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SUMMARY
This article is dedicated to the questions of criminal liability for official negligence in the criminal legislation of such states as Ukraine,
the Republic of Moldova and the Republic of Latvia. The author carries out the comparative and legal analysis of home and foreign legis-
lation in the context of researching of problems. Specified on debatable questions that arise in the process of analysis each of elements of
corpus delict official negligence. The author notes the features of criminal responsibility of official negligence. In the end of the article are
specified the assumptions, that, in opinion of author, it is expedient to adopt as positive experience Ukrainian legislator.
Key words: official negligence, Ukraine, the Republic of Moldova, the Republic of Latvia.

CJIYXKEBHAS XAJTATHOCTbh: CPABHUTEJBHO-TIPABOBOM AHAJIN3 HOPM YKPAUHCKOT O,
MOJJABCKOT'O U IATBUMCKOI'O 3AKOHOJIATEJBCTBA

Cgetinana PAK,
aCTIMPaHT
HayuHo-1ccie1oBaTeIbckoro HHCTUTYTa U3ydYeHus! po0IieM MpecTyMHOCTH UMeHH akajemuka B.B. Cramuca
HanmonansHO# akaJjeMuy IPaBOBBIX HAYK YKPaUHBI,
ACCUCTEHT Kadepbl yroJIOBHOTO M aIMUHICTPATHBHOIO MpaBa M Ipolecca
TonraBckoro OpUIMYECKOr0 HHCTUTYTA
HanmonansHOTO FOpUINYECKOTO YHUBEpCHTETa UMEHH SIpociaBa Mynporo

AHHOTALUSA

Crarbs NOCBSIIACTCS BONPOCAM YI'OJIOBHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a CIIY)KEOHYIO XaJaTHOCTb B YIOJOBHOM 3aKOHOJATENILCTBE Ta-
KHX CTpaH, Kak YkpauHa, PecrryOnuka Monnosa u JlatBuiickast PecriyOnrka. ABTOp OCYIIECTBIISIET CPaBHUTEIILHO-TIPABOBOM aHAIIN3
OTEUECTBEHHOTO W WHOCTPAHHOTO 3aKOHOAATENHLCTBA B KOHTEKCTE HCCIIeTyeMOi MpoOIeMaTnKy. YKa3bIBaeTCsl Ha AMCKYCCHOHHBIC
BOIIPOCHI, KOTOPBIE BOSHUKAIOT BO BpEMs aHaM3a KaXJOTr0 M3 3JIEMEHTOB COCTaBa MPECTYIUICHUS CiTykKeOHast XanaTHOCTb. B mpo-
1ecce cpaBHEHHs oOpalaeTcs BHUMaHue Ha 0COOCHHOCTH IIPUMEHEHUS YTOJIOBHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH IIPU COBEPIICHUHU CITY)KEOHOM
XaJlaTHOCTH. B uTOTe yKa3spIBaroTCs MOJIOKEHUS Ha KOTOPBIE, TI0 MHEHHIO aBTOPA, [e/1ec000pa3Ho 00paTHTh BHUMAHHE U IEPEHSTH Kak
MOJIOKUTENBHBIH ONBIT YKPAUHCKOMY 3aKOHO/IATEIIIO.

KaroueBblie ciioBa: ciry)xeOHast XanaTHOCTb, YkpanHa, Pecrryonmuka MomnmoBa, JlarBuiickas PecryOmnmka.

REZUMAT
Articolul este dedicat raspunderii penale pentru neglijenta oficiala in legislatia penald a unor tari precum Ucraina, Republica Moldova
si Republica Letonia. Autorul efectueaza o analiza juridica comparativa a legislatiei interne si externe in contextul problemelor studia-
te. Ea evidentiaza problemele de discutie care apar in timpul analizei fiecarui element al infractiunii de neglijenta oficiala. In procesul
de comparatie, se acorda atentie specificului utilizarii raspunderii penale in executarea neglijentei oficiale. Ca urmare, sunt indicate
dispozitiile pe care, in opinia autorului, este indicat sa le atrag atentia si sa o adopte ca o experienta pozitiva legiuitorului ucrainean.
Cuvinte cheie: neglijentd oficiala, Ucraina, Republica Moldova, Republica Letonia.

Research problem and its  result of such crime as official negligence  study official negligence. The legislative

significance. For the successful functioning
of the state and its society in today’s world
it is necessary for the officials to fulfill their
responsibilities. Today non-performance
or improper performance of duties are
regarded as one of the main reasons of the
economic, political and social problems. The

according to the Criminal Code of Ukraine
(further: CC) Article 367 is a disruption of
the full functioning of the state and local
government apparatus, legal persons in
private and public law.

The relative incidence of such
crimes also has indicated the need to

innovations of the last years were aimed
at increasing the effectiveness of the
usage of this rule of the CC. It should be
noted, however, that they are not enough.
Statistical analysis of the data published
on the Ukraine General Prosecutor’s
Office website concerning crimes under
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Article 367 of the CC of Ukraine recorded
between 2014 and 2017 shows, that the
number of committed crimes decreased,
but still remains comparatively stable (the
number of the recorded crimes in 2014 —
1463, in 2015 — 1426, in 2016 — 1404, in
2017 — 1239). However, this needs to take
into consideration the latency of the crime
of official negligence as the statistics are
not always objective. In addition, we
believe that light decrease in the number
of crimes can be explained by the partial
decriminalization of non-performance due
to the entry into force of the Ukrainian Act
“On Amendments to Certain Legislative
Acts of Ukraine to Implement the Action
Plan for the European Union Liberalization
of the Visa Regime for Ukraine” 13 May
2014 Ne 1261-VII (hereinafter — Law of
Ukraine 13 May 2014).

Taking into account the successful law
practice of foreign countries is essential
for the full development of the legislative
sphere of the state. In the context of a
study on official negligence we will strive
to conduct a comparative analysis of the
legislation of Ukraine, the Republic of
Moldova and the Republic of Latvia. All
three countries emerged in the international
arena as independent states the following
dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991.
Ukraine and the Republic of Moldova
joined the Commonwealth of Independent
States. The legislation of these countries
was developing in the post-Soviet area
strongly influenced by the governing acts
in most parts of their territories during a
comparatively long time. The Republic of
Latvia has taken another approach. In the
drafting of its legislation the experience
of Western European countries was used,
such as the Federal Republic of Germany,
Sweden, Denmark. Therefore, it has
become urgent to consider differences and
similarities in the defining of such a crime
as official negligence in the criminal law of
these countries.

Status of research. In Ukraine, to
date, the offence of “official negligence”
was considered in the context of a study
of crimes in the sphere of professional
duties and performance by such researchers
as  O.V. Kirishevich, M.I.  Melnyk,
D.H. Mykhailenko, VI.  Tyutyuhin,
A.V. Savchenko, M.I. Havronyuk. No
comprehensive studies on the offence
of  “official negligence” are available.
Among Russian researchers, who studied
the offence being analysed in the article at the

PhD level, should be named I.H. Minakova,
M.O. Tynyana, E.V. Tsaryova.

Thus, the aim of our study is to provide
a comparative analysis on legislation of
Ukraine, legislation of the Republic of
Moldova and legislation of the Republic of
Latvia in the context of analysis of such a
crime as official negligence.

Results. The offence of “official
negligence” in the CC of Ukraine is
presented in Article 367 Chapter XVII
“Neglect of official duty”. This article states
that official negligence is “non-performance
or improper performance of the official due
to the careless approach to their duties” [1].
Such wording leads to the conclusion, that
both action and omission can be the form of
socially dangerous act in the analyzed crime.
This is also attested to by the analyzed law
practice between 2014 and 2017 (500 legal
cases). In 81% of the cases the crime of
official negligence was the result of non-
performance (a person does not do their
duties) and in 19% of cases — improper
performance (a person does their duties in
bad faith).

In the CC of the Republic of Moldova
the offence of “official negligence”
is presented in Chapter XV “Crimes
committed by officials”. The provisions of
Article 329 “non-performance or improper
performance of duties” is similar to the
definition of the official negligence in the
CC of Ukraine [2]. It suggests that official
negligence can occur both in the form
of action and in the form of omission.
Carelessness or negligent attitude to the
duties are the necessary indicators.

As for the Republic of Latvia the
offence of “official negligence” is presented
in Chapter XIX “Criminal offences of an
economic nature” (Article 197). In addition,
Chapter XXIV of the CC “Criminal offences
committed in state authority service” Article
319 defines the offence of the crime “Failure
to act by a state official”. The analysis of the
above-mentioned rules implys, that they
complement each other. The reasons for this
conclusion will be given in the process of
our research.

The actus reus of the offence under
Article 197 of the CC of the Republic of
Latvia is expressed in the form of “careless
performance of duties”[3]. From the wording
of the provisions of the article we can state
that socially dangerous act in negligence is
only active action. Consequently, a person
does not take their responsibilities seriously,
fulfill them improperly.
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The offence of “official negligence”
in its legislative build-up is a crime
with material scope. Socially dangerous
consequences is an obligatory component
of the actus reus of this offence. It is set out
in the provisions of the relevant articles of
the CC, which define the offence of “official
negligence” of the analyzed states.

In Ukrainian as well as in Latvian
legislation the consequences are substantial
harm. The concept of “substantial harm”
is estimated. Ukrainian criminologist
M.I. Panov mentions, that the characteristic
of the estimated concepts is that they always
express the plurality of the phenomena,
which have a common essential feature,
typical for the crime, and they reinforce
the phenomena of the objective reality, the
essence of which is difficult and undefined.
[4, p. 221-222].

Latvian researcher Uldis Krastinsh
points out, that in case of patrimonial effects
in the CC of the Republic of Latvia the
estimated concepts “considerable amount”
and “small amount” are used, and wording
“substantial harm” is used by legislator
in case when the crime caused another
damage” [5, p. 22].

That is, in Latvian legislation substantial
harm is mainly understood as non-material
damage. It is thought, that the final decision
if the socially dangerous consequences are
substantial harm or not must be done by
court.

In Ukrainian criminal legislation today
there is a problem of defining a concept
“substantial harm”. The Ukrainian Act of
13 May 2014 introduced amendments to p.3
of the note to Article 364 of the CC, which
contains guidance on understanding of a
concept “substantial harm” [6]. According
to the new version of the note 3 the
normative moment of socially dangerous
consequences, in particular an official
negligence, defines its size — 100 and more
times the minimum non-taxable income,
that is, material damage is described by the
legislator in clear criminal-legal categories
and, consequently, accountability should
occur only in case of material damage. In
case of non-material damage legislation,
theorists and, as a result, court do not have a
clear common approach to the definition of
anotion “substantial harm”.

The official negligence in the CC of
the Republic of Moldova is also a crime
with material scope as it stipulates the
consequences — causing significant damage.
Wording  “significant damage” offers
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grounds to believe, that criminal liability
for the crime under Article 329 of the CC
of the Republic of Moldova is incurred
exclusively in the case of material damage.
In our view, this position of a legislator
does not represent a danger to the public
of the analyzed offence of the crime. As in
the Ukrainian Law a problem arises in the
case of causing damage other, than that
of a material nature for example, when
action or omission of a person damaged the
credibility of the State. We can not ignore
the fact of non-material injury.

The question of estimated concepts
needs to be resolved as the law must be
clear and understandable. According to
the basic principles of the international
law, in particular, nullum crimen sine lege
embodied in Article 7 of the Convention
on the protection of human rights and
fundamental  freedoms  (Convention)
the extensive interpretation of the law
is prohibited. It is worth noting, that
the question of defining the concept of
“substantial harm” has already been subject
to the consideration by the Court of Justice
of the European Union of Human Rights
in Liivik v. Estonia case. The case is that
Jaak Liivik being a general director of the
Estonian Privatization Fund, while signing
the agreement made additional financial
commitments on behalf of the state. He was
convicted of abuse of authority, the courts
admitted, that the actions of Jaak Liivik
caused a serious damage to the state, the
assets of the state were exposed to risks, the
credibility of the state has been damaged in
the international arena. In its decision on
25 June 2009 European Court of Human
Rights (ECHR) states, that material damage
was not caused and in the Estonian criminal
law there are no indications, that the risk
of the damage itself might be interpreted
widely as the “substantial harm” and that
it is reasonable to use the concept of a
significant damage as the basis of criminal
liability. ECHR found that Estonian courts
violated Article 7 of the Convention [7].

In the provisions of Article 329 of the
CC of the Republic of Moldova, Article 367
of the CC of Ukraine, Article 197 of the CC
of the Republic of Latvia the form of guilt is
not indicated.

Although in the practical commentary
to the CC of the Republic of Moldova it is
noted that official negligence “... is the only
negligent crime provided for in Chapter
XV” [8]. Modern Russian researchers,
who studied official negligence at the PhD

level substantiate similar idea [10, p. 130;
11, p. 140]. Some ukrainian criminologists,
characterizing official negligence in the
context of the study of crimes in the official
and professional activities relating to the
delivery of public services, express the view,
that official negligence can be committed
unintentionally or through negligence [12].
We are inclined to think, that the offence
being analyzed really has got “mixed” form
of guilt. In this, the attitude with indirect
intention is possible not only to action,
but also to consequences. This statement,
certainly, might raise questions in the aspect
of qualification as there will be a problem
of distinguishing the offences of official
negligence and abuse of authority. But in the
commission of an abuse of authority own
gain is an obligatory component of the mens
rea of the offence. Let us give an example
of case law in support of this statement.
Volodymyr-Volynskyi City Court of the
Volyn region on 10 February 2014 heard
the case according to which K. serving as a
senior operative worker in the organization
for uncovering tax crimes of the tax police
(being an official) failed to provide adequate
storage of tobacco products seized by the
boarder officials. K. realized, that he acted
unlawfully, keeping these things in the
garage, foresaw, that they might spoil, but
was indifferent to the consequences. [12].

The subject did not have his own gain
so his acts do not fall within the scope of
Atticle 367 of the CC of Ukraine (abuse
of authority). The court defined this act as
official negligence although taking into the
consideration the attitude to consequences
there has been such form of guilt as indirect
intent. Malovyskivskiy District Court of the
Kirovograd region sentenced V., who was
an economist and performed organizational
and administrative functions. V. had the
task to get the certificate for special use of
water resources. But she did not fulfill her
duties on time. As a result the legal person
a few months drew water without required
permission [13]. Clearly, in this case there
has been an indirect intent. The person
realized, that she did not fulfill her duties,
foresaw, that the legal person would draw
water and not wanting still allowed socially
dangerous consequences to come.

The above-mentioned position to
the form of guilt of the crime of official
negligence relates only to Ukrainian criminal
law. As the definition of the provision of the
crime of abuse of authority differs a little in
the CCs of the analyzed states. We consider it
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areasonable thought, that in the commission
of an official negligence according to the
CC of the Republic of Moldova the only
careless form of guilt in the attitude towards
consequences can take place.

The offence under Article 197 of the CC
of the Republic of Latvia is the negligent
crime.

Now about the subject of official
negligence. According to the CC of the
Republic of Moldova the subject of the
offence is an official. The concept of the
official under Article 123 of the CC — it
is a person, who have rights and duties in
state enterprise, establishment, organization
(their offices) or in local enterprises,
establishments, organizations, constantly
or temporarily, by law, for the appointment,
in conformity with results of the elections
or on behalf some rights and duties as
official functions or administrative acts, or
organizational acts. So, as we see, pursuant
to the CC of the Republic of Moldova
criminal liability rests only with officials
while people, who lead commercial, social
and other non-state organizations are not
subject to the corresponding article.

It is worth noting, that like Moldavian
and Latvian legislation, Ukrainian legislator
all official offences, whether the official is
the representative of government or local
administration, or this is the official of the
legal person in private law, placed in the
Chapter XVII of the CC, which is named
“Criminal offences in office”. The subjects
of the offence of official negligence are the
officials. Subjects of the crime of official
negligence are officials the notion of whom
is presented in parts 3 and 4 Article 18 of
the CC of Ukraine. Accordingly, it can be
both officials of the legal person in public
law and in private law. Legal person in
public laws a person, who constantly,
permanently or upon authorization have
the responsibility of the representatives of
authority or local administration, and also
constantly or permanently hold positions
in government bodies, local government,
in state enterprises or municipal companies,
in  establishments or organizations,
related to performance of organizational
and administering or administrative and
management functions, or perform such
functions upon authorization as the person
is entitled by the authorized bodies of the
State or authorized person in enterprise,
establishment, organization, court or law
[1]. Law does not give the definition of a
legal person in private law but theorists,
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by reviewing the rules reflected, point
out, that such individuals cannot be the
representatives of authority or local
government with the exception of cases,
when performing of the corresponding
functions is upon authorization [11, p. 16].

Now let us turn to Article 197 of the
CC of the Republic of Latvia. According
to the provision of the article the subject
of negligence is a responsible employee of
the enterprise or organization or a person
authorized by the enterprise or organization.
The term “responsible employee” is not
provided neither in Ukrainian, nor in
Moldavian legislation. We can assume, that
it is equivalent to an official in the Latvian
Law. Form of property is not specified but
the offence of the crime official negligence
is given in the Chapter “Criminal offences
of an economic nature”, so we can assume,
that these are responsible employees of the
enterprise, organizations, who are both in
public and private property.

Latvian legislator, as we think, was
right to indicate the bigger social danger
of committing official negligence by the
officials so envisaged in Chapter XXIV
“Criminal offences committed in state
authority service” ofthe CC responsibility for
omission of the official. In Article 319 of the
CC of'the Republic of Latvia it is stated, that
an omission is non-performance of duties by
the official, that is, intentional or negligent
non-performance of actions, which are her
duties according to the law. The analysis of
the provision reveals, that in fact the offence
of the crime official negligence is included
in the forms of objective part of this article.
This is how Latvian legislator intended to
emphasize the increase of public danger of
this crime corresponding the subject of the
crime. In the same chapter Article 316 the
definition of the official is given. These are
representatives of public authorities and
any person, who constantly or temporarily
performs official duties or self-governing
official duties, in particular, and in state
capital company or in company of the city
municipality, and has the right to perform
functions of care, control, investigation or
punishment, or manage property or finance
of a public person or the capital of their
company.

As we see, the range of subjects
included in the term of an official in the
Republic of Latvia is a little wider, than in
the corresponding rules of the criminal law
of the Republic of Moldova (an official)
and Ukraine (officials in the public law).

In the Republic of Latvia the analyzed
notion includes individuals, who have the
right to perform functions of care, control,
investigation or punishment. Neither Article
123 of the CC of Moldova, nor p.3 of the
note to Article 364 of the CC of Ukraine has
this supplementary category of individuals.
The common thing in Moldavian and
Ukrainian legislation is emphasizing on the
existence of a public right for the officials
of organizational and administering or
administrative and management functions.

Our next step is the review of the
qualifying  characteristics of  official
negligence under corresponding paragraphs
of articles of the CCs of the analyzed states.

In the CC of the Republic of Moldova
the reare such qualifying characteristics
as the death of a person and other grave
consequences. Identifying of the first
mentioned characteristic does not pose
any problems. But the notion of “grave
consequences” in the criminal legislation
is considered to be estimated. It is believed,
that all the circumstances of the case should
be taken into account, and the consequences
must be serious enough (for example,
poisoning of a big amount of people by
medicine, and the permission given by
negligence by the corresponding official)
[8, p. 1017].

With regard to the qualifying signs of
official negligence in Ukrainian legislation,
p.2 of Atrticle 367 of the CC provides for
grave consequences. Accordingly, these
are consequences which exceed 250 times
the minimum non- taxable income. The
question of defining “grave consequences”
is discussed by Ukrainian researchers
together with the question of substantial
harm. As these criminal-legal categories are
in clear monetary cost, while the question
in the case non-material damage is still
unsolved.

In the Article 197 of the CC of the
Republic of Latvia qualifying elements
are not included by the legislator. Instead,
Article 319 has got a number of qualifying
elements. Latvian legislator suggests more
severe penalty in case of committing
an offence by the official for profit (p.
2), non-performance resulting in grave
consequences (p.3) or death of two people
and more (p.4).

Conclusions. To sum up, appealing
to the law experience of foreign countries
in the regulation of the sphere of official
negligence is necessary and feasible.
Comparative analysis of foreign legislation
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allows to correlate the national legal system
with the legal systems of other countries,
borrow high-quality projects for the own
legislation in the sphere of legal regulation
of the responsibility for official negligence.

In our view, the reflection in the CC
of Ukraine of the provisions for guidance
on the increased level of social danger of
the official negligence committed by the
authorities and local authorities is very
logical. In addition, attention should be paid
to the estimated concepts, specified in Article
367 of the CC of Ukraine as their regulatory
uncertainties complicate the use of rules of
the analyzed article by the courts in practice.
Both the concept “substantial harm” and
the concept “grave consequences” need the
official interpretation by the legislator not to
allow for enlarged interpretation of the Law
to the strengthening of the criminal liability
for official negligence, that is violation of
the Article 7 of the Convention.
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B crarpe Ha OCHOBaHMM aHaau3a JOKTPUHAJIBHBIX UCTOUHUKOB U MOJIOKEHUHN JIeH-
CTBYIOLLETO 3aKOHO/ATENIbCTBA YKpauHbl MPEJCTABICHA pa3BEepHyTasl XapaKTepUCTHKA
MIPOIIECCYAITBEHOTO TTOPSAKA COBEPIISHUS HCIIONHUTEIBHON HamucH HoTapuyca. Ompe-
JIeJIEHbl OCHOBHBIE CTaJMM HOTAPUAJIBHOIO MPOU3BOJICTBA 110 COBEPLUIECHUIO MCIIOIHU-
TEJIbHON HAJAIUCH, a TAKXKE UX COAEPIKaTeJIbHOE HANIOJIHEHUE OTACIbHBIMU HOTapUallb-
HBIMH JieficTBUSIMA. CPOpMYITMPOBAHO P MPEIVIOKEHUH MO yCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHUIO
JIEHCTBYIOIIETrO 3aKOHOAATEIbCTRA.

KuiroueBble ci10Ba: UCIOMHUTENbHAS HAJINCh HOTapUyca, HOTapUaJIbHOE MPOU3-
BOJZICTBO, HOTAPUAJIbHBIN aKT, CTaIUsl HOTApUAIBHOTO MPOIECCa, 3alllUTa TPaXk1aHCKUX
MIPaB HOTAPUYCOM.
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SUMMARY

The article based on the analysis of doctrinal sources and provisions of the current
legislation of Ukraine, provides a detailed description of the procedural order of the no-
tarial order. The main stages of notarial production for the performance of notarial order,
as well as their content filling with individual notarial actions, are determined. A number
of proposals have been formulated to improve the current legislation.
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REZUMAT

Articolul, bazat pe analiza surselor doctrinare si a prevederilor actualei legislatii din
Ucraina, oferd o descriere detaliatd a ordinii procedurale de executare a inscriptiei executive a
notarului. Se determina principalele etape ale productiei notariale pentru realizarea inscriptiei
executive, precum si completarea continutului acestora cu actiuni notariale separate. Au fost
formulate mai multe propuneri pentru imbunatatirea legislatiei actuale.

Cuvinte cheie: inscriptia notariala executiva, productia notarului, actul notarial,
etapa procesului notarial, protectia drepturilor civile de catre un notar.

IloctanoBka  mpoOuemsnl.  Ocy-
IIECTBIISAS ~ PETYJHpPOBAaHHE  TpakAaH-

HbIMH (opmamu 3amuThl. Kiaccnueckum
MIPUMEPOM TOCIIETHUX SABISIETCSI HOTapH-

CKHX IPAaBOOTHOIICHHH, 3aKOHOJATEIIb, B
CBOIO O9epesib, TPeyCMaTpHBaeT IEeIbIit
CIeKTp (opM 3aIUTHI IPAB UX yYACTHH-
KOB B ciydae HapymeHus. Ilomumo cy-
nebHol (opmbl, KoTOpast OECCIOPHO SIB-
nseTcs Hanboree TOMyNAPHO, CyOBeKTy
IPakIaHCKHX MPAaBOOTHOIICHHMIL, IIpaBa
KOTOPOTO OBLIM HApYIICHBI, MPENOCTaB-
JII€TCS. BO3BMOJKHOCTD BOCIIOJIB30BAThCs
UHBIMH, TaK Ha3bIBAGMbIMH aJIbTEPHATHUB-

anpHas popmMa 3aIIUTkI IPaB, KOTOpast pe-
QIU3YETCs TOCPEICTBOM HCIIOIb30BaHHS
TAKOro Crocoda Kak COBEPILICHUE HCIIOI-
HHUTEJIHOW HA/IMHCH HOTAPUYCOM.
Cocrosinue ucciaenopanus. CrerneHb
pa3paboTKu MpoOIeM COBEPIISHUS HCTIOI-
HHTEIPHON HAANHMCH HOTapHyca B Hayke
HOTapHaJIBHOTO TpaBa CJIeIyeT MPH3HATh
BIIOJIHE JOCTATOYHOW. B wacTHOCTH, WH-
CTUTYT UCHIOIHUTENBHOI HAAMMCH CTaHO-



