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 COMMUNICATION 

 

Rule 9(2) submission to the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe concerning   

the implementation of the Namazov v Azerbaijan group of cases (Appl. No. 74354/13)   

to be examined at the CM DH meeting on 9-11 June 2026 

 

I. Introduction  

 

1. We write to lodge submissions pursuant to Rule 9(2) of the Committee of Ministers’ 

Rules for the Supervision of the Execution of Judgments in respect of the Namazov 

group, consisting of four pending cases: 

● Namazov v Azerbaijan (Appl. no. 74354/13)  

● Bagirov v Azerbaijan (Appl. no. 81024/12)  

● Afgan Mammadov v. Azerbaijan (Appl. no. 43327/14) 

● Farhad Mehdiyev v. Azerbaijan (Appl. no. 36057/18) 

2. This is a joint submission by the Independent Lawyers Network (ILN), the 

European Human Rights Advocacy Centre (EHRAC) and the Law Society of 

England and Wales (the “Law Society”). ILN and EHRAC are nongovernmental 

human rights organizations working to advance respect for human rights, including 

the rights of lawyers, through strategic litigation. EHRAC represented Mr Bagirov, 

one of the applicants in the Namazov group, in the proceedings before the Court. 

The Law Society is the professional body representing more than 200,000 solicitors 

in England and Wales. Its mission includes protecting lawyers and upholding the 

independence of the legal profession and respect for rule of law globally. 

 

3. This submission provides a further update to the previous Rule 9(2) submissions 

made by EHRAC and ILN dated October 2022 and April 2025, and by EHRAC, 

ILN, the Law Society and the International Partnership of Human Rights (IPHR) in 

May 2024, concerning implementation of the above cases, ahead of the examination 

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#%7B%22appno%22:%5B%2262/20%22%5D%7D
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of this group by the CM at its upcoming DH meeting in June 2026. This submission 

provides an update on individual measures and on the most recent developments 

concerning general measures.  

 

II. Update on individual measures 

As regards the applicants Mr Namazov and Mr Bagirov 

4. In the “Individual Measures” section of its 04/04/2024 Action Report (p.2), the 

Government noted that the two applicants had not applied to the Azerbaijan Bar 

Association (ABA) or to relevant domestic courts to have their membership 

restored. The authorities concluded that the applicants lacked interest in 

readmission to the ABA and further noted that Mr Namazov lived outside 

Azerbaijan and they could not establish contact with him. 

5. However, in their Rule 9.1 communications of December 2023 (DH-DD(2024)50) 

and May 2024 (DH-DD(2024)572), Mr Bagirov and Mr Namazov stated that, 

despite repeatedly reaching out to both the Government Agent’s office and the 

Supreme Court, they received no response. 

6. In June 2025, the Committee adopted an Interim Resolution CM/ResDH(2025)139, 

expressing concern over five years of inaction on Namazov and Bagirov’s cases 

and urging their prompt resolution in line with the Supreme Court’s previous 

decision in the Aslan Ismayilov case (already closed by the CM), unless they are 

reinstated to the Bar beforehand. 

7. At the time of this submission, Mr Namazov and Mr Bagirov have not yet been 

reinstated to the Bar Association and the domestic court decisions on their 

disbarment have not been quashed. This is despite the fact that two other disbarred 

lawyers in this group - Mr Ismayilov and Mr Mehdiyev - have been reinstated by 

the ABA in April 2022 and March 2026 respectively (see the next section below). 

The Government provided no updates regarding any measures taken or planned in 

respect of Mr Namazov and Mr Bagirov since the 2024 Action Plan. 

As regards the applicants Mr Mammadov and Mr Mehdiyev  

8. At the 1531st meeting (10–12 June 2025) (DH), the Committee invited the 

authorities to provide information on individual measures taken in the case of Mr 

Mammadov in line with the Court’s judgment. While no information has been 

provided by the authorities to date, Mr Mammadov's representative has informed 

the ILN that the decision of the domestic court on the disbarment of the applicant 

has not been quashed to date. 
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9. As to Mr Mehdiyev, according to the publicly available information, Mehdiyev’s 

membership in the Bar Association was reinstated as of 13 March 2026 after 

passing a verbal exam.1 

 

Case of Yalchin Imanov  

 

10. On 7 October 2025, the ECtHR delivered its judgment in Imanov v. Azerbaijan, 

concerning disbarment of a lawyer because of statements he had made to the press 

concerning the alleged ill-treatment of his client whilst in prison, finding violations 

of Articles 8 and 10 (Appl. no. 62/20). Mr Imanov remains disbarred to date and 

his case is the latest addition to the ECtHR cases concerning disbarment of lawyers 

in Azerbaijan. On 24 February 2026, Mr Imanov, represented by EHRAC, 

submitted a Rule 9(1) communication requesting that his case be joined to the 

Namazov group under enhanced supervision, which is currently undergoing 

review, at the time of the submission of this Rule 9 report.2 

 

III. Update on general measures 

 

11. We note with concern that no action plan/report was presented by the Government 

in 2025 and 2026 respectively. The latest report was submitted in 2024. In absence 

of any updates on the progress made in the Namazov group to the Committee, the 

Azerbaijani authorities have introduced new restrictive legal amendments to the 

domestic laws further affecting the independence of the legal profession, expending 

the authorities’ discretion and reducing safeguards against unfair or arbitrary 

application of disciplinary measures against members of the Bar. 

12. The present submission addresses the following issues relating to general measures 

in the Namazov group of cases as per CM’s recommendations in its latest decision 

of June 2025: 

● Most recent amendments to the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy 

Activity” and its compliance with the Convention standards; 

● Safeguards to prevent undue disciplinary action against lawyers in the 

exercise of their professional duties and to ensure that disciplinary 

proceedings are carried out in line with the Convention and the respective 

Council of Europe standards; 

● Measures aimed at improving judicial practice in cases of disciplinary 

proceedings against lawyers to ensure that such proceedings respect the 

                                                
1 Gununsesi: "Farhad Mehdiyev was reinstated to the Bar Association" , 13 March 2025,  https://www.gununsesi.info/ferhad-
mehdiyev-vekiller-kollegiyasina-berpa-olunub/ 
21553rd meeting (March 2026) (DH) - Rule 9.1 - Communication from the applicant (04/03/2026) in the case of Imanov v. 
Azerbaijan (Application No. 62/20):  https://hudoc.exec.coe.int/?i=DH-DD(2026)332E  

https://www.gununsesi.info/ferhad-mehdiyev-vekiller-kollegiyasina-berpa-olunub/
https://www.gununsesi.info/ferhad-mehdiyev-vekiller-kollegiyasina-berpa-olunub/
https://hudoc.exec.coe.int/?i=DH-DD(2026)332E
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principles of fairness and adversarial procedure, that the judicial decisions 

are duly reasoned and provide an effective safeguard to ensure the 

proportionality of imposed sanctions. 

3.1.New amendments to the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity” and other acts in 

2025 and 2026: additional restrictions on the independence of legal profession, increased 

disciplinary powers and further erosion of safeguards  

13. EHRAC and ILN, in their previous Rule 9.2 submission dated April 2025, have 

noted concerns about the lack of public discussions over the draft amendments to 

the Law. In the absence of genuine public consultations with the lawyers' 

community, Milli Majlis, the parliament of Azerbaijan, adopted a sweeping 

legislation package to the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity” on 31 

October 20253. The new amendments introduced numerous provisions further 

limiting the independence of lawyers and their freedom of speech, and enhancing 

the ABA’s concentration of power.  

 

14. The amendments adopted in 2025 and 2026 raise serious concerns under the 

principle of proportionality. Across multiple areas, including disciplinary 

proceedings, monitoring mechanisms, sanctions, and Bar governance, the measures 

introduced impose burdens on lawyers that go far beyond what is necessary to 

achieve any legitimate aim. A closer examination of each amendment reveals a 

consistent pattern of disproportionate interference with lawyers' ability to practise 

independently and without undue pressure.  

15. The respective amendments are addressed in more detail in the sections below. The 

Committee is further referred to ILN’s legal opinion on these matters (attached as 

Annex – I) addressed to the UN Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges 

and lawyers, who in turn communicated these matters to the Government of 

Azerbaijan in her communication published on 15 December 2025 (hereinafter, 

“The Special Rapporteur’s letter”).4 

3.1.1. Increased disciplinary power and aggravated sanctions: foreseeability concerns  

a) New ABA monitoring mechanism for legal practice 

16. The 31 October 2025 amendments introduced an unprecedented monitoring 

mechanism for the ABA over the legal profession in Azerbaijan. Under Article 11.3 

                                                
3 Law of the Republic of Azerbaijan “On Amendments to … and the Law ‘On Advocates and Advocacy Activity’”: https://e-
qanun.az/framework/60846 
4 Mandate of the Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyers,  Ref.: OL AZE 3/2025, 15 December 2025, 
https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=30628  

https://e-qanun.az/framework/60846
https://e-qanun.az/framework/60846
https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=30628
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of the Law on “Advocates and Advocacy Activity,” the Presidium of the Bar 

Association is now empowered to monitor all Bar structures and individual lawyers 

for at least three months and to issue binding corrective decisions: 

 

“III. The Presidium of the Bar Association: …  Conducts monitoring of the 

activities of the regional bodies (centers) of the Bar Association, legal aid 

centers and training centers, bar associations and individual lawyers for at 

least three months in order to ensure the implementation of the decisions 

adopted by the bodies of the Bar Association, and adopts decisions on the 

elimination of the shortcomings identified as a result of these monitoring.” 

17. Another related significant development expanding oversight over lawyers is the 

Monitoring Procedure5 adopted on 31 January 2026 by the General Assembly 

(Conference) of the ABA, as a result of the addition of “monitoring” to Article 11.3 

of the Law on “Advocates and Advocacy Activity.” It was designed to regulate and 

clarify the monitoring process introduced by the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy 

Activity." However, the procedure itself contains numerous ambiguities. One of the 

powers granted to monitoring officials is the right to request necessary information 

and documents related to the subject of the monitoring. In practice, this means that 

monitoring officials may access and analyse any documents they consider 

"necessary," a term that remains undefined and open to abuse. This raises serious 

lawyer–client confidentiality concerns.  

 

18. Article 7 of the Monitoring Procedure states that a report shall be prepared on the 

results of the monitoring, which shall reflect the identified positive practices, 

shortcomings and deficiencies, as well as recommendations for their elimination. It 

also states that these results shall be discussed by the Presidium of the Bar 

Association and appropriate decisions shall be made, and that disciplinary 

proceedings may be initiated based on these results by the decision of the 

Presidium. It should be noted that the regulation does not provide for any safeguard 

mechanisms against abusive application. 

 

19. With the monitoring power, under the Article 4 of the Monitoring Procedure, the 

Presidium of the Bar Association monitors the activities of its regional and 

affiliated structures, as well as individual advocates, to ensure implementation of 

its decisions and compliance with the Rules. Monitoring may be planned or ad hoc, 

based on approved plans, complaints, or leadership decisions, and its duration is set 

by the Presidium. It is conducted through document review, on-site inspections, 

                                                
5 The "Monitoring Procedure: https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/monitorinq_qaydalari_yeni.pdf 

https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/monitorinq_qaydalari_yeni.pdf
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and other lawful methods, with follow-up decisions adopted to address any 

identified deficiencies.6 This effectively transforms the Presidium into an 

inspectorial body capable of intervening in the day-to-day activities of lawyers 

without clear procedural safeguards or external oversight, leading to a 

concentration of power and risks of undue pressure. The vague and open-ended 

nature of the monitoring power raises concerns for further excessive or arbitrary 

interference with the legal practice. 

 

20. The Monitoring Procedure adopted on 31 January 2026 raises an additional and 

equally important concern regarding its stated purpose. Article 1.4 explicitly 

provides that monitoring does not constitute supervision, inspection, or disciplinary 

proceedings and cannot be regarded as interference in legal practice. However, this 

is directly contradicted by Article 7.4, which stipulates that disciplinary 

proceedings may be initiated based on monitoring results. This internal 

inconsistency means that what is formally presented as a neutral oversight tool can, 

in practice, function as a gateway to disciplinary action, making its impact on 

lawyers significantly more serious than its stated purpose suggests. 

b) New grounds for disbarment 

 

21. Furthermore, amendments to Article 22 of the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy 

Activity” introduced additional grounds for disbarment from the Bar Association 

that are very broadly formulated: such as engaging in  

- “acts discrediting the lawyer’s title,” 

- “undermining the reputation of the legal profession,” or  

- “causing harm to the interests of a client by grossly or repeatedly violating the 

requirements of normative legal acts in connection with a case under the 

lawyer’s conduct.” 

22. These grounds are formulated in vague and overly broad terms and lack clear and 

foreseeable criteria, making it impossible for lawyers to determine in advance what 

specific conduct may lead to disbarment. In particular, notions such as “discrediting 

the lawyer’s title” or “undermining the reputation of the legal profession” are 

inherently subjective and open to broad or even arbitrary interpretation. In this 

regard, under the heading “Disciplinary Proceedings” (p. 7), the UN Special 

Rapporteur, in her letter, states that “States have a duty to put in place effective 

measures to protect against attacks aimed at silencing those exercising their right 

to freedom of expression. However, this new measure directly contravenes these 

standards due to its risk of being used by the Presidium to punish lawyers who 

disagree with the ABA’s positions or policies. An attack on a lawyer because of the 

                                                
6 The "Monitoring Procedure: https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/monitorinq_qaydalari_yeni.pdf 

https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/monitorinq_qaydalari_yeni.pdf
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exercise of his or her freedom of opinion or expression is not compatible with 

international standards; this amendment risks increasing such attacks.” The lack of 

precise legal definitions and objective safeguards creates a serious risk of selective 

or abusive disciplinary proceedings and produces a chilling effect on the legal 

profession, as lawyers cannot safely predict the boundaries of permissible 

professional conduct, particularly when engaging in human rights defence or work 

on politically sensitive cases.7 

 

c)  New restrictions to lawyers’ free speech 

 

23. New amendments have been made to the ABA Regulation on the Rules of Ethical 

Conduct for Lawyers8 which introduce further limitations to lawyers' right to free 

speech (Article 2.13). Instead of an earlier oral consent, the new amendment 

introduces a requirement for prior written consent from clients for lawyers to make 

public speech about their clients' cases. Under the new provisions, lawyers must 

refrain from statements that could undermine the "authority of the administration 

of justice," and may face liability9 for spreading “unsubstantiated or defamatory 

information” about state bodies and their officials on social media and in mass 

media.10 The terms of “unsubstantiated or defamatory information” is a vague and 

open-ended notion, and its introduction as a ground for liability creates legal 

uncertainty, as it lacks clear criteria and may discourage lawyers from raising 

concerns about potential violations not yet established by courts. 

 

Other amendments  

 

24. Amendments to Article 7.2 of the ABA Regulation on the Disciplinary Commission, 

adopted on 31 January 2026, extended the time limit for examining disciplinary 

proceedings from one to three months, with a possible additional three-month 

                                                
7 The Mandate of the Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyers, in its communication dated on 15 December 
2025 (Ref.: OL AZE 3/2025) noted that "the amendments to the disciplinary framework, article 22’s introduction of expulsion from 
the ABA for acts “tarnish[ing]” the legal profession’s reputation or grossly violating “normative legal acts” is particularly worrying. 
Under international standards, any restriction on the right to freedom of expression must be provided by law, pursue a legitimate 
aim, and be necessary and proportionate. States have a duty to put in place effective measures to protect against attacks aimed at 
silencing those exercising their right to freedom of expression. However, this new measure directly contravenes these standards 

due to its risk of being used by Presidium to punish lawyers who disagree with the ABA’s positions or policies. An attack on a 
lawyer because of the exercise of his or her freedom of opinion or expression is not compatible with international standards; this 
amendment risks increasing such attacks." 
8 The Regulation on the Rules of Ethical Conduct for Lawyers: https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-
31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf 
9 6.4. Violation of the rules of ethical conduct set forth in these Regulations is grounds for bringing a lawyer to disciplinary 
responsibility. 
https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf 
10 2.13. … A lawyer must not disseminate unfounded or defamatory information in the media, on social networks, or in public 
statements about natural or legal persons, state or non-state bodies (institutions), or their officials, and must refrain from using 
unethical language or engaging in improper conduct toward them.  https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-
31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf  

https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf
https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf
https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf
https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf
https://barassociation.az/uploads/attachments/asasname_edq-31012026_(1)_38d39eff5bc3457f6a83dc8c4f0fb119.pdf
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extension. This raises uncertainty about a lawyer’s professional status during the 

3–6 months period, including whether they may continue practicing or face 

restrictions. 

25. Furthermore, Article 1.1 was amended to replace “disciplinary violations 

committed in connection with the exercise of professional activity” with 

“disciplinary violations committed by lawyers,” expanding disciplinary liability to 

conduct potentially unrelated to professional activity and broadening the scope of 

sanctions. 

 

3.1.2. New duty to protect interests of state bodies  

 

26. A new amendment to Article 3 of the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity 

introduced a new duty for lawyers to protect interests of state bodies stating the 

following: “The main duties of advocacy consist of defending the rights, freedoms, 

and legally protected interests of individuals and legal entities, as well as state 

bodies (institutions), and providing them with high-quality legal assistance.” This 

article defines professional functions but does not itself establish disciplinary 

sanctions or direct liability for non-compliance. However, related ethical 

obligations may still give rise to disciplinary consequences.   

27. In particular, Article 2.2 of the Regulation on the Rules of Ethical Conduct for 

Lawyers requires lawyers to perform their duties effectively in the interests of 

individuals, society, and the state, stating: “A lawyer shall be obliged to perform 

his/her duties effectively in the interests of individuals, society and the state.”  

Article 6.4 of this Regulation further states that “a breach of these ethical rules is a 

basis for disciplinary liability.” Therefore, although Article 3 of the Law does not 

directly trigger disciplinary action, failure to comply with related professional and 

ethical obligations may still lead to disciplinary liability under the ethical rules. 

28. While defending state institutions can in principle be a legitimate objective, in 

practice this new duty may place lawyers in an irreconcilable conflict of interest, 

particularly so in cases where lawyers represent clients taking cases against state 

institutions or officials. As noted by the UN Special Rapporteur in her letter to the 

authorities, under the heading “Lawyers' Duties Toward the State” (p.4), 

“Assigning lawyers the responsibility to protect the interests of state bodies in the 

performance of their professional duties could potentially conflict with the lawyer’s 

responsibility to act in the best interest of their client and the administration of 

justice, thereby raising concerns regarding the accountability and independence of 

the legal profession.” This not only compromises the independence of individual 

lawyers but also undermines the integrity of the legal profession as a whole. 

Intervening with the independence of lawyers has the potential to restrict access to 
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justice and therefore to undermine the rule of law itself. The proper functioning of 

the rule of law is essential to a proper functioning democracy. 

 

3.1.3. Bar independence: new provisions aimed at concentration of power  

 

11. An amendment to Article 11.2 of the Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity” 

removes the limit on the Chair of the Bar Association being elected for more than 

two terms, creating a risk of power concentration and undermining the Bar’s 

institutional independence.11 The resulting  weakening of the Bar affects lawyers’ 

ability to challenge state authorities, expose unlawful conduct, and perform their 

duties without external pressure. In her communication to the Government, under 

the heading “Independence of the ABA” (p. 6), the UN Special Rapporteur notes 

in the letter that, given the broad powers of the Chair, “providing broad unchecked 

powers, while weakening democratic processes that allow for lawyers’ direct 

participation within the ABA’s governance, risks undermining its structural 

independence as well as its key role.” This indicates that the amendment may be 

incompatible with international standards on the independence of the legal 

profession. 

12. The removal of term limits allowing the same individual to be re-elected 

indefinitely particularly in the context of non-democratic procedures (as 

documented in the ILN/EHRAC Rule 9.2 submission DH-DD(2022)1184  1451st 

meeting (December 2022)) is incompatible with international standards on the 

democratic governance of bar associations. Under the UN Basic Principles on the 

Role of Lawyers (Principles 24–25), professional associations must be self-

governing, with their executive bodies freely elected by members and operating 

without external interference. Similarly, the IBA Standards for the Independence 

of the Legal Profession (1990) require that bar associations be independent and that 

their governing bodies be freely elected without interference of any kind. In this 

light, the concentration of power through unlimited re-election, combined with 

procedural deficiencies affecting genuine electoral competition and participation, 

undermines the requirement of free and democratic elections of the Bar’s executive 

and, consequently, its institutional independence. 

13. The amendment also stands in clear tension with the standards articulated in the 

Council of Europe Convention for the Protection of the Profession of Lawyer (that 

Azerbaijan is yet to sign). In particular, Article 4 of this Convention requires States 

to ensure that professional associations of lawyers are able to operate as 

independent and self‑governing bodies, free from external interference, and that 

their governance structures do not undermine their autonomy. While not yet in 

                                                
11 Article 4.13.1.2 of the Law of the Republic of Azerbaijan “On Amendments to … and the Law ‘On Advocates and Advocacy 
Activity’”: https://e-qanun.az/framework/60846  

https://e-qanun.az/framework/60846
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force, the Convention reflects a consolidated European consensus on the need to 

safeguard the institutional independence of professional associations of lawyers 

and to prevent undue influence. By permitting indefinite re‑election of the Chair of 

the Bar Association, the amendment risks institutional capture and runs counter to 

these standards, which emphasise that bar associations must be able to operate 

autonomously as a precondition for lawyers to perform their professional duties 

independently and without fear of interference. 

 

3.2.Compliance of new amendments with the Convention and the respective Council of 

Europe standards 

 

14. The recent legislative amendments raise serious concerns on its compliance with 

the Namazov group of cases and the CM Recommendation Rec(2000)21. The broad 

monitoring powers, including the unrestricted authority to request “necessary 

documents”, directly interfere with lawyer–client confidentiality and weaken the 

protection of professional secrecy. The concentration of extensive monitoring and 

disciplinary powers within the Presidium, coupled with the removal of term limits 

for its Chair, consolidates control within a single body and undermines the 

institutional independence of the Bar Association. Moreover, the expansion of 

sanctions and the reliance on vague disciplinary grounds, such as “acts discrediting 

the profession” or “unsubstantiated information”, enable the imposition of 

excessive and unpredictable penalties, raising serious concerns as to their 

proportionality. Of further concern, the extension of lawyers’ duties to include the 

protection of state bodies further complicates their professional position by 

potentially placing them in situations of conflicting obligations. 

15. These amendments also restrict lawyers’ freedom of expression, contrary to Article 

10 of the Convention, by imposing vague and broad limitations on public 

statements. Moreover, the expanded sanctions and unclear disciplinary grounds 

raise serious concerns as to their proportionality, as required under Article 10.  

 

3.3. Lack of sufficient safeguards to prevent undue disciplinary action against lawyers: 

interference and concerns for abusive disciplinary proceedings against lawyers  

 

a) Facts from the disciplinary proceedings - statistics and public information about 

interferences into lawyers' activity - 2025  
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16. Between 13 March 2025 and 5 March 202612, a total of 6 lawyers were disbarred, 

36 received warnings, 17 were reprimanded, 6 were fined, 16 received remarks, 8 

were temporarily suspended, and 6 were instructed to strictly comply with legal 

requirements. In the shorter period between 13 March and 23 December 2025, 4 

lawyers were disbarred, 34 received warnings, 17 were reprimanded, 2 were fined, 

16 received remarks, 7 were temporarily suspended, and 4 were issued compliance 

orders. 

17. According to the Report on the Activities of the Bar Association for 202513 190 

disciplinary cases were examined by the Disciplinary Commission, of which 38 

(20%) were carried over from 2024 and 152 (80%) were initiated in 2025. Of these 

cases, 161 (85%) resulted in adopted opinions, 25 cases led to requests for 

termination of proceedings, and 4 cases remain pending. Out of the 161 cases where 

opinions were adopted, violations were found in 117 cases (73%). 

18. Based on these opinions, the Presidium adopted a total of 169 decisions. These 

included 36 cases (21%) where compliance with legal requirements was noted 

without imposing disciplinary sanctions, 4 warnings (2%), 18 remarks (11%), 21 

reprimands (12%), 2 fines (1%), 10 temporary suspensions (6%), and 5 disbarments 

(3%). Additionally, 40 cases (24%) were terminated on various grounds, including 

withdrawal of complaints or absence of a violation, while in 33 cases (20%) no 

legal assessment was possible. 

19. Until 19 August 2024, the Bar Association’s website included detailed records from 

Meetings of the Lawyers’ Disciplinary Commission14, specifying not only the 

disciplinary measures applied but also the reasons for their application. Since then, 

the Bar has discontinued this practice, providing only very basic statistics on 

measures applied, such as a number of cases in which disciplinary measures have 

been applied. These limited public disclosures are insufficient to scrutinise the 

ABA’s exercise of its disciplinary powers and assess the adequacy of the applied 

measures, raising questions about substantiation and proportionality of such 

measures. Lawyers are unable to obtain information on the transparency and 

proportionality of disciplinary actions, as the Bar does not provide any explanations 

for the reasons behind the measures. 

 

b) Judicial review of disciplinary proceedings against lawyers 

 

20. Between 2023 and 2025, only eight cases15 reached the Supreme Court involving 

the Bar Association and lawyers as its members. Four cases concerned disbarment 

                                                
12 Data compiled by the ILN based on information published in the “News” section of the official website of the Bar Association 

of Azerbaijan concerning Presidium meetings, accessed on: https://barassociation.az/news 
13 Report on the Activities of the Bar Association for the Year 2025: https://barassociation.az/news/1887 
14 19 August 2024 Meeting of the Lawyers' Disciplinary Commission: https://barassociation.az/news/1446 
15 Collection of administrative cases to which the Bar Association is a party: https://sc.supremecourt.gov.az/decision-search/ 

 

https://barassociation.az/news
https://barassociation.az/news/1887
https://barassociation.az/news/1446
https://sc.supremecourt.gov.az/decision-search/
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of advocates, three cases involved challenges to refusals of admission to the Bar 

Association, and one case concerned the reinstatement of a former advocate to the 

ABA. In the vast majority of these cases, the Bar Association itself was the 

claimant. Without exception, all instances ruled in favour of the Bar Association in 

all eight cases. The only notable departure was a single case in which the Supreme 

Court partially granted a lawyer's cassation appeal and remitted the matter to the 

appellate court for proper examination. These figures also raise a broader concern: 

as the statistics above demonstrate, a significant number of disciplinary measures 

are imposed on lawyers each year, yet none of those lawyers appear to have 

challenged those measures before the courts. This strongly suggests the existence 

of structural impediments that discourage or prevent lawyers from pursuing judicial 

remedies against the Bar Association, raising serious concerns regarding the 

effectiveness of safeguards and the prevention of recurrence of the violations 

identified by the Court.  

21. On 23 October 2025, well-known lawyer Zabil Gahramanov was arrested in Ganja 

city and remanded in custody for three months’ pre-trial detention on hooliganism 

& fraud charges. Only weeks prior to his arrest, the Azerbaijan Bar Association, 

suspended his licence on vague disciplinary grounds at the request of the Ganja 

police, after he had openly criticised police abuse. Rather than affording 

professional protection, the Bar Association’s actions coincided with, and 

preceded, the initiation of criminal proceedings against him. This pattern is seen in 

the detention of another lawyer Namizad Safarov in December 2025 on alleged 

fraud charges following his criticism of the state officials. Similarly, two other 

prominent lawyers, Alasgar Mammadli, arrested in March 2024, and Rufat 

Safarov, arrested in December 2024, appear to have been targeted in connection 

with their defence of human rights and engagement in civil society activities. 

 

IV. Recommendations  

 

22. In light of the above, below we set out the following recommendations to the     

Government of Azerbaijan and the Azerbaijan Bar Association in response to the 

prolonged failings to reinstate the remaining applicants in the Namazov group and 

to the most recent amendments to the Law on Lawyers and Lawyers Activities. We 

also refer the CM to our recommendations set out in our earlier Rule 9 submissions 

of October 2022, May 2024 and April 2025 as they remain relevant and 

unaddressed by the Government of Azerbaijan to date.  

 

Regarding the implementation of judgments and reinstatement of disbarred lawyers  

 



 

 

Official 

1. The Government should ensure the prompt, full and effective reinstatement of 

Mr Namazov and Mr Bagirov to the ABA, enabling them to resume their legal 

practice of law without further delay. 

2. The Supreme Court of the Republic of Azerbaijan, without further 

unsubstantiated delays, should quash the final domestic court judgments in 

these cases so that the respective ECtHR judgments are implemented in an 

objective, transparent, and non-selective manner.  

3. Azerbaijani Bar Association should continue employing its non-judicial 

mechanisms for re-instatement, given its existing precedents, including in 

comparable cases like those of Mehdiyev and Aslanov.  

4. The Committee should invite the Government to provide detailed and 

time‑bound information on the concrete steps taken to secure reinstatement in 

these cases and on measures adopted to ensure the effectiveness of these 

remedies in practice. 

 

Regarding the new legislative and regulatory framework for lawyers 

5. The Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity” should be amended to limit 

the Presidium’s monitoring powers under Article 11.3, ensuring that any 

oversight is clearly defined, time-bound, subject to robust procedural 

safeguards and independent oversight, and cannot be used as a substitute for 

disciplinary proceedings or trigger disciplinary liability without full due process 

guarantees. 

6. The legal framework governing disciplinary liability, including Article 22, 

should be revised to ensure that grounds for disbarment and sanctions are clear, 

precise, and foreseeable, in line with the principle of legal certainty, and limited 

strictly to grave conducts only.  

7. The Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity” and Rules of the Ethical 

Conduct of Lawyers should be amended to safeguard lawyers’ independence 

and freedom of expression, including by removing any duty to protect state 

bodies and eliminating vague or overly broad restrictions, such as “undermining 

the authority of the administration of justice” or “unsubstantiated information” 

that risk deterring legitimate public interest and human rights advocacy. 

8. The Law “On Advocates and Advocacy Activity” should be amended to define 

more specific and limited grounds as a basis for exclusion of lawyers from the 

ABA and to ensure that the law is clear, foreseeable and that adequate legal 

safeguards against arbitrary application are in place and implemented. The 

legislative process should be conducted with the involvement of civil society 

and the legal community in Azerbaijan.  



 

 

Official 

Regarding the need to strengthen institutional independence of ABA and its 

growing control over the legal profession 

9. The authorities should implement comprehensive reforms to strengthen the 

institutional independence of the Azerbaijani Bar Association, among others, 

by maintaining term limits for its leadership and by ensuring democratic, 

transparent governance structures, including through broad and equal 

participation of all advocates in its governance, by abolishing the delegate-

based voting system and guaranteeing direct voting rights as highlighted in the 

ILN and EHRAC (December 2022) and ILN, EHRAC and Law Society  (June 

2024) Rule 9.2 submissions. Such reforms are essential to prevent the systemic 

misuse of disciplinary proceedings against lawyers. 
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