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Courts’ response to violations of human rights

Evidence of judges’ non
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standards; defining the critical areas of the courts’ operation in need of improvement through 
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“a general practitioner that 

presence or absence of certain legally significant circumstances or facts”.

suspect’s body) etc.
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“the judge’s office 

“direct permission of the judge”.

session; denied access to court session noting that ‘there’s nothing interesting happening there’  
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Courtroom vs. judge’s office
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some instances hearings moved to judges’ offices, 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100



judges in the judges’ offices versus courtrooms. Where hearings take place in courtrooms, 

access to observe judicial processes. However, where hearings took place in judges’ offices, such 
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finding of circumstances in the case. Only one of above indicators, such as ‘adjournment of court 
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In the course of monitoring observers took notes of two parameters: а) announcement of trial 
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court sessions take place in the rooms (judges’ offices, as mentioned above) that are not 

 

monitoring how these CPC standards were followed was assessed: а) concerning all 
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defense counsel’s failure to appear

counsel’s presence –
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2.14. Evidence of judges’ non

questions of judges’ ethics are

judges’ compliance with
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of conducted observations. The reason for that was mainly the “closed nature” of activity of the 



 “in the cases of holding the tria

access such trials”;

 “if the request was considered without one of the parties, the degree of compliance of the 

the “abridged procedure”;

 “the style of judges in such proceedings differed significantly from the trial on the merits 

– not all the rules were followed and the transparency was very conditional”.

–
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suspicion (found in 52% of prosecutors’ requests);

the suspicion and the presence of risks (found in 48% of prosecutors’ requests).  

The Table below presents the prosecutor’s assessment of risks that would be considered 



4. Prosecutor’s assessment of risks to be considered (%)

The monitors’ observations showed that the prosecutors most often justified their requests 

for detention or extension of detention by the risk of suspect’s absconding from pre

The “other risks” referred to by the prosecutor include as follows:

 “ criminal record”;

 “previous cases of violation of house arrest”;

 “no place of permanent residence and lawful sources of income”;

 “attempts to continue the criminal activity”;

 “change of names”;

 “possibility to forge the documents”;

 “numerous attempts to escape”;

 “recurrent inclusion into the wanted list”.
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6. References of the court to justify the satisfaction of the prosecutors’ requests
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or the need to ensure the trial participants’ right to protection, which depending on the situation 

 to 

scheduled for the end of the working day had certain “peculiarities” (according to the monitors): 

а) “the trial, includ

5 minutes”; 

b) “the sound recording in such cases was not carried out, as the chairman ordered the 

clerk of the court session without being noticed by the third parties”
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“absolutely unreal bail”

“feasibility of the bail”

 “the prosecutor argued that the issue of alternative bail could 

not be raised because the suspect lived in Crimea”.
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examined and the way in which it shall be examined are set in court’s ruling and, if necessary, 

Results of observation over the first stage of evidences’ examination are reflected in the 
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court’s request, may remain in courtroom.

comprehensive court consideration while adhering to requirements as to the order of witnesses’ 
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possession. The defense, upon public prosecutor’s request, is required to grant access and 
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In some cases, the monitors attended the “high profile sessions” (e.g., involving the 

“excessive loyalty of judges to the 

s”.

The monitors found it quite difficult to determine “within which period as of the receipt 

of an appeal the court exercised its consideration”. The 54.3% of monitors indicated that “it was 

impossible to determine based on the content of the trial”; 36.2 believed that it was “within a 

month”; 9.5% “in excess of the two month period”.  
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To Prosecutor General’s Office of Ukraine:



listed in the recommendations to the Prosecutor General’





’s work, the organization and planning by

as improving the organization of the courts’ operation


