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 Procedural focus  observers pay attention to violations of procedural law, without 
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“the judge’s office 

“direct permission of the judge”.
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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 
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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 (%)
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or the need to ensure the trial participants’ right to protection, which depending on the situation 
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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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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


