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Executive Summary

The Project

1.

Support for the Implementation of Judicial Reform in Serbia (hereafter the project) is a partnership
between the European Union (EU) and the Council of Europe (CoE). It runs over 36 months (1
January 2022 - 31 December 2025) with a budget of €3,334,000 (EU (90%) and Council of Europe
(10%)). The primary beneficiaries are Serbian justice institutions including, the Supreme Court, the
High Judicial Council (HJC), the Supreme Public Prosecutor's Office, the High Prosecutorial Council
(HPC), the Ministry of Justice (MoJ), the Administrative Court, the Commercial Appellate Court, the
Misdemeanour Appellate Court, and the Judicial Academy. Participation by civil society organisations
(CSOs) includes professional associations of judges and prosecutors and Non-Government
Organisations (NGOs) engaged on justice reform issues and monitoring EU accession progress. The
project is based on a commitment by the Council of Europe and the EU to co-ordinate their legal and
policy frameworks in the region, based on their respective strategic frameworks." The project is part
of the Council of Europe’s ‘strategic triangle’ of standard-setting, monitoring, and technical co-
operation.

2. The project aims to advance judicial reforms in Serbia by strengthening judicial independence,
accountability, access to justice, judicial training, and the harmonisation of judicial practice in line
with European standards. The project is structured around four interconnected components:

1. Improved legal frameworks though development and adoption of new laws and bylaws in line
with European norms.

2. Enhanced judicial management: Strengthening institutional capacities and management
practices for effective and consistent judicial service delivery.

3. Advancing judicial training: Improving the quality of training for legal professionals and
aligning it with European standards.

4. Harmonising judicial practices: Promoting consistency in case law and improving legal
certainty.

Context

3. Linked to fundamental constitutional reform, Serbia has been undertaking judicial reform in recent

years in accordance with national legal and strategic? frameworks and international/European legal
norms. Reform is also guided by Council of Europe membership obligations and EU accession
requirements. Negotiations for Chapter 23 ('the Judiciary and Fundamental Rights') were formally
opened in July 2016. Progress has been made across a range of constitutional, legislative and
institutional areas. However, significant reform challenges remain, including human and financial
resources, case disposition rates, gaps in substantive and methodological capacity, unfilled judicial
and prosecution posts and, most fundamentally, political interference in judicial independence and
prosecutorial autonomy.® Wider contextual challenges include political instability due to Russia’s war
against Ukraine; the demands of multiple elections and widespread public distrust in state institutions.
Rule of law regression intensified in 2024, linked to the Novi Sad railway accident, with a further
decline in public confidence in the state and in relations between civil society and the Government.

' Memorandum of Understanding between the Council of Europe and the European Union of 23 May 2007. The April 2014 Joint
Statement of Intent of the Secretary General of the Council of Europe and the EU Commissioner for Enlargement and European
Neighbourhood Policy identify “efficient and independent judiciary” as a priority.

2 Including the Judicial Development Strategy 2020-2025, the Strategy on Human Resources in the Judiciary 2022-2026,
National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2024-2028: Othe related strategies include the National Strategy for Gender Equality 2021-
2030, the Strategy for creating a stimulating environment for the development of civil society, 2022-2030, National Strategy for
the Prosecution of War Crimes 2021-2026.

3 The European Council Conclusions on Enlargement in December 2024, while noting some progress, highlight a need for “more
political will [and] further accelerating reforms and delivering concrete and tangible results”.


https://rm.coe.int/16804e437b
https://rm.coe.int/168066b99e#:%7E:text=(1)%20The%20Sides%20intend%20to,of%20the%20rights%20of%20vulnerable
https://rm.coe.int/168066b99e#:%7E:text=(1)%20The%20Sides%20intend%20to,of%20the%20rights%20of%20vulnerable
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-16983-2024-INIT/en/pdf

Evaluation Purpose, Objectives and Methodology

4. The evaluation was conducted during March-September 2025 with a total budget of €30,000. The
purpose of the evaluation is to review progress made and to identify lessons for future projects.
The objectives* of the evaluation is to assess the project against the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria
of Relevance, Coherence, Effectiveness, Efficiency and Potential Impact and Sustainability as
well as the Council of Europe criteria of the Added Value of the Council of Europe as implementer
of technical co-operation. The evaluation also assessed the project’s integration of Council of Europe
transversal themes, human rights approach® and gender mainstreaming. The evaluation followed
the Council of Europe Evaluation Policy 2019, Evaluation Guidelines, 2020 and Code of Conduct for
Evaluation and other evaluation best practice principles,® took account of Council of Europe
programming tools.’

5. The evaluation methodology combined desk-based review of project documents and outputs (250+
documents); online and face-to-face interviews with key stakeholders; observation of a bi-annual
project Steering Committee (SC) meeting, an online questionnaire, in-country meetings in June 2025.
Discussions were conducted on the basis of non-attribution, with an option for anonymous input via
the online questionnaire. An evaluation methodology and Inception Report were approved by the
Council of Europe in February and March 2025. Assistance to future planning was specified as an
evaluation focus, however, the opportunity for this was constrained somewhat by the evaluation team
not having sight of the planned twelve-month follow-up support for 2026. This we understand, was
finalised within the Council of Europe in June and is to be succeeded by a longer-term project within
the Horizontal Facility.

Findings/Conclusions/Recommendations

6. The project objectives evidence strong relevance to Council of Europe legal norms; EU accession
criteria; and Serbia’s legal and strategic frameworks, and capacity support needs of the justice
system, particularly key new institutions, the HJC and the HPC. The project is largely coherent with
other justice projects and interventions in Serbia, with some scope for enhancing coordination at a
strategic level. As a lead international substantive actor, the Council of Europe should, in conjunction
with the EU and the MoJ, initiate more structured co-ordination of international technical co-operation.
The project has evidenced good levels of efficiency, with a no-cost 12-month extension, with cost-
effective delivery of most planned activities. Of note is the expeditious drafting of 5 laws® and 37
bylaws® despite serious contextual challenges. Some planned activities, e.g. on human resources,
were impeded by internal sector issues and lack of engagement by partners. Reforms to mandate
the HJC and HPC on responsibility for staff (planning, budgeting, hiring etc) are reported as having
stalled in the absence of Ministry of Justice initiative to progress the issue.

7. There is good evidence of effectiveness, with most planned outputs delivered. This is linked to
established working relations between the Council of Europe and partner institutions and the
foundation from the predecessor Horizontal Facility project. The functioning of the project Steering
Committee and Working Groups'? is reported as aiding effectiveness, despite some challenges with
attendance. Overall, effectiveness has been challenged by issues of coordination and quality control
of experts’ inputs'!, low capacity of partner institutions, some opposition to reform and disruption

4 Following revision during the inception phase.

5 Including the core principles of participation and inclusion; equality and non-discrimination; accountability; and transparency
and access to information. Council of Europe, Human Rights Approach: Practical Guide For Co-Operation Projects, 2020.

6 Including the UN Evaluation Group, Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation, 2024.

7 Council of Europe, Project Management Methodology Handbook; Gender Mainstreaming Toolkit, 2016; Practical Guide on
the Human Rights Approach for Co-operation Projects, 2021.

8 The Law on the Organisation of Courts, the Law on Judges, the Law on the High Judicial Council, the Law on the Public
Prosecutors' Office, and the Law on the High Prosecutorial Council.

9 See Annex 4 for the full list of bylaws drafted, including those identified by The Project as not involving issues of Council of
Europe standards.

0 Despite challenges, including frequent changes in personnel attending.

™ In accordance with the Evaluation Guidelines of the Council of Europe, the Directorate of Internal Oversight has included the
following feedback from the project team on the above statement: “The project team does not concur with the reference to “issues
of coordination and quality control of experts’ inputs.” The project team maintains that this statement is not supported by specific


https://rm.coe.int/evaluation-policy-en-pdf/16809e7f91
https://rm.coe.int/coe-evaluation-guidelines-october-2020-pdf/1680a147d1
https://rm.coe.int/coe-codeofconductforevaluation/1680a1a023
https://rm.coe.int/coe-codeofconductforevaluation/1680a1a023
https://rm.coe.int/coe-humanrightsapproach-r01-v05-light-final-version/1680a22410
https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/3526
https://www.coe.int/web/project-management-methodology/tools-to-download
https://www.coe.int/web/project-management-methodology/tools-to-download
https://rm.coe.int/coe-humanrightsapproach-r01-v05-light-final-version/1680a22410
https://rm.coe.int/coe-humanrightsapproach-r01-v05-light-final-version/1680a22410

linked to political instability. There is also some tension between ensuring optimal adherence to
European standards, while also facilitating partners’ ownership of activities and outputs, given
capacity and political will challenges. Potential impact is strongest in the case of the adoption of the
5 laws'2 and of 36 of 37 bylaws.'® In addition, more transparent and participatory legislative drafting
and enhanced transparency and independence/autonomy of judges and prosecutors, justice
institutions and decision-making processes represents an important foundation for impact.™ Some
project activities present more limited potential for impact, due to the embedded nature of problems
to be addressed or the relatively small scale of project activities (e.g. monitoring of undue influence,
Artificial intelligence (Al). Despite the significance of the enactment of laws and bylaws and new
procedures, their application still requires significant support and resources to progress from
effectiveness to impact.

8. The likely sustainability of some key results is strong, including outputs formally enacted/adopted
with strong ownership by partner institutions. Various contributions to transparency and participatory
legislative drafting etc are also likely to continue going forward. The connection between project
results, the EU accession criteria and Serbia’s Council of Europe obligations are key drivers of
sustainability. Challenges to sustainability include human resource issues, unfilled vacancies and
lack substantive and methodological expertise. Lack of high-level political will for reform is the most
significant threat to sustainability. Many project results may stall or could be reversed without political
and high-level judicial will to implement them. The Council of Europe, EU and other
intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) have a key role to play in ensuring that addressing lack of
political will is prioritised and that “demand” for reform is supported.

9. The Council of Europe and EU have a shared commitment to apply a Human Rights Approach
(HRA) in external co-operation. The project prioritises participation by civil society, including input on
drafting of the laws and bylaws and participation in other project events. Project results also represent
a fundamental contribution to enhanced transparency and accountability. However, HRA is not
applied as a uniform transversal framework in the project and awareness of the framework among
many interlocutors is low. Contracts/ToRs of project experts do not stipulate that HRA is addressed
in their inputs, with the result that most inputs and outputs do not address HRA or do so only partially.
Similarly, Gender Mainstreaming in the project is weak, affected by low awareness and lack of
prioritisation. While some inputs and outputs address equality/discrimination, the majority (including
laws, bylaws, expert opinions) do not adequately mainstream gender. There is a general
misapprehension that high numbers of women judges and prosecutors means that gender is not a
concern in the justice system. Raising awareness of the difference between numbers of men/women
in the justice system and gender mainstreaming needs to be integral to future project support. Going
forward, application of HRA and gender mainstreaming should draw upon the Council of Europe’s
expertise and key tools to ensure that log frame, project monitoring/reporting, consultant
contracts/ToRs and inputs/outputs systematically address HRA and gender issues as core European
standards.

evidence in the evaluation report. The assessment appears to reflect a misunderstanding of the variable nature of expert support
provided under the project. Depending on the objectives of individual assignments, outputs ranged from needs assessments
and recommendations to facilitation, guidance, and moderation in legislative revision processes, where the project could not
substitute for national authorities nor assume drafting responsibility. Accordingly, deliverables were documented and shared in
different formats. The level of detail and form of analysis were tailored to the objectives of each assignment, ranging from
advisory guidance and facilitation to analytical opinions and recommendations, and were subject to proportionate quality control
in line with their intended purpose. Regarding coordination, the project team states that this observation is not supported by
specific evidence and reflects a partial misunderstanding of the project's modalities. In certain assignments, close synergies
between international and national experts were deliberately limited in order to avoid undue influence and to preserve the
independence of expert inputs. Where complementarities were required and foreseen, synergies were systematically
established. Quality control arrangements were applied accordingly and in line with the nature of the support provided. The
approach to coordination and quality control was explained to the evaluators; however, this contextual distinction does not appear
to have been sufficiently taken into account in the assessment. The above comments apply to all related references in the report.”
2 The Law on the Organisation of Courts, the Law on Judges, the Law on the High Judicial Council, the Law on the Public
Prosecutors' Office, and the Law on the High Prosecutorial Council.

3 The failure to enact the bylaw on the Rules of Court is attributed to internal institutional issues.

4 Relevant results include the broadcasting of HIC and HPC meetings, Rulebooks elaborating merit-based criteria and
processes for election, evaluation, examination etc of prosecutors and judges and Rules of Procedure regarding the work of the
HPC commissioner for autonomy and disciplinary board etc.
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10. The Council of Europe offers significant added value as a justice programme implementer. This is
based on its status as an IGO and its substantive normative framework (‘strategic triangle’ of
standard-setting, monitoring, and technical co-operation. Delivery of past projects and the Belgrade
Office’s track record of justice reform activities in Serbia are also highlighted as added value factors.
While recognising fundamental political context challenges, and the limitations of an individual
project, there is scope for this comparative advantage to be used to generate more political will for
reform. There is a delicate balance between maintaining institutional cooperation, fostering
ownership and ensuring that efforts are meaningful. While the project well reflected the need for
flexibility to adapt to changed political and institutional circumstances, and partner institutions have
ultimate ownership of the reform process there is a need for more robust discussion at the planning
stage of future co-operation on feasible expectations of impact/substantive change and enhanced
monitoring, done in conjunction with partners, which tracks the contribution to impact.



Evaluation Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

RELEVANCE

Findings/Conclusions
O Project objectives and activities are highly relevant to Council of Europe legal norms and best
practice, to EU accession criteria and to identified legislative and institutional needs of the Serbian
justice system, in particular, the HJC and HPC as newly established oversight institutions.
O Project outputs are broadly in line with relevant European standards, with some scope for this
being enhanced.

COHERENCE

Findings/Conclusions
O The project is well aligned with other Council of Europe projects and, for the most part, with other
donor projects, with only minimal duplication.

EFFICIENCY

Findings/Conclusions

O The project delivery model is fit-for-purpose, with majority of activities delivered cost-efficiently,
within the allocated budget and planned timelines (including a 12-month extension). This has been
achieved in the face of profound context challenges, including political instability, low capacity of
partners and lack of political will for reform.

O Efficiency is enhanced by good levels of communication/co-ordination between Strasbourg HQ
and Belgrade Office and the European Union Delegation (EUD), with some weakness in
engagement by project partners.

EFFECTIVENESS

Findings/Conclusions

O A key aspect of project effectiveness has been its support to the drafting and adoption of an
extensive framework of laws and bylaws. The project has also been effective in delivering support
on working modalities of key institutions, notably the HJC and HPC, as well as provision of
substantive knowledge and best practice examples. This represents an important contribution
towards greater judicial transparency, independence, autonomy, capacity and substantive
harmonisation.

O There is some scope to enhance the inclusion, and monitoring, of all relevant European standards
in inputs/discussions and outputs including an enhanced log frame and improved tasking of
experts, including terms of reference (ToR) (in addition to Acts of Engagement) for all consultant
inputs.

Recommendations (to Council of Europe) (High Priority)
O Tasking of Project experts should include detailed ToRs and checklists that reference cross-
cutting and other Council of Europe norms, to enhance quality and coherence and facilitate
assessment of outputs against ToRs.

POTENTIAL IMPACT

Findings/Conclusions
U Despite weakness in impact monitoring, the project evidences some impact, including increased
participatory decision-making and judicial transparency and enhanced election/tenure of judges
and prosecutors. Potential impacts include enhanced judicial independence and prosecutorial
autonomy, merit-based evaluation, harmonisation based on the enhanced legislative and
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institutional framework and processes and data management. The potential for impact of project
outputs on some key issues, e.g. reform of human resource management and undue influence,
is weaker.

The progression from effectiveness to impact is impeded by resource and capacity challenges of
partner institutions. Most fundamentally, there is a deficit in executive respect for the separation
of powers, with interlocutors expressing strong reservations regarding the political will to resource
and sustain outputs. Co-ordination between projects and actors active on justice reform is key to
addressing this, with the Council of Europe and EU as key actors.

Recommendations (to Council of Europe and EU) (High Priority)

Q

Support to the application of the legislative framework and procedures supported by the project
should be prioritised, including agreed fit-for-purpose SMART indicators (specific, measurable,
achievable, relevant, and time-bound) to measure substantive change.

Achieving impact under this, and related projects, requires a structured, justice sector reform
stakeholder platform. This should enhance coordination of, and synergies between, international
technical support and generate combined leverage for political will for reform. As key normative
actors, the Council of Europe and EU should have a central role in such coordination.

SUSTAINABILITY

Findings/Conclusions

Q

Q

Sustainability of formally enacted laws and bylaws, enhanced procedures of key oversight
institutions is aided by their formal status, the process by which they were developed and, to some
degree, by impetus from EU accession aspirations.

Prospects for sustainability are challenged by low institutional capacity of partner institutions to
apply new norms and procedures, and a considerable deficit in political will to resource the new
legislative framework and to respect the mandate on judicial institutions.

Recommendations (to Council of Europe) (High Priority)

Q

Capacity building for oversight institutions (including the HJC and HPC) should be prioritised,
including their capacity to apply and monitor the impact of key bylaws addressing transparency,
judicial/prosecutorial independence.

HUMAN RIGHTS APPROACH (HRA)

Findings/Conclusions

Q

Q

The project has progressed some key HRA principles, including rights-holders participation (via
civil society actors), enhanced access to information/transparency of judicial and prosecutorial
functions and justice sector accountability. However, the project’s application of HRA as a
comprehensive framework is weak. There is a need to enhance explicit coverage of all HRA
principles in the log frame, experts’ terms of reference, substantive inputs, discussions/processes
and outputs and in expert and project progress reports.

Awareness and knowledge of HRA principles and methodologies among partners and some
experts is low.

Recommendations (to Council of Europe) (High Priority)

Q

The application of HRA as a comprehensive framework should be enhanced, by:

e revising log frame content and ensuring consultant/project reports address progress
and challenges in the application of all HRA principles

e ensuring experts’ contracts include a checklist of HRA norms and ToRs stipulate that
these norms are addressed in inputs/outputs.

e organising targeted applied capacity-building events/knowledge sharing on HRA to
justice reform with other justice projects/actors. This might be linked to a small,
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designated group and piloting of HRA/gender in selected future justice reform
activities.

GENDER MAINSTREAMING

Findings/Conclusions
0 Mainstreaming gender in justice sector reform in Serbia is challenged by misunderstanding
regarding gender and gender mainstreaming, as well as some opposition by justice actors to
addressing gender.
U Experts’ terms of reference do not reflect the Council of Europe’s gender obligations and
commitments, and a significant proportion of project inputs, discussions and outputs do not
address gender or only do so partially.

Recommendations (to Council of Europe) (High Priority)
O The application of gender mainstreaming (including issues of intersectionality) should be enhanced,

by:

e revising log frame content and ensuring consultant/project reports address progress and
challenges on gender and gender mainstreaming.

e ensuring experts’ contracts include a gender/gender mainstreaming checklist and ToRs
stipulate that these norms are addressed in inputs/outputs.

e organising targeted applied capacity-building events/knowledge sharing on gender in justice
reform with other justice projects/actors.

ADDED VALUE

Findings/Conclusions
O The added value of the Council of Europe as provider of technical co-operation on justice reform
in Serbia derives from its IGO status and ‘strategic triangle’, its track record in the sector, pool of
relevant qualified experts and inputs from key Council of Europe bodies.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background and Context

11. Serbia is multi-party parliamentary democracy with a formal separation of powers, an extensive legal
framework. These laws are overseen by a range of oversight/accountability institutions. In addition
to constitutional guarantees (including Articles 3, 4, 32-37), the Republic of Serbia’s legal
commitment to delivering efficient, high-quality justice based on non-discrimination also derives from
a range of Council of Europe (e.g. European Convention for Human Rights (ECHR)) and United
Nations (UN) treaties that the state has ratified. These treaty standards are directly applicable in
domestic law'® and enforceable by Serbian Courts. Serbia has a civil law system with the justice
sector comprising a range of justice institutions and non-state actors. Ongoing justice reform in
Serbia is guided by several domestic strategies, including the Judicial Development Strategy, 2020—
2025,'% the Strategy on Human Resources in the Judiciary, 2022-2026, HPC Communication
Strategy, 2026-2030 and the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 2023-2028"" and EU accession
documents, including the National Programmes for the Adoption Of the Acquis (NPAA) 2022- 2025,
2024-2027.

12. Constitutional reforms in Serbia in 2022 and legislative changes in 2023 have strengthened judicial
independence by transferring responsibility for appointment of judges and prosecutors from the
National Assembly to the HJC and the HPC, respectively. These reforms have seen the public
prosecutors’ office transition from the soviet-era monocratic system to a less hierarchical structure.
Various measures adopted increase the transparency of the system.'® However, ongoing concerns
are identified by the EU, Council of Europe monitoring bodies, UN' and others.?

13. The 2024 EC Report on Serbia notes that 2023 recommendations are only partially implemented
with “some” to "moderate” level of preparation in the area of judiciary. These include the need to
adopt the draft Law on the Judicial Academy, to appoint more judges and prosecutors, to progress
towards a merit-based recruitment, transfer and promotion of judges and prosecutors; to improve
case management and justice system efficiency. Some key observations and recommendations in
the Serbia Judicial Functional Review, 20212' remain valid. These include the need to enhance
performance tracking of courts and prosecutors offices and case management; introduce
comprehensive continuing training and realistic/transparent budgets etc. The 2025 EC Rule of Law
Report notes that while the justice system has undergone substantial recent reform, strengthening
judicial independence requires implementing laws to be amended.?? A new appeal procedure to the
Constitutional Court for judicial appointments is in place, but a significant number of vacancies for

15 Including international law generally (Article 16 of the Constitution), and more specifically, human and minority rights enshrined
in international law and the practices of international institutions supervising their implementation (under Article 18 paragraph 2).
The Constitutional Court of Serbia is mandated to review the compliance of laws and other legal enactments for compliance with
international law and ratified international treaties.

8 Following on predecessor reform strategies for 2006—2011 and 2013-2018.

7 Other strategies relevant to the justice system include the National Strategy for Gender Equality 2021-2030, the Strategy For
Creating a Stimulating Environment for the Development of Civil Society, 2022-2030, the National Strategy for the Prosecution
of War Crimes, 2021-2026.

8 These changes are noted by the Council of Europe Group of States against Corruption (GRECO) in 2023 as having
implemented most of it's previous recommendations. GRECO, Fourth Evaluation Round Addendum to the Second compliance
Report on Serbia, which deals with corruption prevention in respect of members of parliament, judges and prosecutors, 2023.
19 Including in Serbia’s most recent Universal Periodic Review in 2023, Human Rights Council, Report of the Working Group on
the Universal Periodic Review* Serbia, 2023.

20 A range of other monitoring processes identify Rule of Law concerns in Serbia. The World Justice Project Rule of Law Index.
Serbia country profile, 2024, ranks Serbia 94 out of 142 countries, based on criteria of Constraints on Government Powers,
Corruption, Open Government, Fundamental Rights, Order and Security, Regulatory Enforcement, Civil Justice and Criminal
Justice.' IDEA's Global State of Democracy Indices for 2024 classifies Serbia as 60" (human Rights) and 73rd (Rule of Law) out
of 173 countries, drops of 2 and 14 places respectively since 2023. The Bertelsmann Stiftung Transformation Index 2024 Country
Report Serbia ranks Serbia 81st of 137 countries in its Governance Index.

21 Measuring progress against the 2014 Judicial Functional Review baseline and the 2019 Functional Review of the Prosecution
System.

22 |n May 2024 the UN Human Rights Committee called on Serbia to ensure effective implementation of recent legislative
measures on judicial and prosecutorial independence as well as to consider amending the existing framework to ensure that
prosecutors have a majority of votes on the newly established HPC. Concluding Observations on the fourth periodic report of
Serbia International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 2024.
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https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/commission-staff-working-document-serbia_en
https://www.mdtfjss.org.rs/archive/file/2021_Serbia_Judicial_Functional_Review-_Full_Report_-_EN.pdf
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https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/298f86d5-723b-4d3e-90b4-98ea24d9c885_en?filename=2025%20Rule%20of%20Law%20Report%20-%20Country%20Chapter%20Serbia_0.pdf
https://rm.coe.int/corruption-prevention-in-respect-of-members-of-parliament-judges-and-p/1680adadc0
https://rm.coe.int/corruption-prevention-in-respect-of-members-of-parliament-judges-and-p/1680adadc0
https://docs.un.org/en/A/HRC/54/18
https://docs.un.org/en/A/HRC/54/18
https://worldjusticeproject.org/rule-of-law-index/country/2024/Serbia
https://www.idea.int/gsod/2024/
https://bti-project.org/en/reports/country-report/SRB
https://bti-project.org/en/reports/country-report/SRB
https://docstore.ohchr.org/SelfServices/FilesHandler.ashx?enc=UJE9yhCP36lICpMNf3V9%2FVNOVTtMu4Vae4TxmN4ZcrRiQTlb6BkyL63VwTNqqGu5ttus6xzW0jtXxmvsKBJxqA%3D%3D

judges and prosecutors remain unfilled.?®* Despite some steps taken to reduce the space for political
influence, political pressure on judges and prosecutors continues, including public comment by
politicians on ongoing investigations and court proceedings, with ”little or no follow-up on cases of
undue influence”.?* Some participation and consultation by civil society actors in the justice sector
takes place in a context of profound challenges to effective functioning of civil society in Serbia.?®

14. Serbia has been a member of the Council of Europe since April 2003. Membership obligations
include compliance with the principles of a pluralist democracy and the rule of law, as well as respect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms of all persons placed under its jurisdiction. Serbia has
also benefited from Council of Europe co-operation support since 2002, including justice reform
projects.

15. Justice sector reform is also addressed by projects and other activities of a range of other donors/IGO
agencies. Serbia receives budget support Under Instrument for Pre-Association (IPA) Il (2021-
2027), aimed at strengthening the justice system and aligning it with EU standards on judicial
independence, efficiency, and public trust. Currently a range of EU-funded rule of law projects in
Serbia, address judiciary, fundamental rights, media, and fight against corruption and money
laundering, including “EU 4 Justice — Complementary Assistance to Budget Support and Capacity
Building for Justice Sector “ managed by KPMG?, and" “Strengthening of the Rule of Law in the
Republic of Serbia,” managed by Deutsche Gesellschaft flr Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
and others, "Support to Serbia in the area of justice, freedom and security” led by the Lithuanian
agency CPMA and "EU for Fight against Corruption and for Fundamental Rights” and “Strengthening
the Rule of Law" managed by GIZ. Other EU justice sector support areas are channelled through the
European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) to civil society organisations and
media. Current World Bank sector activities?” include ad hoc support to the HPC, on their Action Plan
and on technical requirements for HPC case management system. Serbia also features in its regional
justice project which surveys perception of justice in six Western Balkan countries. Due in October
2025, survey results will document experience of justice system users over the past 3 years, including
indue influence. The World Bank has also concluded a needs assessment for a large scale 2026-
2030 commercial justice project.?® Other projects by Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), UN agencies and bi-lateral donors in the sector includes support on training,
independence of prosecutors, corruption, free legal aid etc.

1.2 Support for the Implementation of Judicial reform in Serbia

16. As part of the Council of Europe’s combined ‘strategic triangle’ of standard-setting, monitoring, and
technical co-operation, the project supports the implementation of decisions of the European Court
of Human Rights (ECtHR); recommendations of Council of Europe monitoring and advisory bodies;
as well as Beneficiaries’ sectoral and thematic strategies and priorities.

17. The project seeks to advance judicial reforms in Serbia by strengthening judicial independence,
accountability, access to justice, judicial training, and harmonising judicial practice. Funded jointly by
the European Union (90%) and the Council of Europe (10%), the project is being delivered from 1
January 2022 to 31 December 2025, with a total budget of €3,334,000. The project is situated

23 As of July 2024, there were 384 vacancies out of 3,102 judges’ positions and 210 vacancies out of 894 public prosecutors’
positions. The perceived low status of judicial careers and low salary rates are also identified as deterring lawyers from pursuing
judicial careers.

24 Concerns of the Serbian Bar Association about unauthorised phone surveillance and threats against lawyers are highlighted
in the Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe (CCBE), Contribution for the 2025 Rule of Law Report.

25 The Council of Europe's Conference of INGOs (CINGO) visited Serbia in September 2025 to discuss democratic participation
with authorities and CSOs. The visit report will be presented and discussed at CINGO’s General Assembly in Spring 2026.

26 |In terms of its specific focus on justice efficiency and effectiveness, this project is most directly related to The Project being
evaluated.

27 Having previously led the Multi-Donor Trust Fund for Justice Sector Support in Serbia, which concluded mid-2022.

28 With potential elements including digitization. E-auctions, improving liquidation proceedings, upgrading case management
and piloting of commercial court video hearings.

29 |nitially planned for 36 months, The project timeline was amended in September 2024 with a 12 months no-cost extension to
December 2025.
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18.

19.

20.

outside of the Horizontal Facility (HF) due to the scale of sector needs and the need for a project
team larger than HF actions.

The project supports Serbian justice institutions in addressing key challenges to improve their
functionality and align the judicial system with European standards, including Council of Europe
norms® and Chapter 23 EU acquis. The primary beneficiaries include the Supreme Court of
Cassation, the HJC, the Republic Public Prosecutor's Office, the HPC, the MoJ, the Administrative
Court, the Commercial Appellate Court, the Misdemeanour Appellate Court, the Judicial Academy
and professional associations of judges and prosecutors. The judges and prosecutors associations
are observers on the project Steering Committee and other civil society organisations are observers
on project Working Groups and participate in consultations and events and as project consultants.

The project is structured around four core components:

1. Improving legal frameworks: Supporting the drafting of new laws and bylaws to facilitate
judicial reform in line with European standards. In addition, this component provides support to
enhance the capacity of the Judicial and Prosecutorial Councils.

2. Enhancing judicial management: Strengthening institutional capacities and management
practices for effective and consistent judicial service delivery. This component addresses issues
including artificial intelligence, monitoring of selected aspects of undue influence on the judiciary
and support for the preparation and implementation of IPA 11l Sector Budget Support.

3. Advancing judicial training: Strengthening the operational capacity of the Judicial Academy,
including support to training, enhanced work planning, and the development of ICT solutions.

4. Harmonising judicial practices: Supporting civil and criminal court case law departments,
strengthening visibility and transparency of prosecutorial and judicial practice, including
enhancement of Supreme Court and public prosecutor electronic databases.

Project co-ordination includes a management team based in Belgrade and Strasbourg and Steering
Committee,' the Council of Europe’s Directorate of Programme Coordination (DPC); Directorate-
General for Enlargement and Eastern Neighbourhood (DG ENEST)* and a designated project
coordinator in the Serbia EU Delegation also responsible for other EU-funded justice projects.

1.3 Evaluation Obijectives, Purpose, and Scope

21.

22.

The original proposed objectives of the evaluation outlined in the ToR (see Annex 1) were:

1. To provide a detailed assessment of progress with regards to the project’'s objectives and
indicators of achievement.

2. To reflect on strengths and weaknesses in the project’s design which may have affected the
measurement of success.

3. To assess the relevance and added value of the Council of Europe with regards to the
implementation of the project.

4. To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, results, and sustainability of the project.

5. To formulate recommendations to all partners for sustaining the results achieved by the project,
including through follow-up interventions.

Following inception phase discussions®® and the approval of the Evaluation Inception Report the
agreed final evaluation objectives addressed Relevance, Coherence, Effectiveness, Potential
Impact, Efficiency and Sustainability of the project. In addition, the Council of Europe’s criteria of

30 |ncluding case law of the European Court of Human Rights and recommendations of the Council of Europe monitoring and
consultative bodies - Venice Commission, the Group of States against Corruption (GRECO), the Consultative Council of
European Judges (CCJE), the Consultative Council of European Prosecutors (CCPE).

31 Including representatives of the Council of Europe, EUD, MoJ, Supreme Court, Supreme Public Prosecutor’s Office, HJC,
HPC, Judicial Academy, Ministry of European Integration. The Judges’ and Prosecutors’ Associations are SC observers.

32 On 1 February 2025, DG NEAR, the European Commission's Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement
Negotiations was succeeded by Directorate-General for Enlargement and Eastern Neighbourhood (DG ENEST).

33 For consistency with other Council of Europe evaluations, the evaluation team proposed the addition of Potential Impact,
Coherence and the transversal themes of Human Rights Approach and Gender Mainstreaming, as a distinct headings. The
original ToRs had proposed addressing the project’s “contribution to gender equality” as a question under effectiveness.
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23.

Added Value of the Council of Europe as a project implementor and the transversal themes of a
Human Rights Approach and Gender Mainstreaming were addressed. The purpose of this final
end-of-project evaluation is to review progress made and to identify lessons for future similar projects.
The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Council of Europe in Strasbourg and Belgrade
Office, the European Commission and EU Delegation and Serbian partner institutions.

The evaluation has been mindful of the difficult financial climate of technical co-operation. Some
recommendations, addressing capacity gaps, entail short-term resource demands, e.g. on impact
monitoring. However, they have the potential to save money in the longer term if sustainable capacity
of key duty-bearers is enhanced. Other recommendations, including those relating to tasking and
coordination of experts and their inputs, have only minimal cost implications and have potential
replicability across Council of Europe projects.

1.4 Evaluation Methodology

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

The evaluation comprised of inception phase discussions with the project team, revision of ToRs
and Evaluation Questions, mapping of key issues addressed by the project; initial review of
data/documentation; compilation of interlocutors and liaison with Council of Europe Office in
Belgrade on visit schedule.** The evaluation was conducted in line with norms set out in the Council
of Europe Evaluation Policy 2019; the Evaluation Guidelines 2020 and the Council of Europe Code
of Conduct for Evaluation®® and other standard best practice evaluation principles,¢ taking account
of relevant principles in other Council of Europe programming tools®*” and DG ENEST?® Guidelines
on planning/programming, monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Insofar as resources allowed, the
evaluation sought to be participatory, in line with a human rights-based approach.

An online confidential questionnaire in English and Serbian was disseminated by the evaluation
team to Council of Europe staff; relevant EU personnel, project partner institutions, Steering
Committee members and other stakeholders active on justice reform in Serbia. Of 429 interlocutors
emailed, 30 responses (7%) were received. The majority of responses were from Council of Europe
personnel and representatives of partner institutions. The depth of responses varied, with only a
minority providing substantive elaboration on their scoring of the evaluation headings. Given these
limitations on its evidential value, questionnaire responses were discounted in the evaluation.

Data collection included review of documentation (see Annex 6) included the project Description
of Action (DoA), revised log frame, progress reports, consultant contracts/ToRs, laws, bylaws and
other project inputs and outputs.®® Monitoring reports and opinions of Council of Europe bodies, UN
Treaty Bodies/Special Procedures and INGOs were also reviewed.

Online and face-to-face meetings were held with 56 interlocutors. These included the project team,
the Head and Deputy Head of the Belgrade Office, other Council of Europe secretariat personnel,
representatives of the EUD and DG ENEST and project partners, CSOs, consultants and other
stakeholders (embassies, IGOs, INGOs etc.). A translated introduction to the evaluation, privacy
statement and key questions were shared with all interviewees in advance of meetings. Meetings
were conducted on the basis of non-attribution with data stored in compliance with General Data
Protection Regulation (GDPR) legislation and Council of Europe, Regulations on the Protection of
Personal Data.

Evaluation meetings with Council of Europe personnel, the EUD, project partners and other
stakeholders were conducted in a Belgrade visit during 9-12 June 2025. Online de-briefing with

34 It was initially planned that the evaluation visit would coincide with the Steering Committee meeting, but a change to that date
meant the meeting was observed online.

35 Council of Europe, Code of Conduct for Evaluation.

36 Including the UN Evaluation Group, Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation —Towards UNEG Guidance, 2011.

37 Council of Europe, Project Management Methodology (PMM) Handbook; Gender Mainstreaming Toolkit, 2016; Practical
Guide on the Human Rights Approach for Co-operation Projects, 2021.

38 As of 1 February 2025, the Directorate-General for Enlargement and Eastern Neighbourhood (DG ENEST).

39 In all some 250 documents were provided by the project team. There is scope for more systematic structuring of project
documents with uniform identification of author, date, status (draft/final) and shorter file titles.
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https://rm.coe.int/evaluation-policy-en-pdf/16809e7f91
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https://www.coe.int/web/project-management-methodology/tools-to-download
https://www.coe.int/web/project-management-methodology/tools-to-download
https://rm.coe.int/coe-humanrightsapproach-r01-v05-light-final-version/1680a22410
https://rm.coe.int/coe-humanrightsapproach-r01-v05-light-final-version/1680a22410

the project team was held after the Belgrade visit. The 7" project Steering Committee meeting was
observed online.

1.5 Evaluation Limitations and Mitigation

20.

30.

31.

32.

Despite advance alert of the process by the project team and multiple requests for meetings, the
evaluation experienced considerable difficulty securing engagement from some key interlocutors,
beyond the normal challenges of evaluation fatigue and time constraints. Discussions with those who
did engage suggested that uncertainty around political unrest, low levels of interest in reform and
capacity challenge of partner institutions were possible factors in this lack of engagement. The project
strength of multiple actors involved in some processes also presented scheduling challenges,
including Working Group and Steering Committee meetings. The fact that a follow-up project was
taken as a given by partners and the proposal for the 2026 phase finalised during the evaluation may
also have been a factor. Requests for data regarding the application of bylaws from the HJC yielded
some information, but not from the HPC.

Focus group discussions were requested with all partner institutions in advance of the Belgrade visit.
In most cases meetings were confined to one or two senior individuals and not the requested wider
pool of project participants. In the case of the Judicial Academy, key focal points were unavailable
due to appointment of the Director as Minister of Justice, maternity leave etc, though other
representatives were met. Less than half of the 22 members of the HJC and the HPC contributed to
the process. Combined with limited questionnaire responses, this means that inputs received may
not be representative of the wider membership of key institutions. Detailed inputs were received from
a number of judges and prosecutors with direct experience of new project-supported processes.

The evaluation terms of reference provided for use of a questionnaire. This was translated and
disseminated via a secure platform to Council of Europe personnel, project partners and consultants,
participating and other CSOs and a range Intergovernmental agencies and other justice sector
project teams. Of 429 interlocutors emailed only 30 responses (7%) were received, despite multiple
calls for inputs and a deadline extension. The majority of inputs were from individuals involved in
actual project delivery. Substantive comments in responses by partner institutions highlighted some
degree of misunderstanding of key concepts (impact, gender mainstreaming, HRA etc.) and were
used to inform interview discussions. While the questionnaire responses had limited evidential utility,
the questionnaire was important as a matter of principle, to facilitate inputs from a wider pool of
interlocutors than could be interviewed directly, including inputs from actors outside of Belgrade
Judges’ and Prosecutors’ Associations disseminated the questionnaire to regional members. In
response to the limited engagement by the general cohort of prosecutors and judges, round-table
table discussions were requested with partners during the Serbia visit to broaden the pool of inputs.
However, the numbers attending these meetings were less than optimal.

A significant evaluation constraint arises from the limited utilisation of the log frame in project
monitoring. Problems acknowledged by the project team include indicators that are too vague for
effective application or require significant time demands to apply etc. Partners and consultants are
generally not familiar with log frame objectives/indicators relating to their specific activities or inputs.
Evaluation discussions highlighted gaps in understanding (by project partners and some consultants)
of some core programming concepts; the distinction between effectiveness/impact as well as HRA
framework and gender mainstreaming. This impacts to some degree on the evidential use of
responses to evaluation questions but also identifies priorities to be addressed in future project
support.°

40 A similar issue arises in the context of some project consultations. The project expert opinion on Rules on Evaluation of Cases
By Complexity in Public Prosecutor's Offices, for example, notes in relation to input from public prosecutors' offices on the final
draft of the Rules, that “some prosecutors’ offices did not fully understand the purpose of these Rules”.
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2. Findings and Conclusions

2.1 Relevance

Evaluation Questions

To what extent is the project aligned with relevant Council of Europe and international norms; national laws/strategies and EU
accession criteria?

To what extent is the project aligned with the priorities and needs of justice institutions (duty-bearers) and of rights-holders?

To what extent is project design appropriate and realistic (in terms of technical, organisational and financial aspects)?

33. The project is explicitly premised on Council of Europe legal and best practice norms with a
central focus on supporting reform towards greater judicial independence and prosecutorial
autonomy in Serbia. Relevant Council of Europe norms, include ECHR jurisprudence,*' opinions and
recommendations of advisory and monitoring bodies.*? The project is also relevant to other Council
of Europe normative frameworks and best practice*® and to Serbia’s UN treaty obligations.**

34. The intervention logic of the project Facility and its design/delivery as a substantive and financial
partnership between the EU and Council of Europe, means that actions are also highly relevant to
EU norms, including the Strategy for the Western Balkans, the “Copenhagen” political criteria of
democracy, rule of law, human rights and protection of minorities and EU acquis. Key project
activities are aligned with annual EC assessments of Serbia’s EU accession progress, in particular
Chapter 23 criteria. The project’s focus on legislative change is highly relevant to EU benchmarks,
including the IPA Il Thematic Priority 1, “improving the independence, accountability, quality and
efficiency of the judicial system”, Chapter 23, "Judiciary and Fundamental Rights", *> and Chapter
24, "Justice, Freedom, and Security" and their Action Plans”.*® The project’s prioritisation of support
to drafting of laws and bylaws in line with European standards is also logical, given that some
legislative changes are overdue since 2017.4” The project is also relevant to Serbia’s UN legal and
policy commitments (including the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)*® obligations as well
as recommendations from the Universal Periodic Review (UPR), Treaty body and Special
Procedures, the UN Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyer etc. However,
the project’s contribution to the SDG and other UN recommendations is not addressed in progress
reporting. Specific substantive project themes are also relevant a widely acknowledged problem, in

41 Including the requirements of Article 6 ECHR that judicial appointment procedures be independent and impartial, Reczkowicz
v Poland, (application no. 43447/19), judgment of 22 July 2021 and that “judicial independence demands that individual judges
be free not only from undue influence outside the judiciary, but also from within”, Parlov-TkalCi¢ v Croatia (Application no.
24810/06), judgment of 22 December 2009. The project is also relevant to other thematic treaties, with guarantee of rights
dependent upon the right to an effective domestic remedy.

42 Including opinions and recommendations of treaty standard-setting and monitoring bodies such as CCJE, CDCJ, CEPEJ,
GRECO, and the Venice Commission.

43 E.g. Council of Europe, 2016 Plan of Action on Strengthening Judicial Independence and Impartiality.

44 n its 2024 Concluding Observations on Serbia’s 4th Periodic ICCPR Report of Serbia, the Human Rights Committee welcomed
recent constitutional and legislative reforms as strengthening the independence of the judiciary and public prosecution, but
expressed concerns that prosecutors not having a majority of votes on the HPC may undermine its independence.

45 The majority of project activities and outputs directly relate to benchmarks of the Revised Action Plan for Chapter 23 adopted
in 2020. These include participatory enactment of laws and bylaws on judiciary, prosecution and Judicial Academy in line with
Venice Commission recommendations and other European standards.

46 Serbia commenced EU accession negotiations in January 2014, with negotiations open in 22 out of 35 chapters. EU Member
State consensus on Rule of law reform in Serbia is a key requirement for the opening of negotiations of remaining chapters.

47 Project activities included support to MoJ preparation of a Sector Reform Performance Contract for the Judiciary as part of the
IPA Annual Action Programme for Serbia. SRPC indicators informing the project include (1) Degree of influence on the judiciary
by the central government officials outside the remits of their mandate measured by newly agreed methodology; (2) Ratio
between number of officially reported cases of undue influence on the Councils and their reactions.

48 In particular, SDG 16 (peace, justice and strong institutions) but also SDG 5 (gender equality), SDG 10 (inequality), etc.


https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/?i=001-211127
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/?i=001-211127
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=002-1194
http://rm.coe.int/doc/0900001680700125
https://digitallibrary.un.org/search?f1=author&as=1&sf=title&so=a&rm=&m1=e&p1=UN.+Human+Rights+Committee+%28140th+sess.+%3A+2024+%3A+Geneva%29&ln=en
https://www.acas.rs/storage/page_files/Revised%20Action%20Plan%20for%20Chapter%2023.pdf

the case of undue influence and a potential contribution to efficiency in the case of Al in the justice
system.*®

35. Project objectives and activities are highly relevant to national laws and strategies, including the
judicial reform strategy. Various outputs were produced in line with relevant domestic Law on the
Planning System which regulates public policy system management and medium-term planning.
Interlocutors uniformly confirm the project's alignment with priorities and needs of partner
institutions, with partners involvement in the Steering Committee and ownership of Working Groups
key to this. Relevance to the needs and rights of rights-holders engaged in, and affected by, the
justice system is less explicit. The project prioritised participation by, and consultation of, civil society.
However, there are strongly expressed CSO criticisms regarding the extent to which their inputs are
given serious consideration by drafting Working Groups, which were in the purview of partner
institutions. Some civil society interlocutors question the relevance of new institutions and procedures
to the underlying political challenges to judicial independence and prosecutorial autonomy. Project
processes had only limited input by civil society representatives of minorities and vulnerable groups
such as detainees, trafficking victims, LGBTI, Roma communities and others.

36. The project’s intervention logic is appropriate and cogent, based on identified needs and context
assessment and providing a combination of administrative, substantive and financial support. The
project’s partnership approach strikes a balance between partners’ ownership of the reform process
(including leadership of Working Group processes) with external advice/capacity-building support to
address partner’s capacity limitations. In some respects, project inputs compensate for lack of core
funding. While necessary, given EU accession timelines, this is not optimal in terms of sustainability.

37. The Strasbourg/Belgrade based project team, partnership approach and combined inputs by
international and local experts and Council of Europe bodies means that the overall project model
is appropriate and realistic. There is, however, a need to enhance synergies between international
and national experts and their inputs and for more quality control®® by the Council of Europe.

49 This focus is also relevant to Serbia’s Strategy of Development of Artificial Intelligence 2020-2025 and the Council of Europe,
Framework Convention on Atrtificial Intelligence and Human Rights, Democracy and the Rule of Law, 2024.
50 See footnote 11.


https://www.srbija.gov.rs/tekst/en/149169/strategy-for-the-development-of-artificial-intelligence-in-the-republic-of-serbia.php
https://rm.coe.int/1680afae3c

2.2 Coherence

Evaluation Questions
To what extent is the project aligned with other relevant Council of Europe projects?

To what extent is the project aligned with relevant projects funded by the EU-IPA and other bilateral or multilateral donors?

38. Justice reform in Serbia is supported by a range of projects and other activities. While some
projects have different primary partners and thematic foci, there are nevertheless key
interconnected issues that make coherence a priority. *' The extensive range of individual projects
also means that coherence is necessary to take account of the capacity and human resource
demands on justice institutions involved in multiple projects.

39. The project has strong connections with other Council of Europe projects in Serbia and in the
Western Balkans.%? While the project is situated outside of the Horizontal Facility,*® (it commenced
in the final year of HF Il), a senior project officer moved from a HF Il action to design and manage
the project (until April 2023). The HF 1l action and the project ran in parallel for a year, but with project
teams reporting good coordination and communication between them. In addition to communication
with Council of Europe projects, some joint activities and cost sharing of events are also present.®*
The project also has strong links with Council of Europe monitoring and advisory bodies, particularly
the Venice Commission (VC), and the Council of Europe Programme for Human Rights Education
for Legal Professionals (HELP).%®

40. Interlocutors identify generally good alignment between the project and other justice/Rule of
Law projects funded by the EU and by other donors.*® This is based on formal and informal
communication/reporting between the project team, EUD and other projects and some participation
in activities of the various projects and the EUD project coordinator also having responsibility for
other EU-funded justice projects. Some planned division of labour is also reported, e.g. GIZ taking
the lead in support on public debate on criminal code and criminal procedure code and the Council
of Europe leading on the law on Judicial Academy. The project team has also briefed relevant actors
and projects e.g. the UN country team and the Flexible Facility for Chapter 23 team. The project team
participates in Steering Committee meetings of the Flexible Facility for Chapter 23 project, but other
justice projects do not attend the project’s Steering Committee (SC) meetings. Project teams of all
EU-funded justice projects have participated in launches of each others’ projects. The EUD notes
the support of the project team in providing insights and information and the project team and EUD
have also met jointly with project partners to give impetus to legislative drafting. Substantive co-
operation includes experts support to drafting by the Working Group on sector budget support for the
judiciary within National programme for IPA 2022.%" Coordination is also aided by Serbia’s relatively
small local pool of specialist consultants and consultancy firms being engaged in multiple justice
reform projects.

5% Including multiple projects engaging with the Judicial Academy, for example.

52 This includes a range of prior projects, including “Strengthening Legal Guarantees for Independent and Impartial Tribunals”,
“Supporting effective legal remedies and mutual legal assistance” "Strengthening Independence and Accountability of the
Judiciary”, “Strengthening the effective legal remedies to human rights violations”, “Strengthening the judiciary reform process
in Serbia” and the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) regional project “Towards a better evaluation of
the judicial reforms in the Western Balkans — Dashboard Western Balkans”.

53 The required scale of the project being larger than HF actions is reported as the reason for this. In part The Project was
conceived as a means of providing support to preparation for sector budget support that later followed.

54 E.g. joint organisation of conferences with Council of Europe Horizontal Facility projects, “Strengthening the effective legal
remedies to human rights violations” and “Strengthening human rights protection in Serbia”.

5% The project also supported partners’ participation in Annual HELP Network Conference in Strasbourg in July 2023.

56 Though views vary, with one international project team characterising justice reform projects as "essentially working in parallel".
57 A number of project results are specifically linked to disbursement under EC Sector Reform Performance Contract for Justice
Reform, including indictors “Number of Laws adopted fully in compliance with the Venice Commission Opinion”, “Percentage of
by-laws adopted fully in compliance with the Venice Commission Opinion provided for the laws” and “Ratio between number of
officially reported cases of undue influence on the Councils and the number of cases followed up by the Councils”.
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41.

42.

Only minimal substantive duplication is reported, though Council of Europe project components on
human resources and the Judicial Academy were initially included in the design of another EU-funded
project. However, some gaps in information sharing are also noted. Management of some other
justice projects, while aware in general terms of the project’s legislative drafting activities, are not
familiar with the deliberations of bylaw Working Group (led by partner institutions) and did not input
on drafts.%® Several project components concern issues also addressed by other actors/projects
(artificial intelligence, undue influence, etc.). Management teams of other projects are not uniformly
aware of the detail (and in some cases the existence) of relevant Council of Europe project
activities. >

There remains scope for more visible, formal substantive co-operation. In past years the Ministry of
European Integration hosted coordination meetings, but these have not taken place for some time.
There appears to be limited interest or capacity by the MoJ to coordinate activities in the sector. The
absence of a functioning regular justice sector platform (as is reported to have taken place under the
Multi Donor Trust Fund for Justice Sector Support) means some opportunities for synergies between
projects and exchange on substantive themes may be missed. A formal donor platform the “Friends
of the Rule of Law” is mentioned by some interlocutors, though others are unaware of it. It appears
to be dormant for some years.® There is merit in the EU, Council of Europe and (as part of fostering
duty-bearer ownership) the MoJ, activating a sector platform at which relevant actors might share
plans, challenges/successes and enhance collective leverage on reform momentum.

58 There is significant lack of awareness among interlocutors regarding the operation of the 27m EU justice sector budget support,
which is integral to all other reform projects in the sector.

59 The World Bank and GIZ, for example, were not aware of project activity on Al. Al is a focus of GIZ work on data protection,
privacy and access to information and support on drafting of an Al law and has also featured in World Bank activities and plans
including support to the 2020-2025 Strategy for the Development of Al in the Republic of Serbia. Some project representatives
were also not aware of the project’s undue influence monitoring, its specific focus or had not seen monitoring findings.

60 The platform is reported to be a successor to an informal coordination platform established under the World Bank-led Multi
Donor Trust Fund for Justice Sector Support in Serbia that was handed over to the MoJ on the conclusion of that project.
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2.3 Efficiency

Evaluation Questions

To what extent has the Council of Europe’s organisational structure, managerial support and coordination mechanisms
supported efficient delivery of the project?

Have appropriate inputs (financial, human and material resources) been selected and used economically in relation to the
outputs delivered?

43.

44.

45.

The project has been delivered with considerable efficiency in the face of political challenges that
have disrupted the functioning of many institutions, including project partners. Partners express a
high degree of satisfaction regarding the project’s organisational structure, efficiency of
decision-making and delivery of activities. Project team staffing is adequate for the scale of the
project.®! Strasbourg-Belgrade communication and decision-making are reported as functioning well.
Significant changes to the composition of the project team over the course of the project is reported
to involve effective handover procedures, aided by past project personnel remaining with the Council
of Europe. Project reporting included quarterly reports to the Council of Europe Office in Belgrade,
b-annual and annual progress reports to the EU as well as ad-hoc reports to the Council of Europe
headquarters and the EU Delegation. All partners report that Steering Committee meetings make for
efficient decision-making, though the June 2025 SC meeting observed by the evaluation team was
not attended by representatives of the HPC or HJC.%? Discussion primarily addressed activities and
outputs delivered and planned, as opposed to substantive debate on reform achieved, challenges to
be addressed etc.

Financial and material resources have been efficiently utilised. Funds have been disbursed in line
with planned activities, and the project budget has been adequate to cover scheduled activities,
including the 12-month extension. The project has shared some event costs with other projects,
including shared funding of the annual judges’ conference, with the former USAID project “Justice
for all”’. Partner institutions’ financial circumstances and workspace constraints mean that there was
no in-kind contribution to the project from partners. With project consultancy rates below other
projects, consultants provide significant cost-effective inputs. Some consultants involved in the
project flag that time spent on their inputs exceeded contracted days. Only in a minority of cases was
this addressed by revision of contract terms, though consultants do not always raise the issue with
the project team. While there are no indications that this has resulted in any unwillingness by experts
to engage in Council of Europe projects, it is something that should be reviewed going forward.
Efficiency of management of experts can be enhanced by more standardised organisation and
formatting of project experts’ outputs, including a standardised file title, format and template or, at a
minimum, identification of the author, date, purpose of the document and its status®3.

Most project activities have been delivered within expected timelines, with a 12 month no-cost
extension to December 2025. ¢ This achievement is noteworthy in the face of the capacity and
resource limitations of partners, the impact of elections and other political events in Serbia and the
overarching political climate. Of note is the drafting and enactment of the 5 laws and 37 bylaws within
the prescribed year of the establishment of the Councils. This was achieved despite the extended
series of Working Group meetings required. Working Group meetings are reported as being mainly
efficient, though frequent changes to composition of membership presented some challenges in
terms of logistics and functioning. Delays in the process were addressed by joint interventions by the
Council of Europe and the EUD and the provision of additional expertise to ensure that drafting met

61 A project manager and part-time project assistant in Strasbourg, two senior project officers, two project assistants and a part-
time financial assistant in Belgrade.

62 Due to holidays, health and other factors. Nevertheless, with 22 members of both Councils some representation should have
been possible or the meeting rescheduled, though it is noted that the date had been set after some difficulty coordinating all
member diaries.

63 E.g. Draft or final, internal project briefing note or formal project output etc.

64 With project funds reallocated from the travel budget heading to staff and experts’ costs.
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46.

47.

the EU accession timeline. The most significant exception to expected project delivery relates to
support on judicial human resources. Progress on a law has been affected by lack of prioritisation by
partners but may be addressed in the context of future drafting of the new judicial strategy. A range
of outputs, including assessments of the existing strategy and normative framework and comparative
European analysis are in place to inform this process, once partners act.

An initial roster of international and national consultants meant that procurement of substantive,
methodological and IT inputs were efficiently delivered. This was aided by some consultants having
been involved in the predecessor project and other work with the Council of Europe. A third of some
fifty-two rostered consultants were not utilised.®® In some this was due to consultants’ non-availability,
and some contracted consultants were retained for multiple inputs which meant that others were not
required.%®

Addressing capacity limitations of key partner institutions, in terms of substantive knowledge,
methodologies and IT capacity is central to all project components. On legislative drafting, for
example, some Working Groups did initial drafts followed by expert inputs. In other cases, local
project consultants produced initial drafts. A range of activities IT (assessments, development and
training) addressed partners’ capacity gaps that have impeded efficiency and harmonisation. Inputs
by international experts, Council of Europe bodies and project funding of connection with
international counterparts through meetings, conferences, study visits etc. has addressed knowledge
gaps on European standards and best practice in other jurisdictions. Some project activities have
essentially involved providing core funding for activities not adequately funded by the central budget.
This is identified as a sustainability concern. See further below.

65 One Serbian organisation and one individual consultant accounted for the majority of local expert inputs.
66 Some roster experts who not called upon for project inputs would appreciate updates on the likelihood of their services being
called upon.
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2.4 Effectiveness

Evaluation Questions

To what extent has the project delivered results including:

Improved legal framework, legislation and regulations of judicial institutions, in line with European standards;
Enhanced management practices for effective, consistent and transparent delivery of judicial services;
Enhanced judicial and legal professional training in line with European standards;

Enhanced harmonisation of judicial practice and legal certainty?

48.

49.

Evaluation of project effectiveness needs to be understood in the overall context of the project
partnership approach, with justice institutions having ownership and final decision-making authority
on a range of outputs. Combined with competing interests of institutions, this has meant that final
versions of some outputs are to some degree a matter of compromise. The project has been very
effective in contributing to expeditious legislative reform.®” This has included administrative and
substantive support to the Ministry of Justice Working Groups in the drafting of the 5 new judicial and
prosecutorial laws, and to HJC, HPC and Joint MoJ-Council Working Groups on the 37 bylaws. This
component represents a significant proportion (an estimated 54%) of project resources.®® The
achievement needs to be viewed in light of the scale of the bylaw drafting exercise, with up to 10
Working Group meetings required in some cases. Drafts were adopted by Working Group
consensus/compromise with a vote taken only in exceptional cases. Project experts and civil society
act as non-voting observers. Working Groups were also provided with Council of Europe publications
on judicial independence, impartiality and accountability, including opinions of relevant standard-
setting bodies.

Opinions on draft bylaws identified as being relevant to Council of Europe standards were provided
by experts drawn from a roster of international and Serbian individual consultants and organisations.
These included consultancy firms such as the Institute for Comparative Law and NGOs and NGO
networks such as The Lawyers' Committee for Human Rights (YUCOM) and the National Convention on
EU (NKEU). Written and oral inputs by project experts address relevant European standards,
including Venice Commission, CCPE and Consultative Council of European Judges (CCJE) opinions
and practice of the ECtHR and Council of Europe member states. Local individual experts and
consultancy organisations bring substantive expertise and key local knowledge that has enhanced
effectiveness. Expert reports and opinions, however, are variable in quality®®, in terms of the detail
of analysis and recommendations. Some background reports and commentaries address key
European standards with clear tailored recommendations. Some bylaw commentaries are confined
to a more factual description of the instruments, with only generic reference to relevant Council of
Europe instruments, Venice Commission Opinons etc. As addressed below on coverage of
transversal norms, observations on gender and HRA norms only feature in a minority of substantive
outputs. A number of reports (including some substantive commentaries) do not outline the purpose
and status of the document, Council of Europe disclaimer or specify date, author etc.”” There is
scope for commentaries on final versions of laws/bylaws and policies to include more detail as to
recommendations made and adopted, partially or fully. Reports that cover both a process as well as
a resulting document should comment on the quality of the process. A minority of reports offer
observations on process but there is scope for this to be enhanced and include recommendations to

67 In addition to the volume of laws and bylaws drafted, the effectiveness of this component also needs to be viewed against the
complexity of some bylaws. The Court Rules of Procedure, for example, contains over 400 articles and has already been
amended fourteen times since its adoption in 2008.

68 The estimated budgetary allocation across the 4 components is 54% on Component 1, 8% on Component 2, 13% on
Component 3 and 20% on Component 4 with 5% on General Costs.

69 See footnote 11.

70 Or simply state “Expert report”.
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enhance this. While experts’ outputs serve a range of different purposes,’’ there is scope for some
standardised templates or guidance. Combined with more detailed terms of reference, this can
enhance consistency across outputs and enhance quality control.

50. Public consultation on the 5 laws included two rounds of consultations in 2022. Some Working
Groups also held joint meetings with civil society to discuss some substantive Rule books (undue
influence, discipline, ethics etc).”? While the 2024 EC Report on Serbia notes that “[iln general, the
new by-laws [judicial] have been developed through a participatory approach’. The report also notes
that public consultations carried out in 2023 on 53% of draft laws and 31% of draft regulations, is
“insufficient’” and that “[civil society] comments on draft laws of public interest are not sufficiently
taken into account’. CSO interlocutors highlight that only 5% of proposed CSO amendments to the
5 laws were accepted,” and that the parliamentary enactment procedure commenced just 36 hours
after public consultations concluded.” See further below on participation in the project, Section 1.7
on HRA.

51. Laws and bylaws drafted are well-written and clear, with VC and project expert inputs ensuring that
final versions are broadly in line with European standards. However, there is a noticeable absence
of explicit reference to human rights, gender etc. in some key instruments, e.g. the coverage of
attributes of judges and prosecutors, etc., in Rulebooks on Election, Evaluation and Discipline of
judges and prosecutors. There is also some disconnect between related bylaws. The extensive list
of moral qualities, for example, identified as necessary for election as a judge are not reflected in the
Rule Book on the evaluation of a judge’s performance.

52. While the adoption of VC recommendations in enacted versions of the 5 laws are not monitored item
by item by the VC or the project, an Information Note by the VC in March 2023 observes that the
final versions enacted saw the "overall direction of the amendments corresponds to the
recommendations of the Venice Commission".”® However, the Note also highlights examples of
recommendations not sufficiently addressed, including clarity regarding the interrelation between
dismissal and disciplinary procedures and the role of the HPC and the HJC in those proceedings.
While, experts and project team report significant adoption of recommendations, some Working
Group members speak of a minimalist approach to adopting European standards, with explicit
recommendations presented in clear terms, mostly adopted, in contrast to those identified as “to be
considered” etc.”® While in some cases there are no specific European standards,’” there is still
scope for more proactive approach to recommendations by the Council of Europe, even with the
margin of appreciation doctrine. Project monitoring of the adoption of expert recommendations would
benefit from a specific section in each report/opinion (as a minority of reports have), itemizing
recommendations, possibly classified as required, recommended etc. Similarly reports of discussions
should identify recommendations made, adopted, in full or part, with reasons given.

53. The project also facilitated a series of conferences and workshops for judges, prosecutors and others
addressing the content and implications of the new laws and bylaws and other themes. These
included an international conference organised by the Judges’ Association on limitations of rights

" Including academic/legal background overviews (in some case comparative), notes of Working Group meetings, substantive
analysis of draft laws/bylaws and strategies/policies and tools. Some appear to be more informal briefing notes for project team.
2 This working level participation is an exception to suspended cooperation with legislative and executive authorities by 28 civil
society organisations (including several project participants), for reasons including, there being “no real opportunity to influence
decisions regarding projects and activities”. European Western Balkans, Leading Serbian CSOs suspend cooperation with
authorities, 4 February 2025.

73 Captured in project document, Responses to Comments, Proposals and Suggestions on the Draft Judicial Laws Submitted to
the Ministry Of Justice.

74 NCEU, Judicial Laws Entered the Parliamentary Procedure only 36 Hours after Closing the Public Debate, Press Release, 18
January 2023.

75 Venice Commission, Information to the Follow-up on three previous opinions on Judiciary (CDL-AD(2022)030, CDL-
AD(2022)042, CDL-AD(2022)043), 2023.

76 One interlocutor characterised it as “a tendency to apply European standards more conservatively, that is, it seems that only
what clearly had to be accepted was accepted”.

7 Or evidence gaps in substantive coverage. The European Networks of Councils for the Judiciary, Model Code of Conduct,
2023 for judicial councils, for example, is silent on gender, equality and discrimination.
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and freedoms of judges and a Prosecutors’ Association conference on election, and freedom, of
expression of public prosecutors. International counterparts participated in both events. The project
also facilitated awareness of European standards and approaches through commissioned
comparative studies on substantive issues, e.g. on undue influence on the judiciary and cooperation
between prosecutorial councils and professional associations etc. Partner institutions report that
participation in these activities would not have been feasible without the project’s financial support
and that participation enhanced their knowledge of European standards and experience in other
jurisdictions.

54. The Law on Human Resources in the Judiciary and the Law on the Judicial Academy are key
exceptions to the progress on legislative reform. The former is reported as stalled due to lack of
prioritisation by the ModJ and divergent views on where responsibility for personnel management
should reside. The failure since 2022 to enact a Judicial Academy law also relates to institutional has
impacted on reform of judicial training, including safeguards against undue influence and the
Academy’s autonomy.”® The consultation process on the draft Law is ongoing, with the project
supporting a second round of public debate on the draft law in its final months, following earlier
support to the MoJ in organising public roundtables on the draft Law and possibly work on associated
bylaws.

55. Project partners are uniformly of the view that the project has been critical in the establishment of
new Judicial and Prosecutorial Councils with updated procedures. This represents a key contribution
to enhanced transparency and judicial independence and prosecutorial autonomy. In addition
to the procedural and decision-making clarity provided by various bylaws, the project also enhanced
transparency of the legislative processes. This includes support to drafting Working Groups
(including civil society participation), and consultation processes with regional appellate courts and
the wider public. The support to the development of Judicial and Prosecutorial Councils websites and
to streaming of meetings of the Councils also lays a foundation for more accountability from media
scrutiny of decision-making and enhanced public awareness and discussion. The effectiveness of
support to transparency represents a significant cultural shift. The importance of enhancing public
confidence is reflected in statistics that only 30% of the public perceive independence of courts and
judges as “fairly or very good”.” Increased transparency and various bylaws®® also contribute to
addressing undue influence in the judiciary which is also addressed under component 2.

56. Component 2 accounts for an estimated 13% of the overall budget, addressing human resources in
the Judiciary as well as two substantive themes, artificial intelligence®' and monitoring of undue
influence. Effectiveness of this component has been affected by lack of progress by partners on the
human resources legislative framework. Project outputs, which may be characterised as preparatory,
include outputs aimed at guiding the drafting of a new law on Human Resources in the judiciary.
These include a comparative analysis of normative frameworks in Council of Europe member states
on Human Resource Strategy in the judiciary and assessments of the implementation of Human
Resource Strategy and the human resources normative framework of courts and public prosecutors’
offices. Work environment issues were also addressed via an analysis of the labour status of judiciary
staff, a comparative analysis of Council of Europe states on the financial status of Judges and

78 The delay is reported to be linked to divergent opinions on whether the Academy should be the sole entry channel for training
of judges and prosecutors. However, professional communities and CSOs express concerns regarding the independence of the
current Academy. The VC opinion is that both options are viable within the broad national discretion in this area. The Commission
expressed qualified approval for the Academy as the sole entry route, but with recommendations to enhance oversight and
independence of the Academy. Venice Commission Opinion on the Draft Law on The Judicial Academy and Draft Amendments
to the Law On Judges and the Law on the Public Prosecutor’s Office adopted by the Venice Commission at its 141st Plenary
Session (Venice, 6-7 December 2024).

79 EU Justice Scoreboard, 2025. Aside from the fundamental human rights issue that justice should not only be delivered, but
be seen to be delivered, this is also relevant to business confidence and investment, with only 36% of companies regarding
judicial independence as “fairly or very good”. Lack of confidence in justice institutions is also an issue amongst judicial
personnel, NI Belgrade, Judges call on High Judicial Council, Supreme Court President to resign, 24 June, 2025.

80 E.g. The Rules of Procedure on the work of the HPC for deciding on objections against mandatory instructions on prosecutors
by higher level prosecutors in a particular case.

81 The log frame mentions artificial intelligence under Component 1.
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prosecutors and an expert opinion on salaries for the HPC in the context of Article 78 of the Law on
Public Prosecution on pay increases for prosecutors in offices with unfilled positions.

57. Two specific substantive themes are addressed within Component 2; artificial intelligence and
monitoring of undue influence. Both themes are relevant to the sector, and the latter is a priority
concern. The relatively small scale of these activities and other actors/projects also addressing these
themes, means that Component 1 might have been a priority for the time and resources involved.

58. The former has included panel discussion and “master class” training of the judiciary on artificial
intelligence, including legal and ethical issues and a Follow-Up Strategy; a commissioned expert
report on the role of Al in the judiciary, the normative framework, attitudes and usage of Al in Serbia.
These activities are delivered in a context where solutions are needed to address efficiency and
human resource challenges, but also with some judges’ reservations regarding the ‘threat’ of Al to
the judicial function. The The Analysis of the Situation and Perspectives of the Use of Artificial
Intelligence Systems in the Judiciary in Serbia, for example, provides a useful overview of Al issues
in the context of judiciary and recommendations that address these reservations and offers a basis
for developing concrete steps.

59. Component 2 activities on monitoring undue influence are linked to support under Component 1 on
legislative developments and HIC/HPC mandates on the issue. Undue Influence is a fundamental
challenge to judicial independence and prosecutorial autonomy in Serbia.®? Project-supported
monitoring of Ul, linked to an EC Sector Budget Support indicator, is based on a comprehensive
expert overview report on relevant European standards,® a methodology drafted by a contracted
company and monitoring and quarterly/annual reporting by an NGO since January 2023.% The
methodology and parameters are based on agreement of the EC and Republic of Serbia, There is
some disconnect between the various project elements. The methodology does not reflect the full
European legal content outlined in the comparative study® and lacks some key detail, including the
parameters/limitations of “how” the monitoring is done, what is encompassed within ‘daily media
monitoring’ etc.®® The Methodology “risk” scale also requires clarification. It appears to be premised
on the seniority of the politician involved, missing a range of other possible risk factors, including, for
example, the seniority or otherwise of the targeted judge/prosecutor. The methodology provides for
tracking of “who” (from a given list) reacted to statements made and “number of reactions” (1 to 5+),
but not substantive response/corrective action taken. However, the actual monitoring report template
does include a section noting “Activity taken to mitigate damage”. Other inconsistencies include
“physical assault’ and “other acts of bad governance” in the methodology, while monitoring reports
cover statements, with one case of an action by a politician.®” Most fundamentally, findings are not
accompanied by analysis of the balance between statements that constitute undue influence and
those protected under freedom of expression.8®

82 A shared concern of various actors, including judges and prosecutors who recently established an informal group of judges
and prosecutors, "Defense of the Profession".

83 Based on Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers, Recommendation No.R(2000)10, 2010 “On Codes of Conduct for Public
Officials” and relevant ECtHR jurisprudence.

84 Further publications on undue influence by an international and by local experts are underway, expected before project end
and undue influence is also key issue for the law on the Judicial Academy.

85 Additionally, note might be taken of the concept of undue influence in the UN Judicial Group on Strengthening Judicial Integrity,
Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct, ”...any extraneous influences, inducements, pressures, threats or interference, direct
or indirect, from any quarter or for any reason” and elaboration of the concept in the Commentary On The Bangalore Principles
Of Judicial Conduct, para 30.

86 Numbers of monitors, the channels/platforms monitored, their ownership etc. For example, there are some 220 radio stations
and over 200 TV stations in Serbia.

87 E.g. Minister’s reassignment of drug enforcement inspectors.

88 E.g. Venice Commission, Follow-Up Opinion to the Opinion on Three Draft Laws Implementing The Constitutional
Amendments On The Judiciary, (CDL-AD(2022)030) that “...only a virulent criticism of judges combined with threats and
baseless accusations can be prohibited and treated as “undue influence”, whereas respectful critical analysis and even strong
disagreement with the judicial decisions is, in most contexts, a normal part of the public discussion, irrespective of whether the
proceedings are over or not.”.
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60. Aside from any debate of the conclusions drawn from the examples documented, there is a question
mark regarding this small-scale monitoring,® of some media coverage of some (public) statements
by politicians (at some, but not all levels)® as reflective of the overall situation of undue influence in
the judiciary.®!

61. In addition to pressure from politicians some interlocutors also highlight concerns regarding internal
interference, including inappropriate exercise of discretion and bias. An identified factor in this regard
is mind-set opposition to new practices among some senior judges and prosecutors, an issue
emphasised by the Venice Commission and possibly included in the 2026 project given its focus on
legal culture.®?

62. Component 3 aims to advance the quality of judicial training in line with European standards,
though Components 1 and 4 also included training activities. Support included a grant to the Judicial
Academy to develop ICT on judicial training methodologies, including revision of Academy’s Learning
Management System (LMS) which enhances access of trainers to European and international human
rights standards. Needs assessment included teaching methodology, entry exam and evaluation of
training and a proposed model of education evaluation and impact assessment. A high-level study
visit to Rome explored best practices in training to judges and prosecutors. The project also funded
Academy participation in the Themis 2024 Competition on EU and European Civil Procedural Law in
Italy and the Annual HELP Conference in Strasbourg. While outputs under this component are largely
technical in nature there remains scope for more systematic coverage of European standards,
including gender and relevant human rights in training. Overall, this component has been constrained
by lack of progress on the law on the Judicial Academy.

63. While harmonisation of judicial practices to enhance consistency in case law and legal certainty
in mainly addressed under project Component 4 the visibility and transparency elements of other
components also contribute to this objective. Enhancing case law harmonisation, has included
support to the use of technology in the judiciary, including developing HIC and HPC websites and
grant support to the Supreme Court electronic database of judicial decisions, with some 8,000
decisions entered. The new prosecution case management system® finalised in 2024 is being
implemented, while a new case management system for courts is still pending. Outstanding IT issues
include prosecution offices and courts not being comprehensively connected by a uniform case
management system.

64. IT support included training of users and the development of curriculum on Supreme Court staff
training on data entry and use.® Project support to publications of partner, including the Supreme
Court Newsletter and Bulletin of the Supreme Public Prosecutors’ Office increased visibility and
contributed to harmonisation. Funding of partners’ participation in international events, including the
Network of Public Prosecutors for the European Union and Supreme Court judges meeting with
Albanian and North Macedonia judge on case-law harmonisation. The project has provided
administrative support for a series of 15 meetings of Criminal and Civil Departments of Appellate
Courts, though this support did not include substantive inputs.

65. The project delivery model sees a preponderance of inputs delivered by contracted independent
experts, drawn from a roster of experts. Consultants speak highly of dialogue with, and support from,
the project team. With consultants in effect acting as agents of the Council of Europe, coordination

89 During 1 January to 31 December 2024, 5 high-risk incidents of undue influence on the judiciary in the media are noted.

9 Covering only the Prime Minister, Ministers of State, Secretaries & Assistant Ministers.

91 The monitoring does not, for example, survey the experience/perceptions of judges and prosecutors, their ability to recognise
undue influence, their direct/indirect experience, their robustness in withstanding attempted undue influence, and their
confidence in new complaints procedures. While perception as an evidential source has inherent limitations, it is nevertheless a
relevant indicator of the state of play, trends etc. It would also contribute to the project log frame indicator “public and professional
perception of judicial independence, efficiency and quality”.

92 ||lustrated in a reported assertion by a council member that “I can choose the best candidate. | don't need to elaborate my
reasons for this”.

93 Software Application for Prosecutor's Office (SAPO).

94 Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), “Strengthening the Rule of Law" and the OSCE Mission to
Serbia supported the Court’s on enhancing the Legal Practice Database, integrated into the Supreme Court’s framework.
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66.

and quality control of their wide range of inputs is critical. This can be strengthened, including more
detailed expert ToRs®® and templates for their reporting partners’ take up of recommendations etc.
While local consultants generally know each other from their work in the sector, and some outputs
were co-authored by national and local consultants,® more can also be done in terms of networking
experts. In some cases, international and national consultants working on the same components
(sometimes on the same output) did not have direct contact. The disconnect between outputs on
undue influence are illustrative. A comparative European study and other outputs prepared by an
international expert, the methodology prepared by a contracted company and the monitoring
undertaken by an NGO, with some disconnect between the different outputs.

The project’s roster of international and national consultants bring different strengths to the process
of project inputs. The former tend to have more comparative knowledge and expertise on European
standards, while the latter add local knowledge concerning Serbian law institutions and insights on
issues of institutional dynamics etc. A corollary of this is that some interlocutors suggest international
expert inputs are less relevant to Serbian realities. At the same time local consultants highlight that
in some cases international experts’ recommendations have added influence in WG deliberations.
The possibility also exists that local consultants’ need to maintain good relations with justice
institutions for future work may reduce their willingness to push for optimum take up of
recommendations in Working Group discussions. The priority should be for substantive inputs to be
tabled as combined considered position of the Council of Europe, including international and national
experts and the project team.

9 For example, the assigned task of the consultant assessing the human resource strategy simply requires them to “Analyse
the implementation of the Human Resource Strategy in the Judiciary based on reports submitted by the institutions implementing
the Strategy”, without detail as to the criteria and standards to be applied. Meanwhile, the ToRs for the comparative analysis of
court human resources and budget management ToRs specify that “best practices across the CoE with recommendations based
on relevant CoE and EU standards” be addressed.

9 E.g. The assessment of the effectiveness of the existing system of human resource planning in the judiciary.
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2.5 Potential Impact

Evaluation Questions

What evidence exists that project results are likely to contribute to a more independent, effective, efficient, accountable and
transparent justice system, in line with European standards?

67. Expectations of project impact need to reflect the fundamental challenges in the sector. In addition
to human resources and capacity challenges, many interlocutors highlight inadequate high level
political momentum on reform and political interference in the sector. This impedes progress from
legislative and institutional change to actual application of procedures and norms and substantive
impact. One interlocutor characterised the situation as one where “formal changes are not matched
by willingness for real change”.

68. A number of project-supported reforms have had immediate impact, including judges and
prosecutors now elected by the HJC®” and HPC and judges being appointed for life (rather than for
a three-year probationary period) in line with Venice Commission and UN Human Rights Committee
recommendations. The project’s fostering of participatory legislative drafting sets an important
precedent that impacts on future drafting. Judges and prosecutors professional associations in
particular attribute their greater involvement in decision-making as being due to the project.®® The
streaming of HPC and HJC has increased transparency®® and is reported as having led to more
media coverage of debates and decision-making.'® However, the extended duration of these
meetings, in one case reported to have lasted 8 hours, presents a challenge in terms of viewers
capacity to observe meetings in their entirety and there still remains a risk that decisions may be
made “off-camera”.

69. Various factors make assessment of impact or potential impact a challenge, including interlocutors’
understanding of impact. Some partners identify capacity-building, for example, as a key “impact”.
Some concrete project outputs (including the laws and bylaws) will require time for any impact to be
observable. Based on their overall quality and their formal status, impact (including more
independence, effectiveness, efficiency, accountability and transparency) is logical and possible,
though not guaranteed.

70. This reflects observations that “Legal reform is only the beginning”'®" and that the creation of the
HJC and HPC are a “good foundation” etc. Apart from laws outstanding on human resources and the
Judicial Academy, the impact of the new legal framework has yet to be tested, with some bylaws yet
to start (e.g. the Rulebooks on new procedures for election of Judges and prosecutors). IT advances,
including key databases, are likely to make an impact contribution on harmonisation of judicial
processes.

71. Other activities are more foundational, with impact dependent on significant further input. Activities
and outputs on artificial intelligence, for example, if acted upon and adequately resourced can

97 As of 11 July 2025, 309 judges have been appointed under the new procedure. In the same period, the HJC Disciplinary
Commission received 10 disciplinary proceedings cases. 4 cases were rejected; warnings issued in 2 and disciplinary measures
imposed in 1 case. This was a 30% salary reduction for 6 months and a ban on election to a higher court for a period of 3 years.
98 On contrast the Judges and Prosecutors associations withdrew from the consultation process on constitutional amendments
which the GRECO characterised as involving a “rather acrimonious environment’. Greco, RC4(2020)12, Fourth Evaluation
Round, Corruption prevention in respect of members of parliament, judges and prosecutors, 2020.

99 As of 10 September 2025, the HPC YouTube Channel had posted 44 videos with some channel 823 subscribers and 1,867
views of the 5" Regular HPC session streamed live on 5 September 2025. The HJC YouTube Channel has posted 3 videos (1
one which is a meeting postponement decision) with 250 channel subscribers. 4,600 views of its 9" regular session on 15 May
2025 and 1,600 views of a 5-minute broadcast from the 10" regular session.

100 E.g. Coverage of the streamed Extraordinary HPC session on 7 May 2025, by the weekly news magazine VREME
“Prosecutors without protection from Vugi¢'s pressures”, 15 May 15 2025.

101 Giovanni Battista Celiento, Head of Cooperation Programmes Division, Department for the Implementation of Human Rights,
Justice and Legal Co-operation Standards, DGI, Council of Europe, and Assistant Minister Stojanovic, respectively, speaking at
the 7t Project Steering Committee meeting.

18


https://rm.coe.int/fourth-evaluation-round-corruption-prevention-in-respect-of-members-of/1680a07e4d
https://www.youtube.com/@VISOKISAVETTUZILASTVA
https://www.youtube.com/@Visokisavetsudstva-RS
https://vreme.com/en/vreme/tuzioci-bez-zastite-od-vucicevih-pritisaka/

improve efficiency and ultimately yield a positive impact in terms of more accessible and prompt
justice. Progress towards impact on some issues face greater challenges. Most notably, in the case
of undue influence, where challenges applying new procedures are compounded by executive
disregard for fundamental separation of powers norms. As of July 2025, less than 10 cases of undue
influence were filed with the HJC, since the bylaw entered into force on 16 December 2023.1%2 Of
these, 3 cases were upheld. The Council has yet to issue a public statement on the possible
existence of political influence on the work of the judiciary. %3

72. The potential impact of project outputs aimed at strengthening institutional capacities and
management practices on human resources is dependent on partners’ initiative and commitment to
address stalled progress. Project outputs are still valid contributions to this, if human resource issues
are addressed in the context of the next Judicial Strategy. The issue of impact is intrinsically linked
to monitoring and evaluation.

Monitoring and Evaluation

73. Effective monitoring and evaluation are key to moving from presumed or likely impact to verified
impact. There is a need for stronger project monitoring and evaluation,'® including a Log Frame that
is, to measure the project’'s progress towards enhanced capacity but ultimately greater
independence, accountability, harmonisation etc. in compliance with relevant international legal
norms and best-practice. Currently the revised Log Frame indicators do not meet all or most of the
SMART criteria.’®® A majority are indicative of activity and outputs,'°® with some proposed means of
verification impractical as project indicators.'®” There is some inconsistency in indicators across the
4 components'® and HRA principles and gender issues are not reflected in indicators. Overall, there
a sense of some disconnect between monitoring/reporting of project delivery by the current team and
the log frame developed by others. Project reporting is focused on documenting inputs, outputs and
outcomes, with limited links to log frame indicators that can potentially signpost substantive change.

74. Evaluation inputs suggest that consultants are not all familiar with the detail of the project log frame
and benchmarks and indicators relevant to their specific inputs. With a significant percentage of
substantive inputs delegated to consultants, there is a need for explicit linkages between the log
frame (objectives, benchmarks and indicators) and their contracts/ToRs'% and their reporting to the
project team on completion of their contracted inputs.

75. Beyond project monitoring, there is an acknowledged need for greater capacity by justice institutions,
particularly oversight bodies such as the HJC and HPC, to monitor the application and impact of new
bylaws and procedures. This includes both the gathering and analysis of relevant data.'® The
Belgrade Court pilot monitoring of the bylaw on evaluation of judges offers a potential contribution
towards this and an approach for testing other selected bylaws, but this evaluation has not had sight
of the details of this exercise.

102 This low rate of complaint merits analysis, given the reported widespread nature of the problem.

103 In April 2025 twenty-six Belgrade prosecutors addressed an open letter to the HPC Commissioner for Independence
requesting a reaction to statements made by the President.

104 Project evaluation ToRs can also be enhanced, with a standard template regarding the objectives/criteria to be applied, unless
there are specific reasons for omitting any particular objectives. See comments above regarding the proposed and final
objectives for this evaluation.

105 Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound. Some ‘indicators’ are actually means of verification e.g. “The
efficiency of a national mechanisms for the harmonisation of case law is confirmed by external observers”.

106 E.g. numbers of judges/prosecutors trained manuals, guides, laws and regulations published, etc.

107 E.g. the indicator of harmonisation of judicial practice, the “Number of applications before the ECtHR from Serbia concerning
the violation of the Article 6.1 related to the divergence in the case-law of the domestic courts” even if applied will not correlate
with the project’s timeline.

108 E.g. Component 1 training indicator “satisfaction rate of participants in the trainings”, is not mirrored in component 3.

109 Some, but not all, experts are provided with terms of reference in addition to contracts.

110 The 2024 EC Serbia Report notes “a need to improve the analytical and statistical capacity” of the HJC and HPC.
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2.6 Sustainability

Evaluation Questions
To what extent has the project contributed to enhancing the capacity of partner institutions?
What evidence is there of partners ownership and political commitment to apply Project outputs and results?

To what extent are Project outputs and results likely to be applied/resourced/ updated beyond the project implementation
period?

What evidence is there of rights-holders representatives’ (lawyers/ justice sector CSOs) capacity/freedom to advocate
for/monitor ongoing delivery of project outputs and results?

What would be required to enhance the sustainability of results?

76.

77.

78.

79.

The project includes a range of results that by their nature are likely to continue beyond the
implementation period, including enacted laws, adopted bylaws, new institutions and procedures,
IT systems etc. Sustainability is also enhanced by linked between project results and EU accession
criteria. Key project outputs are also linked to Council of Europe monitoring/advisory mechanisms
and reporting and evaluation within these frameworks is likely incentivise efforts for sustainability.
Some project activities that have essentially involved core funding of sector activities, such as
publications, judges and prosecutors conferences etc, are by definition not sustainable without future
government funding commitment.

All components have included a focus on capacity building, provision of substantive and
methodological knowledge, comparative examples, networking with counterpart institutions etc. Most
fundamentally, the process by which many outputs have been developed, including by Working
Groups led by sector institutions, has enhanced capacity. This has resulted in a good level of
ownership by partner institutions of project outputs relating to their mandates and functions.
This can aid sustainability, but it is not uniform across all membership and, fundamentally is
dependent upon adequate resources. Human and financial resource challenges include demands
linked to the expected new wave of judicial appointments. In this context, planned future support to
the Judicial Academy will be critical." Concerns regarding future adequate financing of the justice
sector is fundamentally linked to concerns regarding high-level political will to sustain results.
Particular concerns are expressed that this political will has declined. Nevertheless, some civil society
and project experts are of the view that combined Council of Europe and EU leverage in the context
of EU accession remains key.

Many project-supported outputs are formally adopted (legislative and institutional practices).
This increases their likely sustainability. High-level judicial commitment is also required to ensure
new procedures are applied, adhered to, and monitored and recommendations of the Councils (e.g.
in the context of undue influence) respected. This commitment is linked to the political impetus for
EU accession, which some interlocutors question.

Evaluation inputs highlight an assumption that amendment of some bylaws will be required once
their implementation has been tested. In part this is linked to the rapid pace at which drafting had to
proceed. Working Group discussions on new procedures did not include analysis of cost or human
resource implication, though standards set by some bylaws recognise resource challenges.''? With
lessons learned from the project, and partners’ established relations with local consultants, in
particular, revision of bylaws should be less onerous than the original drafting and achievable by the
relevant institutions independent of, or with minimal, donor support.

1 Some project activities have specifically addressed financial management, e.g. project expertise to the HPC Working Group
on a Multiannual plan for efficient management of financial resources of public prosecutor’ offices.

"2 E_g. The rules on disciplinary proceedings exonerate public prosecutors for disciplinary offences that are due to “insufficient
number of public prosecutors in the public prosecutor’s office, an increased flow of cases in the public prosecutor’s office, an
insufficient number of staff in the public prosecutor’s office, unsatisfactory spatial and technical conditions for work or other
reasons that prevent the effective action of the holder of the public prosecutor’s office.”
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80. The project also supported the enhanced use of IT systems, including the Supreme Court judicial

81.

caselaw database, randomised allocation of cases to judges and prosecutors, and development of
ICT on training methodologies. These IT enhancements are likely to be sustainable, though there
are some ongoing resource challenges, including data entry and analysis, technical updating, and
ongoing and new staff training.

Project results on transparency and communication by duty-bearers’ institutions are in principle
sustainable. This support encompassed developing institutions’ websites and publications, public
consultation on draft laws and some civil society involvement in bylaws drafting,'*® public events and
the streaming of HPC and HJC meetings. These enhance access to information and visibility and
potentially greater awareness of rights-holders and media scrutiny. The overall climate of state-civil
society co-operation, however, means this transparency does not necessarily guarantee space for
effective ‘demand’ for reform’ with rights-holders, media and other CSOs facing challenges in
holding duty-bearers to account.'* Going forward, civil society’s role in both the project and
project-supported processes can be enhanced. This should include specific focus on the
meaningfulness of consultation (including advance information, adequate timelines for inputs and
substantive discussion and responses to submissions etc). Review of the implementation of laws
and bylaws and the drafting process on Judicial Academy law and bylaws should take account of
civil society concerns regarding consultations to date. The addition of CSOs (beyond professional
associations) as observers in Steering Committee meetings should also be considered. The Bar
Associations’ peripheral involvement in the project'™ and its disengagement from international
justice reform initiatives generally is a significant deficit, given that practicing lawyers are key
stakeholders in sector reform.

113 Representatives of the NCEU participating as observers on the Working Groups report to other coalition members.
114 The October 2024 EC Report characterises the climate of civil society in Serbia as “difficult’. The CIVICUS Monitor Report,

2025 described Serbia's civic environment as "obstructed", due to state interference, excessive force against protestors, and
limitations on non-state media. On 29 April 2025, the ECtHR granted interim measures in Dorovi¢ and Others v. Serbia (App.no.
8904/25) concerning alleged use of sonic weapons by the authorities at civil society demonstrations amid concerns regarding
their future use.

5 The Association contributed to the consultation on the 5 laws but did not participate in Venice Commission consultation visits
to Serbia. Multiple requests to participate in this evaluation went without a response.
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2.7 Human Rights Approach

Evaluation Questions

To what extent does the project address HRA principles in implementation methodologies, project inputs and outputs?

Are HRA principles captured in project monitoring (baseline studies/indicators)?

81. The HRA is a stated transversal project theme, reflecting a shared commitment of the Council of
Europe and the European Union."® The log frame, project outputs and project reporting address
some, but not all HRA principles. Generally, inputs by international experts are strongest in their
coverage of some HRA principles, but a uniform, consistent application of HRA as a unified
framework is lacking. Even where recommendations on human rights are made these were not
always adopted in final versions."” Evaluation inputs indicate weak levels of understanding among
many partner institutions and some project experts of HRA (as distinct from human rights).
Consultants involved in several bylaws note that apart from the focus on judicial independence, other
human rights were not explicitly addressed in discussion on draft laws/bylaw, with, for example, no
specific discussion on vulnerable groups.

82. Overall, substantive outputs vary in their human rights content, with considerable scope for
improvement. “Citizen” is used routinely in instruments that are applicable to all “rights-holders” in
Serbia. Among bylaws, which do make some reference to human rights, the Code of Ethics for Public
Prosecutors includes a range of illustrations, though the Code for Members of the HPC has just a
single generic reference. The criteria in the Rulebook on evaluation of judges includes some human
rights standards,'"® though the counterpart Rule Book on evaluation of prosecutors has no equivalent
references.’"® Various other outputs e.g. on human resources, judicial education evaluation etc.
make no reference to relevant human rights issues. The Rule Book on election of prosecutors speaks
of “account being taken” of minority representation and knowledge of minority languages in the
election of prosecutors. However, the only explicit reference to human rights as an election criterion,
is in the case of special jurisdiction prosecutors on War Crimes. This criterion is not mentioned in the
case of organised crime and corruption prosecutors or general jurisdiction prosecutors.'® This
indicates a misunderstanding of the universal application of human rights. The nature of some
outputs is such that they have no obvious or potential human rights implications, positive or negative.
However, the default approach needs to be that the core questions are posed. Thus, for example, in
the context of the Business Assessment of Judicial Academy ICT, transversal application of HRA
means that “user-friendly” should address human rights questions.

83. The project’'s human rights approach includes participation of civil society in activities, including
inputs by the Judges’ and Prosecutors’ Associations. Other civil society participation includes the
involvement by the National Convention on European Union in Serbia (NCEU) Coalition'' as
observers on Bylaw Working Groups and the prEUgovor coalition and other civil society
organisations in public consultations on the 5 judicial laws. Some joint meetings of Working Groups

116 Qutlined in the Council of Europe’s Practical Guide on the Human Rights Approach for Co-operation Projects, 2020, and the
EC tool box revised in 2025, COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT Applying the Human Rights Based Approach to
international partnerships An updated Toolbox for placing rights-holders at the centre of EU’s Neighbourhood, Development and
International Cooperation, SWD(2021) 179 final.

"7 E.g. The International experts’ analysis of the draft Rulebook evaluation prosecutors highlights that qualitative provisions
could include “further criteria such as impartiality and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms”.

18 “the number of decisions in which a violation of human or minority rights was established in the procedure for constitutional
appeal before the Constitutional Court and in the procedure before the European Court of Human Rights, in relation to the total
number of resolved cases” and “respecting the procedural rights of the parties and participants in the procedure.”

119 Other than some implicit reference, e.g. the criteria of “ability to conduct evidentiary actions at a high professional level with
respect for the personality and dignity of participants in the proceedings”.

120 “Preference shall be given to the candidate possessing the necessary professional knowledge and experience in the field of
international criminal law, international humanitarian law and the protection of human rights and freedoms”.

121 Established in 2014, the coalition of 700 members seeks to ensure involvement of civil society in EU accession negotiations
across 35 negotiation chapters.
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with civil society were also held on some Rule Books.'?? Other events included civil society
attendance, including presentation of experts of comparative analysis of cooperation between
prosecutorial councils and professional associations and the on standards of Al in the judiciary. Time
constraints are identified as resulting in less civil society input to the Working Group drafting of the
Law on Judicial Academy, but four round tables were held and the project facilitated online
consultations between the Venice Commission and civil society and other actors. CSO inputs also
include consultancy organisations contracted as project consultants.'?3

84. Perspectives on the effectiveness of civil society participation vary. Judges' and prosecutors’
Associations are highly appreciative of the opportunity to input on drafting. The Council of Europe is
recognised as key to ensuring this. However, as noted above under effectiveness, NGOs who
participated in the consultation process on the 5 laws are profoundly sceptical of the meaningfulness
of their consultation. Some CSOs indicate that they participate in such processes for reasons of
appearance, rather than any expectation of influencing the process. Civil society participation in the
procedure by which the HIC and HPC present themselves at a National Assembly hearing was
rejected, with limitations of space at the House of the National Assembly given as the reason.
Combined with the involvement of some government-aligned organisations, the participation of
rights-holders via CSOs falls short of the legal test of being “active, free and meaningfurl .

85. While the project DoA'?* identifies vulnerable groups in the justice sector as key beneficiaries, there
is no explicit focus on such groups. CSOs representing vulnerable groups and the Ministry of Human
and Minority Rights and Social Dialogue are not represented in bylaw Working Groups.
Suspects/defendants, detainees, victims of crime, court users with vulnerabilities based on education
levels, disability age etc, are all beneficiaries of the project’s delivery of reformed procedures,
enhanced judicial and prosecutorial independence etc. However, more can be done to address
specific needs of vulnerable groups, ' including their participation in the reform process.

86. On the HRA focus on gender, see the following section.

87. The project is fundamentally about enhancing accountability of duty-bearers through support to
reformed procedures and oversight mechanisms. A range of outputs under, particularly under
Component 1, contribute to transparency, clarity of mandates and decision-making and the
functioning of the HJC and HPC as steps towards accountability. Support on websites, publications
etc also contribute to access to information and project visibility is addressed by internet
dissemination and events. However, more systematic application of HRA as a transversal priority
can enhance access to information for all. Thus, for example while the checklist for the project’s
support on the updating of the websites of the HJC and HPC includes the sites being "user-friendly,"
it does not address key human rights issues, including minority languages and accessibility for
persons with disability. "2 Though as noted above on coherence, there is scope to enhance sharing
of substantive detail with other relevant actors. The weakness in application of HRA means that the
project’s significant contribution to enhanced transparency/accountability are not well captured in
documented results. Project accountability is reflected in public events, financial and substantive
reporting, but with scope for improvements on monitoring and reporting of impact/substantive
change, as distinct from outputs/outcomes.

122 Civil society participation in WG meetings is not paid, but the demands of multiple meetings are shared across several NGOs.
123 A clear distinction needs to be made between the HRA principle of participation (i.e. of rights-holders via representative civil
society organisations) and participation by CSOs contracted for service delivery. More fundamentally, participation by
government controlled or aligned civil society organisations does not meet the HRA test.

124 “The final beneficiaries of the project are citizens and residents of Serbia, including disadvantaged and vulnerable persons
who benefit from the equal access to justice, such as women, ethnic and linguistic minorities, disabled people.”

125 Access to justice remains a fundamental barrier for many, with only limited state provision of legal aid, and proposed
amendments to the Law on Court Fees in 2025 envisaging an average increase of around 30%.

126 Including standards captured in various Council of Europe instruments such as the Disability Strategy, 2017-2023, Council of
Europe (Committee of Ministers), Recommendation CM/Rec(2014)6, Guide to human rights for Internet users,2014, and EU
Directive 2016/2102 on the accessibility of the websites and mobile applications of public sector bodies.
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88. There is scope for more explicit integration of HRA as a transversal theme and enhanced
understanding by all partners of HRA principles as an integral part of European standards. This
requires that all principles are addressed into core project documents (log frame, progress reports,
contracts/ToRs etc), activities and substantive outputs. This is likely to require capacity-building, but
use of checklists in the Council of Europe’s HRA Guide and EU Toolbox would represent a first step.
The aim should be to build partner institutions’ capacity to independently integrate the framework in
their application and monitoring of project outputs.'?’

127 There appears to no obvious reason for the various barcoded checklists in the Guide not being public access documents.
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2.8 Gender Mainstreaming

Evaluation Questions
To what extent does the project mainstream gender in implementation methodologies, project inputs and outputs?
Is gender mainstreaming captured in project monitoring (baseline studies/indicators)?

89. Gender mainstreaming is a shared legal and policy commitment of the Council of Europe and the
European Union.'?® The project’s stated commitment to mainstream gender takes place in a context
of limited understanding of and some opposition to gender. Serbia enacted a Gender Equality Law
in 2021 with Council of Europe input.'? The law provides for horizontal gender mainstreaming across
all policy areas and measures to ensure de facto equality between women and men. This is in line
with the dual approach recommended by the Council of Europe and required by the UN CEDAW
Convention. However, traditional academics, right-wing parties and some religious leaders, have
campaigned against the Act, including its legal obligation to use gender-sensitive language. In June
2024, the Constitutional Court suspended private and public bodies’ obligations under the Act,
pending a final decision on its constitutionality.

90. Women are well represented in the project activities.’® Gender is addressed in 2 of the 4
components in the project log frame.'®' However, these indicators are not documented in project
reporting. ' The project has available to it gender analyses from prior projects within the Horizontal
Facility.®® Their findings and recommendations remain valid and should be incorporated into future
project interventions. Evaluation interviews and questionnaire responses confirm that gender and
gender mainstreaming are not widely understood.'* Serbia’s high representation of women among
prosecutors and judges'® is widely viewed as meaning that the system does not present any gender
deficits. However, annual reports of Serbia’s Commissioner for the Protection of Equality note
prevailing gender prejudice and stereotyping in the justice system.'®® Representation of women in
the system also needs to be read on light of widespread acknowledgment of the lack attractiveness
of judicial careers. Factors including, but not confined to, low pay, need to be part of a gender analysis
of the profession and human resource issues.

91. Laws and bylaws vary in their addressing of gender, equality and discrimination as matters of
procedural or substantive focus.'®” A range of bylaws provide that “The generic use of the masculine
gender in this text does not preclude gender-sensitive language”. Those that explicitly address
discrimination have a range of formulations of varying degrees of coherence with the Council of

128 Including the Council of Europe Gender Equality Strategy, 2024-2029 and Plan of Action on Strengthening Judicial
Independence and Impartiality, 2016 which addresses gender issues, including stereotyping in judicial decisions. Mainstreaming
of gender equality is also required by EU instruments, including the Action Plan on Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment
in External Action 2021-2025 and the LGBTIQ Equality Strategy 2020-2025.

29 In 2016, Serbia was the first country outside the European Union to launch a Gender Equality Index.

130 As representatives of partner institutions and making up a majority of the project team and pool of consultants.

31 Component 3 (Enhanced judicial and legal professional training) references gender sensitive training courses, while
Component 4 (harmonisation of judicial practice) indicators include “Number and level of the Council of Europe standards
integrated, including those on gender equality into case-law harmonisation mechanisms” and “Number of gender-neutral
recommendations from the structural analysis developed.

182 The 2024 progress report states “all the aspects of gender equality in the judiciary sector are integrated in the project
activities”, including “encouraging the WGs to incorporate gender balance and gender perspectives in their discussions® and
“working groups, considered gender implications in the drafting and implementation of new laws and bylaws”.

133 "Strengthening Independence and Accountability of the Judiciary”, "Strengthening the Effective Legal Remedies to Human
Rights Violations in Serbia" and “Promotion of Diversity and Equality in Serbia”.

134 The undue influence monitoring methodology uses “gender” of document source and target, when what is meant is “sex”.
135 Women account for over 70% all judges and 60% prosecutors in Serbia, 6 of 11 members of the HJC and 8 of 11 members
of HPC. Representation of women in senior positions is higher on the case of the judiciary compared with the prosecution.
Women also represent over 80% of non-judicial court staff.

36 The UN Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women has highlighted lack of knowledge of the CEDAW
Convention among the judiciary and lawyers, Concluding Observations on the Fourth Periodic Report of Serbia, 2019.

37 The RULEBOOK on the Work of the HPC Budget Committee, for example, provides for a “gender analysis of expenses and
expenditures under the Guidelines for the introduction of gender-responsive budgeting issued by the minister responsible for
financial affairs” as part of preparing HPC budgets.
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Europe definition. The law on judges uses a generic “discrimination on any basis is prohibited’, while
the more elaborated formula in the HPC Code of Ethics obliges members to act without
“discrimination based on national, religious, ethnic, racial affiliation, political orientations, gender,
age, social origin, property status or other personal characteristics and preferences, as well as to
maintain confidence in his impartiality.”

92. While some bylaws are technical in nature, others address issues with fundamental gender issues.
The Rulebook on evaluation of work of prosecutors, for example, while noting that “The generic use
of the masculine gender in this text does not preclude gender-sensitive language” does not otherwise
address gender, including gender-sensitivity'*® among criteria for performance evaluation.

93. The composition of partner institutions, the project team and consultants means that women are well
represented in project activities.'® However, significant gaps are evident in incorporating gender
considerations in substantive outputs. This is linked to gender not being explicitly stipulated in
consultants’ ToRs/Contracts, on support to Working Groups and commissioned studies etc.'* The
result is that minutes of WG discussions and various outputs, including commentaries on relevant
draft laws do not address gender adequately, or at all.™

94. An extract from a report of the drafting process of the Rule Book on election of prosecutors
concerning the international experts’ recommendations on discrimination is illustrative of the
challenges and the need for project response. The national expert report on Working Group
deliberations notes that “The [international expert’s] comments on the provisions on prohibition of
discrimination were considered as good guidelines for the future, but not necessary in the current
situation. Complaints on discrimination based on minority, gender or any other base have never been
filed so far. That issue also has never been raised in experts’ debates, or by professional
associations. It was emphasized that the female gender is more represented than the male in the
prosecutor's office.”

95. Separate from any project’s responsibility for ensuring consultants have gender mainstreaming
knowledge, at a minimum all consultants should be provided with a core Council of Europe checklist
of key issues are addressed.'? Some local consultants state that they seek to raise gender in their
contribution to discussions, despite it not being specifically mandated in their ToRs. However, they
highlight that project partners’ reticence/opposition requires the Council of Europe to do more to
ensure gender is adequately addressed. Currently staff gender training is available, but not
compulsory. It is understood that the Council of Europe regional gender focal point appointed in 2024
led a gender training session in the Belgrade Office in Summer 2025."43

96. Apart from transversal gender mainstreaming, there is a need for enhanced quality control on core
concepts, gender/sex, equality, prohibited grounds of discrimination etc. Future project activities on
human resources and the law on the Judicial Academy should prioritise gender mainstreaming,
including issues of intersectionality. The imperative that gender is addressed and visible in
international technical co-operation projects is raised by some a range of interlocutors, including
some justice institution personnel, who highlight the need for international support to counter
resistance to addressing gender.

138 Or wider human rights awareness.

139 Evaluation discussions with some women participating in the project highlight that participation of women cannot be presumed
to mean gender mainstreaming is properly understood or prioritised.

140 The Council of Europe, Gender Mainstreaming Toolkit For Co-Operation Projects, 2019 stipulates that "For analyses of draft
legislation/strategies/policies, experts’ Terms of Reference should include a specific action to perform analyses from a gender
equality perspective, including a focus on the integration of victim-oriented approaches and programmes with survivor centered
outcomes”. Council of Europe (European Committee on Legal Co-operation), Mainstreaming Gender In Public And Private Law
Reform Processes: Practical Guide, 2023. A range of relevant guides by other actors include International IDEA, Gender-
Sensitive Scrutiny: A Guide to More Effective Law-Making and Oversight, 2022 and others by OSCE, UN Women etc

141 The technical nature of some bylaws means there is no gender aspects, but the starting premise should in any event be that
gender questions are posed.

42 Some consultants are unaware of the Council of Europe’s Gender Mainstreaming Toolkit for Co-operation Projects, 2019.
143 Other entry points to enhance gender focus include Serbian judges involved in the HF regional action Women's access to
justice in the Western Balkans, the HELP online course on Women’s Equal Access to Justice and the Council of Europe, Guide
for Developing a Mentoring Programme on Women'’s Access to Justice for Legal Professionals, 2019.
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https://rm.coe.int/guide-for-developing-a-mentoring-programme-on-women-s-access-to-justic/16809c8291
https://rm.coe.int/guide-for-developing-a-mentoring-programme-on-women-s-access-to-justic/16809c8291

2.9 Added Value

Evaluation Questions

To what extent has the Council of Europe a comparative advantage vis-a-vis other actors (IGOs, bi-lateral donors,
INGOs) in supporting justice sector reform in Serbia?

97. The Council of Europe is widely recognised as a logical lead actor on judicial reform in Serbia. This
is linked to its IGO status, its ‘strategic triangle’ of standard-setting, monitoring, and technical co-
operation and synergies between Council of Europe norms and EU accession criteria. The Belgrade
Office’s established relations with justice institutions from previous justice sector support is also
identified as a key advantage. Interlocutors suggest Council of Europe projects have an advantage
over projects by commercial actors. Added value also includes the key inputs of the Venice
Commission, partners’ participation in HELP events, the involvement of ECtHR Judges in project
capacity-building etc. Despite these advantages, some interlocutors are of the view that with Serbia’s
Council of Europe membership secured, there is less “space for boldness” and influence by the
Council of Europe. The combined substantive and financial partnership of the Council of Europe and
the EU is seen as affording political leverage for reform, though some interlocutors express concern
that this is diminishing.

98. The Council of Europe’s access to consultants with knowledge of other jurisdictions and European
standards is a key aspect of its comparative advantage. As a representative of one justice institution
noted, partnership with the Council of Europe means a “large number of different judicial models of
member states are available, [and] the opportunity to choose the most adequate and compatible one
for our judicial system.” Several of the project’s international consultants also serve on Council of
Europe bodies and have extensive experience with other justice reform projects, which adds weight
to their inputs. A number of cases are highlighted where international consultants’ opinions carried
more influence than national counterparts on Working Group deliberations.

99. Judges’ and Prosecutors’ professional associations highlight the advance made in their participation
in drafting processes as attributable to Council of Europe influence, though some NGOs express a
view that this influence has not secured substantive consideration of their inputs. The legal framework
and policy commitment of the Council of Europe on HRA and gender offers added value in terms of
its leverage to integrate these principles in reform, but this has not been optimally applied in the
project. CSO and IGO interlocutors also highlight potential of the Council of Europe (in conjunction
with the EU) to deliver more structured coordination of justice projects and actors for long term
application of the results of technical co-operation.
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3. Lessons Learned

100. Based upon the evaluation process and findings, the following key lessons are identified for future
phases of the project and for similar justice sector interventions in Serbia.

Q

Evaluation timelines should be in synch with the formulation of follow-on phases or successor
projects. Where successor projects are formulated while an evaluation is ongoing, draft
proposals should be shared with evaluators so that preliminary evaluation recommendations
might inform project design.

The status of the EU and Council of Europe and the combination of EU accession momentum
and Council of Europe normative standards/expertise are key drivers of justice sector reform in
Serbia. Nevertheless, Serbia and its justice sector represent a challenging reform environment,
with capacity, resource and mindset challenges impeding progress towards European
standards.

The combination of inputs by the project team, contracted international and national experts has
added knowledge and capacity to Serbian justice institutions, and enabled extensive and timely
adoption of an array of laws and bylaws. These represent key contributions to transparency,
independence merit-based decision-making and accountability in the justice sector. The
effectiveness and impact of this project expertise can be enhanced by more detailed experts’
terms of reference, standardised templates and checklists and enhanced networking of
international and national experts.

Measurement of the substantive impact of project supported outputs is a fundamental challenge.
There is a need for enhanced focus on monitoring and monitoring capacity, including revision of
log frame and impact indicators.

As transversal commitments of the Council of Europe, human rights approach and gender
mainstreaming require more systematic integration. This requires enhanced awareness and
capacity and monitoring of their implementation.

Context factors mean that sustainable impact is largely outside of the control of any individual
project. Technical co-operation needs to be accompanied by a parallel focus on political
leverage. A justice sector platform for coordination of reform efforts is critical to ensure ongoing
implementation and resourcing of project results by the state. Sector reform coordination should
include Serbian duty-bearing institutions and the Council of Europe and the EU as key reform
actors.
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4. Annexes
Annex 1: Terms of Reference

Final Evaluation of The Project

“Support for the Implementation of Judicial Reform in Serbia”

BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT

The “Support for the Implementation of Judicial Reform in Serbia” project is a comprehensive initiative aimed at
advancing judicial reforms in Serbia by strengthening judicial independence, accountability, access to justice,
judicial training, and the harmonisation of judicial practice. Funded jointly by the European Union (90%) and the
Council of Europe (10%), The Project was initially planned to run for 36 months from 1 January 2022 to 31 December
2024, with a total budget of 3 334 000 €. However, a one-year extension was approved on 5 September 2024,
extending The Project until 31 December 2025 to ensure the finalisation of key activities and sustain the momentum
achieved under the initiative.

The Project supports Serbian judicial institutions in addressing key challenges to align the judicial system with
European standards and improve its functionality. The primary beneficiaries include the Supreme Court of
Cassation, the High Judicial Council, the Republic Public Prosecutor's Office, the High Prosecutorial Council, the
Ministry of Justice, the Administrative Court, the Commercial Appellate Court, the Misdemeanour Appellate Court,
the Judicial Academy, professional associations of judges and prosecutors. Civil society and media organisations
are also engaged, particularly in aspects of judicial training and outreach.

The Project is structured around four core components:

1. Improving legal frameworks: Supporting the development and adoption of new laws and regulations to
facilitate judicial reforms.

2. Enhancing judicial management: Strengthening institutional capacities and management practices for
effective and consistent judicial service delivery.

3. Advancing judicial training: Improving the quality of training for legal professionals and aligning it with
European standards.

4. Harmonising judicial practices: Promoting consistency in case law and improving legal certainty.

Since its inception, The Project has achieved significant milestones, including the adoption of five new judicial and
prosecutorial laws in 2023, the establishment of new Councils under updated procedures, and the development of
more than 37 bylaws with the support of the Judicial and Prosecutorial Councils. The Project has also facilitated
judicial training, enhanced case law harmonisation, and improved the use of technology in the judiciary. Key
achievements include increasing transparency of the legislative process, strengthening protection from internal and
external undue influence, creating a robust methodology for monitoring undue influence on the judiciary, upgrading
the ICT systems of the Judicial Academy and the Supreme Court, and supporting the entry of over 7 000 judicial
decisions into an electronic database, complemented by targeted training sessions.

This final evaluation, planned tentatively for April to October 2025, will assess The Project's relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. It will inform recommendations for ensuring the long-term impact of its
outcomes and identifying areas for follow-up actions.

PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

Purpose:

As The Project is nearing its end, the purpose of this final end-of-project evaluation is to review progress and to
identify lessons for future similar projects, in accordance with the funding agreement signed with the EU.

Scope:

The evaluation will cover the entire duration of The Project and all components, focusing on activities, outputs, and
outcomes.
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Objectives:

The objectives of the final evaluation are:

e To provide a detailed assessment of progress with regards to The Project’s objectives and indicators of
achievement.

e To reflect on strengths and weaknesses in The Project’s design which may have affected the measurement of
success.

e To assess the relevance and added value of the Council of Europe with regards to the implementation of The
Project.
To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, results, and sustainability of The Project.
To formulate recommendations to all partners for sustaining the results achieved by The Project, including
through follow-up interventions.

Intended Users
The evaluation results will serve the following stakeholders:

The European Union, including the Delegation of the European Union to Serbia (EUD).

Council of Europe management in general, and the DGI Co-operation Programmes Division in particular.
Policymaking authorities: Ministry of Justice of Serbia.

Judicial institutions: Supreme Court'#, High Judicial Council, Supreme Public Prosecutor's Office 4%, High
Prosecutorial Council, appellate courts, Administrative Court, Commercial Appellate Court, Misdemeanour
Appellate Court.

e Judicial training entities: Judicial Academy, professional associations of judges and prosecutors.

eBroader stakeholders: Civil society organisations (CSOs) and media representatives engaged in monitoring
judicial reform and promoting transparency.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Relevance
To what extent has The Project addressed needs of target groups in relation to The Projects’ thematic
areas?

Added Value
Has there been a substantial added value in the Council of Europe implementing this project when
compared with activities carried out by other international organisations in this field or compared to non-
intervention?

Effectiveness
To what extent has The Project achieved its expected results? What have been the reasons for achievement
or lack thereof?
To what extent have adjustments during the implementation phase contributed to reaching better results?
To what extent has The Project contributed to gender equality?

Efficiency
To what extent could alternative working methods have led to the achievement of more qualitative or cost-
effective results?
To what extent has the Council of Europe’s organisational structure, managerial support and coordination
mechanisms effectively supported the delivery of the outputs?

Potential Impact and Sustainability
To what extent has The Project contributed to strengthen the Serbian judiciary and to render it more efficient,
effective, and visible?
What changes have occurred among target groups as a result of The Project’s activities, particularly in
connection with the Council of Europe’s standards? Has there been any negative or unintended effect of
The Project?
To what extent has The Project been supported and owned by institutional project partners and
stakeholders?
What is the likelihood that the benefits from the intervention will be maintained in the mid-term (3-5 years)
after The Project ends? What would be required to increase the sustainability of results?

144 Supreme Court of Cassation, under previous legal framework
145 Republic Public Prosecutor's Office, under previous legal framework
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METHODOLOGY
To answer the above evaluation questions, a mixed-methods approach will be used, entailing:

Desk research and review of project documentation, including The Project’s inception report, progress reports,
expert or meeting reports, activity reports, any training assessment report, guides, training modules and material.

An online survey completed by Serbian judges, prosecutors, staff of the Judicial Academy and individual experts
who took part in The Project’s activities (target: 100 survey recipients), as well as relevant NGO representatives.

* In-depth semi-structured interviews with:
a. The Council of Europe project team in Belgrade and in Strasbourg.
b. Representatives of the European Union Delegation in Belgrade
c. Consultants and experts who worked on The Project.
d. Representatives of Ministry of Justice (MoJ).
o Representatives of the High Judicial Council.
o Representatives of the High Prosecutorial Council.
o Representatives of the Supreme Court.
o Representatives of the Supreme Public Prosecutor's Office.
o Representatives of appellate courts.
o Representative of the Judicial Academy.
e. Representatives of relevant non-governmental organisations (NGOs).

The precise evaluation approach is to be defined by the consultant(s) in a methodological brief (max. 5 pages),
which may reformulate or propose additional evaluation questions as necessary. The evaluation should use a
gender-responsive methodology and comply with the Council of Europe Evaluation Guidelines.

The draft and final evaluation reports shall include:
An executive summary (max. 2 pages).
An introduction, including the purpose and scope of the evaluation; a description of the intervention; a
presentation of the evaluation methodology including its limitations; a description of difficulties encountered
during the evaluation if any.
Analysis and main findings of the evaluation, including good practices.
A summary of lessons learned.
Conclusions and recommendations.
Annexes, including the list of people interviewed, data collection instruments, the list of documents
reviewed, etc.

The Final Evaluation Report shall be produced in a reader-friendly format illustrating the correlation between

findings, conclusions, and recommendations. It shall also fulfil the Quality Assurance Checklist provided in Annex
15 of the Council of Europe Evaluation Guidelines.

TIMELINE AND SUBMISSION OF METHODOLOGICAL BRIEFS AND FINANCIAL PROPOSALS

By 16" February 2025, consultant(s) shall confirm their interest and submit:

A financial proposal, where prices are stated in Euros, and the amount of VAT is indicated separately. The
proposed budget shall include a breakdown of the costs per deliverable, including travel costs.

A methodological brief (max. 5 pages) outlining how they will approach this evaluation and proposing a work plan
and calendar.

The actual evaluation may take place from the 15t of March to the 30t of October 2025. Possible changes in
dates may occur if a project extension is granted.
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LOGISTICAL ARRANGEMENTS

The consultant(s) will be responsible for the dissemination of any questionnaires and surveys, the organisation of
his/her travels, and for covering any costs related to office space, administrative support, telecommunications, or
printing of documents for the entire duration of the evaluation process.

The evaluation will be facilitated by the Council of Europe Co-operation Programmes Division (DGI), which will
provide the consultant(s) with all documentation related to The Project, assist with the scheduling of online
interviews or meetings, and organise and bear costs related to the translation of documents and interpretation during
official meetings.

DELIVERABLES AND WORKPLAN

Please see the next page for the foreseen delivery schedule.

Deadline for

Deliverables V¥ delivery ¥

An inception report, including a plan for the

collection of quantitative and qualitative data and 31st March 2025
clear methodology for evaluation

Completion of online interviews with Serbian
judges, prosecutors, lawyers, Judicial Academy
staff, individual experts involved in The Project’s
activities, and relevant NGO representatives (as
evidenced by a list of interviewees and interview
transcripts or summaries)

Completion of an online survey with Serbian
judges, prosecutors, lawyers, Judicial Academy
staff, individual experts, and relevant NGO
representatives (survey responses collected and
summary report prepared)

A draft evaluation report including initial findings,
analysis of data, and feedback from key 30" September 2025
stakeholders

A final evaluation report, incorporating feedback
from the draft report, with a detailed assessment of
project outcomes, lessons learned, and
recommendations

30t June 2025

30t October 2025
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Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix

These evaluation questions are a revised version of indicative questions in the ToR.

OECD DAC Criterion Relevance: Is The Project doing the right things?

Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions ljudgement criteria and Imethodology limitations

indicators
Alignment with To what extent is The Evidence that project is aligned Desk review Documentation (primary and | Expected to be good | Given the focus of

relevant
international and
national
laws/strategies

Project aligned with
relevant Council of Europe
and international norms;
national laws/strategies
and EU accession criteria?

with international and national
justice norms and the
recommendations of relevant
oversight/monitoring bodies.

Online questionnaire

Semi-structured Interviews
and FGDs

Triangulation

secondary - i.e. project
outputs; EU annual reports;
national/international
monitoring reports and
analyses etc.)

Justice sector strategies e.qg.
National Judicial
Development Strategy 2020-
2025; Strategy of Human
Resources in the Judiciary
2022-2026; Action Plan for
Chapter 23 etc.

Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel, justice
institution partners,
consultants and other
relevant experts and
stakeholders.

the four project
components and
well documented
justice system
reform needs this
dimension is likely to
be confirmed from
The Project
documentation.

Alignment with
the priorities and
needs of justice
institutions
(duty-bearers)
and rights-
holders
(including justice
system users
and others
unable to access
the system)

To what extent is The
Project aligned with the
priorities and needs of
justice institutions (duty-
bearers) and of rights-
holders?

Evidence that project objectives,
design and delivery are aligned
with legal, political, social
context and justice reform
priorities and needs.

Evidence of effective
consultation and participation by
justice system institutions (duty-
bearers) and different justice
system users (right-holders,
including men/women,
vulnerable groups).

Desk review

Online Questionnaire
Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and

FGDs

Triangulation

Project and other
analyses/baseline studies
relevant to the four project
components.

Findings and
recommendations of relevant
national/international
monitoring bodies and EC
progress reports

Expected to be good
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Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel, justice
institution partners,
consultants and other
relevant experts and
stakeholders.

Strengths and
weaknesses of
project design

To what extent is project
design appropriate and
realistic (in terms of
technical, organisational
and financial aspects)?

Project goal intervention logic
and Theory of Change is
strategic and realistic in view of
key objectives, available
resources (time, finances,
partner capacities etc).

Desk review

Online questionnaire
Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Triangulation

Project log frame and theory
of change, risks and
assumptions
matrices/frameworks,
indicators

Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel, justice
institution partners,
consultants and other
relevant experts and
stakeholders.

Expected to be good

OECD DAC Criterion Coherence — How well does The Project fit with other relevant interventions in the justice sector in Serbia?

Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions design/methodology limitations
Internal To what extent is The Projects have been designed Desk review Project progress reports, Expected to be good
Coherence Project aligned with other and implemented in a outputs.
relevant Council of Europe | complementary manner. Online questionnaire
projects? Relevant Council of
Semi-structured Europe/EU personnel, justice
stakeholder interviews and | institution partners,
FGDs consultants and other
relevant experts and
Triangulation stakeholders.
External To what extent is The Synergies between The Project Desk review Project Progress Reports, Expected to be good
Coherence Project aligned with and relevant interventions of outputs.

relevant projects funded by
the EU-IPA and other
bilateral or multilateral
donors?

other actors in Serbia.

Online questionnaire
Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Triangulation

Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel and
justice institution partners,
consultants and other
relevant experts and
stakeholders, including UN
agencies, OSCE, bi-lateral
donors
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OECD/DAC Criterion Efficiency: How well are Project resources being used?

Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions design/methodology limitations
Efficiency of To what extent has the Evidence that project Desk review Documentation Expected to be
project Council of Europe’s coordination between the (Documentation (project moderate
management and | organisational structure, Council of Europe Secretariat Semi-structured documents, progress
delivery managerial support and and Country Office project team | stakeholder interviews and | reports, financial/budget

coordination mechanisms and project management FGDs data)

supported efficient delivery | structures (including SC and

of The Project? WGs) are functioning efficiently, Minutes of Steering Relevant Council of

with timely decision-making. Committee and Working Europe/EU personnel, justice

Have appropriate inputs Group meetings institution partners,

(financial, human and Evidence that The Project consultants and other

material resources) been management structures, Triangulation relevant experts and

selected and used methodologies and activities stakeholders.

economically in relation to represent value for money.

the outputs delivered?
OECD/DAC Criterion Effectiveness: Is The Project achieving its objectives?
Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions /methodology limitations
Achievement of To what extent has The Evidence of laws, bylaws and Desk review of project Documentation (project Expected to be good | Note: The

the intended
results

Project delivered results
including:

Improved legal framework,
legislation and regulations
of judicial institutions, in
line with European
standards;

Enhanced management
practices for effective,
consistent and transparent
delivery of judicial services;

working practices/
databases/ICT systems etc in
line with European standards
adopted via inclusive
consultation processes with
expert advice incorporated and
being implemented.

Evidence of enhanced working
methods, human resource and
budget management,
communication and inter-
institutional collaboration and
adequate capacity of partner
institutions to apply outputs.

monitoring (e.g.

Project supported
monitoring of undue
influence, of case
weighting and proper case
allocation and of
application of ECHR
standards in case law
merit-based
management/professional
performance system on
recruiting, evaluating and
promoting judges and
prosecutors etc.).

Online questionnaire

documents, progress
reports, operational plans,
SC and WG meeting
minutes, outputs etc)

Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel, justice
institution partners,
consultants and other
relevant experts and
stakeholders

evaluation will focus
on contribution as
opposed to
attribution, given
activities by other
actors  addressing
judicial
efficiency/effectiven
ess, notably “EU 4
Justice -
Complementary
Assistance to
Budget Support and
Capacity  Building
for Justice Sector
Reforms in Serbia.
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Enhanced judicial and legal
professional training in line
with European standards;

Enhanced harmonisation of
judicial practice and legal
certainty?

Evidence of enhanced judicial
and legal professional training in
line with European standards,
including operational capacity of
the Judicial Academy (to
undertake training needs
assessment/planning, delivery
and quality control).

Evidence of enhanced
harmonisation of judicial
practice, including inter-
institutional consultation fora,
mechanisms and IT solutions
established and functioning
effectively.

Evidence of effective
participation by partner
institutions?

Evidence of effective project
monitoring of progress towards
intended results.

Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Triangulation

OECD DAC Criterion Potential Impact -

What difference does the intervention make?

Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design/ Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions methodology limitations

What evidence exists that Evidence of laws and bylaws Desk review Documentation (project Expected to be
Achievement of project results are likely to drafted in line with European documents, progress weak/moderate The fact that project

the intended
objectives

Project DoA
Impact

“Justice system
reforms have
advanced in line
with European
rule of law
standards for the
benefit of all

contribute to a more
independent, effective,
efficient, accountable and
transparent justice system,
in line with European
standards?

standards and being
implemented and being
monitored effectively by HIC
and HPC.

Evidence of timely efficient,
independent and transparent
prosecutorial/judicial
management processes

Evidence that project support to
training has resulted in judges
and prosecutors functioning in
line with applicable European

Online questionnaire

Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Outcome harvesting
(where any gaps in
Monitoring and evaluation)

Triangulation

reports, operational plans,
SC and WG meeting
minutes, and monitoring
outputs

(e.g.

Project supported monitoring
of undue influence, of proper
case allocation and of
application of ECHR
standards in case law merit-
based
management/professional
performance system on
recruiting, evaluating and

is ongoing at time of
evaluation poses a
challenge for
assessing impact.

In addition, possible

gaps in project
baselines and
qualitative  impact
measurement of
project monitoring
may mean that
evaluation  impact
assessment is
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Serbian
population”

standards, including application
of ECHR and other Council of
Europe norms in jurisprudence.

Evidence that
prosecutorial/judicial decision-
making is harmonised,
consistent and ensures legal
certainty.

promoting judges and
prosecutors etc.).

somewhat
speculative.

Log frame refers to
participant training
evaluation
questionnaires and
experts’
assessment of
“understanding and
application of the
ECtHR and EU
standards”. This
may not capture
actual impact in
terms of application
of European
standards in judicial
decision-making
etc.

Some component
activities/outputs
may not include
targeted monitoring
mechanisms, such
as those listed in
data sources.

OECD DAC Criterion Sustainability - Will project results continue

into the future?

Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design/ Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions methodology limitations

Likelihood of To what extent has The Evidence that project results and | Desk review Documentation (project Expected to be | Sustainability of
results Project contributed to outputs are adopted and being documents, progress moderate some project
continuing enhancing the capacity of applied. Online questionnaire reports, operational plans, outputs is
beyond The partner institutions? SC and WG meeting dependant on
Project Evidence that project capacity Semi-structured minutes, outputs etc) adequate future

implementation
period

What evidence is there of
partners ownership and
political commitment to
apply Project outputs and
results?

support is targeted and
embedded in relevant
institutions (training, oversight
etc)

stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Triangulation

Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel and
justice institution partners,
consultants and other

budget allocation.

Confirmation of this
future commitment
of resources is likely
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To what extent are Project

Evidence of commitment of

relevant experts and

to present

a

outputs and results likely adequate future resources to stakeholders challenge.

to be applied/resourced/ ensure to mechanisms,

updated beyond The processes, tools etc, developed

Project implementation by The Project are

period? maintained/updated.

What evidence is there of Evidence that representatives of

rights-holders rights-holders (Lawyers, CSOs

representatives’ (lawyers/ etc) are aware of new/revised

justice sector CSOs) standards and practices and

capacity/freedom to have capacity to monitor and

advocate for/monitor advocate for their ongoing

ongoing delivery of Project | application.

outputs and results?

What would be required to

enhance the sustainability

of results?
Cross-Cutting Criterion - Is a Human Rights Approach being mainstreamed in The Project?
Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design/ Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions methodology limitations
HRA core To what extent does The Evidence of project partners Desk review Documentation (Project Expected to be
principles are Project address HRA understanding of, and capacity documents, progress moderate
effectively principles in to, apply principles of HRA. Online questionnaire reports, operational plans,

addressed in The
Project

implementation
methodologies, project
inputs and outputs?

Are HRA principles
captured in project
monitoring (baseline
studies/indicators)?

Evidence that project objectives,
methodologies and outputs
apply HRA, principles.

Evidence that project monitoring
captures application of HRA
principles, measuring both the
quality and results of activities.

Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Triangulation

consultant terms of
reference, SC and WG
meeting minutes, outputs
etc)

Relevant Council of
Europe/EU personnel and
justice institution partners,
consultants and other
relevant experts and
stakeholders
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Cross-Cutting Criterion - Is Gender being mainstreamed in The Project?

Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design/ Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions methodology limitations
Gender To what extent does The Evidence of project partners Desk review Documentation (Project Expected to be
mainstreaming is | Project mainstream gender | understanding of, and capacity documents, progress moderate
effectively in to, apply gender mainstreaming | Online questionnaire reports, operational plans,
addressed in The | implementation principles. consultant terms of
Project methodologies, project Semi-structured reference, SC and WG
inputs and outputs? Evidence that project objectives, | stakeholder interviews and | meeting minutes, outputs
methodologies and outputs FGDs etc)
Is gender mainstreaming apply gender mainstreaming,
captured in project principles. Triangulation Council of Europe/EU and
monitoring (baseline justice institution partners,
studies/indicators)? Evidence that project monitoring consultants and other
captures application of gender relevant experts,
mainstreaming principles, stakeholders.
measuring both the quality and
results of activities.
Council of Europe Criterion Added Value - The benefits of The Project being implemented by the Council of Europe
Assessment Evaluation questions Bases for assessment Evaluation design/ Data sources Data quality and | Comments
dimensions methodology limitations
What are the To what extent has the Evidence that project delivery by | Desk review Council of Europe/EU and Expected to be good
Council of Council of Europe a the Council of Europe provides justice institution partners,
Europe’s comparative advantage added value in comparison with Online questionnaire consultants and other

advantages as
implementer of
support to
justice sector
reform in Serbia,
by comparison
with other actors
and reform
modalities.

vis-a-vis other actors
(IGOs, bi-lateral donors,
INGOs) in supporting
justice sector reform in
Serbia?

other project implementors.

Semi-structured
stakeholder interviews and
FGDs

Triangulation

relevant experts,
stakeholders.
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Annex 3: Online Evaluation Questionnaire

Final Evaluation of The Project
Support for the Implementation of Judicial Reform in Serbia

1. Your Name/Organisation/Position/Email address (optional)

Your involvement in The Project
Please list The Project activities you are involved in and give details of your role.

2. Relevance: Is The Project relevant to the context?
Please score the relevance of The Project. including its relevance to:
 National, European and international justice sector standards;
« Serbian justice sector strategies/action plans;
» Needs and priorities of the justice sector institutions in Serbia;
» Needs and priorities of the rights-holders in the justice sector.
1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know
Please comment on your score. Please give examples of the relevance of The Project to your work and any
suggested changes that would enhance this.

3. Coherence: Is The Project coherent with other justice reform projects?
Please score the coherence of The Project including coordination and complementarity with other justice sector
projects (by the Council of Europe, UN, OSCE, bilateral donors etc.);

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know
Please comment on your score. Please give examples of The Project’s coherence with other projects and any
suggested changes that would enhance this.

4. Efficiency: How well are project resources being used?

Please score the efficiency of the management and delivery of The Project, including:

* Planning and decision-making (including Steering Committee and Working Groups);

* Cost-effective delivery of project activities (value for money);

» Communication between project partners; between the Council of Europe Secretariat and Offices/Programme
Offices; and between Council of Europe and EU Delegations/Offices.

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know
Please comment on your score. Please give examples of The Project’s efficiency and any suggested changes
that would enhance this.

5. Effectiveness: Is The Project achieving its intended objectives?

Please score the effectiveness of The Project in reforming law and practice, enhancing judicial management,
knowledge and training capacity, and harmonising judicial practice, including:

« Suitability of activities (expert advice, technical assistance, events etc.);

* Quality of participation and inputs by partners and external experts;

* Quality of measurement of project progress and results.

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know
Please comment on your score. Please give examples of The Project’s effectiveness and any suggested changes
that would enhance this.

If relevant to your project role, please comment on the effectiveness of project management, communication,
organisation of activities, partnership between the Council of Europe and your institution,
coordination/communication between the Council of Europe secretariat in Strasbourg and Offices/Programme
Offices.

6. Potential impact: Will the Project results produce concrete change to address the identified reform
needed?

Please score the potential impact of:

= Laws/bylaws drafted and implemented in line with European norms;

= Enhanced judicial management practices;

=  Enhanced knowledge/training judicial practice;

=  Enhanced consistency/certainty of case law.
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1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know

Please comment on your score. Please give examples of The Project’'s impact or potential impact, and any
suggested changes that would enhance this.

7. Sustainability: Will project results continue after The Project concludes in December 20257

Please score The Project results, in terms of:

e Laws/bylaws drafted in line with European norms and will continue to be implemented;

e Judicial management practices are becoming more effective and consistent and continue to be applied;

o Knowledge/training etc. improves the quality of judicial practice and continues to be applied and adequately
financed;

e  Harmonisation measures will improve consistency/certainty of case law and will continue to be implemented
and adequately financed.

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know

Please comment on your score. Please give examples of The Project’s results that will continue into the future,
and any suggested changes that would enhance this.

Human Rights Approach:'%6 Is a Human Rights Approach being applied in The Project?

Please score the application of the core principles of a human rights approach (Participation and Inclusion; Equality
and Non-discrimination; Accountability; Transparency and Access to Information) in project methodologies and in
results.

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know

Please comment on your score. Please give examples of how gender is mainstreamed in The Project and any
suggested changes that would enhance this.

Gender Mainstreaming: '*’ Is gender being mainstreamed in The Project?

Please score the quality of gender mainstreaming in The Project, including how the different justice needs,
challenges of men and women are addressed in project activities and results.

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know

Please comment on your score. Please give examples of the application of the Human Rights Approach principles
in The Project and any suggested changes that would enhance this.

Added Value: What are the benefits of The Project being implemented by the Council of Europe?

Please score the added value of the Council of Europe as implementer of justice reform co-operation (in comparison
with other donors and organisations active in the sector in Serbia).

1. Excellent 2. Very Good 3. Good 4. Poor 5. Very Poor 6. Don’t Know

Please comment on your score. Please give examples of the added value of the Council of Europe in delivering
reform projects and any suggested changes that would enhance this.

11. Any additional observations/recommendations that you wish to make.

148 Participation and Inclusion; Equality and non-discrimination; Accountability; Transparency and access to information - Council
of Europe, Human Rights Approach: Practical Guide for Co-operation Projects, 2020.

147 “Gender mainstreaming” means integrating a gender perspective at all stages and levels of policies, programmes and
projects. Women and men have different needs, experiences and living conditions, including unequal access to and control over
power, money, human rights, justice, resources and decision-making. The needs of women and men also differ by age, ethnicity,
disability, class, economic status, sexual orientation or gender identity and even by country and/or area within a country. It is
important to take this intersectionality of factors into account when designing policies, programmes and projects.” - Council of
Europe, Gender Mainstreaming Toolkit For Co-Operation Projects, 2019.
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Annex 4: Bylaws Drafted/Supported by The Project

BYLAW

PROJECT
EXPERT
SUPPORT

COMPLIANCE ANALYSIS

MOJ/Councils joint WG

Rulebook on administration in PPOs Yes Local Expert Input
Court Rules of Procedure Yes Local Expert Input
HPC

Rules of Procedure of the High Prosecutorial Council Yes Local Expert Input
International Expert Input

Rules of Procedure of the Ethics Committee of the High | Yes

Prosecutorial Council

Rules of Procedure of the Commission for Deciding on | Yes Local Expert Input

Complaints Against Mandatory Instructions for Work and

Proceedings in a Single Case, Complaints Against

Decisions on Substitution and Complaints Against

Decisions on Devolution

Rules of Procedure of the High Prosecutorial Council in | Yes /

Relation to undue Influence on the Work of Public

Prosecutors and the Public Prosecutor's Office

Rules of Procedure on Disciplinary Bodies of the High | Yes Local Expert Input

Prosecutorial Council and Disciplinary Proceedings

Rules of Procedure of the Budget Commission of the High | Yes No

Prosecutorial Council No standards linked to the
topic

Code of Ethics for Public Prosecutors, with Guidelines for | Yes Local Expert Input

the Application of Ethical Principles

Code of Ethics for Members of the High Prosecutorial | Yes Local Expert Input

Council

Rules of Procedure on Criteria and Indicators for | Yes Local Expert Input

Performance Evaluation Chief Public Prosecutor and

Public Prosecutor International Expert Input
*Compliance report by
international consultant also
available for part of the
rulebook on case weighting

Rules of Procedure of the Election Commission of the High | Yes Local Expert Input

Prosecutorial Council

Rulebook on the procedure for electing members of the | Yes Local Expert Input

High Prosecutorial Council from among public prosecutors

Rulebook on deciding on an objection against the decision | Yes Local Expert Input

on the annual work schedule in the public prosecutor's

office or the decision on amending the decision on the

annual work schedule of the Public Prosecutor's Office

Rules of Procedure of the Commission for the Evaluation of | Yes Local Expert Input

the Work of the Chief Public Prosecutor and Public

Prosecutor

Rulebook on criteria and measures for assessing the | Yes /

expertise, competence and worthiness of candidates and
the procedure for electing the Chief Public Prosecutor and

International Expert Input
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Public Prosecutor and proposing candidates for election to
the Supreme Public Prosecutor

Rulebook on taking the examination to test the expertise | Yes /

and competence of candidates who are elected for the first

time or proposed for election to the public prosecutorial

position

Rules of Procedure of the Commission for Monitoring the | Yes Local Expert Input

Case Allocation

Rules of Procedure on the Method of Keeping and Form of | No /

the Personal Information Sheet of the Holder of the Public

Prosecutor's Office and the Staff Employed in the Public

Prosecutor's Office

Decision on the organization and work of the Administrative | No No - No Council of Europe

Office of the High Prosecutorial Council standards relevant to the topic

Rulebook on filling executive positions and positions in the | No No - No Council of Europe

Administrative Office of the High Prosecutorial Council standards relevant to the topic
HJC

Rules of Procedure of the High Judicial Council Yes International Expert Input

Rules of Procedure on the Protection of Judges and the | Yes Local Expert Input

Court from Undue Influence.

Rules of Procedure of the Budget Committee of the | Yes No - No Council of Europe

Supreme Judicial Council standards relevant to the topic

Rules of procedure of the Ethics Committee Local Expert Input

Rules of Procedure before the High Judicial Council Local Expert Input compliance

Commission for deciding on an objection of judicial report

assistant to a decision on a court evaluation

Rulebook on the evaluation of the work of judges and court | Yes International Expert Input

presidents

Rulebook on the procedure for the election of judges and Local Expert Input

court presidents /

Rulebook on the Procedure for Establishing Disciplinary | Yes Local Expert Input

Responsibility of Judges and Court Presidents

Rulebook on the procedure for complaints

Local Expert Input compliance
report

Rulebook on the manner of work of the election commission

Rulebook on Monitoring the Work of Courts

Rulebook on the procedure for the election of a lay judge

Local Expert Input compliance
report

Decision on the organization, affairs and manner of work of
the Administrative Office of the High Judicial Council

No - No Council of Europe
standards relevant to the topic

Decision on the Use and Safekeeping of Seals and Stamps

No - No standards linked to
the topic

Rulebook on pseudonymization of data

Local Expert Input

Rulebook on the method of keeping and form of the

No - No standards linked to

personal record - the topic

Form for the personal record of a judge / No - No standards linked to
the topic

Personal information form for a lay judge / No - No standards linked to
the topic

Personal information form for court personnel

No - No standards linked to
the topic
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LINKS TO ADOPTED BYLAWS

MP - MoJ

Pujt - RULES ON ADMINISTRATION IN PUBLIC PROSECUTOR'S OFFICES
Sudski poslovnik (Court Rule Book)

VST - HPC
1. TlocnoBHuK 0 pagy Bucokor caBeTa Tyunawitea
2. TocnoBHuk o pagy ETnukor ogbopa Bucokor caBeTa Tyxxunawtea
3. [lMocnoBHuK 0 pagy Komucuje 3a ogny4mBake 0 NpUroBopy NpoTmMe obaBes3Hor ynyTcTBa 3a paj 1

nocTynare y nojeauHom npeameTy, MpUroBopy NPOTMB peLlera O CYnCTUTYLMjU U MPUroBOPY MPOTUB
pellera 0 AeBONyuujmn

4. TlpaBunHuk o noctynawy Bucokor caBeTa TyxunawTsa y Be3u ca HenpuMepeHnm ytuuajem Ha paj
HocKoLa jaBHOTYXuUNayvke MyHKUMje 1 jaBHO Ty>XUNawTBO

5. [paBunHuk o pagy byuetcke komucuje Bucokor caBeTa Tyxunawtea

6. [lpaBunHWK O AUCLMNINMHCKMM opraHuma Brcokor caBeTa Tyxunawtea U QUCUUNIMHCKOM NOCTYNKY

7. ETnykm Kogekc jaBHMX Tyxunaua, ca CmepHuuama 3a npumeHy ETuukux Havena

8. [ETnukm Kogekc YnaHoBa Bucokor caBeTa TyxunawTea

9. TpaBunHKK O KPUTEPUjyMMMa U NOKasaTerbuma BpeHOBara paja rmaBHOr jaBHOT TYXKoua v jaBHOr
TyXuoua

10. MocnoBHuk o pagy N3bopHe komucuje Bucokor caBeTa TyxunawTtea

11. MNpaBunHKK o NOCTYNKy n3bopa ynaHa Bucokor caBeTa TyxunawiTea U3 pefa jaBHux Tyxxunaua

12. Opgnyka o opraHusauuju n pagy AAMMHUCTPaTMBHE KaHuenapwvje Bucokor caBeTta TyxxunawTea

13. MNpaBunHvK o NonywaBaky U3BPLUMIIAYKUX PaaHMX MecTa 1 nonoxaja y AQMUHUCTPaTUBHOj KaHLuenapuju
Bucokor caseTa TyxunawTea

14. MpaBUNHUK 0 KPUTEPUjyMMMA N MEPUNNMA 3a OLIEHY CTPYYHOCTM, OCNOCOBIBEHOCTU U AOCTOJHOCTH
KaHgugaTta 1 nocTynky 3a n3bop rmaBHOT jaBHOT TYXXMOLA 1 jaBHOT TyXXuoua v npeanarawe KaHavaaTa 3a
1n36op BpxoBHor jaBHOr Tyxumoua

15. MNpaBunHKK o nonaraky UCnNUTa 3a NPOBEPY CTPYHHOCTU 1 OCNOCOBILEHOCTM KaHAMAATa Koju ce NpBu nyT
OGupa nnu npegnaxe 3a n3bop Ha jaBHOTYXXUNayky oyHKUnjy

16. MNpaBuUnHKK 0 oAany4YMBaky O MPUrOBOPY MPOTMB OAJyKE O roAuLIHeM pacrnopeay nocrioBa y jaBHOM
TYXMUNaLTBY UMW OANYKe O U3MEHW OANYKE O FOAMLLHEM pacrnopeay NocrioBa y jaBHOM TyXXUnaluTBy

17. MNMocnoBHuK 0 pagy Komucuje 3a npahewe npaBunHe pacnogene npegmera

18. lNMpaBunHUK o0 HauMHy Bofhera 1 obpacuy NMYHOr NMCTa HOCKoLLA jaBHOTYXMnadvke pyHkumje n ocobrba
3aMnoCneHor y jaBHOM Ty>XunawTsy

19. lMocnoBHuK 0 pagy Komucunje 3a BpeaHOBaHe pafa rfnaBHOr jaBHOT TYXKMOL,A U jaBHOT TyXuoua

VSS - HJC
2023

1. TpasunHuk o pagy Etuukor og6opa - O6jasrbeH y “CnyxberHom rmacHuky PC” 6p 116/2023 og
26.12.2023. rogunHe.

2. [lpaBunHuK 0 nceyaoHuMmnsaumjun nogataka - O6jasreeH y “Cnyx6eHom rnacHuky PC” 6p 116/2023 of
26.12.2023. roaunHe.

3. [MpaBunHuk 0 HauuHy Bohewa 1 obpacuy nuyHor nucta - ObjasrbeH y “Cnyxb6eHom rnacHuky PC” 6p
116/2023 op 26.12.2023. roguHe.

4, Ob6pasay 3a nu4HK nnucT cyauje - Ob6jaBrbeH y “CrnyxbeHom rnacHuky PC” 6p 116/2023 on 26.12.2023.
rogviHe.

5. O6pasal 3a nM4HM NUCT cyamje nopoTHuka - ObjaBrbeH y “Cnyx6eHom rnacHuky PC” 6p 116/2023 og
26.12.2023. roguHe.

6. OO6pasal 3a NMYHKU NUCT 3a cyacko ocobrbe - ObjaBrbeH y “Cnyxb6eHoMm rnacHuky PC” 6p 116/2023 opf
26.12.2023. roguHe.

7. TMocnosHuk o pagy BCC - O6jaBrbeH y "Cnyx6eHom rnmacHuky PC" 6p 110/2023 og 08.12.2023. roavHe

8. [paBunHuWK O 3aWwWTUTK cyamje 1 cyaa oA HenpumepeHor ytuuaja - O6jaBrbeH y "CnyX6eHOM rmacHuky
PC" 6p 110/2023 og 08.12.2023.

9. T[paBunHuk o pagy dyietcke komucuje BCC - O6jaBrbeH y "Crniy6eHom rnacHuky PC" 6p 110/2023 oa
08.12.2023. rognHe

10. NMPABUNMHWK O CMPOBOhEHY M BPEOHOBAHY PA3IOBOPA CA KAHOVWOATUMA 3A N3BE0OP
CYOWVJE

11. USMEHA MNMPABUITHNKA O KPUTEPUJYMUMA N MEPUNTMMA 3A OLEHY CTPYYHOCTW,
OCIMNOCOBJLEHOCTU N OCTOJHOCTU 3A N3BOP CYOUNJE

12. NMOCJIOBHUK O PALY BUCOKOI' CABETA CY[CTBA OBJABJbEH Y "CNY>XKBEEHOM I'MACHWKY PC",

BP. 29/2013, 4/2016, 91/2016, 24/2017, 7/2018, 69/2018, 38/2021, 90/2021 1 48/2023.
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https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-4.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Etickog-odbora-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Komisije-za-odlucivanje-o-prigovoru-protiv-obaveznog-uputstva-za-rad-i-postupanje-u-pojedinom-predmetu-prigovoru-protiv-resenja-o-supstituciji-i-prigovoru-protiv-resenja-o-devoluciji-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Komisije-za-odlucivanje-o-prigovoru-protiv-obaveznog-uputstva-za-rad-i-postupanje-u-pojedinom-predmetu-prigovoru-protiv-resenja-o-supstituciji-i-prigovoru-protiv-resenja-o-devoluciji-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Komisije-za-odlucivanje-o-prigovoru-protiv-obaveznog-uputstva-za-rad-i-postupanje-u-pojedinom-predmetu-prigovoru-protiv-resenja-o-supstituciji-i-prigovoru-protiv-resenja-o-devoluciji-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilinik-o-postupanju-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-u-vezi-sa-neprimerenim-uticajem-na-rad-nosioca-javnotuzilacke-funkcije-i-javno-tuzilastvo-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilinik-o-postupanju-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-u-vezi-sa-neprimerenim-uticajem-na-rad-nosioca-javnotuzilacke-funkcije-i-javno-tuzilastvo-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-radu-Budzetske-komisije-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-disciplinskim-organima-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-i-disciplinskom-postupku-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Eticki-kodeks-javnih-tuzilaca-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Eticki-kodeks-clanova-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Pravilnik-o-kriterijumima-i-pokazateljima-vrednovanja-rada-glavnog-javnog-tuzioca-i-javnog-tuzioca-integralna-verzija.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Pravilnik-o-kriterijumima-i-pokazateljima-vrednovanja-rada-glavnog-javnog-tuzioca-i-javnog-tuzioca-integralna-verzija.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Izborne-komisije-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-postupku-izbora-clana-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-iz-reda-javnih-tuzilaca-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Odluka-o-organizaciji-u-radu-Administrativne-kancelarije-Visokog-saveta-tuzilastva-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-popunjavanju-izvrsilackih-radnih-mesta-i-polozaja-u-AK-VST-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-popunjavanju-izvrsilackih-radnih-mesta-i-polozaja-u-AK-VST-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-izborima-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-izborima-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-izborima-3.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-polaganju-ispita-za-proveru-strucnosti-i-osposobljenosti-kandidata-koji-se-prvi-put-bira-1.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-polaganju-ispita-za-proveru-strucnosti-i-osposobljenosti-kandidata-koji-se-prvi-put-bira-1.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-odlucivanju-o-prigovoru-protiv-odluke-o-godisnjem-rasporedu-poslova-u-javnom-tuzilastvu-2.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Pravilnik-o-odlucivanju-o-prigovoru-protiv-odluke-o-godisnjem-rasporedu-poslova-u-javnom-tuzilastvu-2.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Komisije-za-pracenje-pravilne-raspodele-predmeta-2.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Pravilnik-o-nacinu-vodjenja-i-obrascu-licnog-lista-sajt.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Pravilnik-o-nacinu-vodjenja-i-obrascu-licnog-lista-sajt.pdf
https://vst.jt.rs/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Poslovnik-o-radu-Komisije-za-vrednovanje-rada-glavnog-javnog-tuzioca-i-javnog-tuzioca-1.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B4%D1%83%20%D0%95%D1%82%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%B3%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B1%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%B0%20%D0%92%D0%A1%D0%A1%2021.12.2023.%20%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B5.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B4%D1%83%20%D0%95%D1%82%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%B3%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B1%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%B0%20%D0%92%D0%A1%D0%A1%2021.12.2023.%20%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B5.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D1%81%D0%B5%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BC%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B8%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B0%D0%BA%D0%B0%2021.12.2023.%20%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B5.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D1%81%D0%B5%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BC%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%86%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B8%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B0%D0%BA%D0%B0%2021.12.2023.%20%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B5.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%20%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%87%D0%B8%D0%BD%D1%83%20%D0%B2%D0%BE%D1%92%D0%B5%D1%9A%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%20%D0%BE%D0%B1%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%86%D1%83%20%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B3%20%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%82%D0%B0%2021.12.2023..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%20%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%87%D0%B8%D0%BD%D1%83%20%D0%B2%D0%BE%D1%92%D0%B5%D1%9A%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%20%D0%BE%D0%B1%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%86%D1%83%20%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B3%20%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%82%D0%B0%2021.12.2023..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9E%D0%B1%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%86%20%D0%B7%D0%B0%20%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%87%D0%BD%D0%B8%20%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%82%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B5.pdf
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https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%B2%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%9A%D1%83%20%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B5%20%D0%B8%20%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B4%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B0%20-%20%D0%9E%D0%B1%D1%98%D0%B0%D0%B2%D1%99%D0%B5%D0%BD%20%D1%83%20%D1%81%D0%BB%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%BC%20%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%A0%D0%A1%2034-2024%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%2019.04.2024..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%81%D1%82%D1%83%D0%BF%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%B7%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%B1%D0%BE%D1%80%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B5%20%D0%B8%20%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B4%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B0%20-%20%D0%9E%D0%B1%D1%98%D0%B0%D0%B2%D1%99%D0%B5%D0%BD%20%D1%83%20%D1%81%D0%BB%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%BC%20%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%A0%D0%A1%2034-2024%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%2019.04.2024..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%81%D1%82%D1%83%D0%BF%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B8%D1%82%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B1%D0%B0%D0%BC%D0%B0%20-%20%D0%9E%D0%B1%D1%98%D0%B0%D0%B2%D1%99%D0%B5%D0%BD%20%D1%83%20%D1%81%D0%BB%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%BC%20%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%A0%D0%A1%2034-2024%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%2019.04.2024..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%87%D0%B8%D0%BD%D1%83%20%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%B1%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%BD%D0%B5%20%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%BC%D0%B8%D1%81%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B5%20-%20%D0%9E%D0%B1%D1%98%D0%B0%D0%B2%D1%99%D0%B5%D0%BD%20%D1%83%20%D1%81%D0%BB%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%BC%20%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%A0%D0%A1%2034-2024%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%2019.04.2024..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%9B%D0%B5%D1%9A%D1%83%20%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%20%E2%80%93%20%D0%BE%D0%B1%D1%98%D0%B0%D0%B2%D1%99%D0%B5%D0%BD%20%D1%83%20%E2%80%9E%D0%A1%D0%BB%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B1%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%BC%20%D0%B3%D0%BB%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%A0%D0%A1%E2%80%9C%20%D0%B1%D1%80.%20302024%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%2005.04.2024.%20%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B5..pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%81%D1%82%D1%83%D0%BF%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%B7%D0%B0%20%D1%83%D1%82%D0%B2%D1%80%D1%92%D0%B8%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%9A%D0%B5%20%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%86%D0%B8%D0%BF%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%BD%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B5%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%BD%D0%BE%D1%81%D1%82%D0%B8%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%20%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B4%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%20%D0%BE%20%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%81%D1%82%D1%83%D0%BF%D0%BA%D1%83%20%D0%B7%D0%B0%20%D1%83%D1%82%D0%B2%D1%80%D1%92%D0%B8%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%9A%D0%B5%20%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%86%D0%B8%D0%BF%D0%BB%D0%B8%D0%BD%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B5%20%D0%BE%D0%B4%D0%B3%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%BD%D0%BE%D1%81%D1%82%D0%B8%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%98%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%20%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B4%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%BA%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%83%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0.pdf
https://vss.sud.rs/api/documents/preview/%D0%9E%D0%B4%D0%BB%D1%83%D0%BA%D0%B0%20%D0%BE%20%D1%83%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%82%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B1%D0%B8%20%D0%B8%20%D1%87%D1%83%D0%B2%D0%B0%D1%9A%D1%83%20%D0%BF%D0%B5%D1%87%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B0%20%D0%B8%20%D1%88%D1%82%D0%B0%D0%BC%D0%B1%D0%B8%D1%99%D0%B0.pdf

Annex 5: Interlocutors

Organisation/Institution

Title/Function

Ministry of Justice

Assistant Minister, Co-Chair of the Steering Committee,
Project Partner

Ministry of Justice

Head of Programming, Project Partner

High Judicial Council

President, Member of Steering Committee

Supreme Court of Serbia

Member of Steering Committee, Project Partner

Supreme Court of Serbia

Member of Steering Committee, Project Partner

Supreme Court of Serbia
Judges Association of Serbia

Member of Steering Committee, Project Partner

High Judicial Council; Judges Association of
Serbia

Deputy Head of HJC, Member of Steering Committee,
Project Partner

Prosecutors’ Association of Serbia

President, Project Partner

Prosecutors’ Association of Serbia

Member, Project Partner

High Prosecutorial Council

Head of HPC, Member of Steering Committee, Project
Partner

High Prosecutorial Council

Substitute Member of Steering Committee, Project Partner

High Prosecutorial Council

HPC International Project Senior Advisor, Project Partner

Supreme Public Prosecutor’s Office

Member of Steering Committee, Project Partner

Judicial Academy

Head of the Department for Continuous Training, Project
Partner

Judicial Academy

Department for Research and Improvement of Education,
Project Partner

Judicial Academy

Department for International Cooperation and Projects,
Project Partner

Lawyer

Local Consultant

Lawyer

International Consultant

Institute of Criminological
Research (IKSI)

and Sociological

Local Consultant

Institute of Comparative Law ICL

Local Consultant

Institute of Comparative Law ICL

Local Consultant

Institute of Comparative Law ICL

Local Consultant

Institute of Comparative Law ICL/HPC member

Research Fellow, project partner

Lawyers' Committee for Human Rights YUCOM,
Advocacy Director

Local Consultant

YUCOM, Legal Advisor

Local Consultant, WG Observer

YUCOM, Legal Advisor

Local Consultant, WG Observer

Council of Europe

Head of Council of Europe Office Belgrade

Council of Europe

Deputy Head of Council of Europe Office Belgrade

Council of Europe

Previous Council of Europe project manager now head of
Co-operation Unit Gender Equality Division

Council of Europe

Previous Senior Project Officer for related Council of Europe
project

Council of Europe

Project Coordinator since 1 January 2023

Council of Europe

Senior Project Officer — 13 April 2022

Council of Europe

Senior Project Officer — 15 May 2023

Council of Europe

Project Assistant (Belgrade) — 6 February 2023

Council of Europe

Project Assistant (Belgrade) — 3 March 2025

Council of Europe

Venice Commission, Head of Division | (Opinions and
Reports)

PrEUgovor (CSO)

Coordinator NGO coalition, Senior Researcher

EU-Serbia Joint Consultative Committee (JCC),
YUCOM (CSO)

Council of Europe Expert

Institute of Comparative Law (CSO)/HPC Member

Director/project partner

Transparency International Serbia Chapter

Executive Director

Delegation of the European Union to Serbia

Project Coordinator

Delegation of the European Union to Serbia

Political Section

European Commission

Policy Officer - Rule of Law desk DG ENEST
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OSCE

Senior Legal Adviser, Judicial Reform

Judicial & Legal Reform Team

OSCE Judicial Reform, Judicial & Legal Reform Team

OSCE Judicial Reform, Judicial & Legal Reform Team

Justice for All (closed USAID Project) Former Project Manager

Glz Project manager, Flexible Facility for Chapter 23/Support to
Rule of Law in Serbia

UK Embassy Rule of Law portfolio

UK Embassy Rule of Law portfolio

UK Embassy Rule of Law portfolio

UN Human Rights Adviser, UN Resident Coordinator and UN

Country Team in Serbia

Fundacién para la Internacionalizacion de las
Administraciones Publicas

Judicial Expert, Support to Serbia in the area of justice,
freedom and security project

Fundacién para la Internacionalizacion de las
Administraciones Publicas

Manager, Support to Serbia in the area of justice, freedom
and security project

World Bank Senior Public Sector Specialist (World Bank in Governance
Global Practice)

Lawyer International Consultant

Lawyer Member of Venice Commission, International Consultant
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Annex 6: Documentary Sources

Project documents insert inception report list and Council of Europe publishing style

Project Description of Action, Revised log frame, consultant contracts/ terms of reference, Minutes of
Working Group meetings, Outputs (including laws, bylaws, comparative studies and expert
opinions/assessments/reports).

Other resources:

Balkan Civil Society Development Network, Annual Report, 2024.

Bar Association of Serbia, Annual Report on Activities in 2024, 2025.

Council of Europe (Venice Commission), Opinion on the draft Law on the Judicial Academy and draft amendments
to the Law on Judges and the Law on the Prosecutor’s Office, 6-7 December 2024)

Council of Europe (Venice Commission), Follow-up Opinion on three revised draft Laws implementing the
constitutional amendments on the Judiciary of Serbia (16-17 December 2022)

Council of Europe, (Venice Commission), Opinion on two draft laws implementing the constitutional amendments
on the prosecution service, (16-17 December 2022).

Council of Europe, (Venice Commission), Opinion on three draft laws implementing the constitutional amendments
on Judiciary (21-22 October 2022).

Council of Europe, Venice Commission, Opinion on the draft Law (Serbia) on the Judicial Academy and draft
amendments to the Law on Judges and the Law on the Public Prosecutor’s Office 2024.

Council of Europe, CCPE Opinion No. 16 (2021): Implications of the decisions of international courts and treaty
bodies as regards the practical independence of prosecutors.

Council Of Europe, Gender Analysis of the Judiciary system in the Republic of Serbia, 2020.

Council of Europe, Gender analysis for HF Il Action, "Strengthening the effective legal remedies to human rights
violations in Serbia", 2023.

Council of Europe, Gender analysis and recommendations for The Project “Promotion of Diversity and Equality in
Serbia” (HFII), 2020.

Council of Europe, CCPE Opinion No. 9 (2014) on European norms and principles concerning prosecutors.
Council of Europe, CEPEJ Country profile Serbia, 2024.

Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly, Report 15497 of the Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly
Committee on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Member States of the Council of Europe
(Monitoring Committee), 2022.

Council of Europe GRECO Fifth Evaluation Round—~Prevention of corruption and promoting integrity in central
governments (top executive functions) and law enforcement agencies. 2022.

Council Of Europe, CEPEJ, European judicial systems - Evaluation Report - 2024 Evaluation cycle, General
Analysis, and Serbia profiles, 2024.

Council of Europe, ECtHR, Press Country Profile - Serbia, 2024.

Council of Europe, CEPEJ Country Reports 2022 Cycle (2020 Data), 2022.

Council of Europe, ECRI, Serbia 4" Report 2024.

Council of Europe, GREVIO and State Reports: Serbia GREVIO Baseline Evaluation Report 2020.

Council of Europe, Human Rights Education for Legal Professionals (HELP).

Council of Europe, Serbia Visit Report of the Commissioner for Human Rights, 2023.

Council of Europe, Final Report with Recommendations for a System of Confidential Counselling for Judges And
Prosecutors on Ethical Matters, 2021.

Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe, CCBE Contribution for the 2025 Rule of Law Report, 2025.

Dalibor Duki¢, Lessons (Un)learnt: Serbia's Path to European integration and the impact of the EU's New
Enlargement Methodology, Central European Academy Professors' Network Conference, "EU Enlargement and
Successful Integration: Lessons Learned", 7-8 November 2024.

Deljki¢, Sazdovska & Spasi¢, Gender Balance in the Criminal Justice System: Bosnia and Herzegovina, North
Macedonia, and Serbia, The Handbook on Female Criminality in the Former Yugoslav Countries, 2023.

European Parliament, (Committee on Foreign Affairs) Report on the 2023 and 2024 Commission reports on Serbia,
2025.

EC, Rule of Law Report, Country Chapter on the rule of law situation in Serbia (2025), SWD(2025) 931 final.

EC, Progress Report Serbia, 2024.

EC, Rule of Law Report Serbia, 2024.

EC, EU Justice Scoreboard, 2025

EC, Association Implementation Reports Serbia, 2023.

EU, Justice Scoreboard, 2024.

European Judicial Network, National Justice, Candidate Profile: Serbia, 2024.

Freedom House, Country Report Serbia, 2024.
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https://balkancsd.net/novo/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/22-1-Draft-BCSDN-Annual-Report-2024-final-after-Council.pdf
https://www.e-p-k.at/fileadmin/user_upload/EPK/EPK_2025/Laenderberichte/serbia_2025.pdf
https://rm.coe.int/serbia/1680b1df82
https://assembly.coe.int/nw/xml/XRef/Xref-XML2HTML-en.asp?fileid=29902&lang=en
https://rm.coe.int/fifth-evaluation-round-preventing-corruption-and-promoting-integrity-i/1680a7216b
https://rm.coe.int/fifth-evaluation-round-preventing-corruption-and-promoting-integrity-i/1680a7216b
https://rm.coe.int/cepej-evaluation-report-2024-general-analyses/1680b1e91d
https://rm.coe.int/cepej-evaluation-report-2024-general-analyses/1680b1e91d
https://rm.coe.int/serbia/1680b1df82
https://prd-echr.coe.int/documents/d/echr/CP_Serbia_ENG
https://rm.coe.int/cepej-fiche-pays-2020-22-e-web/1680a86276
https://www.coe.int/web/european-commission-against-racism-and-intolerance/serbia
https://rm.coe.int/grevio-report-on-serbia/16809987e3
https://help.elearning.ext.coe.int/
https://rm.coe.int/report-on-serbia-by-dunja-mijatovic-commissioner-for-human-rights-of-t/1680ac88cc
https://www.ccbe.eu/fileadmin/speciality_distribution/public/documents/ROL/EN_ROL_20250227_CCBE-Contribution-for-the-2025-Rule-of-Law-Report.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7cWTkVmq4DQ&list=PLp75_Jffd857pc2fGew7DLCyLp15FN_R6&index=15
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7cWTkVmq4DQ&list=PLp75_Jffd857pc2fGew7DLCyLp15FN_R6&index=15
https://eprints.ugd.edu.mk/31906/1/Table%20of%20contents%20-%20the%20Handbook%20of%20female%20criminality.pdf
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2025/2022(INI)
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/298f86d5-723b-4d3e-90b4-98ea24d9c885_en?filename=2025%20Rule%20of%20Law%20Report%20-%20Country%20Chapter%20Serbia_0.pdf
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/serbia-report-2024_en
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/862952fa-6e79-44c4-b629-174a441e3d2e_en?filename=62_1_58091_coun_chap_serbia_sb.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/51b21eff-a4b0-4e73-b461-06bd23b43d4e_en
https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-11/SWD_2023_695_Serbia.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/84aa3726-82d7-4401-98c1-fee04a7d2dd6_en?filename=2024%20EU%20Justice%20Scoreboard.pdf
https://www.ejn-crimjust.europa.eu/ejn2021/ContentDetail/EN/5/26
https://freedomhouse.org/country/serbia/freedom-world/2024

Institute of Comparative Law, Individual Judge at the Heart of The Rule of Law - Judicial Ethics And Integrity In The
Laws Of Serbia and Montenegro, 2024.

International Commission of Jurists, Serbia: Political leaders must cease interference with the judiciary, Advocacy
News, 10 Sep 2025.

MANKO, Judicial independence in the case law of the European Court of Human Rights, European Parliament
Briefing 13-05-2024

NI Belgrade, Judges call on High Judicial Council, Supreme Court President to resign, 24 June, 2025.

Patsea et al, OSCE, Western Balkans Trial Monitoring report - From Paper to Practice, 2024.

Serbia, Fourth Periodic Report on the ICCPR, 23 May 2022, CCPR/C/SRB/4

Transparency International Serbia, National Integrity System Assessment Serbia, 2024.

Transparency International, Between anti-corruption reform and decline: Examining key actors, strengths and
weaknesses in the Western Balkans and Tiirkiye’s national integrity systems, 2024.

UN Women, Country Fact Sheet - Serbia, 2024.

UN, Report of the UN Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyers, Artificial intelligence in
judicial systems: promises and pitfalls, 2025.

UN, Serbia UPR National Report, OHCHR Compilation of information, Summary of stakeholders’ submissions,
Report of the UPR Working Group, 2023.

UN, Report of the Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyers, “Justice is not for sale: the
improper influence of economic actors on the judiciary”, 2024

UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on the 4th periodic report of Serbia, 3 May 2024.
UNODOC, Global Judicial Integrity Network, Use of Social Media by Judges Discussion Guide for the Expert Group
Meeting (5-7 November 2018, Vienna).

US State Department, Country Reports on Human Rights Practices - Serbia, 2024.

USAID/Youth With Disabilities Forum, Access To Justice For Persons With Disabilities — Serbia, 2024.

USAID/ Development Professionals, Inc., Justice for All Activity Gender and Social Inclusion Assessment, 2024.
USAID/ Development Professionals, Inc., Justice For All Behavior Change Analysis, 2024.

World Bank, Country Gender Assessment — Serbia, 2024.

World Justice Project, Rule of Law Index, 2024.

Websites/Social Media

Council of Europe Office in Belgrade website, Facebook
Project Website

High Prosecutorial Council website

High Judicial Council website

HPC YouTube Channel

HJC YouTube Channel
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https://n1info.rs/english/news/120-judges-call-on-high-judicial-council-supreme-court-president-to-resign/
https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/4/4/570156_1.pdf
https://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/15/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CCPR%2FC%2FSRB%2F4&Lang=en
https://www.transparentnost.org.rs/images/dokumenti_uz_vesti/NIS-2023-EN.pdf
https://www.transparency.org/en/publications/anti-corruption-reform-decline-examining-key-actors-strengths-weaknesses-western-balkans-t%C3%BCrkiyes-national-integrity-systems
https://www.transparency.org/en/publications/anti-corruption-reform-decline-examining-key-actors-strengths-weaknesses-western-balkans-t%C3%BCrkiyes-national-integrity-systems
https://data.unwomen.org/country/serbia
https://docs.un.org/en/A/80/169
https://docs.un.org/en/A/80/169
https://documents.un.org/doc/undoc/gen/g23/029/74/pdf/g2302974.pdf
https://undocs.org/en/A/HRC/WG.6/43/SRB/2
https://undocs.org/en/A/HRC/WG.6/43/SRB/3
https://documents.un.org/doc/undoc/gen/g23/118/85/pdf/g2311885.pdf
https://docs.un.org/en/A/79/362
https://docs.un.org/en/A/79/362
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