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May 9, 2005

The Rt. Hon. Paul Martin, P.C., M.P.
Prime Minister of Canada
House of Commons

Dear Prime Minister,

I am proud to present to you this report, which documents the observations
of the Canadian contingent I led to Ukraine in respect of its historic national
election on December 26, 2004.

This was a total team effort, and the Canadian delegation performed to the highest professional standard s . Our
mission was to observe the election to ensure that it respected the principles of democracy—nothing more.
I made that point very clear to all the delegates in our group prior to our departure, and I was informed from
all my leads on the ground in Ukraine that our mission was accomplished.

The people of Ukraine, its institutions and candidates ran an election free from incident and irregularity that
caused the run-off to occur in the first place.

We observed democracy in action. I personally visited with campaign teams, election officials and several
polling stations on election day, and found the process and activities to be in keeping with standards that we
would observe in Canada.

I am proud to have led a delegation of such dedicated Canadians who share my vision for participatory
democracy and who ably represented Canada in this historic observation mission. Our effort on the ground
highlighted Canada’s role as a leader in promoting democracy throughout the world.

When democracy triumphs, it is a victory for the people regardless of which political party or leader gets the
most votes. I can say without reservation that the people won this election, because our report finds that it
was conducted in a fair, open and democratic way.

I want to thank you, Prime Minister, for your confidence in my ability to lead this delegation and all others
who were involved in the planning and execution of this mission.

Respectfully submitted,

The Rt. Hon. John N. Turner, P.C., C.C., Q.C.
Head of Mission
Canadian Observers Mission to Ukraine





Final Report v

CONTENTS

Mandate  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

Preparation: December 6–23  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

Pre-election Days: December 24 and 25  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Election Day: Voting on December 26  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

Election Day: Ballot Counting  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

Conclusions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

Lessons Learned  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

Appendix I: Region/Oblast Observer Summary Statistics  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

• Territorial Electoral Commissions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
• Voting and Counting  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17
• Preparedness and Opening  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

Appendix II: Acknowledgements  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32





On December 27, 2004, the Governments of Canada
and Ukraine were presented with the interim report
of the Canadian Observers Mission (“the Mission”)
for the repeat second round of the Ukrainian
Presidential election.

This final report provides additional information
d rawn from debriefings with team leaders, observe r s ,
regional liaison officers (RLOs) and the Mission
secretariat. These additional elements include
further observations from the field, suggested
improvements for future Canada Corps election
missions, statistical information by oblast (prov i n c e )
and acknowledgement of participants and those in
both Canada and Ukraine who contributed to the
Mission.

Mandate

The role assigned to the Canadian Observers Mission
was straightforward: to observe the election and
provide an impartial assessment of the conditions in
which voting took place and of compliance with
Ukrainian electoral procedures. The Mission was
not mandated to observe or comment on any
election-related judicial proceedings nor on matters
such as media coverage or balance.

Preparation: December 6–23

The Mission was announced on December 6, 2004,
by the Honourable Aileen Carroll, Minister of
International Cooperation, and the Honourable
Pierre Pettigrew, Minister of Foreign Affairs. In that
announcement, Canada committed to send approxi-
mately 500 observers for the repeat second round of
the Ukrainian presidential election, which had been
mandated by the Ukrainian Supreme Court on
December 3, 2004.

Well over 4,000 Canadians applied to participate in
the Mission, notwithstanding the holiday season
and the short time frame for training and departure.
The task of selecting and training the 463 observers
was assigned to CANADEM, which performed the

task admirably, conducting the selection, accredita-
tion and transportation of the observers in only
10 days.

Simultaneously, the Canadian Embassy in Kyiv had
preparations underway in Ukraine, increasing their
staff complement, establishing and staffing a
secretariat and dealing with the Central Election
Commission on documentation and accreditation,
along with making arrangements for the travel and
accommodation of observers. Observers were
selected on the basis of a number of criteria,
including international or domestic election
experience, facility in Ukrainian and/or Russian,
and professional, educational or other experience in
Ukraine. Participants were required to attend two
days of training in Ottawa on December 20 and 21.

The Ottawa sessions, organized by the Centre for
Intercultural Learning, offered practical training on
election procedures, the activities expected of (and
precluded to) international observers, and above all,
the requirement of absolute impartiality. This point
was inculcated throughout the training and was
well understood by all participants, who signed a
code of conduct in this regard. In addition, the
sessions provided the observers with an overview of
the history, culture and prevailing political circum-
stances of Ukraine and with practical information
on travel abroad, media relations, personal security
and so forth.

Observers departed for Kyiv on December 21–22.
Further training sessions were held on arrival in
Kyiv on the specifics of Ukrainian electoral law and
on the kinds of documentation that observers
would encounter in the field. The assistance of the
Committee of Voters of Ukraine and the Canadian
Embassy in Ukraine was invaluable in this regard.

T wenty-one teams of approximately twenty observe r s
each were finalized. Locations for the deployment
of these teams were selected to ensure broad
geographic coverage while taking into account
irregularities reported during the first Presidential
run-off vote held on November 21. Two teams each
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were assigned to the three oblasts (Luhansk,
Donetsk and Cherkassy), which had experienced
especially serious problems during the first run-off.
The teams departed for their respective destinations
on December 23 through 25, in most cases,
travelling long distances to their destinations.

In addition, the Mission has cooperated with other
bodies of international observers, most notably the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE), to which Canada contributed
98 short-term and 12 long-term observers. Nine
Canadian parliamentarians participated as
observers as members of the delegation of the OSCE
Parliamentary Association. The Mission has also
worked alongside the National Democratic Institute,
the International Republican Institute, and German,
Israeli, Moldovan, and Polish delegations. In all,
t h e re we re more than 12,000 international observe r s
in Ukraine, and a coordinated effort led to broad
coverage of polling locations with minimal
duplication and overlap.

It should be noted that, while not part of the
Canadian Observers Mission, a further 300 or so
Canadians were deployed from Canada as observers
by the Ukrainian Canadian Congress, as well as
approximately 200 expatriate Canadians living in
Ukraine.

Pre-election Days: December 24
and 25

Meetings we re arranged in order to exchange inform-
ation between the Head of Mission and significant
actors in the election. Discussions were conducted
on December 24 with Oleksandr Zinchenko, manager
of the Victor Yushchenko campaign, on December
25 with Yaroslav Davydovych, Head of the Central
Election Commission, and with Geert Ahrens,
Director of the OSCE’s Office for Democratic Insti-
tutions and Human Rights. A meeting was arranged
for December 24 with Taras Chornovil, campaign
manager of the Victor Yanukovych campaign, but
this was unable to proceed when Mr. Chornovil was
unavailable at the appointed place and time.

A strong sentiment was expressed by all on the
importance of a free and fair vote. Mr. Davydovych
stated that the Central Election Commission had
done everything within its capacity to ensure
fairness. This included the implementation of
revised electoral legislation, which established
parity between the two campaigns on electoral
committees, strict control of the vote count and the
development of a "triple protection system" for the
delivery of the protocols (i.e. the ballot results).

Mr. Davydovych anticipated that unofficial
preliminary results would be announced late on
December 27 or early on December 28, but was
unable to confirm a date certain for the announce-
ment of final results. In fact, due to extensive legal
proceedings, the final results were not announced
until January 10, 2005, one hour before the 15-day
deadline. There were several expressions of
appreciation of the presence and scale of the
Canadian contribution.

In the field, our observers reported being welcomed
in most, but by no means all, polling stations and
territorial commissions visited, and in some few
instances, being refused admission outright. This
varied not only between regions, but also between
polls within regions. Observers had a preset series
of questions to ask of election officials and scruti-
neers from the two camps. Despite reluctance in
some cases, there was broad cooperation in answer-
ing these questions to the satisfaction our observers.

As for the level of preparedness, some concerns
were raised, including:

• polling stations without ballots and/or voting
lists as of late on December 25

• late-arriving ballots being distributed
haphazardly to poll officials by Territorial
Election Commissions

• voting booths by windows failing to adequately
protect voter privacy

• candidate posters and voting instructions not
posted

• absence of ink pads for required ballot stamps
• inaccuracies in voter lists
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It should be noted that while these complaints arose
in several oblasts, they did not appear to be particu-
larly widespread, other than the concerns expressed
about late-arriving ballots. More problematic was
the timing of the Constitutional Court's December
25 decision to strike down a new provision limiting
the number of electors permitted to vote in their
homes. This decision restored eligibility to vote at
home beyond the seriously disabled to those with a
moderate disability. On the one hand, the timing
left officials scrambling to adapt. On the other, an
8 p.m. deadline raised the likelihood that some
disabled electors would have been unable to add
their names to the list for home voting.

Notwithstanding the concerns listed above, the
overall impression of our observers on the eve of
the election was one of broad cooperation by
officials, reasonable levels of preparation, and
compliance with Ukrainian election rules, coloured
by organizational deficiencies and infractions of a
technical nature.

Election Day: Voting on
December 26

For the most part, polling stations appear to have
opened as scheduled at 8 a.m. Reports from the field
indicated that voting proceeded properly and that
this was true of all oblasts and all but a small
number of polls. Several observers commented that
parity between the camps at polling locations
engendered cooperation and that adherents of both
candidates worked together to make the voting run
smoothly and fairly.

This was borne out in my own experience in
polling stations in the City of Kyiv and in the town
of Kozelets and village of Suray, both in Chernihiv
oblast. The polls I toured were well organized, with

a logical layout for registration, privacy for voting,
etc. The bipartisan representatives of the local
commissions indicated that there had been no
contentious issues, and voting proceeded in an
orderly fashion and in an atmosphere of coopera-
tion between the two camps. This was indeed what
I observed personally, as did my advance team who
arrived unannounced somewhat earlier in the day.
These polling stations would have done credit to
Elections Canada in any of the eight campaigns that
I contested.

There were some notable exceptions and observed
infractions:

• police and/or militia inside polling stations
(Volyn)

• observers refused entry to a prison (Kharkiv)
• no-show of scrutineers and officials (Rivne)
• tension and lack of cooperation from officials

(Luhansk, Odesa, Donetsk)
• confusion over mobile-ballot rules (Cherkassy)
• voting without identification (Mykolayiv,

Khmelnytsky, Volyn, Cherkassy)
• substantial numbers of voters left off voter lists

(Odessa)
• officials revising stated numbers of mobile ballots

only when questioned (Cherkassy, Odesa)
• improperly sealed ballot boxes, both regular and

mobile (widespread)
• fewer ballot boxes than required by law (Volyn,

Mykolayiv)
• large excess of spare ballots above the 1%

permitted by law (Chernihiv)
• ballots pre-counted prior to arrival of observers

and scrutineers (Chernihiv)
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Key aspects of changes to the law were respected overall. In a few cases, individuals voted with
identification which was called into question... Consensus of commission members was that these
[restrictions on mobile voting] were too severe. Nevertheless, the law was obeyed.

— Bohdan Klid, Team Leader, Cherkassy Group

Ballot counting tended to be slow, but consistently resulted in legitimate and credible results.
Hence, despite some procedural deficiencies, the objective of a fair and transparent election was
achieved in this region [Chernivtsi], based on Mission observations.

— David Fleet, Team Leader, Chernivtsi

There were no perceived instances of electoral fraud that could in any reasonable fashion have been
proved or substantiated. Voting appears to have proceeded entirely consistent with the true
intentions of the enfranchised parties.

— Roman B. Karpishka, Team Leader, Sumy

In Volyn the election was fair, free and proper. There were a number of minor irregularities and
technical glitches. There was nothing, however, to indicate that the vote was fraudulent or that
irregularities and glitches affected the overall result. In Volyn the vote total as counted was an
accurate reflection of the will of the voters.

— David Matas, Team Leader, Volyn

With the exception of two polling stations, there was parity of representation in [Polling Station
Electoral Commissions] between Yanukovych and Yushchenko members of the [Polling Station
Electoral Commissions], and their accredited observers for the most part worked well together in a
relatively harmonious and collegial manner. Both sides were of the opinion that the voting process
ran in a smooth and transparent manner and did not cite any major problems or violations.
However, the Yushchenko commission members were quick to point out minor problems and
errors, but stated that these did not have any impact on the election process.

— Ronald Sorobey, Team Leader, Luhansk #1

There were very few major instances in our polling stations in Khmelnitskiy. Elderly voters were
reportedly paid 20 hryvnia to vote for Yanukovych [in TEC-196, District 87]. A man previously
identified as intimidating voters wandered in and out of the room without accreditation [in TEC-
196, District 76]. The mayor of a village repeatedly interfered with the voting process and the
control papers in this polling station were signed after the count [in TEC-192, District 170].

— Orest Zakydalsky, Team Leader, Khmelnytsky

casting his ballot having refused to disclose his
choice and unaccredited individuals compromised
the privacy of the voting booth by looking over the
shoulders of electors. The local election official
declined to intervene against this intimidation of
electors. Fortunately, this kind of intimidation
appears to have been truly exceptional.

There were also examples of direct interference
with electors. In Chernihiv, an election official
was observed instructing electors to vote for
Mr. Yanukovych. In the most egregious example, in
Poll No. 21 in Donetsk, electors were subject to
various forms of harassment, including demands to
reveal how they had voted prior to depositing their
ballots. One elector was physically prevented from
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A more comprehensive list of observed infractions,
sorted by oblast, is appended hereto as Appendix 1.

Election Day: Ballot Counting

Field observations on ballot counting and the
reporting of election results were consistent with
earlier reports on the conduct of the vote, namely
that the count proceeded in a fair and orderly
manner. Teams in all oblasts expressed confidence
that the ballots were counted accurately at the
polling stations, the protocols fairly reflected the
counts, they were duly reported to the Territorial
Election Commissions (TECs), and the TECs
properly aggregated and reported the results to the
Central Electoral Commission.

This is not to say that the counting of ballots passed
without incident. First, the count was time-
consuming, and in many instances, polling stations
and TECs were completing their work well into
December 27.

There were also a number of irregularities or
infractions observed by the Mission, including:

• power failures at polling stations accompanied by
suspicious activity around the ballots (Odesa,
Crimea)

• discrepancies between the number of ballots cast
and the number of control slips (Zaporizhzhia)

• the TEC had not yet opened to receive ballots as
of 4 a.m. (Rivne)

• apparent bias regarding spoiled ballots
(Mykolayiv)

As with the conduct of voting, it should be re i t e ra t e d
that these observations were very much the
exception, and observers expressed confidence in
the veracity of the counting and reporting process.

Conclusions

The sentiment heard everywhere in Ukraine was a
desire that the election be held freely and fairly
and that it be a true reflection of the will of the
Ukrainian people. On December 27, on the basis
of reports from the field, we were able to draw a
preliminary conclusion that this wish was on the
ve rge of being fulfilled. Having now had the opportu-
nity to hear directly from observers, I am all the
more confident that the election was a fair one.

This opinion draws on the assessments made by the
nearly 350 Canadian observers who, in their duties
as members of the Mission, visited more than
1,500 polling stations throughout Ukraine. Though
our conclusions derive solely from our own observa -
tions, we take note of the fact that our assessment
was echoed by other national and international
bodies, comprising 12,000 observers. Among them
were 110 Canadians contributed by Canada Corps
to the OSCE mission, along with 9 Canadian
parliamentarians who reported through the OSCE
parliamentary mission.

No election is run flaw l e s s l y, and that of December 2 6
saw some irregularities and infractions. While most
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Intermittently, but too often, ballot
counting and reporting procedures were
confusing and unnecessarily lengthy.
Reform would assist all electoral
participants in future elections, and
Canadian assistance in that regard
would be consistent with the purpose of
this Mission.

— David Fleet, Team Leader, Chernivtsi

The failure to comply strictly with the
ballot box sealing law was worrisome
because it allowed room for
manipulation. A ballot box not properly
sealed from the beginning could have
been stuffed subsequently and then
sealed. However, there was no evidence
that this actually happened.

— David Matas, Team Leader, Volyn



were of a technical nature, some were more serious.
The overall impression was, nevertheless, one of
fairness.

We observed Ukrainian electors voting freely,
without hindrance from officials or partisan elec-
tion workers. It appeared that those who were
entitled to vote were permitted to do so, and those
who did were accurately instructed and their ballots
held securely. It was evident also that counting of
ballots at the local level and the aggregation of
results at the Territorial Election Commissions and
Central Election Commission had been done
properly.

Post-election legal proceedings delayed the
announcement of official results and it was not
until January 10, 2005, that the Central Election
Commission declared that Mr. Yuschenko had
defeated his opponent by 2.3 million votes. Given
the margin of victory and the low incidence of
observed infractions, those that did occur could not
have had a material effect on the outcome of the
election.

Turnout was high, certainly by North American
s t a n d a rds, with more than 29 million electors casting
their ballots for a turnout in excess of 77 percent,
this notwithstanding the fact that Ukraine has
already been through two presidential votes in as
many months. This presented undoubted challenges
to officials as they strove to ensure that the demo-
cratic will of the Ukrainian people was expressed.

Our observations allow us to say with confidence
that those challenges were met. A repeated theme in
discussions with the observers was their admiration
for the dedication of people working at the polling
stations. They were similarly impressed with the
value that Ukrainians place on their vote and with
the sense of community exhibited by people in their
efforts to deliver voters to the polls.

Lessons Learned

On December 28, 2004, two debriefing sessions we re
conducted with observers on their return to Ky i v.
Their commentary was very positive about the per-
formance of the mission, the warm reception offere d
by the people of Ukra i n e, and the strongly held
sentiment that the election had been free and fair.

Over the course of the two sessions, a number of
suggestions were offered as to how the mission
might have been improved.

The first of these falls into the category of better
p reparing observers for their ro l e. While participants
appreciated the briefings that they had received on
Ukrainian politics and culture, several stated that
they would have benefited from more in-depth
training on Ukrainian election law and practice, i.e.
what is, and is not, allowable. It was also suggested
that side-by-side translation of the election law be
provided.
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Team Leader assignments be communi-
cated a minimum of two days before
deployment to country.

Canadian embassy staff deployed as
monitors be integrated with their
assigned team, thereby providing the
Team Leader and the team members
with an opportunity to benefit from
their local knowledge and prior election
monitoring experience.

Teams be placed in their oblast no later
than two days prior to the election.

Team Leader debriefing session be held
before dispersal of teams and return to
Canada.

— Zorianna Hyworon
Team Leader, Chernihiv



Others felt that in-person training by observers
from previous rounds might have better prepared
first-time observers on what to expect regarding
relations with election officials and infractions to
look out for.

Video and still cameras were permitted in polling
locations but were not available to mission
o b s e r vers other than to those few who had bro u g h t
their own. I understand that video evidence prov i d e d
by Canada’s Ukraine Transparency & Election
Monitoring Project (UTEMP) was given significant
weight by the Ukrainian Supreme Court in its
decision to invalidate the results of the November
21, 2004, vote. In future Canada Corps missions,
video footage could prove highly useful in providing
evidence on any infractions observed, though
I would note that not all electoral regimes, Canada’s
included, allow the use of video cameras inside
polling locations.

The second set of suggestions applies to the deploy-
ment of the Mission. Several participants remarked
that the schedule was compressed very tightly,
bundling some observers from long transatlantic
flights into longer train rides with little time on the
ground in preparation for election day. This was
l i kely unavoidable given the time ava i l a b l e. It should
also be noted that this sentiment was expressed
amidst widespread admiration for the way in which
the Mission came together in such a short time
frame.

Other suggestions included the assignment of teams
and pairs prior to departure from Canada in order
for people to build rapport and learn about each
other’s relative strengths. Last, there were some
calls to improve the quality of maps provided and
translators retained, and to give more information
on matters such as the payment of drivers and
translators.

Organizationally, the only concern voiced was in
regard to the dual reporting structure. In the first
column were the volunteers: the teams of observers
and their 21 Team Leaders, who reported to the

Head of Mission through the Chief of Staff. In the
second column we re the 21 Regional Liaison Officers,
drawn from the public service ranks of Foreign
Affairs Canada (FAC), Canadian International
Development Agency (CIDA), and Citizenship and
Immigration, and reporting through the Chief of
Field Operations. While this arrangement worked
well in most instances, there was occasional
confusion in the field as to where final decision-
making authority rested.

The Mission’s mandate was observation and
reporting to the Government of Canada not by the
Government of Canada, so the Mission was
appropriately structured as a non-governmental
organization with its own leadership. For their part,
the Regional Liaison Officers brought operational
expertise in Eastern Europe and greater experience
in dealing with new cultural and political environ-
ments. There were no problems of any real
consequence arising from this structure in Ukraine,
but on future Canada Corps missions a clear delinea-
tion of roles and responsibilities will likely prove
helpful.

As teething troubles for the very first Canada Corps
mission, these are minor indeed. They are weighed
against a universally held sense of accomplishment
on the part of the observers. The feeling most widely
expressed is that they have made a contribution of
enduring value by being both contributors and
witnesses to a turning point in history. This sense
was bolstered by the many Ukrainian voters and
officials who expressed their gratitude.

The Mission went from a concept to a completed
project in just three weeks. It recruited, trained and
transported 463 people over a distance of 7,500 km,
dispersed them to over 1,500 locations in 17 oblasts
and in the city of Kyiv, kept in touch throughout,
reassembled everyone in Kyiv, returned them to
Ottawa and got them all home again. The Mission
was completed without any significant altercation,
injury or illness—or even a missed plane or train.
Seen in this light, the accomplishment is truly
remarkable.
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There is one last observation that I will permit
myself as Head of Mission. Prior to the departure of
Canada Corps, questions were raised as to whether
Canadians, and especially those of Ukrainian
extraction, would exhibit the requisite impartiality.
The question was posed at my first news confere n c e
and followed the Mission to Ukraine. As noted
above, there were undertakings signed and training
given, but in the end, compliance was up to the
individual consciences of the hundreds of observers.
In this event, there was not one untoward or
partisan incident involving a Canada Corps
participant. Our observers conducted themselves
with the utmost professionalism. Canada can be
justly proud of all who participated and all who got
them there and back.

On behalf of the Canadian Observers Mission,
I would once again like to thank our hosts, the
Government of Ukraine, for inviting us to
participate in this election and the thousands of
volunteers and election officials who welcomed us.

I believe all of the observers share my delight in
having been able to participate in such a critical,
and ultimately successful, moment in Ukraine's
history.

Sincerely,
The Rt. Hon. John N. Turner, P.C., C.C., Q.C.
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Appendix I: Region/Oblast Observer Summary Statistics

TERRITORIAL ELECTORAL COMMISSIONS

TEC members

Team # of TECs
observed

A A
%

B B
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 100

Cherkassy -2 4 3 75 0 0 1 25

Chernihiv 4 4 100 0 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 100 0

Crimea (Sevastopol) 1 1 100 0 0 0 0

Dnipropetrovsk 1

Donetsk -1

Donetsk -2 4 3 75 0 0 1 25

Kharkiv 100 0 0

Kherson 7 7 100

Khmelnytsky

Kyiv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 3 2 67 0 0 1 33

Luhansk -2

L’viv 1 1 100 0 0

Mykolayiv 4 4 100 0 0 0

Odesa 8 8 100 0 0 0

Rivne 9 6 67 0 0 3 33

Sumy 1

Volyn

Zaporizhzhia 4 3 75 1 25 0 0

Total 49 43 88 0 0 0 0

A) Representatives of two candidates represented, according to the law
B) Absence of parity
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TERRITORIAL ELECTORAL COMMISSIONS (CONT.)

TEC conduct

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy –1 100 0 0 0

Cherkassy –2 4 3 75 0 0 0 0 1 25

Chernihiv 4 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 83 0 0 17

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 1 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Dnipropetrovsk 2 0 0 1 50 1 50 0

Donetsk –1 Almost
all

Donetsk –2 4 3 75 0 0 0 0 1 25

Kharkiv 100 0 0 0

Kherson 7 7 100

Khmelnytsky

Kyiv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 3 1 33 0 0 0 0 2 67

Luhansk -2

L’viv 1 1 100 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 4 3 75 1 25 0 0 0

Odesa 8 6 75 1 13 0 0 1 13

Rivne 9 6 67 0 0 0 0 3

Sumy 100 0 0 0

Volyn

Zaporizhzhia 4 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 51 39 77 3 6 1 2 8 16

Team # of TECs
observed

A A
%

A) TEC generally conducted its functions according to procedures
B) TEC lost control over the process
C) TEC intentionally deviated from procedures
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VOTING AND COUNTING

Precinct set-up

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 65 24 11

Cherkassy -2 8 6 75 1 12.5 1 12.5 0

Chernihiv 55 45 0 0

Chernivtsi 77 1 1 11

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 38 19 50 15 39.5 4 10.5 0 0

Donetsk -1 66 62 93.9 2 3 2 3 0

Donetsk -2 55 24 43.6 7 12.7 4 7.3 15 2

Kharkiv 84 15 1 0

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 54 30 55.6 24 44.4 0 0

Kyiv 3 3 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 70 44 62.9 19 27.1 4 5.7 3 4.3

Luhansk -2 46 31 67.4 8 17.4 2 4.3 4 8.7

L’viv 80 64 80 11 13.8 5 6.3 0

Mykolayiv 10 2 20 8 80 0 0

Odesa 85 65 76.5 10 11.8 1 1.2 9 10.6

Rivne 9 8 88.9 1 11.1 0 0 0 0

Sumy 60 44 73.3 10 16.7 2 3.3 0

Volyn 56 42 75 10 17.9 4 7.1 0

Zaporizhzhia 78 31 39.7 37 47.4 7 9 3 3.8

Total 774 524 68 168 22 38 4.9 34 4

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) Adequate
B) Acceptable
C) Unacceptable

Dnipropetrovsk 56 49 87.5 5 8.9 2 3.6 0
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VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Mobile voting

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 15.32

Cherkassy -2 19 66 29 43.9 28 42.4 4 6.1 28 42.4

Chernihiv 19 1 1 100 1 100 0 0

Chernivtsi 15.3 72 72 4

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 33 1 1 1 1 0

Donetsk -1 48 48 48 100 48 100 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -2 53.24 55 28 50.9 27 26 47.3

Kharkiv 17.82 100 100 28

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 20

Kyiv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 45.57 70 44 62.9 44 62.9 3 4.3 23 32.9

Luhansk -2 46 36 78.3 36 78.3 6 13 7 15

L’viv 22 100 100

Mykolayiv 965 78 46 59 48 61.5 13 16.7 19 24.4

Odesa 15.97 85 54 63.5 54 63.5 21 24.7 27 31.8

Rivne <5% 58 42 72.4 42 72.4 6 10.3 9 15.5

Sumy 7.5 60 36 60 36 60 0 24 40

Volyn 26.15 57 51 89.5 0 0 6 10.5 0

Zaporizhzhia 11.78 38 38 100 38 100 38 100 0 0

Total 669 457 68 406 61 98 15 163 24

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

PEC members and persons who accompanied ballot box

A) Yanukovych
B) Yushchenko
C) Others

Average #
of requests

Dnipropetrovsk 22.5 6 3 50 3 50
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VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Voter lists
(Article 36)

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 76 22 0 1

Cherkassy -2 66 43 65.2 13 20 5 7.6 5 7.6

Chernihiv 11 67 22

Chernivtsi 78 10 0 12

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 41 23 56.1 17 42 1 2.4 0 0

Donetsk -1 66 57 86.4 9 14 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -2 55 45 81.8 3 5.5 0 0 1 1.8

Kharkiv 82 18 0

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 56 50 89.3 6 11 0 0 0

Kyiv 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 70 54 77.1 8 11 0 0 5 7.1

Luhansk -2 46 30 65.2 8 17.4 0 0 8 17.4

L’viv 78 65 83.3 10 13 3 3.8 0 0

Mykolayiv 71 50 70.4 16 23 1 1.4 4 5.6

Odesa 85 54 63.5 21 25 6 7.1 4 4.7

Rivne 58 52 89.7 6 10 0 0 0 0

Sumy 60 57 95 3 5 0 0 0 0

Volyn 62 55 88.7 7 11 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 78 41 52.6 22 28 12 15 3 3.8

Total 953 734 77 152 16 28 3 31 3

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) There were no obvious problems with voter lists, or small errors in names on the voter lists were corrected
B) There were some voters who were not on the voter lists
C) A significant number of people could not vote because of incorrect voter lists

Dnipropetrovsk 55 52 94.5 3 5.5 0 0 0 0
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VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Issuing
(Article 76, part 1)

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 86 5 1.7 4

Cherkassy -2 66 62 93.9 0 0 0 0 4 6.1

Chernihiv 100 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 95 1 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 34 30 88.2 3 8.8 1 2.9 0 0

Donetsk -1 66 64 97 0 0 0 0 2 3

Donetsk -2 55 52 94.5 0 0 0 0 3 5.5

Kharkiv 100 0 0 0

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 54 50 92.6 4 7.4 0

Kyiv

Luhansk -1 70 67 95.7 0 0 5 7.1 0 0

Luhansk -2 46 40 86.9 0 0 0 0 5 10.9

L’viv 77 76 98.7 1 1.3 0 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 70 62 88.6 4 5.7 3 4.3 1 1.4

Odesa 85 76 89.4 0 0 1 1.2 8 9.4

Rivne 58 50 86.2 0 0 0 0 8 13.8

Sumy 60 57 95 1 1.7 0 0 2 3.3

Volyn 61 61 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 78 73 93.6 1 1.3 0 0 4 5.1

Total 929 869 94 14 2 10 1 37 4

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) PEC issued ballots properly
B) PEC sometimes issued ballots without proper identification
C) PEC issued ballots to people who were not on the list and/or had no valid court documents

Dnipropetrovsk 49 49 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
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C C
%

D D
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 93 1.7 1.7 0 2

Cherkassy -2 66 54 81.8 1 1.5 0 0 3 4.5 8 12.1

Chernihiv 100 0 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 96 0 0 0 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 42 36 85.7 1 2.4 3 7.1 2 4.8 0 0

Donetsk -1 66 65 98.5 1 1.5 0 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -2 55 53 96.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3.6

Kharkiv 100 0 0 0 0

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 60 58 96.7 1 1.7 1 1.7 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 70 65 92.9 3 4.3 1 1.4 0 0 3 4.3

Luhansk -2 46 39 85 2 4 0 0 1 2 5 11

L’viv 79 76 96.2 2 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 65 61 93.8 2 3.1 0 0 0 0 2 3.1

Odesa 85 82 96.5 1 1.2 0 0 0 0 2 2.4

Rivne 58 52 89.7 6 10.3 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sumy 60 59 98.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.7

Volyn 68 67 98.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.5

Zaporizhzhia 78 74 94.9 0 0 3 3.8 0 0 1 1.3

Total 961 904 94 20 2 8 1 6 1 25 3

Team # of PECs
observed

B B
%

A) There were no campaigning materials at or around precinct
B) There were some campaign posters near precinct
C) Somebody was actively campaigning outside precinct
D) Campaign materials were within precinct

Dnipropetrovsk 57 57 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Campaigning

A A
%
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VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Observation

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 88 0 0 7

Cherkassy -2 66 62 93.9 0 0 0 4 6.1

Chernihiv 100 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 95 1 0 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 38 37 97.4 1 2.6 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -1 56 52 93 3 5.4 2 4 1 1.8

Donetsk -2 55 49 89.1 2 3.6 0 4 7.3

Kharkiv 100

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 64 64 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 70 65 92.9 3 0 0 0 4 5.7

Luhansk -2 46 42 91 2 4 0 0 2 4

L’viv 79 77 97.5 2 2.5 0 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 67 62 92.5 2 3 3 4.5 0 0

Odesa 85 84 98.8 0 0 0 0 1 1.2

Rivne 58 55 94.8 0 0 0 0 3 5.2

Sumy 60 59 98.3 0 0 0 1 1.7

Volyn 62 62 100 0 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 78 73 93.6 1 1.3 0 0 4 5.1

Total 939 898 96 16 2 5 1 24 3

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) All authorized observers able to observe
B) Observers denied access to SOME aspects of voting
C) Observers denied access to CRUCIAL aspects of voting (issuing of ballots, voter’s identification, etc.)

Dnipropetrovsk 49 49 100 0 0 0 0 0
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VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Observation of count
(Article 78)

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 100

Cherkassy -2 9 6 66.7 2 22.2 0 0 1 11.1

Chernihiv 67 22 0 11

Chernivtsi 10 91 0 0 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 8 6 75 2 25 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -1 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -2 5 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kharkiv 89 0 0 0

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 100

Luhansk -1 9 8 88.9 0 0 0 0 1 11.1

Luhansk -2 5 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

L’viv 8 6 75 2 25 0 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 9 6 66.7 2 22.2 0 0 1 11.1

Odesa 9 7 77.8 2 22.2 0 0 0 0

Rivne 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sumy 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volyn 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 8 7 87.5 1 12.5 0 0 0 0

Total 130 94 72 12 9 0 0 9 7

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) Counting process was transparent and straightforward
B) Counting process was disorganized and confusing
C) Observers could not properly monitor counting process

Dnipropetrovsk 5 4 80 1 20 0 0 0 0
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VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Legitimacy

B B
%

C C
%

NA NA
%

Cherkassy -1 88 12.5

Cherkassy -2 9 6 66.7 1 11.1 0 2 22.2

Chernihiv

Chernivtsi 10 10 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 7 5 71.4 1 14.3 1 14.3 0 0

Donetsk -1 6 3 50 3 50 0 0 0 0

Donetsk -2 5 3 60 2 40 0 0 0 0

Kharkiv 89 11

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

Luhansk -1 9 7 77.8 2 22.2 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -2

L’viv 8 7 87.5 1 12.5 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 9 5 55.6 1 11.1 2 22.2 1 11.1

Odesa 9 4 44.4 5 55.6 0 0 0 0

Rivne 9 8 88.9 1 11.1 0 0 0 0

Sumy 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volyn 5 5 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 8 7 87.5 1 12.5 0 0 0 0

Total 122 81 66.5 18 14.8 4 3.3 9 7.4

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) Counting was legitimate
B) PEC somewhat deviated from counting procedures, without damaging legitimacy
C) PEC corrupted counting procedures

Dnipropetrovsk 4 3 75 0 1 25 0 0
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Cherkassy -1 100 75

Cherkassy -2 9 6 66.7 0 3 33.3 7 77.8 2 4 9

Chernihiv 67 33 55 45 10 10

Chernivtsi 10 60 20 20 50 50

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 9 100 0 0 0 0 9 9

Donetsk -1 3 1 33.3 1 33 1 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 3 3

Donetsk -2 5 3 60 1 20 1 20 3 60 0 0 2 40 1 5

Kharkiv 100 0 0 100 6 11

Kherson

Khmelnytsky 9 9 100 0 0 0 9 100 0 0 0

Kyiv 6 0 0 0 0 6 100 0 0 0 0 6 100

Luhansk -1 9 3 33.3 2 22 4 44 5 56 0 0 4 44.4 1 5

Luhansk -2 5 1 20 1 20 3 60 3 60 0 0 2 40 2 5

L’viv 8 4 50 4 50 0 7 0 7 8

Mykolayiv 9 5 55.6 2 22.2 2 22.2 4 44.4 1 11.1 4 44.4 4 4

Odesa 9 5 55.6 1 11.1 3 33.3 5 55.6 0 0 0

Rivne 9 6 66.7 0 0 3 33.3 6 66.7 0 0 3 33.3 0 0

Sumy 9 5 55.6 1 11.1 3 33.3 5 55.6 0 4 44.4 8 10

Volyn 4 4 100 0 0 0 2 50 2 50 0 0 2

Zaporizhzhia 8 5 63 0 0 3 38 4 1 12.5 3 37.5 5 8

Total 125 70 56 13 10 34 27 72 58 4 3 30 24 65 95

Team # of PECs
observed

Part 1
A) Protocols posted at the precinct after vote count
B) Protocols NOT posted at the precinct after vote count

Part 2
A) Protocols given to all entitled to receive them
B) Protocols NOT given to all entitled to receive them

Protocols obtained by COM observers in ______ of _______ precincts

Dnipropetrovsk 4 4 100 0 2 0 0 3 8

A

VOTING AND COUNTING (CONT.)

Protocols
(Article 79, part 7-8)

A
%

B B
%

NA NA
%

A A
%

B B
%

NA NA
%

Protocols
obtained

of
Part 1 Part 2
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PREPAREDNESS AND OPENING

Providing information

B B
%

C C
%

Cherkassy -1 29 27 93.1 1 3.4 2 6.9

Cherkassy -2 27 27 100 0 0 0 0

Chernihiv 85 73 86 9 10 3 4

Chernivtsi 24 19 79.2 5 20.8 0 0

Crimea (Sevastopol) 45 38 84.4 5 11.1 1 2.2

Dnipropetrovsk 31 31 100 0 0

Donetsk -1 6 5 83.3 1 16.7 0 0

Donetsk -2 5 5 100 0 0 0 0

Kharkiv 100 0 0

Kherson 24 19 79 4 0.2 1 0

Khmelnytsky 21 21 100 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 2 2 100 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 11 8 72.7 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -2 9 8 88.9 1 11.1 0 0

L’viv 28 22 78.6 6 21.4 0 0

Mykolayiv 12 7 58.3 3 25 2 16.7

Odesa 40 35 87.5 1 2.5 2 5

Rivne 11 11 100 0 0 0 0

Sumy 24 24 100 0 0 0 0

Volyn 19 19 100 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 46 31 67.4 11 23.9 4 8.7

Total 499 432 87 47 9 15 3

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) PEC provided all information requested by observer
B) PEC provided some information requested [# of precincts]
C) PEC did NOT provide information requested [# of precincts]
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C C
%

D D
%

E

Cherkassy -1 29 16 55.2 6 20.7 0 0 0 0 4 13.8

Cherkassy -2 27 15 55.6 0 0 5 18.5 0 0 4 14.8

Chernihiv 85 26 30 11 13 8 9 3 4 34 40

Chernivtsi 19 12 63.2 3 15.8 2 10.5 0 0 2 10.5

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 45 23 51.1 13 28.9 6 13.3 0 0 3 6.7

Donetsk -1 66 29 43.9 9 13.6 1 1.5 0 0

Donetsk -2 9 3 33.3 6 66.7 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kharkiv 95 5 0 0 0

Kherson 24 8 33 9 37.5 2 8.3 0 0 5 20.1

Khmelnytsky 31 20 64.5 6 19.4 5 16.1 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 2 2 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 11 10 90.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -2 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

L’viv 76 62 81.6 12 15.8 1 1.3 0 0 1 1.3

Mykolayiv 12 4 33.3 4 33.3 1 8.3 0 0 3 25

Odesa 40 31 77.5 3 7.5 2 5 0 0 2 5

Rivne 11 9 81.8 1 9.1 0 0 1 9.1

Sumy 24 20 83.3 3 12.5 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volyn 70 56 80 12 17.1 0 0 0 0 2 2.9

Zaporizhzhia 46 26 56.5 7 15.2 3 6.5 0 0 6 13

Total 668 407 60 107 16 37 6 3 1 67 10

Team # of PECs
observed

B B
%

A) Complete information was posted
B) Poster with information on voting procedure was missing
C) Posters of candidates were missing
D) Posters of candidates were not according to the ballot
E) There was no information posted at the precinct

Dnipropetrovsk 31 26 83.9 2 6.5 1 3.2 0 0 0 0

PREPAREDNESS AND OPENING (CONT.)

Posted information at the precinct (Article 74, part 5)

A A
%

E
%
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PREPAREDNESS AND OPENING (CONT.)

Was parity of representation of candidates respected in PEC composition?

B B
%

Cherkassy -1 14 82.4 3 17.6

Cherkassy -2 27 100 0 0

Chernihiv 85 100 0 0

Chernivtsi 13 68.4 6 31.6

Crimea (Sevastopol) 45 100 0 0

Dnipropetrovsk 90 100 0 0

Donetsk -1 31 50 31 50

Donetsk -2 2 66.7 1 33.3

Kharkiv 100 0

Kherson 6 66.6 3 33.3

Khmelnytsky 21 100 0 0

Kyiv 2 100 0 0

Luhansk -1 2 33.3 4 66.7

Luhansk -2 2 66.6 1 33.3

L’viv 14 56 11 44

Mykolayiv 7 87.5 1 12.5

Odesa 20 90.9 2 9.1

Rivne 8 72.7 3 27.3

Sumy 23 95.8 1 4.2

Volyn 18 94.7 1 5.3

Zaporizhzhia 15 32.6 31 67.4

Total 445 82 99 18

Team A A
%

A) Yes
B) No



Appendix I 23

PREPAREDNESS AND OPENING (CONT.)

Number of absentee certificates issued by PECs

Cherkassy -1 0.46

Cherkassy -2 1

Chernihiv <1

Chernivtsi 1

Crimea (Sevastopol) 1

Dnipropetrovsk <1

Donetsk -1 <0.1

Donetsk -2 19.125

Kharkiv 0.33

Kherson <1

Khmelnytsky 0.0035

Kyiv 0.08

Luhansk -1

Luhansk -2

L’viv 0.4

Mykolayiv 0.0069

Odesa 7.7

Rivne 0.5

Sumy 0.1

Volyn 0.007

Zaporizhzhia 12.2

Team

Average percentage, noting significant deviations

Average
%
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PREPAREDNESS AND OPENING (CONT.)

Ballot boxes
(Article 75, part 10)

B B
%

C C
%

D D
%

Cherkassy -1 100 0 0 0

Cherkassy -2 8 7 87.5 0 0 1 13 0 0

Chernihiv 100 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 100 0 0 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 45 38 84.4 5 11 1 2.2 5 11

Donetsk -1 66 62 93.9 5 7.6 0 0

Donetsk -2 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kharkiv 100 0 0 0

Kherson 9 9 100

Khmelnytsky 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 4 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -2 9 0 0 0 0

L’viv 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 10 10 100 0 0 0

Odesa 40 18 45 16 40 0 0 0

Rivne 11 7 63.6 2 18 2 18 0

Sumy 8 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volyn 8 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 9 9 100 0 0 0

Total 264 217 82 28 11 4 2 5 2

Team # of PECs
observed

A A
%

A) Ballot boxes properly sealed and control sheets signed
B) Ballot boxes NOT properly sealed
C) Control sheets NOT properly signed
D) Ballot boxes NOT properly sealed and control sheets NOT properly signed

Dnipropetrovsk 7 7 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
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C C
%

D D
%

E E
%

Cherkassy -1 100 0 0 0 0

Cherkassy -2 8 7 87.5 0 0 1 13 0 0 0 0

Chernihiv 89 11 0 0 0

Chernivtsi 88 12 0 0 0

Crimea
(Sevastopol) 45 38 84.4 5 11.1 1 2.2 5 11 1 2.2

Donetsk -1 6 5 83.3 1 16.7 0 0 0

Donetsk -2 6 5 83.3 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 0

Kharkiv 100 0 0 0 0

Kherson 9 8 88.8 1 11.1

Khmelnytsky 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kyiv 1 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -1 16 5 31.3 9 56.3 2 13 0 0 0 0

Luhansk -2 9 0 0 0 0 0

L’viv 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mykolayiv 10 9 90 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0

Odesa 8 6 75 1 12.5 1 13 0 0 0 0

Rivne 9 9 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sumy 8 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volyn 8 8 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Zaporizhzhia 9 9 100 0 0 0 0

Total 176 142 81 18 10 6 3 5 3 1 1

Team # of PECs
observed

B B
%

A) Precinct was opened on time (8 a.m.)
B) Precinct opened little later, but insignificantly so
C) Precinct opened late
D) Precinct was closed most of the morning
E) Precinct never opened

Dnipropetrovsk 6 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PREPAREDNESS AND OPENING (CONT.)

Opening

A A
%
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Lindsay Erin Brumwell
Luba Olga Feduschak
Paul Gill
Jason O. Golinowski

Jennifer Helsing
Kevin Kardynal
Maureen Marchak
Thomas Morrow
Zenovia Christina Pankiw
Andy Semotiuk

Bernard N. Stephaniuk
Cecil Villard
Shakti Wadehra
Natalia Wirt

Luhansk

Regional Liaison Officer – Thomas Zynch
Team Leader – Ronald Sorobey

Regional Liaison Officer – Tamara Romas
Team Leader – Walter Daschko

Roman Chez
Melanie Circle
Fedir Danylak
Robert Ermel
Andrew Fedchun

Mort Glanville
Daria Hensiorowsky
Martin MacKinnon
Stanley Malcolm
Clinton Martin

Anna Marzotto
Mikhail Molchanov
Andre Samson
Julia Smith

Bertha Arnold
Kristin Cavoukin
Helen Galick
Fatima Hassan

Joseph Alan Hebert
Eldred Hrytzak
Mark Kopinec
Guillaume Lavoie

Nadia Malyna
Monika I. Spudas
Klaus Strenzke
Marie Vallee
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L’viv

Regional Liaison Officer – Christina Bilyk
Team Leader – Claude Provencher

Larissa Ashdown
Yves Patrice Beaudoin
Michael Roman Jaworiwkdy
John Keith
Zinaida Kovalska
Tamara Krawchenko

Ulana Lapunko-Bourque
Steven Lee
Joseph Murray
Marc Gregory Marzotto
Sheila Ritson-Bennet
Victor Shevchenko

Timothy Speck
Lewis R. Townsend
Leo Walsh
Miroslawa Werrbowy-Onuch

Mykolayiv

Regional Liaison Officer – Charlene Budnisky
Team Leader – Nestor Woychyshyn

Len Derkach
Alex Dolnycky
Lina Fedko
Ann (Sheila) Fudge
Elizabeth Joyce Galatiuk
Louis Galick

Andrew Gregorocvich
Damian Hornich
Anne-Marie Lalonde
David Lettner
Anne-Marie Loong
Allan Nazarevich

Debra Gail Pearson
Adrian Pruchnicky
Brenda Romanchuk
Adrian Walraven

Rivne

Regional Liaison Officer – Johanna Kruger
Team Leader – David Schaaf

Odesa

Regional Liaison Officer – Martin Laflamme
Team Leader – Michael Maryn

Jars Balan
Nobel Cyril Chummar
John Coo
Ella Federau
Cornel Filipchuk
Karen Henry

Edward R. Hill
Demyan Hyworon
Steven Lapczak
Jeff Andrew Mackey
Patrick Moris
Anatoly Oleksiyenko

Adeline Laura Pressey
David Prokopchuk
Michael Robinson
Adam Stec
Jason Telegdi
David Angus Wilkie

Fred Eidlin
Sonia Holiad
Jan Kowalyk
Ivan M. Kupchenko
Mimi Lacej

Gerard Langlois
Jason Markow
Oksana Nahima
Oksana Olifirovych
Lawrence Paul Shenton

George Shust
Hartley Springman
Irene Stasyschun
Bruce (Lennard) Taylor



Appendix II30

Sumy

Regional Liaison Officer – Tariq Gordon
Team Leader – Roman Karpishka

Geoffrey Hale
Jacquelyn Kimball
Bruce Kineshhanko
Frederickus Knip
Wiebe Kathryn Kozak
Diane Lubinski

Paul Marchenko
Irene Marushko
Laszlo Palhazi
Joan Peters
Irena Shust
Ivana Slywynska

Michael Sirko
Gordon Sklar
Cynthia St-Amour
George Tang

Volyn

Regional Liaison Officer – Marc Labrom
Team Leader – David Matas

Thelma Ann Brennan
Jason R. Cherniak
Anatoly Ciacka
Brian F. Clow
Jesse Charles Davidson
Jean-Paul Harney

Therese Marie Koturbash
Myron Kozak
Martin Lamontagne
Claude Marie Nielly
Olga Onuch
Marian Elaine Peiluck

Michael Strapko
Jeffrey Tracey
Michael Wawryshyn
Izada Zorde

Zaporizhzhia

Regional Liaison Officer – Patricia Maruschak
Team Leader – Andrij Hluchowecky

Olga Andriewsky
Nykola Dubenski
Alla Gibson
Trista Guertin
Daniel Kelly
Olya Kozlova

Myron Lahola
Virgina MacDonald
Robin MacKay
Catherine McKenney
Dominic Morissette
Peggy Nash

Caroline Sauve
Ruby Swanson
George J. Zaritzky

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) Canadian Delegation

Long-Term Observers

Francine Barry
Elizabeth E. Betowski
Leonard Caza
Kevin Colbourne

Ronald (Mort) Jackson
Dennis Kowalsky
Ted (Tadeusz) Lojko
Berardo Mascioli

Michel Mercier
Natalie Mychajlyszyn
Michael O'Mahony
Gisele Poirier



Appendix II 31

OSCE Canadian Delegation

Short-Term Observers

Dennis Anderson
Oksana Bashuk Hepburn
André Bédard
Linda Blake
Oksana Bondarchuk
Susan Brazier
Jennifer Brown
Anjelica Bykadorova
Nina (Thunderbird) Cameron
Geoff Charlebois
Oleg Chor
Leanore Copeland
Warren Creates
Joseph (Joe) Dalrymple
Guy D'Astous
Robert Daudlin
Uday Dayal
Carlos de Vera
Orest Dubas
Salim Fakirani
Mike Farnworth
Kerry Fedosenko
Sheila Fruman
Royal Galipeau
Nestor Gayowsky
Jean Godin
Arthur Graham
John Graham
Darryl Gray
Juliette Gundy
Thomas Haney
Kathryn Harakal
Robert Henderson

Roman Herchak
Rhonda L. Hinther
Viktor Hohots
Darius Hyworon
Raymon Kaduck
William Kelly
Malik Khalid
Natalka Kocan
Derrek Konrad
Michael Kostiuk
Andrew Kowalchuk
Gerry Kristianson
Orysia Krucko
Christine Kurzyna
Ron Laufer
Roger Leclaire
Gerard Lenoski
Gregory Levonian
John Lewis
Ernest Loukidelis
Greg Lyndon
Leanne MacDougall
Michael Mackay
Ben Madget
Steven Henry Martin
Russell Maximiuk
Monte Ray McMurchy
Christine Medycky
Isabel Metcalfe
Marla Morry
Golam Mostafa
Gavin Richard Murphy
Greta Murtagh

Martin Nadon
Garrfield D. Nichol
Debbie Nider
Maryana Nikoula
Bohdan Onyschuk
David Ormandy
John Petryshyn
Danica Piche
Myroslava Pidhirnyj
Bryan Pyne
Peter Pogrebennyk
Harold Pohoresky
Tania Principe
Alexander Michael Proctor
Vadym Razumyeyev
Lara Romaniuc
Linda Diane Rubuliak
Robin Russell
Andrew Sharpe
Lori Shortreed
Vasyl Shuhayev
Brenda St. Clair
Judith Szabo
Rod Todd
William Twaddle
Nick Tywoniuk
Safo Visha
Patrick Wansbrough
Richard Williams
Bob Winsor
Chuck Young

OSCE Canadian Parliamentary Delegation

Bernard Bigras, M.P.
David Christopherson, M.P.
Sen. Consiglio Di Nino

Peter Goldring, M.P.
Sen. Jerahmiel Grafstein
David Kilgour, M.P.

Joy Smith, M.P.
Andrew Telegdi, M.P.
Borys Wrzesnewskyj, M.P.
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Stakeholders

CANADA

CANADEM

Paul Larose Edwards, Executive Director
Christine Vincent, Director of Operations
Fattana Atayee, Director of Programs
Neil Burron, Deployment Coordinator
Rose Cohoe, Financial Manager
Vicky Singmin, Assistant Deployment Coordinator
Thierry Van Eyll, Program Officer
Bojana Joksimovic, Program Officer
Rollande Buissiere, Communications Officer
Catherine Sindani, Program Officer

Consultants

Abdul Atayee, Debbie Bernard, Sarah Burdeniuk, Kelly-Anne Burron, Diana Carlyle, James Cohoe,
Frances Cosstick, Bill Cowie, Jean Godin, Marcel Guldemond, Nicole Mayer, Natalka Kocan, Kevin
McMahon, Alexander Nedel, Natalia Ostapenko, Natalia Stapenko, John Wood, Candice Yu

Centre for Intercultural Learning

Thomas Vulpe, Director
Oksana McVicar, Learning Specialist
Doug MacDonald, Deputy Director
Michael Hope-Simpson, Senior Learning Specialist
Mélanie Larose, Course Coordinator
Raymond Séguin, Technical and Multimedia Specialist
Lucille Benoit, Gestionnaire des opérations / Operations Manager
Jocelyne Bertrand, Senior Learning Specialist
Suzanne Montford, Senior Learning Specialist
Nicole Paulun, Senior Learning Specialist
Pascale Thivierge, Learning Specialist
Susan Robbins, Learning Specialist
Caroline Côté, Information and Research Officer
Émilie Massicote, Graphic Design
Nathalie Barchéchat, Graphic Design
Dorothée Malard, Course Coordinator
Meaghan Pelton, Course Coordinator
Solange Bivegete, Course Administrative Support
Heather Johnston, Learning Specialist
Suzette Hupé, Database and Informatics Advisor
Danielle Savard, Client Service
Biljana Bozickovic, Communication Assistant
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Speakers at Pre-Departure Training Session

The Rt. Hon. John N. Turner, P.C., C.C., Q.C., Head of Mission, Canadian Observers Mission to
Ukraine

The Honourable Aileen Carroll, Minister of International Cooperation

The Honourable Paddy Torsney, Parliamentary Secretary, Office of the Minister of International
Cooperation

His Excellency Mykola Maimeskul, PhD, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of Ukraine
to Canada

Peter Harder, Deputy Minister, Foreign Affairs Canada

Jim Wright, Assistant Deputy Minister, Foreign Affairs Canada

Jean-Marc Métivier; Vice-President; Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch; Canadian
International Development Agency

Christine Guerette, Director, Human Resources and Corporate Services Branch, Canadian
International Development Agency

Thomas Vulpe, Director, Centre for Intercultural Learning

Taras Zalusky, Chief of Staff, Canadian Observer Mission (Chief of Staff, Office of the Minister,
Fisheries and Oceans Canada)

Andrew Graham, Director of Communications, Office of the Minister of International Cooperation

Scott Corcoran, A/Deputy Director, Emergency Planning, Foreign Affairs Canada

Kate Stefanuk; Country Analyst; Ukraine; Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch; Canadian
International Development Agency

Dr. Orest Subtelny, Department of History and Political Science, York University

Randy Weekes, Intercultural Facilitator, Centre for Intercultural Learning

Caroll Lesage, Elections Canada

John Graham, Observer

CIDA relevant exempt staff and officials

Geoffroi Montpetit, Chief of Staff, Office of the Minister

Jean-Marc Métivier; Vice-President; Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch

Françoise Ducros; Director General; Ukraine, Russia, Nuclear Programs Division

Luc Frechette, Director General; Policy, Planning and Financial Services; Europe, Middle East and
Maghreb Branch

Jocelyn Jean Comtois, Director General, Contracting Management Division

Gregory Graham, Director General, Human Resources and Corporate Services Branch

Christine Guerette, Director, Human Resources and Corporate Services Branch
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Andrew Graham, Director of Communications, Office of the Minister

Patrick Esmonde-White, Assistant Director, Communications Branch

France Bureau, Press Secretary, Office of the Minister

Bruce Steen, Country Analyst, Ukraine, Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch

Kate Stefanuk, Country Analyst, Ukraine, Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch

Jeanne D'Arc Lafleche, Financial Advisory and Contracting Services Manager, Financial Management,
Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch

Ghislain St-Jacques, Coordinator, Contractual Unit, Europe, Middle East and Maghreb Branch

Martine Benoit, Legal Counsel, Legal Services Division

D avid Hughes, Agency Services and Canadian Relations, Canadian Partnership Branch

Ryan Androsoff, Special Assistant – Western Canada; Asia, Central Europe and East; Office of the
Minister

Jean-Pierre Ouellet, Communications Advisor, Communications Branch

Nicole Henry, Program Assistant, Ukraine Program

Patricia Maruschak, Program Officer, Ukraine Program

Karine Morin, Program Officer, Ukraine Program

Tamara Romas Figol, Program Officer, Ukraine Program

Suzanne Quinn, Media Relations Officer, Communications Branch

Rachel Ladouceur, Administrative Assistant, Ukraine Program

FAC relevant exempt staff and officials

David Preston, Director General, Eastern and Central Europe, East and South
Habib Massoud, Deputy Director, Eastern Europe and Balkans Division (REE)
Claude Demers, Political Officer; Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova; Eastern Europe Division
Curtis Peters, Political Officer, Central Asia/Caucasus
Eric Lamoureux, Policy Advisor, Office of the Minister
Kimberly Phillips, Communications

Canada Corps

Ingrid Knutson, Director
Debbie Cook, Director, Public Engagement
Linda Ehrichs, Analyst

Research in Motion (donation of Blackberries)

Bob Crow
Lisa Harder
Dave Jaworsky
Karen Klink
Debora Wilson
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UKRAINE

Central Electoral Commission (CEC)

Yaroslav Davydovych, CEC Chairman

Committee of Voters of Ukraine

Oleksiy Lychkovach, Senior Supervisor
Vitaliy Teslenko, Logistics Supervisor and Accountant
Milena Zhedij, Olga Pasechnik, Natalia Podoprygora; Assistant Logistics Supervisors, Secretariat

PBN Company

Tanya Trischuk, General Management
Zoya Pavlyk, Secretariat Representative
Volodymyr Cherniavsky, Transportation
Valeriy Chubukin, Natalia Sedova; Database Administrators
Christina Kosonotska, Hotel Liaison
Olesya Mygal, Secretary
Maksim Paraska, Oksana Pyrizhok, Maria Portyano; Support Staff
Denis Movchan, Roman Vojtovych; Volunteers

Secretariat, Canadian Observers Mission

Taras Zalusky, Chief of Staff
Roman Waschuk, Chief of Field Operations
Karl Littler, Senior Advisor
Andrew Graham, Director of Communications
Evelyn Lee, Deputy Director of Operations, Embassy Liaison
Curtis Peters, Deputy Director of Operations, FAC Liaison
Bruce Steen, Deputy Director of Operations, CIDA Liaison
Heather Watson, Special Advisor
Laura Miller, Special Advisor
Marie-Danielle Cantin, Translator, Interpreter
Laurie Federgreen, Consular officer
Jean-Pierre Ouellet, Communications
Kimberly Phillips, Spokesperson
Marc Kealey, Personal Assistant to Mr. Turner

Canadian Embassy, Ukraine

Andrew Robinson, Ambassador
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Technical Cooperation Section:

Evelyn Lee, Conseillère, Counsellor, Head of Technical Cooperation
Jason Hollmann, First Secretary, Development
Volodymyr Seniuk, Senior Project Officer
Olga Brizhan, Secretary, Interpreter
Valentina Golokoz, Administrative Assistant
Natalia Zavarzina, Project Officer

Political Section

Donald Banks, Political Counsellor
Inna Tsarkova, Political and Economic Program Officer

Trade Section

George Gruschenko, Senior Business Development Officer
Natalka Melnichekno, Secretary
J.P. Paquet, MCO on Temporary Duty, Administration, Emergency Officer
Bill Campbell, on Temporary Duty from Moscow, Finance Officer
Yuri Mardak
Yulia Movchan, Consular Officer

Defence Section

Paul Walsh, Canadian Defence Attaché Administration Assistant
LCol Romas Blekaitis, Defence Attaché
Sergiy Skliarenko, Defence Assistant

Administration Section

Anna Mischenko, Receptionist, Canadian Embassy
Ward Sampson, Administration and Attaché
Olexander Bayrak, System Administrator

Immigration Section

Tracey Vansickle, Immigration Counsellor
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