the court will appoint a temporary representative authorized to receive process on the party’s behalf, and will give the party or its statutory representative a notice thereof (the Code of Civil Procedure, Article 141). 
VI. Practical experience in the countries of the West Balkans
1. Statistical data on number of cases (if available) concerning:

Recognition and enforcement of foreign enforceable titles in civil and commercial matters from the region. 
Statistical data collected by the courts does not indicate the number of recognition and enforcement actions in Serbia per year. Some indication of this number may be found in the published data on the cases that have reached the highest courts. We will make a rough estimate that approximately 10-30% of all rulings on recognition and enforcement are appealed and that approximately 10% of the appeals decisions are published. In the period from 2006-2011 (i.e. starting from the year when Serbia became an independent state), there were six cases of exequatur that reached the Supreme Court of Cassation of Serbia (formerly called the Supreme Court of Serbia) and ten cases that reached the Commercial Court of Appeals (formerly the High Commercial Court). There was also one request for taking of a common position by the courts (these positions taken by high courts are a way to align the practice of lower courts). These cases were recorded by the commercial legal database Paragraf Lex. If they are seen as a percentage of the total requests as indicated above, we can make a rough estimate that the total number of cases before the lower courts in this period was between 170 and 510. Unfortunately in the excerpts of judgments published by the commercial publishers there is usually no information on the country of origin of the judgment. Therefore, we can not even guess how many of these judgments actually originated from the countries of the region.
Cross-border insolvency cases 
No data is available.
Cross border service of documents 
No data is available.
2. Short summary of (positive or negative) experience within the region 
There has been no comprehensive study of the practical experience in cross-border recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments in Serbia. Nobody has tackled the subject so far. At the conferences of PIL scholars from the region that were regularly held during the preceding nine years judicial practice was discussed but without exact numerical data. Perhaps the time is not ripe yet, since legislative and administrative reform, and efforts to meet the conditions for EU association have consumed the attention and energy of all stakeholders – courts, the Ministry of Justice and legal writers. As far as the authors of this report know, until recently problems were encountered with recognition and enforcement of judgments between Serbia and Slovenia. The cause of the problems was the uncertainty regarding the existence of reciprocity between the two countries which probably arose from the fact that Serbia and Slovenia are the only countries in the region that have not entered into a bilateral convention on legal assistance. As a consequence, the practice of recognition and enforcement was inconsistent. After discussions between the Ministries of Justice of the two countries, the existence of de facto reciprocity was established, and it was concluded that this requirement should not represent an impediment for mutual recognition and enforcement of judgments in civil and commercial matters. 
3. Comments

To begin with, one should try to collect statistical data on the number of requests for recognition and enforcement pending before the Serbian courts. Such database should not be limited to requests for recognition of judgments originating from the countries of the region, but should cover requests from all countries. Requests for recognition should be assigned a separate judicial registration code to be easily recognizable and countable. The same should be done for requests for enforcement of “foreign enforceable titles” that should bear a judicial registration code different from other enforcement cases. These changes could be easily effected in the existing Judicial Rules of Procedure
 enacted by the Ministry of Justice (in particular Articles 266 -268 and 271, as well as Articles 303, 305, and 307 of the Judicial Rules of Procedure should be amended to include such codes). Separate registration codes would enable the courts to include the relevant data within the regular statistical reports that they have to submit (Art. 44 of the Judicial Rules of Procedure. It would be a step further to keep records of the country of origin for each request. A more comprehensive statistics would require also a separate registration code for civil and commercial cases that have cross-border elements. For example, if the claimant or defendant indicates a foreign address or a foreign citizenship, the case should automatically be assigned a cross-border case code. For the moment separate books and registration codes are provided for keeping records of requests for legalization of documents for use abroad (Article 317 of the Judicial Rules of Procedure), while the requests for recognition and enforcement belong to Register R3 together with nine other types of requests (Article 308 of the Judicial Rules of Procedure), so they are not easily discernable. There is a separate book for requests for legal assistance, but it includes both requests of domestic and of foreign courts (Article 309 of the Judicial Rules of Procedure).
With the help of domestic and foreign legal experts and advisors, the Serbian Ministry of Justice should elaborate a new model of records that takes better account of the cross-border cases. The structure of these judicial statistics could be modelled on the experience of EU countries, if available.
� Zakon o rešavanju sukoba zakona sa propisima drugih zemalja ("Sl. list SFRJ", no. 43/82  and 72/82 - corr., "Sl. list SRJ", no. 46/96 as amended by the Arbitration Act "Sl. glasnik RS", no. 46/2006).


� Zakon o izvršenju i obezbeđenju, ("Sl. glasnik RS", no.31/2011).


� Zakon o uređenju sudova ("Sl. glasnik RS", no. 116/2008, 104/2009 and 101/2010).


� Zakon o vanparničnom postupku, ("Sl. glasnik SRS", no. 25/82 and 48/88 and "Sl. glasnik RS"  no. 46/95 and 18/2005)





� “Službeni glasnik RS, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 46/2006.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 10/1991.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/1998.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/1998.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 66/1974.


� “Službeni list SCG, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 6/2005.


� “Službeni list FNRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/1957.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/1998.


� “Službeni list SCG, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 22/2004.


� “Službeni glasnik RS, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/2010.


� “Službeni list FNRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 8/1961.


� “Službeni list SCG, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 10/2004.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 12/2002.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 4/1996.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 10/2001.


� “Službeni glasnik RS, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/2010.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 5/1996.


� “Službeni list SRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 4/1996.


� “Službeni list SCG, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 6/2004.


� “Službeni list FNRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 6/1962.


� “Službeni list FNRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 10/1962.


� “Službeni glasnik RS, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/2010.





� “Službeni glasnik RS, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 1/2010.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 4/1988.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 7/1991.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 11/1981.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 12/1963.


� “Službeni glasnik RS, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 2/2006.


� “Službeni list SFRJ, Međunarodni ugovori“ no. 2/1960.


� Sudski poslovnik, ("Sl. glasnik RS", br. 110/2009)
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