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   Reform of the criminal procedure legislation of the Republic of Serbia - new challenges
The process of reforming the criminal procedure legislation of Serbia began with the work on drawing up the Criminal Procedure Code from 2001
, and from the aspect of its current state, its final result is the Criminal Procedure Code from 2011.
 Generally, there are two key objectives of the process of reforming this branch of law. This refers primarily to the creation of a normative basis for more efficient criminal proceedings, but not at the expense of freedoms and rights of a human being and a citizen in general as guaranteed by national legislation and relevant international acts. The second objective is harmonization of the criminal procedure legislation of Serbia with the legal solutions present in contemporary comparative criminal procedure legislation and the tendencies present in modern criminal law science in general. Accordingly, the author analyses the most important amendments in the criminal procedure legislation of the Republic of Serbia in order to achieve the desired efficiency through the following issues: firstly, the public prosecutor as a powerful figure of the criminal procedure legislation of Serbia; secondly, introducing a preparatory hearing; thirdly, the novelties in the system of legal remedies and final considerations.

Public Prosecutor as a Powerful Figure
of the Criminal Procedure Legislation of Serbia 
The introduction of a prosecutorial investigation into the criminal procedure legislation of Serbia represents a major shift in the position of the public prosecutor in the criminal procedure, which before the latest changes was in the jurisdiction of the court, which was typical of the countries of the European Continental legal system. The position of the public prosecutor with the function of prosecution is determined in terms of his management role in the pre-trial procedure ( Cvorovic, 2013 ), as well as in terms of conducting the investigation, raising the indictment, and enforcing the legal remedies. In accordance with his management role in the pre-trial procedure, the public prosecutor directs and coordinates the activities of the police and other entities, submits requests to the police for undertaking actions in the pre-trial procedure and ultimately makes a decision on the filed criminal complaint. Namely, the police can take action in the pre-trial procedure on their own initiative, as soon as there are grounds for suspicion that a criminal offense which is prosecutable ex officio has been committed, with the aim of discovering the criminal offense, the perpetrator, collecting the traces and objects of the crime that can serve as evidence (Article 286, CPC).
Some of the operational actions are: collecting information from citizens, inspection of vehicles, passengers and luggage, establishment of identities, etc. It is necessary to emphasize that the public prosecutor, in accordance with his management role, can take over the execution of certain actions from the police at any moment. Also, the police can take over a large number of evidentiary actions in the pre-trial procedure, some on their own initiative (investigation, temporary seizure of objects, expertise, reconstruction, etc.) while for certain evidentiary actions a court approval or proposal by a public prosecutor is necessary. The search of a dwelling and persons is carried out by the police, but only following the proposal of the public prosecutor and the approval of the preliminary procedure judge, as well as obtaining biometric samples for whose undertaking the approval of the public prosecutor or the court is necessary. After all undertaken actions, the public prosecutor decides whether to initiate a criminal proceeding by accepting a criminal complaint and issuing an order to carry out the investigation, dismissing a criminal complaint or returning a criminal complaint to the police to be supplemented. In line with the above, we can conclude that the public prosecutor is the key subject of the pre-trial procedure, but also of the criminal procedure, since the efficiency ( Bejatovic, 2015 ) of the criminal procedure depends on the efficiency of the pre-trial procedure.
Introducing Preparatory Hearing

One of the most important novelties that were brought by the valid text of the CPC is the introduction of a preparatory hearing. The aim of its introduction is to make the parties declare themselves as early as possible in the procedural phase in terms of their "evidentiary intentions" in relation to the future main trial, thus enabling the court in question to appropriately plan the time of hearings, the duration and the course of the main trial, which should all be in the function of its effectiveness. As such, it represents the stage of criminal procedure which, according to the legal systematics, is included among the elements of the preparation for the main trial. By its content, it is reduced to the appropriate parties’ stating of their positions in relation to the subject-matter of the charges, providing certain evidentiary reasoning, the manifestation of the relevant evidentiary initiative and, in general, it constitutes a kind of preliminary "confrontation" between the parties before the court by applying the principle of contradiction. In addition, there is also the possibility for the court to make a number of important decisions, including the decision to suspend the criminal proceedings, as a way of ending it (Skulic, 2010), already at this stage, before the main trial.
The obligation to hold a preparatory hearing depends on the nature of the criminal offense observed from the point of view of the criteria of the type and the amount of the prescribed criminal sanction. Pursuant to this criterion, holding a preparatory hearing is mandatory for criminal offenses punishable by a term of imprisonment of twelve years and more, and for milder criminal offenses (crimes for which a sentence of imprisonment of up to twelve years is prescribed), it does not have to be held if the president of the panel considers that given the evidence collected, controversial factual and legal issues or the complexity of the case it is not necessary to hold a preparatory hearing (optionality of hearings).

The preparatory hearing is held before the president of the panel within the deadlines prescribed by the CPC and respecting four basic rules for its maintenance. Firstly, the parties state their positions in relation to the subject-matter of the charges, the evidence to be presented at the main trial is explained, new evidence is proposed, the factual and legal questions which will be the subject-matter of discussion at the trial are determined, a decision is rendered on a plea agreement, on detention and on discontinuing criminal proceedings, as well as on other issues which the court finds of relevance for holding the main trial. Secondly, the preparatory hearing is held before the president of the panel, in camera. Thirdly, in the summons for the preparatory hearing, the president of the panel shall caution the parties and the injured party that a main trial may be held at a preparatory hearing. Fourthly, provisions on the trial are applied accordingly to the preparatory hearing, unless specified otherwise by this Code (Article 345, paragraphs 1-4).

Novelties in the System of Legal Remedies
The basic novelties in the system of legal remedies are in the function of increasing the efficiency of criminal proceedings. To this end, the obligation of the court of second instance is prescribed to give final judgment if the first-instance verdict in the same case has already been annulled once. Or, there is also the prescription of deadlines for conduct - deciding on the submitted legal remedy. According to the above, it is the duty of the court of second instance to submit its decision with the files to the court of first instance within four months at the latest, and if the accused is in custody – no later than three months from the day the judge's rapporteur receives the court's file with the proposal of the public prosecutor. The exception is only a particularly complex case where such a deadline can be extended for another 60 days if the accused is in custody for a maximum of 30 days (Skulic, 2016). Or, there is also the institute of deciding by the court of first instance on the appeal. Its essence is that when facts are presented in the appeal and new evidence is proposed, which, according to the president of the panel of the first instance court, can contribute to a comprehensive debate on the subject of proof, the panel will reopen the main trial and resume the evidentiary proceedings. An appeal against a new verdict of a first instance court that confirms or reverses an earlier judgment may be appealed in accordance with the provisions of the Code (Article 443, paragraphs 2-4). Then, there is a legal solution by which the defendant and his defence counsel can appear as the right holders to file a request for the protection of legality in addition to the Republic Public Prosecutor.

Final Considerations
The analysis of this issue indicates the influence of a number of factors on the efficiency of the criminal procedure as an international legal standard, and that the latest reform of the criminal procedural legislation of Serbia successfully opposes new challenges. One of the most important tools in the realization of efficiency is the legalization of a number of procedural institutes, the introduction of prosecutorial investigation, as well as the mutual cooperation between the subjects of the criminal procedure, among which the public prosecutor is particularly significant. In addition to the successful steps in the reform process, the attitude of the author is that it is necessary to continue working on the reform of our criminal procedural legislation, with the aim of creating an even more efficient normative basis.
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