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Protection of Human Rights in Conducting
Certain Proceedings

Article provides analysis of citizens’ rights protection aspects
in the course of proceedings including the notification of suspicion.

One of these aspects is defined as failure of the defence to
appeal against specific decisions made by the prosecution. Article
303 of the Criminal Procedure Code of Ukraine (CPC) does not
stipulate the possibility to appeal against the written notification of
the suspicion which is undoubtedly the decision made exclusively
by the authorized person. This decision according to the Article 110
of the CPC must be presented as a resolution without any
contradictions to Articles 8 and 55 of the Constitution of Ukraine
defining its norms as the ones of direct action and guarantee of

55



SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL
OF NATIONAL ACADEMY OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS, Ne 3 (100), 2016

right to appeal against the decisions, actions or inaction of the state
bodies, local authorities and officials.

Also this article examines impossibility of defence to exercise its
rights in full extent during within the framework of criminal proceeding
caused mainly by the common procedure of pre-trial investigation
completion by the prosecution after notifying of the suspicion and
immediate interrogation. In this case defence has no chance to present a
request for innocence or mitigation proof collection.

It is recommended to amend the CPC in terms of changing the for
mat of suspicion not ification in to are solution subject to appeal and the
suspicion act to be passed to defence in 10 service days after notifying
the person of suspicion if this person provides no grounds to complete
this procedure here to fore.

Keywords: the right to defense; the adversarial process; the
suspect; a writ ten not ice of suspicion ordinance request.

Menvuuuenro A. B. — advionxkm Hayunoil aabopamopuu no
npobremam — 00Cy0eGHO20  paccie008aHus  Y4eOHO-HAYYHO20
uncmumyma Ne | Hayuonanvroti axademuis 6HympeHHUx oei

3ammuTa NpaB rpa’kaaH IpH NPOBeIeHHH HEKOTOPBIX
NpPOoUECCYANBHBIX AeHCTBHIT

Hccmcnosan BOOpOC  HAPYIICHWI IIpaBa HA  3AIIHATY
MOO3PCBACMOr0 U O0IMUX MPUHIUIIOB COCTI3ATCIBHOCTH MPOLISCCa.
OuepyeHB TPYAHOCTH 00XKATOBAHNS CTOPOHOH 3aI0UThl PEIICHHS 00
VBCIOMJICHUH 0 MOAO3PCHUM. Ipeanoxeno JOIIOJTHUTD
JIEUCTBYIOLIHE 3aKOHOJATEIBCTBO HOPMOI, qTO JOJIKHA
yperyaupoBaTh npoOJeMy OJHOBPEMCHHOTO  YBEAOMIICHHS O
MOO3PCHHUHN U O 3aBEPLICHUH JOCYACOHOTO PACCICIOBAHMS.

KnroueBbie cjioBa: TpaBo Ha 3aIMUTY; COCTA3ATCIBHOCTH
mporlecca;,  MOJO3PCBACMEBEIA,  MHUCBMCHHOC — VBCAOMJICHHE O
MOAO3PCHUN, TIOCTAHOBIICHUC , XOJATAHCTBO.
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