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Urgency of the research. Promoting the quality of jus-
tice is one of the principles of the implementation of the
strategy for the reform of the judicial system of Ukraine.

Target setting. Application of model indicators in the ac-
tivity of the courts needs improvement of methodological
approaches of their determination and approbation.

Actual scientific researches and issues analysis. The
question of the improvement of the judicial administration
dedicated to the research of leading scientists, including
Velichko O., Glushchenko S. V., Kvasnevskaya N. D, Naza-
rov I. V., Obrusna S. Y., Peter G. Solomon, Serdyuk O. V.,
Tobin R., Yankovskaya T. and others.

Uninvestigated parts of general matters defining.
Features of the reorganisation of the judicial activity at each
stage of the development of society in need of improvement
of methodological approaches to the justification of model
indicators to optimise the judicial administration as an essen-
tial function of public governance, which affects the quality of
justice.

The research objective. The purpose of the study is to
improve methodical approaches to defining model indicators
of the judicial administration.

The statement of basic materials. Recommendations
for the improvement of methodical approaches to the justifi-
cation of model indicators are proposed, and also bringing
them in line with international standards are suggested.

Conclusions. Solving the problems of reforming the ju-
dicial system of Ukraine will contribute to the optimization of
the legal authority in indicators of the model caseload and on
their basis balance of judicial administration.
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ing judicial administration; basic and model caseload indica-
tors.
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METOAMYHI niaAxXxoau Ao
3BAJIAHCOBAHOIO AIMIHICTPYBAHHS
B OPrAHAX NYBJIYHOI BNNAOU

AkmyanbHicmbs memu docnidxeHHs1. CripusiHHs nideu-
WEeHHI0 sikocmi npasocyd0si € 0OHUM 3 MpuUHYUNie peanizauii
cmpameeii pechopmyeaHHsi cydogoi cucmemu YKpaiHu.

Mocmanoeka npo6remu. 3acmocy8aHHsI MOOesIbHUX M0~
Ka3Hukie y OisimbHocmi cydie nompebye ydOOCKOHaneHHs Me-
moduy4Hux nioxodie ix eusHa4yeHHs1 ma anpobauii.

AHani3 ocmaHHix docnioxeHb i ny6nikayid. [MumaHHsM
800CKOHarneHHs1 cy008020 adMiHiCmpysaHHs MPUCBSIYEHI Hay-
Kosi pobomu npoegidHUX e4eHux, ceped sikux € Benu4yko O.,
Mywenko C. B., KeacHescbka H. []., Hazapoe l. B., O6pyc-
Ha C. F0., lMimep I". ConomoH, Cepdiok O. B., TobiH P., SIHkos-
ceka T. ma iHwi.

BudineHHsi HedocsidXeHUXx 4YacmuH 3a2asibHoi npo-
6nemu. Ocobrusocmi peopeaHisauii cydoeoi disnbHocmi Ha
KOXHOMY emani po3eumky cycrinbcmea rnompebyroms ydo-
CKOHarneHHs1 MemoOu4YHUX nidxodie do obrpyHmysaHHs mode-
JIbHUX MOKa3HUKIi8 3 onmumi3auii cydo8o20 adMiHicmpyeaHHS
K Halbinbw eaxnueoi uinboeoi ¢hyHKUii nybniyHo2o yrpas-
NiHHSA, SiKa pearlbHO 8Iueae Ha AKicmb cydo4uHCmeaa.

lMocmaHoeka 3aedaHHsi. Memoro 0ocriOxeHHSI € yOOCKo-
HarneHHs1 MemooOuYHUX Mioxo0ie wWodo 8U3HAYEHHS MOOeTbHUX
roKa3Hukig cydo8020 aOMiHiCmpy8aHHS.

Buknad ocHosHo20 Mamepiasy. 3anporioHo8aHi peKo-
meHOayji 3 yOocKoHaneHHs1 MemoOu4YHUX rioxodie 0o 0brpyH-
myeaHHs1 MOOEesIbHUX MOKa3HUKi8 ma rpusedeHHsi ix y 8ionosi-
OHicmb 00 MixXHapoOHUX cmaHdapmis.

BucHoeku. Po3g'sizaHHI0 npobnem 3 peghopMy8aHHsI Cy-
dosoi cucmemu YkpaiHu cripusmume onmumi3dauii cy0ogozo
admiHicmpysaHHs1 3a MoKasHUKamu MOOesibHO20 HaeaHma-
JKEHHS1 ma Ha ix ocHogi 36anaHcysaHHs1 cy008020 aOMiHicmpy-
8aHHSI.

Knroyoei cnoea: admiHicmpysaHHs; 36anaHcy8aHHs Cy-
008020 admiHicmpysaHHsi; 6a308i ma MOOesibHI MoKa3HUKU
HaBaHMaXeHHSI.
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Urgency of the research. Promoting the quality of the solution of court disputes is one of the prin-
ciples of implementing the strategy of reforming the judiciary, litigation and related legal institutions at
2015-2020 (further — Strategy) [1-3]. The application of this principle in a practical plane requires the
installation of the range of problems and their causes, which need to be resolved by reforming the ju-
diciary, litigation and related legal institutions to enhance the degree of confidence society to the or-
gans of the judiciary.

Target setting. Change management in the process of reforming the judiciary has shown that the
implementation of the Strategy requires improving the methodological approaches to the definition of
the model indicators for judicial administration.

Actual scientific researches and issues analysis. Issues related to the improvement of judicial
administration, the increase of the efficiency of the courts and the professionalization of the staff of the
courts are devoted to the scientific work of leading domestic and foreign scientists, among them are
Glushchenko S. V., Kvashnevskaya N. D., Nazarov I. V., Obrusna S. Y., Solomon P. G. [4], Tobin R. [5]
and others.
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Uninvestigated parts of general matters defining. Features of judicial reorganisation at each
stage of society development require the improvement of methodological approaches to the calcula-
tion of model indicators for optimization of judicial administration as the most important target function
of public administration, which really affects the quality of legal proceedings.

The research objective. The aim of the study is to improve the methodological approaches to de-
termining the model indicators of judicial administration.

The statement of basic materials. According to articles 124 and 131 of the Law of Ukraine "On
the Judiciary and Status of Judges”, the Regulation on the Council of Judges of Ukraine (CJU), the
CJU Decision Ne 46 of June 9, 2016 [2; 3], approbation of the functional survey and methodological
approaches to the definition of model indicators of the activity of specialized courts was carried out on
the basis of the analysis of the Economic Court of Chernihiv Region (ECCR). In accordance with [2],
all indicators of litigation are based on average (model) indicators through coefficients calculated on
average (five years) data. The model is called the case, the consideration period of which is eight
hours a day. Model indicators are legally established according to statistical surveys or averaged ac-
tually achieved by a certain specialization of the judicial institution indicators.

According to the Decision on the apparatus of the ECCR, the court apparatus performs functions of
administering the work of the court; documentary and informational, technical, financial, personnel,
material and technical support; Interacts with the State Judicial Administration of Ukraine and its terri-
torial directorate in the Chernihiv region.

The object of the research is the process of judicial administration of the ECCR. In the context of
judicial administration research, a link was found between the work of a judge and his subordinate
judge who has his own management system, which results in a quick, productive response of the as-
sistant to the task set by the judge, and the qualitative execution of it with minimum time expenditures
[5-7]. There was a need for certain indicators of the efficiency of judicial administration, which is car-
ried out by the judiciary apparatus. The basis of the analysis of the indicators of the efficiency of judi-
cial administration was laid on three factors: 1) the structure of administration: the organizational work
of a judge and his assistant, control of the judge for the execution of tasks within the competence of
the assistant; 2) administrative management that regulates the relationship between a judge and an
assistant judge; 3) the balance of competence and responsibility between the judge and the assistant
judge, aimed at balancing the burden on the judge.

The results of the analysis of the process of court administration found that achieving a model indica-
tors efficiency and effectiveness of the court it is possible by reducing the number of auxiliary functions of
the administration that are currently must perform the Assistant judge or delegate such other employees
of the apparatus of the court. Changes in the procedures of the judicial administration at the local level
requires formalization and consolidation for assistant judges the main functions: drafting judicial deci-
sions; study and analysis of judicial practice and statistics, systematizing legal positions, the accumula-
tion of analytical materials and information-methodical activity of judges and judicial decisions; use of
information technology in order to maximize professional potential assistants to the judges [6]. So, that is
from the competence and performance of a judge Assistant depends on clear compliance with proce-
dural deadlines when making judicial decisions and effective judicial administration.

Form the planning work of the court involves the number of activities/materials; the number of
judges and employees of the apparatus, which are determined by the State Judicial Administration of
Ukraine. Model (required) the number of staff of the court is calculated as the product between the
number of judges and the coefficient 3.1 [3]. It should be noted that the number of judges is put in de-
pendence on caseload forecast revenue Affairs/materials, the number of pending cases, which ren-
dered judicial decision. The norm of loading of a judge, has been identified and recommended by the
European Commission on the effectiveness of justice and approved by the Decision of the Council of
judges of Ukraine from 09.06.2016 Ne 46 [3].

In order to analyze the required number of regular units of the employees of the apparatus ECCR
formed the basic indicators of the activity of the court by means of automated systems "Office-
management specialized court" (Tab. 1).
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Tablel
Basic indicators of the Economic Court of Chernihiv Region for 2016

Data for the

Ne Indicator . ;
reporting period

I. Output data of the automated case management system

The number of cases and materials that are pending at the beginning of the reporting

1.1 : 283
period

12 Thg gumber of cases and materials submitted for consideration during the reporting 2888
perio

1.3 | The number of pending cases and materials during the reporting period 2860

1.4 | The number of cases that are under consideration at the end of the reporting period 311

15 The number of cases and materials that are pending for more than one year at the end 52

of the reporting period

1.6 | The actual number of judges 18

Il. Basic indicators

1 The number and percentage of cases and materials, the general term for passing, 52 16.7%
. . (Y
which lasts more than one year
I1.2 | Percentage of review the cases 99,0%
11.3 | The average number of examined cases and materials on one judge 159
14 The average number of cases and materials that were reviewed in the reporting period 176
) in calculation of the one single judge
1.5 | The average length of consideration of the case (days) 66
116 Level of satisfaction W_it_h the work of the Court of trial participants, according to the re- 439
) sults of the survey. Unified scale from 1 (very bad) to 5 '
1.7 | The percentage of citizens evaluate the work of the court:"good" (4) and "excellent" (5) 92,4

Source: compiled on the basis of the data: http://cn.arbitr.gov.ua/userfiles/file/_GSCHO/Basic%20performance%200f%20
the%?20court/bp_2016.pdf — as at 01.11.2017

Analysis of the data table 1 showed that according to European standards the model number of the
examined cases of the one single judge in a year is 172 (2016): the deviation from the norms of basic
indicators of ECCR is 13.

As at 01.09.2017 in ECCR the actual number of employees amounted to 85 persons. According to
the model of the Court must be 56 workers apparatus provided the actual number of judges to 18 per-
sons. To achieve approximation to model indices may be due to the optimization of the organizational
structure court of using functional examination (Review Function) [7], the results of which are present-
ed in Tab. 2.

Table 2
Model indicators size of the apparatus of the Economic Court of Chernihiv Region
Indicator Basic Model

Head of Staff, deputy head 2 2
Assistants of Judges and Secretaries of court sessions 47 36
Department of information, technical, household and statistics 5 4
Analytical Department 5
Office 9 4
Financial Department 5 2
Household Department 7 5
Staff-office management Department 5 3

According to the data of the Tab. 2, it is advisable, in addition to reducing the number of staff, to
reorganize the departments through their association. These measures are aimed at saving budget
funds and will help to improve the administration of the court apparatus. Taking into account the offi-
cial salaries approved by the staff post, the wage fund per month (at the rate of 85 units) is 347419
UAH. As a result of reduction and optimization of the staff structure, savings will be 127296 UAH.

Conclusion. First, by European standards, the model number of cases reviewed per judge in 2016
amounted to 172 cases. In 2017, the indicator is used in 183 cases/year without taking into account
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the specifics of the court and cases, as well as the activities of judges who can be tapped as a judge-
speaker, the presiding judge, the judge-reporter, judge — member of the Board. At the same time, in
accordance with the methods of distribution of limiting the volume of consumption expenditures be-
tween the stewards of budget funds are not taken into account the recommendations of the USAID
Project "Fair Justice" on the application of the complexity cases indicators, the participation and the
caseload indicators for judicial institutions in various jurisdictions are different: from 0.3 to 1.34.

Secondly, the correlation of the number of staff of the Court to the personnel number of the judges
should be based on the priority of the court judicial administration practice, which expert assessment
showed that this correlation must be within the values of 3.5-3.8.

Thirdly, to optimize judicial administration and to calculate the basic indicators, the number of staff
and judges, it is necessary to improve the methodology and practice of applying the indicators of
model caseload on judges, taking into account the specifics of courts of different jurisdictions.

Fourthly, the resolution of the problems related to the reform of the judicial system of Ukraine will
be facilitated by active information activities in the media space and systematic work on events in the
format of training on the exchange of experience of judges of other countries, international experts,
scientists, profile public organizations, internships abroad, public and local self-government.
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