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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Users’satisfaction surveys are one of the key elements of pol-
icies aimed at the evaluation of quality processes, notably in
judicial systems. With the support of the Strengthening the
Quality and Efficiency of Justice in Kosovo (KoSEJ Action),
three pilot courts conducted court user’s satisfaction surveys
based on the Council of Europe - European Commission for
the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) methodology at the end of
2017, for the first time in Kosovo: the Basic Courts of Gjakové/
Dakovica, Prishtiné/Pristina, and Prizren.

In total, 924 court users (881 Albanians and 43 from non-Al-
banian communities) and 145 lawyers were interviewed.
Court users and lawyers were asked to rate their satisfaction
level for specific issues on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being
“very dissatisfied”and 5 “very satisfied”.

From the court users’ satisfaction survey, the average sat-
isfaction level for the three courts is following:

@ Accessibility and premises of the courts - it ranged
between 3.5 and 3.6, which indicates the need of
some improvements;

® Court functioning - it ranged between 3.4 and 3.7,
the lowest score relates to the issue of the punctuality
of court hearings;

® Judgesand hearings —itranged between 3.4and 4.1,
the lowest score relates to the issue of the length of
the proceedings;

® Prosecutors — it was around 3.4, the satisfaction lev-
el of court users with the politeness and attitude of
judges was higher (3.8) than with the prosecutors;

® Access to information - it ranged between 3.6 and
3.8;

® Overall functioning of the courts —itranged between
2.9and 3.4, which are the lowest scores of the survey.
Court users are particularly dissatisfied with the costs
of the services provided by the courts (2.9).

From the lawyers’satisfaction survey, the average satisfac-
tion level for the three courts is the following:

® Lawyer-court relationship — it was below 3 concern-
ing three issues (the speed of the replies to their
requests, the quality of the replies to their requests,
the digitalization of the proceedings, and the quali-
ty and usefulness of the court’s website), which is of
concern. In Prishtiné/Pristina, approximately 75% of
the lawyers expressed dissatisfaction with the digita-
lization of the proceedings and with the quality and
usefulness of the court’s website.

® Court hearings - it ranged between 3.1 to 3.6. The
lowest scores pertain to the issues of coordination
between the court and the lawyers to schedule the
dates of the hearings and to the punctuality of the
hearings.

® Courts'decisions - it ranged between 1.9 to 3.3. The
handling of the all types of cases appears slow in the
three courts. These issues obtained the lowest scores
and these results should raise a great concern.

® Improvement of court’services over the last 5 years
- More than 80% of lawyers in Prizren and almost
60% of lawyers in Gjakové/Dakovica declared that
the quality of services has improved during this peri-
od. In contrast, only 31% of the lawyers in Prishting/
Pristina considered that the court services have im-
proved, whereas almost half of them responded that
they have not changed and 22% responded that they
have worsened.

This report was presented and discussed with representa-
tives of the three courts during a workshop that took place
on 15 May 2018 as well as individual meetings with the man-
agement of the courts on 15 and 16 May 2018.The reportand
the recommendations contained therein were validated and
concrete activities were proposed by the courts to improve
some areas of court organisation and court services, as a re-
sponse to the results of the surveys.



INTRODUCTION

According to the Article 6 of the European Convention on
Human Rights (Rome, 1950): "In the determination of his
civil rights and obligations or of any criminal charge against
him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within
areasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal
established by law".

Users’satisfaction surveys are one of the key elements of pol-
icies aimed at the evaluation of quality processes, notably in
judicial systems. The data collected from court satisfaction
surveys are usually very useful for any judicial organization
interested to conduct a self-assessment of its functioning.
The self-assessment can be used, among other goals, to iden-
tify strengths and weaknesses in the court’s functioning in
order to constantly improve the service delivered, and to
increase users' confidence in the administration of justice.

The CEPEJ's Working Group on the quality of justice (CEPEJ-
GT-QUAL) has issued a methodological Handbook for Con-
ducting Satisfaction Surveys Aimed at Court Users in Council
of Europe Member States.' This Handbook is a complemen-
tary tool to the CEPEJ Quality Check-list which is a self-eval-

uation on the courtinternal performances by the court staff.?
Therefore, both CEPEJ tools offer a complementary insight
on the functioning of the court (court staff’s and users’point
of view).

With the support of the KoSEJ Action, three pilot courts con-
ducted court users satisfaction surveys based on the CEPEJ
methodology at the end of 2017, for the first time in Kosovo:
the Basic Courts of Gjakové/Pakovica, Prishtiné/Pristina, and
Prizren. The surveys were designed to achieve the following
two objectives:

Internal objective: To assist the courts’management
to gather information about the court organization
and its activities that requires special attention and
improvements. In other words, conducting the user
satisfaction surveys was not the ultimate goal. The re-
sults of the surveys should be thoroughly studied by
the courts’management and concrete steps should be
undertaken to improve the areas of the court activities
where the satisfaction level is more or less average or
below average.

1 CEPEJ Handbook for Conducting Satisfaction Surveys Aimed at Court Users in Council of Europe Member States (2016/15E):
https://www.coe.int/t/dghl/cooperation/cepej/quality/default_en.asp (hereinafter “CEPEJ Handbook on Satisfaction Surveys”).

2 See CEPEJ Quality tools: https://www.coe.int/t/dghl/cooperation/cepej/quality/default_en.asp.



External objective: To give to the general public the
assurance that the court is a transparent and caring
organization, and that the feedback of the court users
is important and has real impact on court activities.
Therefore, it is important to publish the results of the
satisfaction survey in a way that honestly draws atten-
tion also to weaknesses. It is also recommended to
publish the results of the satisfaction surveys together
with the action plan. Means of publishing the results
should include webpage, media (press conference,
press notes, interviews in media) and sending the re-
sults together with the action plan to the main coop-
eration partners (bar- and lawyers association, higher
courts, ministry of justice etc).

The surveys were carried out by Riinvest Institute, which was
specifically selected for this exercise by the KoSEJ Action. The
replies were processed by the Riinvest Institute.

Section 2 describes the survey methodology and Section 3
presents the results of the surveys for court users and for law-
yers.The last section provides conclusions and recommenda-
tions for the three pilot courts. Itidentifies, in particular, areas
of court activities and court organisation that require special
attention and improvements in each individual court. This
report makes the following preliminary recommendations
to courts to encourage them to identify and initiate con-
crete measures to improve these areas of court services,
or at least some, based on their level of priority:

® The courts’ management is invited to thoroughly
study the results of the survey and in particular the
areas of court activities and court organisation where
the satisfaction level is not satisfactory;

3 CEPEJ Handbook on Satisfaction Surveys, para. 68.
4 CEPEJ Handbook on Satisfaction Surveys, para. 5.
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@ The courts’management is also invited to identify
areas of court organisation or court activities that
should be improved as a priority and should devel-
op and plan concrete activities to improve them, as
aresponse to the results of the surveys;

® The courts should publish the results of the satisfac-
tion survey (communication of feedback are an in-
tegral part of the survey process. Failure to take any
measures following a survey which has identified
problems may lead to frustrations on the part of the
individuals concerned and ultimately result in their
reluctance to participate in new surveys);3 and

® The surveys should be repeated periodically in order
both to measure changes in the delivery of services
provided by the courts and to tie the justice system
into a process of systematically improving the quality
of the services offered.#

This report was presented and discussed with representa-
tives of the three courts during a workshop that took place
on 15 May 2018 as well as individual meetings with the man-
agement of the courts on 15 and 16 May 2018. The report
and the recommendations contained therein were validated
and concrete activities were proposed by the courts to im-
prove some areas of court organisation and court services,
as a response to the results of the surveys (see conclusions
and recommendations below).



The surveys were conducted based on the CEPEJ method-
ology, presented in the CEPEJ Handbook on Satisfaction
Surveys.

Meetings were held with the Presidents of the three courts
on 13 and 15 September 2017 in order to explain the CEPEJ
methodology to conduct surveys. A Steering Committee
composed of representatives of the three pilot courts was
then created in October 2017. The scope, objectives, and
the organisation of the surveys were discussed with them.
It was decided that there would be two target groups with
two separate questionnaires (as recommended in the CEPEJ
Handbook on Satisfaction Surveys): (i) one questionnaire for
court users (parties to the proceedings, witnesses, and other
users requesting a specific service from the court), and (ii)
one questionnaire for lawyers.

The questionnaires used for these surveys are based on the
model questionnaires contained in the CEPEJ Handbook on
Satisfaction surveys.The questionnaires were adapted to the
specific needs of the three pilot courts based on the inputs

DOLOGY

provided by the Steering Committee representatives and by
the Kosovo Bar Association.

Court users and lawyers were asked to rate their satisfaction
level for specific issues on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being
“very dissatisfied”; 2 —“dissatisfied”; 3 - "average satisfaction”;
4 -"satisfied”; and 5 —“very satisfied”. Note that the third sat-
isfaction level “average satisfaction” was kept in the scale
for court users who are, for instance, uncertain about their
opinion. This level of satisfaction should be interpreted with
care. This report has refrained from speculating about the
reasons why the court users responded “average satisfaction”
Itis possible that the question was not poorly formulated, or
was not worth the user’s time or care.

There are a number of methods that enable user satisfaction
to be studied. The pilot courts decided to organise a quanti-
tative survey with questionnaires administered by a research
company within the courts. Regarding the first target group,
the following sample was adopted:



I TAB. 1 SAMPLE SIZE OF THE COURTS' USERS

Type of Respondents Prishtiné/Pristina

Prizren Basic Court

Gjakové/Dakovica Total

Basic Court Basic Court
Party to the proceedings 150 100 70 320
Witnesses 60 50 40 150
Other users 200 150 100 450
TOTAL 410 300 210 920

A quota-based sample was employed. Several meetings with
respective Basic Courts officials have taken place in order to
gather necessary information for designing quotas. Stratifica-
tion was made also taking into account the ethnicity of users,
using the 2011 census data on ethnic structure of population
at regional level.s In total, 924 court users were interviewed,
881 Albanians and 43 from non-Albanian communities. It
should be pointed out that obtaining replies from witnesses
posed some difficulties in the courts of Gjakové/Pakovica
and Prizren. Identifying these users was problematic. In par-
ticular, many hearings in the three courts do not take place
in court rooms but in the judges’ offices. Consequently, the
initial quotas were not completed in Gjakové/Pakovica (27

I TAB.2 SAMPLING OF PROFESSIONAL USERS

Number of Lawyers by municipalities

out of 40 witnesses) and Prizren (8 out of 50 witnesses). How-
ever, the remaining questionnaires were compensated with
other court users.

Regarding the second target group (namely: lawyers), de-
tailed data was provided by the Kosovo Bar Association. In
orderto have a gender-balanced sample group, the number
of respondents was weighted according to the gender struc-
ture of lawyers in the municipalities of the three pilot courts.
Furthermore, since the number of lawyers from non-majority
communities is very small, they were all included in the sam-
ple.The sample for this target group was therefore construct-
ed asinTable 2 below.

Number of Lawyers by municipalities

Municipality Tt;i;:;:f Gender rzg:)a(:::e.::s Gender

M F M F
Prishtiné/Pristina 342 267 75 80 62 18
Prizren 74 64 10 40 35
Gjakové/Pakovica 32 31 1 25 24 1

SOURCE: KOSOVO BAR ASSOCIATION

Replies from the court users were collected through face-
to-face interviews that took place within the premises of
the three pilot courts during the second part of November
through early December 2017. Around 20 enumerators have
been engaged in conducting interviews with court users in
the three courts. The large number of enumerators involved
reduces the enumerator bias in terms of the individual treat-
ment of the interviewing process. In addition, the majority of
selected enumerators were current students in Law related

5 http://askdata.rks-gov.net/PXWeb/pxweb/en/askdata/

10

fields as they are more familiar with legal terminology. The
enumerators’team participated a one-day training session
where they have been introduced to the purpose of the
study, the process of data collection, and finally a group re-
view of each question in both questionnaires. As part of this
training, enumerators received a training manual explaining
how to dress and present themselves to respondents, and
detailed explanations of the questionnaire. Small groups of
enumerators worked under aTeam Leader. Once the training



of enumerators was completed, field test of the survey was
conducted to find out whether the draft questionnaires were
understandable to the target samples. Piloting process took
place with 5-10 respondents from each category in all the
three locations. After the collection of the replies, a logical
control of each filled questionnaire was conducted by the
researchers to determine whether there were any irrational
or non-fitting answers.

The collected data was encoded by experienced researchers
using Excel spreadsheets prepared with the data fields and
pop-up tables indicating relevant codes. The data was then
analysed using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Scienc-
es) software to identify responses outside of expected rang-
es, including potential inconsistencies across the collected
data from specific questions (variables) from the question-
naire. Changes were made as appropriate. Periodic checks

were also made by the Project Manager, primarily through
comparing variable means and data distributions, to ensure
that the data has not been altered, intentionally or otherwise.

The data from lawyers was collected through face-to-face.
In total 145 randomly selected lawyers were contacted in
advance and depending on their availability, interviews
were conducted at lawyers’ offices or court premises after
hearings. Out of this number, seven were from non-Albanian
communities, namely Serbs, Turkish and Bosniaks.

It is important to underline that this report examines the
data collected from the survey exclusively. More qualitative
studies would be required in order to better understand the
reasons for the court users’responses. Issues can be detect-
ed through the collection of quantitative data. They usually
have to be further investigated through qualitative analysis.

11



a) Court Users

In this section the analysis focuses on the satisfaction of
parties directly involved in proceedings, witnesses and oth-
er users requesting a specific service from the court. The
following figure shows the gender structure of these three

I FIG.1 GENDER STRUCTURE OF COURT USERS

Party to the proceedings

Witnesses
Visitors/Others

I Women

types of court users. 75% of the individuals who replied
to the questionnaire as “parties to the proceedings” were
men. Approximately 40% of the witnesses and other users
were women.

75%

I Ven

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)
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According to the survey, around 50% of the court users who
were interviewed were between 31 and 50, and 30% were
above 50. Adults between 18 and 30 account for 20% of the
court users, and very few are below 18.

Among the parties to the proceedings interviewed, 70% of
them were not represented by a lawyer. For those who were
represented by a lawyer, in 80% of these cases, the lawyer
was privately engaged.

I FIG.2 AGE STRUCTURE OF COURT USERS

8%

>65

20.2%

18-30

0.3%

<18
0
?1-85'06 & 22.9%

51-65

COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

Furthermore, as Figure 4 shows below, around 33% of the
courts users interviewed came to one of the three courts fora
criminal case; around 20% for a civil case; a very small propor-
tion came for a commercial case; and around 25% came for
other court services. Of note, around 30% of the court users
responded that they came for an administrative case. How-
ever, the Basic Courts of Gjakové/Dakovica and Prizren do not
handle this type of cases. Therefore, it is recommended that,
in the future, this question and its answers be reformulated.

I FIG. 4 THE STRUCTURE OF COURT CASES

20.4% 1.4%

Administrative Commercial

case Case
19.2%

Civil Case

0.3%

I don't know

0
:Cgrizm.igal/%ase 25.7%

Other Services

COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

I FIG. 3 PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS REPRESENTED BY A LAWYER

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
No Yes Private Provided by
lawyer the Court
Il Represented by the lawyer (primary axis) I Out of 30% represented by the lawyer (secondary axis)

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)
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i. Accessibility and premises of the courts

In the questionnaire, court users were asked to rate their
satisfaction level for four specific issues under this topic:

® Conditions during the hearing session;
® Waiting conditions;

® Signposting in the court building;

® Conditions of access to the court.

I FIG.5 ACCESSIBILITY AND PREMISES

As the figure below shows, for the four abovementioned
issues, the average scores for the three courts range be-
tween 3.5 and 3.6, which suggests that improvements can
be made.

rtroom condition E
ourtroom conditions 3.50

Waiting conditions

Orientation inside the Court

Access to Court

Bl Average Il Gjakové/Dakovica

3.73
3.62
3.67
3.48
3.70
3.60
3.26
3.87
3.57
3.55
3.56
3.65
3.46
I Prizren Prishtiné/Pristina

SOURCE: COURT USERS’ SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

In Prishtiné/Pristina, around 60% of the court users inter-
viewed expressed satisfaction with the conditions during
the hearing session, the waiting conditions, and the sign-

posting in the court building. Furthermore, 16% of the users
expressed dissatisfaction regarding the access to the court.

I FIG.6 ACCESSIBILITY AND PREMISES IN PRISHTINE/PRISTINA BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Bl Accesstothecourt M Signpostinginside court [ Waiting conditions Conditions during hearing session

SOURCE: COURT USERS’ SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)
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In Prizren, the court users interviewed expressed satisfac-
tion with the signposting within the court and with the
access to the court (respectively: 77% and 60% of them
said they are “satisfied” or “very satisfied”). However, the
waiting conditions and the conditions during the hearing

sessions seem to be an issue since slightly less than 50% of
the court users expressed satisfaction, which is a low result
in comparison with Gjakové/Pakovica. Approximately 40%
of them answered“average satisfaction”and 13% were “dis-
satisfied” or “very dissatisfied".

I FIG.7 ACCESSIBILITY AND PREMISES IN PRIZREN BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Bl Accesstothecourt M Signposting inside court

B Waiting conditions

Conditions during hearing session

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

In Gjakové/Pakovica, in contrast, courts users interviewed
were satisfied with both the waiting conditions and the
conditions during hearing sessions (approximately 70% of
court users “satisfied” or “very satisfied”), but 30% of them
expressed dissatisfaction with the signposting within the

court. As regards the issue of the access to the court, around
60% expressed satisfaction. However, it is noteworthy that
27% responded“average satisfaction”and 12%“dissatisfied”
or“very dissatisfied".

I FIG.8 ACCESSIBILITY AND PREMISES IN GJAKOVE/DAKOVICA BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

I Access to the court

Il Signposting inside court

I Waiting conditions

Conditions during hearing session

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)
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ii. Court functioning

In the questionnaire, court users were asked to rate their
satisfaction level for four specific issues under this topic:

@ Clarity of summonses;
® The time lapse between the summons and the hearing;

® Punctuality of hearings; and
@ Attitude and courtesy of court staff.

I FIG.9 COURT FUNCTIONING (AVERAGE SCORE)

Attitude and politeness
of the court staff

Punctuality

Time between court
notifications and hearings

Court notifications

B Overallaverage M Prizren

I Prishtiné/Pristina

As the figure below shows, for the four abovementioned
issues, the average scores for the three courts range be-
tween 3.4 and 3.7. The lowest score relates to the issue of
the punctuality of court hearings.

3.75
3.38
3.96
3.99
3.39
3.27
3.41
3.58
3.50
3.36
3.53

3.69

3.69
3.71

3.70
3.63

Gjakové/Dakovica

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

In Prishtiné/Pristina, 63% of the court users interviewed re-
sponded that they were “satisfied” of “very satisfied” with the
clarity of the summonses. 32% answered“average satisfaction”
and only few expressed their dissatisfaction. Similarly, 66% of
the court users said that they were“satisfied” of “very satisfied”
with the attitude and politeness of court personnel, 27% an-
swered“average satisfaction’,and very few expressed their dis-

satisfaction. Punctuality of court hearings, however, appears to
be an issue because 23% of the court users interviewed were
“dissatisfied” of “very dissatisfied” (55% expressed satisfaction,
and 22% responded “average satisfaction”). Finally, regarding
the time lapse between the summons and the hearing, 30%
answered“average satisfaction’, 56% responded that they are
“satisfied” or“very satisfied’;and 14% expressed dissatisfaction.

I FIG. 10 COURT FUNCTIONING IN PRISHTINE/PRISTINA BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

I Clearity of court notifications

Il Time between court notifications and hearings

I Punctuality
Attitude and politeness of the court staff

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

16



In Prizren, court users are satisfied with the clarity of the
summonses (77% of them responded that they were “sat-
isfied” of “very satisfied”), more than in Prishtiné/Pristina.
A significant difference with the court of Prishtiné/Pristi-
na and the court of Prizren is the level of satisfaction of
the court users interviewed with the attitude and polite-
ness of the court staff. Only 44% of the court users said

that they are “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with this issue.
44% answered “average satisfaction”. The punctuality of
the hearings also appears to be an issue, as in Prishtiné/
Pristina, because 49% answered“average satisfaction”, 13%
expressed dissatisfaction, and only 38% expressed satisfac-
tion. As regards the time lapse between the summons and
the hearing, almost 50% answered “average satisfaction”.

I FIG. 11 COURT FUNCTIONING IN PRIZREN BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

I Clearity of court notifications

Il Time between court notifications and hearings

I Punctuality
Attitude and politeness of the court staff

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)

In Gjakové/Pakovica, as in Prizren, court users are partic-
ularly satisfied with the clarity of the summonses (75% of
them responded that they were “satisfied” of “very satis-
fied”). Furthermore, the court personnel in the Court of
Gjakové/Pakovica should be praised for its attitude and

politeness since 85% of the court users expressed satisfac-
tion. Hearings also appear to take place on time since 65%
of the court users expressed satisfaction. Finally, 75% of
the court users expressed satisfaction with the time lapse
between the summons and the hearing.

I FIG. 12 COURT FUNCTIONING IN GJAKOVE/DAKOVICA BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

I Clearity of court notifications

Il Time between court notifications and hearings
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Attitude and politeness of the court staff

SOURCE: COURT USERS’ SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)
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iii. Judges and hearings

In the questionnaire, court users were asked to rate their
satisfaction level for six specific issues under this topic:

@ Attitude and politeness of the judges;

® The language used during the hearing;

® The time granted to the parties/lawyers to present
their arguments during the hearing;

® Theimpartiality of the judges during the proceedings;

® The length of the proceedings; and
® The clarity of the judgments.

I FIG. 13 JUDGES AND HEARINGS (AVERAGE SCORE)

Clarity of the verdict

Length of the process

Impartiality during
proceedings

Time granted to
parties/lawyers

Language
Attitude and politeness

I Average I Prizren

I Prishtiné/Pristina

As the figure below shows, for the six abovementioned
issues, the average scores for the three courts range be-
tween 3.4 and 4.1. The lowest score relates to the issue of
the length of the proceedings.

Court users expressed satisfaction with the language used
during the proceedings. Note that according to the court
users interviewed in the three courts, all hearings were held
in their native language, except in Prizren where 2 persons
stated that their native language was not used and that no
translation was provided, which is of concern.
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As the figure below shows court users in Prishtiné/Pristina ex-
pressed high levels of satisfaction with four of the six issues. In
Prishtiné/Pristina, almost 80% of the court users interviewed
expressed satisfaction with the attitude and politeness of the
judges. 43% of them in fact stated that they are “very satisfied’,
which s an excellent score. This score is significantly higher than
in Prizren (41% of the users expressed satisfaction). Around 80%
of the court users were“satisfied” of “very satisfied”with the lan-
guage used during the proceedings and with the time granted
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tothe parties/lawyers to present theirarguments. 74% were also
“satisfied” of “very satisfied” with the impartiality of the judges.
Asregards theissue of the length of the proceedings, 60% of the
courts users in Prishtiné/Pristina expressed “satisfaction”. How-
ever 15% were “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” (this score is
similar in the other two courts). 25% responded “average sat-
isfaction” Finally, only 39% of the court users in Prishtiné/Pristi-
na expressed satisfaction with the clarity of judgments. This is
much lower than in Gjakové/Bakovica, but similar to Prizren.
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79% of the court usersin Prizren expressed satisfaction with the
language used during the proceedings. However, for the other
issues, they expressed lower levels of satisfaction than the other
two courts. Only 40% responded “satisfied” or “very satisfied”
with the attitude and politeness of the judges and with the
time granted to the parties/lawyers to present their arguments.
And only 33% were satisfied with the impartiality of the judges

during the hearings (52% responded“average satisfaction”). As
in Prishtiné/Pristina and in Gjakové/Pakovica, around 20% of
the court users expressed dissatisfaction with the length of the
proceedings (48% responded “average satisfaction” and only
30% expressed satisfaction). It is also noteworthy that only 40%
of the court users expressed satisfaction with the clarity of judg-
ments (as opposed to 72% in Gjakové/Dakovica).

I FIG. 15 JUDGES AND HEARINGS IN PRIZREN BASIC COURT

Very satisfied

Satisfied

34%

45% 19%

Average satisfaction

Dissatisfied 12% 2%

Very dissatisfied 0%

Bl Attitude and politeness
Il Language

1%

B Time granted to parties/lawyers

Impartiality during proceedings

Il | ength of the process
N Clarity of the verdict

SOURCE: COURT USERS' SATISFACTION SURVEY (2017)
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In Gjakové/Pakovica the court users expressed high levels
of satisfaction with five of the six issues. Between 70% and
80% of the court users responded “satisfied” or “very satis-
fied” with the attitude and politeness of the judges, with
the time granted to the parties/lawyers to present their ar-

guments, with the language used during the proceedings,
the impartiality of the judges during the proceedings, and
the clarity of the judgments. As in Prishtiné/Pristina and in
Prizren, around 20% of the court users expressed dissatis-
faction with the length of the proceedings.

I FIG. 16 JUDGES AND HEARINGS IN GJAKOVE/DAKOVICA BASIC COURT
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iv. Prosecutors

In the questionnaire, court users were asked to rate their
satisfaction level for two specific issues under this topic:

@ Attitude and politeness of the prosecutors; and
® The prosecutors’ punctuality to the hearings.

As the figure below shows, for the two abovementioned is-
sues, the average scores for the three courts range between
3.4 and 3.43. As explained above, the satisfaction level of
court users with the politeness and attitude of judges was
higher (3.8).

I FIG. 17 SATISFACTION ABOUT PROSECUTORS (AVERAGE SCORE)
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Around 60% of the court users who were interviewed inthe  (of note, almost 20% of the court users expressed dissatis-
Prishtiné/Pristina Basic Court responded “very satisfied”or  faction with the attitude and politeness of the prosecutors).
“satisfied” with the attitude and politeness of the prosecu-  These scores are higher than the scores in Prizren but similar
tors and with the prosecutor’s punctuality to the hearings  to the court in Gjakové/Dakovica.

I FIG. 18 SATISFACTION ABOUT PROSECUTORS IN PRISHTINE/PRISTINA BASIC COURT
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In Prizren only 22 or 23% of the court users expressed sat- and around 55% answered “average satisfaction” These
isfaction with the two issues, which is of concern. Around  score are much lower than in the other two courts.
20% of them responded “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied’,

I FIG. 19 SATISFACTION ABOUT PROSECUTORS IN PRIZREN BASIC COURT
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In Gjakové/Pakovica, as in Prishtiné/Pristina, court users  should however be noted that around 18% expressed dis-
expressed satisfaction with both issues (around 60%). It  satisfaction about the prosecutors’ punctuality.

I FIG.20 SATISFACTION ABOUT PROSECUTORS IN GJAKOVE/DAKOVICA BASIC COURT
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v. Access to information

In the questionnaire, court users were asked to rate their  As the figure below shows, for the three abovementioned
satisfaction level for three specific issues under this topic:  issues, the average scores for the three courts range be-
tween 3.6 and 3.8.
® The quality of the information given at the court
entrance;
@ The quality of the information given by the admin-
istration of the court; and
® The ability to find information regarding the court
user’s rights.

I FIG.21 ACCESS TO INFORMATION (AVERAGE SCORES)
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Approximately 60% of the court users interviewed in Pr-
ishtiné/Pristina expressed satisfaction with the quality of
the information given at the court entrance and by the
administration of the court, which is slightly less than in
Prizren and Gjakové/Pakovica. Of note, 32% responded
“"average satisfaction” for the issue of the quality of infor-

mation given at the court entrance. Regarding the ability
to find information about their rights, 55% of the court us-
ers considered themselves as “satisfied” or “very satisfied”
(this is the same as in Prizren but lower than in Gjakové/
Pakovica). 15% of them expressed dissatisfaction in Pr-
ishtiné/Pristina and 30% responded“average satisfaction”.

I FIG. 22 SATISFACTION ABOUT ACCESS TO INFORMATION IN PRISHTINE/PRISTINA BASIC COURT
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In Prizren, more than 75% of the court users expressed sat-
isfaction with the quality of the information given at the
court entrance and by the administration of the court. As
in Prishtiné/Pristina and in Gjakové/Pakovica, they were

less satisfied with the ability to find information about
their rights (56% “satisfied” or “very satisfied”, and 33%
responded “average satisfaction”).

I FIG. 23 SATISFACTION ABOUT ACCESS TO INFORMATION IN PRIZREN BASIC COURT
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The figure below shows that approximately 75-80% of  “satisfied” or“very satisfied” with all three specificissues
the court users interviewed in Gjakové/Pakovica were under this topic.

I FIG. 24 SATISFACTION ABOUT ACCESS TO INFORMATION IN GJAKOVE/DAKOVICA BASIC COURT
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vi. Overall functioning of the courts

In the questionnaire, court users were asked to rate their  As figure 25 below shows, for the three abovementioned

satisfaction level for three specific issues under this topic:  issues, the average scores for the three courts range be-
tween 2.9 and 3.4, which are the lowest scores of the survey.
® The functioning of the court; Court users are particularly dissatisfied with the costs of the

® The speed at which the service was provided to services provided by the courts (2.9).

you by the court; and
® The costs of the services offered by the court.

I FIG. 25 COURT FUNCTIONING (AVERAGE SCORES)
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In Prishtiné/Pristina, less than half of the court users inter-
viewed considered themselves satisfied with the functioning
of the court (49%). 37% answered “average satisfaction”and
14% expressed dissatisfaction. These results are similar to the
onesinthe other two courts, except that in Gjakové/DPakovi-
ca the percentage of “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” court
users is even higher. Similarly, only 42% of the court users
interviewed in Prishtiné/Pristina expressed satisfaction about

the speed at which the services were provided to them by
the court. 32% responded“average satisfaction”and 26% ex-
pressed dissatisfaction. Finally, regarding the costs of the ser-
vices offered by the court, 31% of the court users interviewed
in Prishtiné/Pristina considered themselves as “dissatisfied”
or “very dissatisfied” (36% responded “average satisfaction”
and only 33% expressed satisfaction). Similar negative results
were obtained in the other two courts.

I FIG.26 SATISFACTION ABOUT FUNCTIONING OF THE PRISHTINE/PRISTINA BASIC COURT
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In Prizren, 55% of the court users interviewed expressed satis-
faction with the court functioning. 35% responded“average
satisfaction”and 10% were“dissatisfied” or“very dissatisfied".
Also, as in Prishtiné/Pristina, less than 50% of the court users
expressed satisfaction about the speed at which the services
were provided to them by the court (46%). 38% responded

“average satisfaction”and 16% expressed dissatisfaction. Fi-
nally, as in the other two courts, more than one-third (36%)
of the users were “dissatisfied” of “very dissatisfied” with the
costs of the services offered by the court. 43% of them re-
sponded “average satisfaction” and only 21% of them were
“satisfied” or “very satisfied”in this regard.

I FIG. 27 SATISFACTION ABOUT FUNCTIONING OF THE PRIZREN BASIC COURT
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In Gjakové/Pakovica, the results are similar, but a higher  satisfied” of “very dissatisfied” with the court functioning,
percentage of court users expressed satisfaction with the  whichis a higher percentage thanin the other two courts.
speed at which the services were provided to them by the  36% of the court users also expressed dissatisfaction with
court (57%). However, 25% of the court users were “dis-  the cost of the services provided by the court.

I FIG. 28 SATISFACTION ABOUT FUNCTIONING OF THE GJAKOVE/DAKOVICA BASIC COURT
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It should be noted that, as the figure 30 depicts, the satisfaction level does not differ for men and women.

I FIG. 29 SATISFACTION ABOUT FUNCTIONING OF THE COURT BY GENDER
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The questionnaire included an open question at the end,
where the court users were invited to make comments
and suggestions related to the functioning of the court

COURT

PRISHTINE/

PRISTINA

© 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

© 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

GJAKOVE/
DAKOVICA

or to the judicial system as a whole. The table below lists
the most common remarks, comments or suggestion pro-
vided by the court users interviewed in respective courts.

REMARKS/SUGGESTIONS

Improve overall Court performance

Increase the efficiency of case administration
Better organization of court hearings

Increase the number of judges and prosecutors
Be more transparent with Lawyers

Fully digitalize the case administration process

©00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Improve efficiency in dealing with cases

Improving punctuality of court hearings

Increase the number of judges

Privacy is not fully respected by judges and lawyers
Allow more time for Lawyers during the court hearings

Unfair treatment toward young Lawyers

©00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Digitalization of case administration; the Court online
portal is not functional

Increase the number of judges and prosecutors
Depoliticization of judicial appointments

Allow participation of practitioners in court hearings
Increase efficiency of case administration

Improve overall Court performance and punctuality
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b) Lawyers

Some of the lawyers who were interviewed in the three  27% between 5and 10 years, 24% between 11 and 20 years,
municipalities recently became members of the Kosovo  and 17% for more than 20 years. Interestingly, in Gjakové/
Bar Association (KBA), whereas some others have been  Bakovica, there is a higher percentage of lawyers who have
practicing lawyers for several years: 32% responded that  been practicing for more than 20 years (28%), but also a
they have been members of the KBA for less than 5 years, higher percentage of rather new lawyers (36%).

I FIG.30 MEMBERSHIP WITH THE KOSOVO BAR ASSOCIATION
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As regards the age of the lawyers interviewed, it is notewor-  between 31 and 50 years old. In Gjakové/Pakovica, more
thy that 70% of them are older than 51 years old, whereas  than half of the lawyers are above 65 years old.
only a small percentage are below 30 years old, and 23% are

I FIG.31 LAWYERS' AGE STRUCTURE
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i. Lawyer-court relationship

In the questionnaire, lawyers were asked to rate their sat-
isfaction level for eleven specific issues under this topic:

® The politeness and attitude of the court adminis-
trative staff;

The speed of the replies to their requests;

The quality of the replies to their requests;

The digitalization of the proceedings;

Easy access to the casefile;

The clarity of the responsibilities and organisation;
The costs of the services offered by the court;
Access to the court case-law;

Quality and usefulness of the court’s website;
Signposting within the court; and

Privacy rights of the parties involved and confi-
dentiality of information.

The figure below shows the average scores for the three
courts for the abovementioned issues. For three issues, the
score is lower than 3, which is of concern: the speed of the
replies to their requests, the quality of the replies to their
requests, the digitalization of the proceedings, and the
quality and usefulness of the court’s website. The satisfac-
tion score of lawyers with the courts’ websites is 2.4, which

indicates that lawyers are dissatisfied with courts’ online
services and website usefulness. In Prishtiné/Pristina, ap-
proximately 75% of the lawyers expressed dissatisfaction
with the digitalization of the proceedings and with the
quality and usefulness of the court’s website. Furthermore,
43% of the lawyers interviewed were dissatisfied with the
speed of the replies provided by the court to their requests.

The scores related to the issue of the access to the case file,
the clarity of the responsibilities and organisation, the costs
of the services offered by the court, and the access to the
court case-law are also rather low: 3 or 3.1.

The best scores relate to the politeness and attitude of the
courtadministrative staff, the confidentiality of information
and the signposting within the court. They range from 3.4
to 3.7. Note that court users in Gjakové/DPakovica were not
very satisfied with the signposting in Gjakové/Pakovica but
lawyers appear satisfied. It is also noteworthy that only 44%
of the court users interviewed in Prizren said that they are
“satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the politeness and atti-
tude of the court staff, whereas around 70% of the lawyers
expressed satisfaction.
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I FIG.32 LAWYERS’ SATISFACTION WITH THEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE COURT (AVERAGE SCORES)
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ii. Court hearings

In the questionnaire, lawyers were asked to rate their satis-
faction level for ten specific issues under this topic:

The conditions of meetings with the client;

Conditions during hearing sessions;

Punctuality of the hearings;

Organisation and progression of the hearing

sessions;

Coordination between the court and the lawyer to

schedule the dates of the hearings;

@ Formality of the hearings;

@ Time granted to the lawyer to present his/her
arguments during the hearing;

@ Impartiality of the judges during the hearing;

Attitude and politeness of the judges; and

@ Attitude and politeness of the prosecutors.

The scores for these issues are higher than for those under
the previous topic. They range from 3.1 to 3.6. The lowest
scores pertain to the issues of coordination between the
courtand the lawyers to schedule the dates of the hearings
and to the punctuality of the hearings. The punctuality of
the hearings is indeed an issue for court users in Prishtiné/
Pristina and Prizren. The highest scores are for the polite-
ness of the judges and prosecutors. Coordination between
the court and lawyers to schedule the dates of the hearings
appears less satisfactory in Prishtiné/Pristina than in Prizren
and Gjakové/Bakovica. 44% of the lawyers interviewed in
Prishtiné/Pristina expressed dissatisfaction in this regard.
Note that the impartiality of the judges during the hearings
appears lower in Prizren than in the other two courts. The
same concern was raised when examining the data of court
users: only 33% of the court users in Prizren were satisfied
with the impartiality of the judges during the hearings.

I FIG.33 LAWYERS' SATISFACTION WITH COURT HEARINGS
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iii. Courts’ decisions

In the questionnaire, lawyers were asked to rate their satis-
faction level for seven specific issues under this topic:

Clear and comprehensible decisions;
Rapid handling of criminal cases;
Rapid handling of civil cases;

Rapid handling of administrative cases
Rapid handling of commercial cases
Decisions easy to enforce; and
Independence of the judges.

The scores for most of these issues are low. They range from
1.9t0 3.3.The handling of the all types of cases appears slow
in the three courts. These issues obtain the lowest scores:
from 1.9 for civil cases to 2.5 for criminal and commercial
cases. These results raise great concern.

The clarity of the judgments appears to be more of a con-
cern in Prishtiné/Pristina and Prizren than in Gjakové/Da-
kovica, as already noticed above based on the data for court
users.

I FIG. 34 LAWYERS' SATISFACTION WITH COURT'’S DECISIONS
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iv. Improvement of court’ services over the last 5 years

Under question 4 of the questionnaire, lawyers were asked
whether court services have, in their view, deteriorated over
thelast 5 years, improved, or not changed.

More than 80% of lawyers in Prizren declared that the quality of
services have improved during this period (only 8% answered

that the services have deteriorated). Similarly, in Gjakové/Pa-
kovica, almost 60% of lawyers considered that the court ser-
vices improved. In contrast, in Prishtiné/Pristina, only 31% of
the lawyers considered that the court services have improved,
whereas almost half of them responded that they have not
changed and 22% responded that they have worsened.

I FIG. 35 IMPROVEMENT OF COURT’SERVICES OVERTHE LAST 5 YEARS
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v. Comments and suggestions of lawyers

Lawyers have provided their suggestions and remarks most common remarks/suggestions given by the lawyers
at the end of the questionnaire. The table below lists the in the respective municipalities.

COURT REMARKS/SUGGESTIONS

® Certain court sessions should be held on time or
inform the parties for eventual delays

® Not enough capacity for the functioning of the
court administration. Young generations should be
employed in order to be more efficient in delivering
services.

® Administrative fees are very high. The amount of pun-
PRlSHTlNE/ ishments should be lower and with no extra costs.

PRISTINA @ Orientation signs need to be clearer with accurate
information

@ Provide transportation to the court facility

® Prosecutors should have a proper behaviour. The
number of judges and prosecutors should be in-
creased in order to accelerate the cases.

© 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

® Improving the infrastructure and conditions of the
Court building is necessary

® Judges should be aware of all the procedures within
the court and individual's rights in court

® Court administration needs to respect the working
hours and deliver high quality judicial services to
court users

@ Better exchange of information between the court
and the police station

® Decrease the duration of court cases and lower the
price of penalties

® Complains and remarks about the functioning of the
court,-very politicized and corrupted

© 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

® The administrative staff should be more efficient and
display a higher level of courtesy towards court users

@ Increase the number of judges and prosecutors in
order to accelerate the cases

® Minimize errors made on documents as well as lower
administrative costs because they are too high

GJAKOVE/
PAKOVICA

® The schedule of the court hearings should be
respected from the court staff, especially from the

prosecutors
® Kosovo's judicial system needs to be more efficient,

transparent and depoliticized. It is an urgent need to
fight against corruption
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CoO

RECOMM

From the court users’ satisfaction survey, the following
main findings can be summarized as follows:

® 75% of the “parties to the proceedings” and approx-
imately 60% of the “other users requesting a specific
service from the court” were men.

® Around 50% of the court users who were interviewed
were between 31 and 50, and 30% were above 50.

® Among the parties to the proceedings interviewed,
70% of them were not represented by a lawyer. For
those who were represented by a lawyer, in 80% of
these cases, the lawyer was privately engaged.

Accessibility and premises of the court

® In Prizren, the courts users interviewed were less
satisfied than in Gjakové/Dakovica with the waiting
conditions and the conditions during hearing ses-
sions. In contrast, the court users were less satisfied in
Gjakové/Pakovica than in Prizren about signposting
within the court.

AND
IONS

Court functioning

® In Prizren and in Gjakové/Pakovica, court users are
more satisfied with the clarity of the summonses than
in Prishtiné/Pristina.

® In Prizren only 44% of them expressed satisfaction
with the politeness and attitude of court staff, where-
as in Gjakové/Dakovica 85% expressed satisfaction
and 66% in Prishtiné/Pristina.

@ In the three courts, approximately 20% of the court
users expressed dissatisfaction about with the punc-
tuality of the hearings.

Judges and hearings

® Courtusersinthethree courts expressed satisfaction
with the language used during the proceedings.

® In Prishtiné/Pristina and Gjakové/Dakovica, almost
80% of the court users interviewed expressed satis-
faction with the attitude and politeness of the judges.
In fact in Prishtiné/Pristina 43% of them stated that
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they are “very satisfied”, which is an excellent score.
This score is significantly higher than in Prizren (41%
of the users expressed satisfaction). The satisfaction
level of court users regarding judges is higher com-
pared to prosecutors.

In Prizren, only 33% of the court users expressed sat-
isfaction with the impartiality of the judges (as op-
posed to approximately 70% in the other two courts).

Only 40% of the courts users expressed satisfaction
with the clarity of the judgments in Prishtiné/Pristina
and Prizren (72% in Gjakové/Pakovica).

Regarding theissue of the length of the proceedings,
between 15% and 20% of the court users expressed
dissatisfaction in the three courts.

Prosecutors

® In Gjakové/Pakovica and Prishtiné/Pristina, around

60% of the court users who were interviewed re-
sponded “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the atti-
tude and politeness of the prosecutors and with the
prosecutor’s punctuality to the hearings (but around
20% expressed dissatisfaction in Prishtiné/Pristina
and Gjakové/BPakovica with one of the two issues).

® Theresultsare of concern in Prizren, where only 20% of

the court users expressed satisfaction with these issues.

Access to information

® Court users are less satisfied in Prishtiné&/Pristina

than in the other two courts about the quality of the
information given at the court entrance and by the
administration of the court (60% of satisfied court us-
ers in Prishtiné/PriStina against 75-80% in the other
two courts).

In Gjakové/Pakovica, courts users are more satisfied
than in the other two courts about the ability to find
information regarding their rights.

Overall functioning of the court

® Rather negative results were obtained in the three

courts.

® Less than 50% of the court users in the three courts
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expressed satisfaction about the functioning of the
court. In fact in Gjakové/Dakovica, 25% of the court
users expressed dissatisfaction.

® The speed and quality of the replies to the lawyers

® Court users are more satisfied in Gjakové/Pakovica

thanin Prishtiné/PriStina and Prizren about the speed
at which the services are provided by the court (57%
as opposed to 42% in Prishtiné/Pristina and 46% in
Prizren). In Prishtiné/Pristina, 26% of the court users
expressed dissatisfaction.

In the three courts, approximately 35% of the court
users expressed dissatisfaction with the costs of the
services offered by the court.

From the lawyers’ satisfaction survey, the following main
findings can be summarized as follows:

Lawyer-court relationship

I

requests, the digitalization of the proceedings, and
the quality and usefulness of the courts'websites are
issues of concern in the three courts. In Prishtiné/
Pristina, approximately 75% of the lawyers expressed
dissatisfaction with the digitalization of the proceed-
ings and with the quality and usefulness of the court’s
website.

Court hearings

® The punctuality of the hearings is an issue for law-

yers as well as for court users in Prishtiné/Pristina and
Prizren.

Coordination between the court and lawyers to
schedule the dates of the hearings appears less
satisfactory in Prishtiné/Pristina than in Prizren and
Gjakové/Dakovica. 44% of the lawyers interviewed
in Prishtiné/Pristina expressed dissatisfaction in this
regard.

The impartiality of the judges during the hearings ap-
pears lower in Prizren than in the other two courts,
as noticed when examining the data of court users.

Courts’ decisions

@ The handling of all types of cases appears slow in the

three courts. The results raise great concern.

@ The clarity of the decisions appears to be more of a

concern in Prishtiné/Pristina and Prizren than in Gja-
kové/Dakovica, as already noticed above based on
the data for court users.



Improvement of court’services over the last 5 years 3

® Morethan 80% of lawyers in Prizren declared that the
quality of services have improved during this period. 4
Similarly, in Gjakové/Pakovica, almost 60% of law-
yers considered that the court services improved. In
contrast, in Prishtiné/Pristina, only 31% of the lawyers
considered that the court services have improved.

Based on the main findings listed above, the following gener-
al recommendations for all three pilot courts can be made:

‘I Postsigns to be provided and duly placed in all the
three courts, both inside and outside court premis-
es, to assist court users, in particular elderly persons,
in the court premises. The CEPEJ Guidelines on the 5
organisation and accessibility of court premises pro-
pose concrete solutions for courts to improve their
organisation;®

(@)

2 Increasing and facilitating access to information for
court users, especially for parties to the proceedings 7
who are not represented by a lawyer. The access to
information by court users through information tech-
nologies must also be encouraged.

Taking efforts to ensure the punctuality of court hear-
ings in the three courts;

Decreasing the length of the proceedingsin the three
courts. The CEPEJ has developed several tools that can
be useful for the courts: the SATURN guidelines for
judicial time management and the Implementation
Guide on timeframes for judicial proceedings.” The
CEPEJ guidelines on Judicial Statistics (GoJUST) also
recommend that courts monitor the length of the
proceedings? and therefore a common court coach-
ing project has been launched by the KoSEJ Action to
assist courts in this respect.

The possibility to decrease court fees should be ex-
plored;

Courts’ websites to be fully functional and the data
regarding court hearings to be available online;

Ensuring digitalization of proceedings through the
use of the Case Management Information System
(CMIS) which is one of the priorities the KoSEJ Action
is currently addressing.

Concrete activities as a response to the results of the surveys

During a workshop held on 15 May 2018, the CEPEJ international expert presented and discussed the results
of the surveys and the recommendations contained in this report with representatives of the three courts.

One issue discussed was the clarity of the judgments. The Kosovo Justice Academy has the mandate to train
judges. One training module aims at improving their drafting skills. Further improving the quality of this training

could be explored.

6 CEPEJ guidelines on the organisation and accessibility of court premises (12/2014), 4.2.3 Signage and display of practical information and 4.5.

Movements within the court building.
7 https://www.coe.int/t/dghl/cooperation/cepej/Delais/default_en.asp, also available in Albanian
8 https://rm.coe.int/1680747678.
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a) Recommendations for Basic Court of Prishtiné/Pristina

The internal aim of the user satisfaction survey is primarily
to be one of the vital tools that help the court management
to gather information about the areas of the organization
and its activities that require special attention and improve-
ments. Therefore, conducting the user satisfaction surveys
is never the ultimate goal.

After conducting the satisfaction survey, the next steps are:

thorough study of the results of survey (provided in

a ) this report) and areas that require special attention
and improvements (listed below) by the court man-
agement (incl. the personnel responsible for the spe-
cific areas and services under the survey;

b identification by the court management of areas of

) court organisation or court activities that should be
improved as a priority and development of concrete
activities toimprove them, as a response to the results
of the surveys. Some measurable targets should be
set.

Based on the results of this survey, it is recommended that
the Basic Court of Prishtiné/Pristina should undertake con-
crete measures to improve at least some of the following
areas of court services, based on their level of priority:

Court functioning

® Court users’'satisfaction with the punctuality of hear-
ings and the clarity of summonses;

Judges and hearings

@ Court users’ satisfaction with the length of the pro-
ceedings and the clarity of the judgments;

Prosecutors

® Court users'satisfaction with the punctuality of pros-
ecutors and their attitude/politeness;
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Access to information

® Court users’satisfaction with the quality of the infor-
mation given at the court entrance and by the admin-
istration of the court, and the ability to find informa-
tion regarding the court users’rights.

Overall functioning of the court
® Court users’satisfaction with the functioning of the
court, the speed at which the services are provided,
and the costs of the services.

Lawyer-court relationship

@ Lawyers’satisfaction about court functioning: digita-
lization of proceeding management;

@ Lawyers'satisfaction about court functioning: accessi-
bility and usefulness of the court’s website;

@ Lawyers’satisfaction about court functioning: speed
of replies from the court to their requests;

@ Lawyers'satisfaction about court functioning: easy ac-
cess to information/files and access to courts judicial
practices;

Court’s decisions
@ Lawyers’ satisfaction about court’s decisions: rapid
handling of proceedings; and clear and understand-
able decisions
Court hearings
@ Lawyers’satisfaction about court hearings: coordina-
tion between the court and lawyers to schedule the

dates of the hearings;

@ Lawyers’satisfaction about court hearings: punctu-
ality of hearings.



The external aim of the user satisfaction survey is to give
to general public the assurance that the courtis transparent
and caring organization and that the feedback of the court
usersisimportantand has actual impact to court activities.
Therefore, it is important to publish the results of the sat-
isfaction survey in a way that it honestly draws attention
also to the weaknesses and it is always important to publish
the results of the satisfaction surveys together with the ac-
tion plan for the next three years. Means of publishing the

results should include webpage, media (press conference,
press notes, interviews in media) and sending the results
together with the action plan to the main cooperation part-
ners (bar- and lawyers association, higher courts, ministry
of justice etc.).

And thirdly, the user satisfaction survey should be repeat-
ed periodically in order to measure changesin the delivery
of services provided by the Basic Court of Prishtiné/Pristina.

Concrete activities as a response to the results of the surveys

During a meeting held on 15 May 2018, the CEPEJ international expert discussed the results of the surveys and
the recommendations contained in this report with the management of the court.

One specific court service that the court agreed could be improved is the issuance of criminal record extracts
to court users. This is a frequently requested service. The requirements to apply for criminal record extracts
could be posted on the court’s website to inform the users before coming to the court of the documents they
need to submit, the days/time when these requests can be made, the costs, and to provide answers to other
frequently asked questions.

Anotherissue relates to the access to the court. Itis unclear whether there is a public bus line to enable users to
come to the court, which is located outside the centre of Prishtiné/Pristina (within the Justice Palace). The CEPEJ
guidelines on the organisation and accessibility of court premises stress that“in order to facilitate citizen access
to the public service of justice, itis essential that the court has good public transport links”. They recommend
that the information be provided for citizens on the court website on the location of the court, public transport
links, opening hours, etc. It should be explored whether a public bus line exists, and if so, information regarding
this bus line could be provided on the court’s website (the number of the bus, the schedule, etc.)

Finally, it was observed that the Basic Court of Prishtiné/Pristina, unlike other courts, does not have screens
at the entrance of its buildings to inform the public and the parties about hearing sessions. These screens are
useful to inform court users about the time and place of court hearings.
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b) Recommendations for Basic Court of Prizren

The internal aim of the user satisfaction survey is primarily
to be one of the vital tools that help the court management
to gather information about the areas of the organization
and its activities that requires special attention and improve-
ments. Therefore, conducting the user satisfaction surveys
is never the ultimate goal.

After conducting the satisfaction survey, the next steps are:

thorough study of the results of survey (provided in

a ) this report) and the areas of the organization and its
activities that require special attention and improve-
ments (listed below) by the court management (incl.
the personnel responsible for the specific areas and
services under the survey;

b identification by the court management of areas of
) court organisation or court activities that should be

improved as a priority and development of concrete

activities toimprove them, as a response to the results

of the surveys. Some measurable targets should be set.
Based on the results of this survey, it is recommended that
the Basic Court of Prizren should undertake concrete mea-
sures to improve at least some of the following areas of
the court services, based on their level of priority:

Accessibility and premises of the court

® Court users’satisfaction with the waiting conditions
and conditions during hearing sessions;

Court functioning
® Court users'satisfaction with punctuality of hearings;
Judges and hearings

@ Court users’satisfaction with the attitude and polite-
ness of the judges;

@® Court users’ satisfaction with the length of the pro-
ceedings, the impartiality of the judges, and the clarity
of the judgments;

Prosecutors

® Courtusers'satisfaction with the punctuality of prose-
cutors and their attitude/politeness;
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Access to information

® Court users’satisfaction with the ability to find infor-
mation regarding the court users’rights;

Overall functioning of the court
® Court users’satisfaction with the functioning of the
court, the speed at which the services are provided,
and the costs of the services;

Lawyer-court relationship

@ Lawyers'satisfaction with court functioning: quality of
replies provided by the court to your claims/requests;

@ Lawyers’satisfaction with court functioning: accessi-
bility and usefulness of the court’s website;

@ Lawyers’'satisfaction with court functioning: speed of
the replies from the court to their requests;

@ Lawyers' satisfaction with court functioning: court
organization and clarity of responsibilities;

@ Lawyers’satisfaction with court functioning: digitali-
zation of proceeding management;

@ Lawyers'satisfaction with court functioning: privacy
rights and confidentiality of information;

Court hearings

@ Lawyers’'satisfaction with court hearings:impartiality
of judges in conducting hearings;

@ Lawyers'satisfaction with prosecutors: attitude and
politeness;

@ Lawyers’satisfaction with prosecutors: prosecutors’
punctuality;

Court’s decisions

@ Lawyers'satisfaction with court’s decisions: rapid han-
dling of commercial proceedings;

@ Lawyers’ satisfaction about court’s decisions: rapid
handling of administrative proceedings.



The external aim of the user satisfaction survey is to give
to general public the assurance that the courtis transparent
and caring organization and that the feedback of the court
usersisimportantand has actual impact to court activities.
Therefore, it is important to publish the results of the sat-
isfaction survey in a way that it honestly draws attention
also to the weaknesses and it is always important to publish
the results of the satisfaction surveys together with the ac-
tion plan for the next three years. Means of publishing the

results should include webpage, media (press conference,
press notes, interviews in media) and sending the results
together with the action plan to the main cooperation part-
ners (bar- and lawyers association, higher courts, ministry
of justice etc.).

And thirdly, the user satisfaction survey should be repeat-
ed periodically in order to measure changesin the delivery
of services provided by the Basic Court of Prizren.

Concrete activity as a response to the results of the surveys

During a meeting held on 16 May 2018, the CEPEJ international expert discussed the results of the surveys and
the recommendations contained in this report with the management of the court.

The court agreed to look more closely as to the reasons why hearings do not always start on time, and to explore

ways to monitor the punctuality of the hearings.
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¢) Recommendations for Basic Court of Gjakové/Dakovica

Theinternal aim of the user satisfaction survey is primarily to be
one of the vital tools that help the court management to gather
information about the areas of the organization and its activities
thatrequires special attention and improvements. Therefore, con-
ducting the user satisfaction surveys is never the ultimate goal.

After conducting the satisfaction survey, the next steps are:

thorough study of the results of survey (provided in this re-

a ) port)and theareas of the organizationanditsactivities that
require special attention and improvements (listed below)
by the court management (incl. the personnel responsible
for the specific areas and services under the survey;

b identification by the court management of areas of
) court organisation or court activities that should be
improved as a priority and development of concrete
activities toimprove them, as a response to the results
of the surveys. Some measurable targets should be set.

Based on the results of this survey, itis recommended that the
Basic Court of Gjakové/Pakovica should undertake concrete
measures toimprove at least some of the following areas of
the court services, based on their level of priority:

Accessibility and premises of the court

@ Court users'satisfaction with the signposting within
the court;

Judges and hearings

@ Courtusers'satisfaction with the length of the proceedings;
Overall functioning of the court

@® Court users’ satisfaction with the functioning of the

court, the speed at which the services are provided,
and the costs of the services;

Lawyer-court relationship

® Lawyers'satisfaction about court functioning: digitali-
zation of proceeding management;

@ Lawyers’satisfaction about court functioning: easy
access to information/files;

Court’s decisions

@ Lawyers’ satisfaction about court’s decisions: rapid
handling of commercial proceedings;

@ Lawyers’ satisfaction about court’s decisions: rapid
handling of administrative proceedings;

@ Lawyers’ satisfaction about court’s decisions: rapid
handling of civil proceedings.

The external aim of the user satisfaction survey is to give to
general public the assurance that the court is transparentand
caring organization and that the feedback of the court users
is important and has actual impact to court activities. There-
fore, it is important to publish the results of the satisfaction
survey in a way that it honestly draws attention also to the
weaknesses and it is always important to publish the results
of the satisfaction surveys together with the action plan for
the next three years. Means of publishing the results should
include webpage, media (press conference, press notes, in-
terviews in media) and sending the results together with the
action plan to the main cooperation partners (bar-and lawyers
association, higher courts, ministry of justice etc.).

And thirdly, the user satisfaction survey should be repeated
periodically in order to measure changesin the delivery of ser-
vices provided by the Basic Court of Gjakové/BPakovica.

Concrete activity as a response to the results of the surveys

During a meeting held on 16 May 2018, the CEPEJ international expert discussed the results of the surveys and
the recommendations contained in this report with the management of the court.

The court agreed that signposting within the court could be improved, in particular to assist court users in
finding the offices of the judges handling minor offences, which can be difficult to find within the court building.
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A. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COURTS’ USERS

i. Version in Albanian language

ii. Version in Serbian language
iii. Version in Turkish language

PYETESORI PER PERDORUES TE SHERBIMEVE TE GJYKATES

I/E nderuar,

Ky pyetésor éshté pjesé e njé vlerésimi té kualitetit té sistemit t& drejtésisé, duke u
pérgendruar né vecanti né cilésiné e shérbimeve té Gjykatés Themelore té Prishtinés,
Gjakovés dhe Prizrenit. Ky aktivitet pérkrahet nga projekti KoSEJ.

Mendimi dhe sugjerimet tuaja jané té réndésishme pér ne dhe ne do té ju ishim mirénjohés
nése do t&€ merrnit pak kohé pér t'iu pérgjigjur pyetjeve t&€ méposhtme.

Pyetésori éshté anonim dhe ne ju garantojmé qé pérgjigjet tuaja do té trajtohen me

konfidencialitet té ploté.

Projekti KoSEJ, i bashké-financuar nga Bashkimi Evropian dhe Késhilli i Evropés, si
pjes€é e kuadrit programatik me emrin “Horizontal Facility for Western Balkans and

Turkey” zbatohet nga Komisioni Evropian pér Efikasitetin e Drejtésisé té Késhillit té
Evropés (CEPEJ) me mbéshtetjen e Zyrés sé Késhillit t&¢ Evropés né Prishting, pér
té pérmirésuar efikasitetin dhe funksionimin e sistemit té drejtésisé.

1. Né cfaré pozicioni keni gené né gjykaté?

Osi palé né proceduré
[ si deshmitar

1 pérdorues tjetér (p.sh. familjar i njérés prej paléve,
vizitor, duke kérkuar shérbime te tjera, etj.)

3.1. Ajeni pérfagésuar nga njé avokat?

2. Né cfaré procedure bazohej rasti pér té cilin
keni shkuar né gjykaté?

[ Proceduré civile

[ Proceduré penale

1 Proceduré administrative
[ Proceduré ekonomike
I Nuk e di

[1 shérbimet tiera

3.2. Alishte avokati i angazhuar privatisht apo i
paguar me shpenzime publike?

[ Po 1 Avokat i angazhuar privatisht

[ Jo ] Paguar me shpenzime publike

Ju lutem vlerésoni shkallén tuaj té ké isé né lidhje me pyetjet né vijim:

: e R - Shumé ile lle Mesatarisht 5 Shumé ile

4. Qasja dhe hapésira né gjykaté pa-kénaqur  pa-kénaqur ile kénaqur I/e kénaqur kénaqur
4.1 Qasja né gjykaté (| (| (| d d
4.2 Shenjat orientuese né ndértesén e gjykatés (| (| (| (| (|
4.3 Kushtet e pritjes [ [ O [ O
4.4 Kushtet gjaté mbajtjes sé seancés [ O [ O O
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P Shumé ile lle Mesatarisht o Shumé ile
5. Funksionimi gjykatave pa-kénaqur  pa-kénaqur ile kénaqur /e kénaqur kénaqur
5.1 Qartésia e fletéthirrjeve (] O O O O
5.2 Diferenca né kohé midis fletéthirrjeve dhe
seancave gjygésore (I (. (. (. (.
5.3 Respektimi i orarit t& seancave gjygesore (| [ [ [ [
5.4 Mirésjellja e stafit t& gjykatés [ O O [ [
. - Shumé ile Ile Mesatarisht u Shumé ile
6. Gjyqtarét dhe seancat pa-kénaqur  pa-kénaqur i/e kénaqur I/e kénaqur kénaqur
6.1 Mirésjellja e gjyqtaréve [ O O [ [
6.2 Gjuha e pérdorur gjaté seancés [ [ [ O O
6.3 Koha e lejuar pér té paraqitur argumentet tuaja
né seancén dégjimore (] (| (] (] (|
6.4 Paanshméria e gjygtaréve né kryerjen
e proceseve gquesore% (. (. (. (. (.
6.5 Kohézgjatja deri né pérfundim te
procedurés (I (. (. (. (.
6.6 Qartésia e aktgjykimit O O O [ O
" Shumé ile Ile Mesatarisht i Shumé ile
7. Prokurorét pa-kénaqur pa-kénaqur i/e kénaqur I/e kénaqur kénaqur
7.1 Mirésjellja e prokuroréve [ O O [ O
7.2 Respektimi i orarit te seancave gjygesore nga
anae pr%kuroreve ava 9 (I (. (. (. (.
. : Shumé ile Ile Mesatarisht u Shumé ile
8. Qasja ne informata pa-kénaqur  pa-kénaqur ile kénaqur I/e kénaqur kénaqur
8.1 Informacioni i dhéné nga gjykata ne hyrje (| (| (| (| (|
8.2 Informacioni i dhéné nga administrata e gjykates [ (| (| (| (|
8.3 Mundésia e gjetjes sé informacionit
pér té drejtat e tuaja (I (. (. (. (.
9. Pérceptimi i pérgjithshém Shumé ile Ile Mesatarisht lle kénaqur Shumé ile
i funksionimit té drejtésisé pa-kénaqur  pa-kénaqur i/e kénaqur q kénaqur
9.1 Funksionimi i gjykatés (| (| (| (| (|
9.2 Shpejtésia me té cilén sherbimet tuaja
U oD nga gjykata? O O | [ a
9.3 Shpenzimet pér shérbimet te ofruara O O O O O

nga gjykata

10. Gjuha

10.1. A éshté mbajtur seanca gjygésore
né gjuhén tuaj amtare?

[ Po

[ Jo

11. Té dhéna personale
11.1. Gjinia

[ Mashkull

[ Femér

12. A keni ndonjé vérejtje apo sugjerim pér té béré né lidhje me fi

10.2. Nése seanca dégjimore nuk u mbajt né gjuhén tuaj
amtare, a ju éshté dhéné njé pérkthyes?

[ Po
1 Jo

11.2. Mosha

[ Mé pak se 18

[ 18-30
[131-50
[51-65
1 Mbi 66

tés dhe si

in e gjyk

é né pérgjithési
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UPITNIK ZA KORISNIKE USLUGA SUDA

Ovaj upitnik je dio procene kvaliteta pravosudnog sistema, fokusirajuci se konkretnije na
kvalitet usluga koje pruzaju osnovni sudovi Dakovice, Pristine i Prizrena. Ovu aktivnost
podrzava projekat KoSEJ (JaCanje kvaliteta i efikasnosti pravosuda).

Vase miSljenje i sugestije su nam vazni i bili bismo vam zahvalni ako biste odvojili malo
vremena da odgovorite na pitanja koja su navedena u nastavku.

Upitnik je anoniman i pruzamo vam garancije da ¢e vasi odgovori biti obradeni u strogoj

tajnosti.

Projekat KoSEJ, koga zajednicki finansiraju Evropska unija i Savet Evrope, kao deo
»Horizontalnog instrumenta za Zapadni Balkan i Tursku® (Horizontalni instrument),

sprovodi Evropska komisija za efikasnost pravosuda Saveta Evrope (CEPEJ) uz
podrsku Kancelarije Saveta Evrope u Pristini, sa ciliem poboljSanja efikasnosti i
funkcionisanja pravosudnog sistema.

1. U kom svojstvu ste bili na sudu?
[ Kao stranka u postupku
[1 Kao svedok

[ Kao ostali sudski korisnici (¢lan porodice, prijatelj stranke,
posetilac, osoba koja trazi uslugu od suda, itd.)

3. Pravno zastupanje

3.1. Da li Vam je pomogao advokat?

2. Zhog koje vrste predmeta ste bili na sudu?

[ Gradanski predmet

[ Krivieni predmet

[ Administrativni predmet
[ Privredni predmet

[ Ne znam

[ ostale usluge suda

3.2. Da li ste advokata angazovali privatno ili usluge
advokata idu na teret javnih rashoda?

[ Da 1 Advokat je angaZovan privatno
[ Ne [ Usluge advokata idu na teret javnih rashoda
Ocenite stepen svog listva u pogledu sledecih el
: < : i Nezadovol- Nezadovol- Proseéno Za- Zadovol- Vrlo za-
4. Pristupagnost i prostorije sudova jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na
4.1 Uslovi za pristup sudu [ d | [ [
4.2 Oznake i uputstva u zgradi suda (] (] (] (| (|
4.3 Uslovi Gekanja O O [ O O
4.4 Uslovi tokom sasluanja (| (| [ [ |
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I . Nezadovol- Nezadovol- Prosecno Za- Zadovol- Vrlo za-
5. Funkcionisanje sudova jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na
5.1 Jasnoca sudskih poziva O O O (| [
5.2 Vremenski period izmedu poziva
i saslusanja P P (. (. (. - (]
5.3 Tagnost vremena odrzavanja saslusanja [ [ [ (| d
5.4 Stav i ljubaznost sudskog osoblja a a d d [
- - Nezadovol- Nezadovol- Prosec¢no Za- Zadovol- Vrlo za-
6. Sudije i saslusanja jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na
6.1 Stav i ljubaznost sudija d d O [ [
6.2 Jezik koji se koristi tokom saslusanja (| (| a (| a
6.3 Vreme koje je dozvoljeno da iznesete svoje
argumente na saslusanju (. (. (. O (]
6.4 Nepristrasnost sudije tokom postupka [ d [ O O
6.5 Duzina postupka do dono3enja presude (| (| (| [ O
6.6 Jasnoca presuda O (| (| [ (|
7. Tuzioci Nezadovol-  Nezadovol- Prosec¢no Za- Zadovol- Vrlo za-
. jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na
7.1 Stav i ljubaznost tuZilaca O d d ™ [
7.2 Tacnost pojavljivanja tuzilaca
na rocistu (] (| (] (] O
. . . Nezadovol- Nezadovol- Prosecno Za- Zadovol- Vrlo za-
8. Pristup informacijama jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na
8.1 Informacije koje sud pruza na ulazu (| (| (| [ [
8.2 Informacije koje pruza sudska administracija za
odredenu usIJugu (] (] (] O O
8.3 PronalaZenje informacija o Vasim pravima [ [ d ™ [
« . . Nezadovol- Nezadovol- Prosecno Za- Zadovol- Vrlo za-
9. Opsta percepcija funkcije pravde jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na
9.1 Rad suda d O [ 1 O]
9.2 Brzina kojom je sud obradio uslugu
koju ste zatrazili (. (. (. O (.
9.3 Trodkovi usluga koje nudi sud [ O O (| [

10. Jezik

10.1. Da li su saslu$anja odrzavana
na VaSem maternjem jeziku?

[ Da

[ Ne

11. Liéni podaci
11.1. Pol

I Muski
[ Zenski

12. Da li imate neke primedbe ili sugestije u vezi sa radom ovog suda i pr

10.2. Ako se saslu$anja nisu odrzavala na Vasem

maternjem jeziku, da li ste dobili prevodioca?

[ Da
[ Ne

11.2. Godine

[ manje od 18

[118-30
[131-50
[d51-65
[Je6ivise

Ste?
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MAHKEME HiZMETLERiIi KULLANANLARI ANKETI

Bu anket, 0zellikle Yakova, Pristine ve Prizren Asliye Mahkemeleri tarafindan sunulan
hizmet kalitelerine odaklanmak suretiyle, yargi sistemi kalitesini degerlendirmesinin bir
pargasini teskil etmektedir. Bu galisma, KoSEJ projesi (Yargl Kalitesi ve Verimliligini
Gelistirme) tarafindan desteklenmistir.

Goris ve tavsiyeleriniz bizim igin énemlidir, bu sebeple asadidaki sorulari yanitlamak igin
biraz zaman ayirirsaniz memnun oluruz.

Anket isimsizdir ve yanitlarinizin kesin gizlilik icerisinde muamele edilecegini garanti ederiz.

“Bati Balkanlar ve Turkiye icin Destek Araci” (Horizontal Facility) bir pargasi olarak
Avrupa Birligi ve Avrupa Konseyi tarafindan ortaklasa finanse edilen KoSEJ Action,

Kosova'da yargl sisteminin verimliligi ve isleyisini gelistirmek amaciyla Avrupa
Konseyi Pristine Ofisi destekleriyle Avrupa Konseyi Yargi Sistemi Verimliligi (CEPEJ)
icin Avrupa Komisyonu tarafindan uygulanmaktadir.

1. Mahkemeye hangi sifatla gittiniz? 2. Mahkemeye ne tiir bir dava icin gitmistiniz?

1 pavanin bir tarafi olarak

[ sait olarak

| Diger mahkeme kullanicisi olarak (aile Uyesi; taraf olan
birinin arkadasi; ziyaret¢i; mahkemeden bir hizmet talep eden
kisi olarak; vs.)

3. Yasal temsil

3.1. Avukat yardimi aldiniz mi?

[ Evet
[ Hayir

Asagidakilerle ilgili olarak memnuniyet derecenizi belirtiniz:

[T Medeni bir dava

[ Sug davasi

[ idari dava

[ Ticari dava

[ Bilmiyorum

[ Mahkemeden diger bir hizmet igin

3.2. Avukat 6zel olarak tutuldu yoksa kamusal kaynaklardan
mi 6denmis durumda?

[ Ozel tutulan avukat
[] Kamusal kaynaklardan édenen avukat

4. Mahkemeye erigim ve binalari hg‘;g‘iﬂ:fn" mlelr'll’:;n Mg,?‘ﬂﬁnmfm Memnunum men?r?:num
4.1 Mahkemeye erisim sartlari (] (| d [ [
4.2 Mahkeme binalarindaki yazi tabelalar O (| (| (| [
4.3 Bekleme kosullari O [ [ d O
4.4 Durusma esnasindaki kosullar [ [ [ O |
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- .- Memnun I/ un- Ortalama Cok
5. Mahkemelerin isleyisi degilim memnun Memnunum Memnunum o o0 unum
5.1 Mahkeme cagrilari netligi O ™ O [ O
5.2 Cagri ve oturum arasinda gegen
zaman suresi (. - - (] (]
5.3 Durugmalarin dakikligi O | | O [
5.4 Mahkeme personeli davranis ve nezaketi d [ [ O O
. Memnun 1/ un- Ortalama Cok
6. Hakimler ve Durugmalar degilim memnun Memnunum Memnunum memnunum
6.1 Hakimlerin davranis ve nezaketi O [ [ O O
6.2 Durugsma esnasinda kullanilan dil O O [ O O
6.3 Durugsmada argiimanlarinizi sunmaniz igin
verilen si?re (] - (] (] 0
6.4 Durusmalarda hakimlerin tarafsiziigi O (| (| O O
6.5 Kararin verilmesine kadar durugsmalarin stiresi [ (| [ (| [
6.6 Kararlarin netligi O (| (| [ [
Memnun I/ un- Ortalama Cok
7. Savellar degilim memnun Memnunum  Memnunum ot inum
7.1 Savcilarin davranis ve nezaketi O (| (| O d
7.2 Durusmalarda savcilarin
dakikligi (] - (] (] 0
o Memnun 1/ un- Ortalama Cok
8. Bilgi erigimi degilim memnun  Memnunum  Memnunum ot inum
8.1 Giriste mahkemelerce sunulan bilgiler O (| (| [ [
8.2 Spesifik bir hizmet icin mahkeme idaresince
sunulan bilgiler (] (] (] O O
8.3 Haklarinizla ilgili bilgi bulmak O [ [ O O
. . . Memnun 1/ un- Ortalama Cok
9. Adalet iglevine dair genel algi degilim memnun Memnunum Memnunum memnunum
9.1 Mahkeme isleyisi O [ ™ [ [
9.2 Talep ettiginiz hizmetle ilgili olarak mahkemenin
islem ya%ma%m 9 (. (. (. (. (.
9.3 Mahkemenin sundugu hizmetlerin maliyeti (| [ [ O O
10. Dil

10.1. Durugmalar anadilinizde mi gerceklesti? 10.2. Durugsma anadilinizde gergeklesmediyse,

size terciman saglandi mi?

[ Evet [ Evet

[ Hayir [ Hayir

11. Kisisel veri

11.1. Cinsiyet 11.2. Yas

[ Erkek I 18 alts

[ Kadin [J18-30
[131-50
[151-65
[ 66 ve tizeri

12. Bu mahkeme ve genel olarak adalet sistemi isleyisleri ile ilgili herhangi bir goriis ve tavsiyeniz var m?
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B. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LAWYERS

i. Version in Albanian language

ii. Version in Serbian language
iii. Version in Turkish language

PYETESORI PER AVOKATET

I/E nderuar,

Ky pyetésor éshté pjesé e njé vlerésimi té kualitetit té€ sistemit té drejtésisé, duke u
pérgendruar né veganti né cilésiné e shérbimeve té Gjykatés Themelore té€ Prishtinés,
Gjakovés dhe Prizrenit. Ky aktivitet pérkrahet nga projekti KoSEJ (Forcimi i cilésisé dhe
efikasitetit té drejtésisé). Projekti KOSEJ, i bashké-financuar nga Bashkimi Evropian dhe
Késhilli i Evropés, si pjesé e kuadrit programatik me emrin “Horizontal Facility for Western
Balkans and Turkey” zbatohet nga Komisioni Evropian pér Efikasitetin e Drejtésisé té
Késhillit t&¢ Evropés (CEPEJ) me mbéshtetjen e Zyrés sé Késhillit t&é Evropés né Prishting,
pér té pérmirésuar efikasitetin dhe funksionimin e sistemit té drejtésisé.

Mendimet dhe sugjerimet tuaja jané té réndésishme pér ne dhe ne do té ju ishim mirénjohés
nése do té shpenzonit pak kohé pér t'iu pérgjigjur pyetijeve t&€ méposhtme. Pyetésori
éshté anonim dhe ne garantojmé gé pérgjigjet tuaja do té trajtohen me konfidencialitetin
mé té larté.

Ju lutem vierésoni shkallén tuaj té kénaqshmérisé né lidhje me pyetjet né vijim:

1. Marrédhéniet me gjykatén ose shérbimin Shu:ne ife " e I_Vlese:tarlsht I/e kénaqur Shu mé ife
pa-kénaqur pa-kénaqur ile kénaqur kénaqur

1.1 Miésjellja e stafit administrativ té gjykatés (| [ | O O

1.2 Shpejtésia e pérgjigjeve ndaj kérkesave (| (| (| (| (|

1.3 Kualiteti i pérgjigjeve ndaj kérkesave O O O O O

1.4 Digjitalizimi i procedurave (| (| (| (| (|

1.5 Qasja e lehté né dosje O O O O O

1.6 Qartésia e pérgjegjésive dhe organizimi O O O O O

1.7 Shpenzimet per sherbimet e ofruara

nga gj)l/;)kata P | O O [ O

1.8 Qasja né praktikén gjygésore

té gjyka{ave o [ [ [ [ [

1.9 Cilésia/ pérdorshméria e fages sé

internetit té Sjykatés a O O O O O

1.10 Shenjat orientuese né ndértesén e

givkates | | | | |

1.11 Ruajtjen e privatésisé sé paléve té

pérfshirajsji dhe konfidencialitetit t& O O O O O

informatave lidhur me palét
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2. Pérgatitja dhe zhvillimi i Shu.r.né ile !!e I}Ilesell.tarisht I/e kénaqur Sh"umé ile
seancave dégjimore pa-kénaqur pa-kénaqur ile kénaqur kénaqur
2.1 Kushtet pér takimet me klienté O O (| | [
2.2 Kushtet gjaté mbaitjes sé seancés O O [ ™ [
2.3 Respektimi i orarit t& seancave gjyqésore [ [ O [ O
tahov ghadsora O O O - -
2.5 Koordinimi ndérmjet gjykatés dhe
avokatéve né pércaktimin e datave dhe O [ [ [ (|
oréve té seancave dégjimore
2.6 Formaliteti i seancave dégjimore (| (| (| | d
gfgtrrggﬁtgtlﬁjjgg ﬁg rstga%?‘gnqgggjimore (. O O O ]
SahGheqen s Seancld dsgimore O O O O O
2.9 Mirésjellja e gjyqtaréve [ [ [ O O
2.10 Mirésjellja e prokuroréve (| (| [ ™ d
3. Vendimet e gjyqtaréve Shumé ife Ve Mesatarisht |, \anaqur ~ Shuméile

pa-kénaqur pa-kénaqur ile kénaqur kénaqur
3.1 Vendimet e qarta dhe t& kuptueshme O (| (| [ O
3.2 Trajtim i shpejté i rasteve penale O d [ O |
3.3 Trajtim i shpejté i rasteve civile [ (| d | O
3.4 Trajtim i shpejté i rasteve administrative O (| (| [ [
3.5 Traijtim i shpejté i rasteve ekonomike [ [ O O O
3.6 Vendime té lehta pér t'u zbatuar (| [ [ ™ [
3.7 Pavarésia e gjyqtaréve [ O O [ O
4, Sipas mendimit tuaj, si kané ndryshuar . Jan"é Nuk kané . J?'?.é
shérbimet e gjykatés gjaté pesé viteve pérkeqésuar  ndryshuar  pérmirésuar
té fundit? O O O
5. Té dhéna personale
5.1. Gjinia 5.2. Mosha
[ Mashkull I Nen 30
[ Femér [131-50

51-65
1 Mbi 66

6. Pér sa vite keni gené anétar i Odés sé Avokatéve?

[ Mé pak se 5 vjet
[15-10 vjet

[111-20 vjet

I Mé shumé se 20 vjet

7. A keni ndonjé vérejtje apo sugjerim pér té béré né lidhje me shérbimet e gjykatés?
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UPITNIK ZA ADVOKATE

Ovaj upitnik je dio procene kvaliteta pravosudnog sistema, fokusirajuci se konkretnije na
kvalitet usluga koje pruzaju osnovni sudovi Dakovice, Pristine i Prizrena. Ovu aktivnost
podrzava projekat KoSEJ (JaCanje kvaliteta i efikasnosti pravosuda).

Projekat KoSEJ, koga zajednicki finansiraju Evropska unija i Savet Evrope, kao deo
,2Horizontalnog instrumenta za Zapadni Balkan i Tursku“ (Horizontalni instrument),
sprovodi Evropska komisija za efikasnost pravosuda Saveta Evrope (CEPEJ) uz podrsku
Kancelarije Saveta Evrope u Pristini, sa ciljem poboljSanja efikasnosti i funkcionisanja
pravosudnog sistema.

Vase misljenje i sugestije su nam vazni i bili bismo vam zahvalni ako biste odvojili malo
vremena da odgovorite na pitanja koja su navedena u nastavku.

Upitnik je anoniman i pruzamo vam garancije da ¢e vasi odgovori biti obradeni u strogoj
tajnosti.

Ocenite stepen svog zadovoljstva u pogledu sledec¢ih elemenata:

1. Odnosi sa sudom Ne_zadovol- Ne_zadovol- Prose(_':no Za- Z_adovol- Vrlt_) zadovol-
jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na jan/-na
1.1 Stav i ljubaznost administrativnog osoblja (| (| (| [ [
1.2 Brzina odgovora na Vase zahteve (| (| (| [ O
1.3 Kvalitet odgovora na Vase zahteve (] (] (] (| (|
1.4 Racunarsko upravljanje postupkom O [ [ O O]
1.5 Jednostavnost konsultacija datoteke (| O O (| (|
1.6 Jasnoca odgovornosti i organizacije (| (| (| [ O
1.7 Troskovi / naknade za pristup pravdi (] (| (| [ O
IléBmI;r)lstup sudskoj praksi sudova (odlu- O O O O O
1.9 Kvalitet / korisnost internet stranice O O O O O
1.10 Oznake i uputstva u zgradi suda [ [ [ O |
Jitanak kruRaiten peveriivost O O O O O

informacije o partiji
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. . . - Nezadovol- Nezadovol-  Prosecno Za- Zadovol- Vrlo zadovol-
2. Priprema i vodenje saslusanja jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na jan/-na
2.1 Koordinacija izmedu suda i advokata u O O [ (| (|
odredivanju datuma i vremena saslu$anja
2.2 Uslovi sastanka sa klijentima O O [ [ (|
2.3 Oprema i namestaj u sudnici O O O [ [
g;lsl'{%(;rxj):t vremena odrzavanja O O O O O
2.5 Organizovanje i vodenje saslusanja (| [ (| d O
2.6 Formalnost odrzavanja saslusanja [ O O [ [
voie STgument nh Shelianiu esete O O O = =
géiltlggrzljsatrasnost sudije u vodenju O O O O O
2.9 Stav i ljubaznost sudije O d d O O
2.10 Stav i ljubaznost tuZioca/tuZilaca O O O O O
3. Odluke sudija Ne'zadovol- Ne.zadovol- Prose(":no Za- Z'adovol- Vrlt? zadovol-
jan/-na jan/-na dovoljan/-na jan/-na jan/-na
3.1 Jasne i razumljive odluke O O d [ [
3.2 Brzo postupanie u kriviénim predmetima [ [ [ [ d
3.3 Brzo postupanje u gradanskim predmetima O (| (| (| O
3.4 Brzo postupanje u upravnim predmetima (| (| (| (| (|
3.5 Brzo postupanie u privrednim predmetima [ [ O [ [
3.6 Odluke koje se lako izvrsavaju [ d [ O [
3.7 Nezavisnost sudija [ O O O O
« Ostale ne- -
4. Da li mislite da su se usluge suda u Pogorsale promenjene Poboljsale
poslednjih 5 godina:
O Ol |
5. Li¢ni podaci
5.1. Pol 5.2. Godine
1 Muski 1 Manje od 30
[ Zenski [131-50
[151-65
66 ivise

6. Koliko godina ste ¢lan Advokatske komore?

O Manje od 5 godina
[1 5-10 godina

1 11-20 godina

[J vise od 20 godina

7. Da li imate neke primedbe ili sugestije za poboljSanje rada sudova i kvalitet usluga suda?
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AVUKATLARA iLiSKIN ANKET

Bu anket, 6zellikle Yakova, Pristine ve Prizren Asliye Mahkemeleri tarafindan sunulan
hizmet kalitelerine odaklanmak suretiyle, yargi sistemi kalitesini degerlendirmesinin bir
pargasini teskil etmektedir. Bu calisma, KoSEJ projesi (Yargl Kalitesi ve Verimliligini
Gelistirme) tarafindan desteklenmistir.

“Bati Balkanlar ve Turkiye i¢in Destek Araci” (Horizontal Facility) bir pargasi olarak Avrupa
Birligi ve Avrupa Konseyi tarafindan ortaklasa finanse edilen KoSEJ Action, Kosova'da
yargi sisteminin verimliligi ve isleyisini gelistirmek amaciyla Avrupa Konseyi Pristine Ofisi
destekleriyle Avrupa Konseyi Yargi Sistemi Verimliligi (CEPEJ) igin Avrupa Komisyonu
tarafindan uygulanmaktadir.

Gorus ve tavsiyeleriniz bizim igin 6nemlidir, bu sebeple asagidaki sorulari yanitiamak igin
biraz zaman ayirirsaniz memnun oluruz.

Anket isimsizdir ve yanitlarinizin kesin gizlilik icerisinde muamele edilecegini garanti
ederiz.

Asagidakilerle ilgili olarak memnuniyet derecenizi belirtiniz:

1. Mahkemelerle iligkiler Memnun I7un- Ortalama . inum Gok
degilim memnun Memnunum memnunum

1.1 idari personel davranis ve nezaketi [ [ [ O |
1.2 Taleplerinize verilen yanitlarin ivediligi (| (| (| [ O
1.3 Taleplerinize verilen yanitlarin kalitesi (] (] (] (| (|
1.4 Durusmalarin bilgisayarlastiriimi

yt')netimi§ gisayaras s (. (] (] O O
1.5 Dosyalari basvurma kolayligi O (] (| [ [
1.6 Sorumluluklar ve drgiitienme netligi (| (| (| [ [
1.7 Adalete erisim maliyeti/iicretleri (| (| (| [ O
1.8 Mahkeme igtihatlarina (kararlarina

erigimi ( ) [ (. (. (. O
1.9 Mahkeme internet sayfasi kalitesi/

faydasi Ve [ [ (. (. O
1.10 Mahkeme binasindaki yazi tabelalari (| [ O O |
1.11 Taraflarin gizliliginin korunmasi dahil O O O O O

olmak Uzere gizlilik taraflar hakkinda bilgi
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Memnun I/ un- Ortalama ok
2. Durugmalarin hazirlanmasi ve Memnunum ¢

gerceklegsmesi degilim memnun Memnunum memnunum
2.1 Durusma tarih ve saatlerini belilemede [ (| [ [ (|
mahkeme ve avukatlar arasindaki isbirligi
2.2 Miivekkillerle gériisme kosullari O (| 1 (| |
2.3 Mahkeme salonu teghizat ve ekipmanlari [ O O d ™
2.4 Durugmalarin dakikligi 1 M 1 | 1
2.5 Durusmalarin érgitlenmesi ve
gerceklesmesi O ] | O O
2.6 Durusmalarin ciddiligi O (| [ d O
%I% Iag:ilig?:grz arglimanlarinizi sunmaniz O O O O O
ﬁésk%%ugpaas:z I(—;,;Jrlgekle§t|rme5| esnasinda O | O O O
2.9 Hakimlerin nezaketi ve davranislari O O [ O O
2.10 Savcilarin nezaketi ve davranislari (| (| O O [
3. Hakimlerin kararlan Md:g‘iﬂ:: mlelrrl::I;n M(:::IISnmuam Memnunum merr?no:num
3.1 Net ve anlasilir kararlar (| | d d O
3.2 Sug davalarinin hizlica goriiimesi O ™ d [ [
3.3 Medeni davalarinin hizlica gériilmesi O (| [ [ [
3.4 Idari davalarinin hizlica gériilmesi O (| (| [ (|
3.5 Ticari davalarinin hizlica gérilmesi O ™ d [ [
3.6 Kolay uygulanabilir kararlar (| [ (| (| (|
3.7 Hakimlerin bagimsizligi [ [ O | [
4. Son 5 yil igerisinde mahkeme hizmetleri Kétiilegti Degigmedi Gelisti
icin hangisini sdyleyebilirsiniz: O O O
5. Kigisel veri
5.1. Cinsiyet 5.2. Yas
[ Erkek [130yas alti
[ Kadin [131-50

[51-65

166 ve izeri

6. Kag yildir Baro liyesisiniz?

s yildan az
510 yil
[111-20 yul
20 yildan fazla

7. Mahkeme igleyisi ve mahkeme hizmetleri kalitesinin gelistirilmeleriyle ilgili herhangi bir gériis ve tavsiyeniz var mi?
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The Council of Europeis the continent’s leading human
rights organization. It comprises 47 member states, 28
of which are members of the European Union. All Coun-
cil of Europe member states have signed up to the Euro-
pean Convention on Human Rights, a treaty designed
to protecthuman rights, democracy and the rule of law.
The European Court of Human Rights oversees the im-

plementation of the Convention in the member states.
www.coe.int

The European Union is a unique economic and po-
litical partnership between 28 democratic European
countries. Its aims are peace, prosperity and freedom
for its 500 million citizens - in a fairer, safer world. To
make things happen, EU countries set up bodies to
run the EU and adopt its legislation. The main ones
are the European Parliament (representing the people
of Europe), the Council of the European Union (rep-
resenting national governments) and the European
Commission (representing the common EU interest).
http://europa.eu




