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Hewxo JI. lIpunyun «de minimis non curat praetor» 8 mexcoynapoonom npaee.
Paccmompeno nosoe ycnosue, egedennoe Esponetickum Cydom no npagam uenogexa,
6 coomeemcmeuu ¢ komopvim Cy0 npu paccmompenuu O0en He 3aHUMAEmcs Meao4amu
(de minimis non curat praetor). Hccredosano codepocamenbhoe HANOIHEHUE KPUMEPUES
OYeHKU HAMUuUs Ui OMCYMCmEUs. CyuwecmeeHHo20 6pedd, HAHEeCeHHO20 QuU3UYecKUM
U OpUOUYecKUM UYaM, Komopwvle obpawaromes 6 Egponetickuii cyo no npasam uenosexa.

Knwouegvie cnosa: npasa yenoBeka, EBpONEHCKH Cyl IO IIpaBaM 4eJIOBEKa,
EBponeiickas Komuccus mo npaBaMm uenoBeka, de minimis, de minimis non curat praetor.

Background. The principle «de minimis non curat praetor» has been
known since the times of ancient Rome. However, by 01.06.2010, the concept
of «de minimis» was formally absent in texts of international documents,
although it was systematically mentioned in special opinions of the members
of the European Commission on Human Rights, for example, «Eyoum-
Priso vs. France», «HFK-F. vs. Germany», «Lechesne vs. France», judges
of the European Court of Human Rights, let’s say, «Dudgeon vs. U.K.»,
«O’Halloran and Francis vs. U.K.», «Micallef vs. Malta» as well as in
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objections submitted to the European Court of Human Rights by the respondent
states, for example, in «Koumoutsea and others vs. Greece» [1]. The practice
of the European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter — the Court) shows
that since 1972 the Court itself has been veiled in applying this principle,
for example, in the case of «X. vs. U.K.» of 05.11.1981 [2].

The increasing need for international courts, in particular the need
for the European Court of Human Rights and the Committee of Ministers of
the European Council to enable international courts to continue to play their
leading role in protecting human rights raised the issue of the need and
expediency of changing the international legal mechanism of access to the
courts. As a matter of urgency, the European Court of Human Rights has
faced this issue considering the steady increase in number of applications
filed with the Court [3]. On 13.05.2004, the member states of the European
Council signed Protocol Ne 14 to the Convention, which entered into force
on 01.06.2010 [4]. In accordance with the amendments made to it by the
Convention [5], the Court declares inadmissible any individual application
filed under Article 34 if it considers that the applicant has not suffered
material damage. On 26-27 of April 2011 the High-Level Conference of
the States-members of the European Council noting with concern the
continued increase in number of applications filed with the Court, called on
the Court to give full effect to the new admissibility of cases in accordance
with the principle that the Court does not deal with trifles (de minimis non
curat praetor) [6].

«Substantial damage» is a complex abstract concept. From the case
the Court formulates the legal position (s) on the interpretation of this
convention. At the same time, the very use by the Court of the principle of
«de minimis non curat praetor» and the list and content of the de minimis
criteria as a new condition for the admissibility of an individual statement
by the European Court of Human Rights is causing heated debate among
judges, governments of the member States of the European Council, lawyers
and experts.

This article is a continuation of the discussion initiated by the author
for the first time in the legal science of the debate on the principle of
«de minimis non curat praetor» and on the list and content of the criteria for
assessing the existence or absence of material damage suffered by the
applicant before the European Court of Human Rights [7].

Analysis of recent researches and publications. The introduction
of a new condition for the admissibility of an application to the Court, «the
existence of material damage to which the applicant suffered» deepened
former discourses of the scientists of the constitutionalists and the individualists
with respect to the principle of «de minimis non curat praetor» (researchers:
J. Gerards, L. Glas [8], D. Gudyuma [9], N. Sevostyanova [10], N. Vogiatzis [11]
and others), and also gave impetus to the intensification of the discussions
of scientists about the role of this new condition in the international legal
mechanism of access to the Court, as well as on the general criteria for
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assessing (measuring) its availability or absence (researchers: D. Shelton [12],
B. Raine, E. Wicks, C. Ovey [13] and others).

The aim of the article is to determine the role and place of the
principle of «de minimis non curat praetor» in international law.

Materials and methods. The normative basis of the study is inter-
national treaties, law-making decisions of the European Court of Human
Rights. The empirical basis of the study is the materials of the court practice,
official statistics on the subject. The methodological basis of the research
was the general methods of scientific knowledge as well as those used
in legal science: methods of analysis and synthesis, formal-logical, comparative
legal, statistical, etc. The statistical method was used to generalize the
practice of the European Court of Human Rights.

Results. In accordance with the amendments made to the Convention
for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms by the
Protocol Ne 14 of 13.05.2004 the Court declares inadmissible any individual
application filed under Article 34 if it considers that the applicant has not
suffered material damage, if only the respect for human rights guaranteed by
the Convention and the thereto protocols does not require the consideration of
the application on the merits. The introduction of this new condition for the
admissibility of an individual statement by the European Court of Human
Rights was the result of a compromise between constitutionalists and
individualists [14].

According to the position of the constitutionalists, which was not
only the bulk of the judges of the Court, but the majority of the members of
the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe as well, the Court must
has special powers to reject cases that do not overlook important issues
under the Convention. Constitutionalists are opposed by supporters of so-
called individual justice or «individualists». They consider «substantial harmy
and the principle of «de minimis non curat praetor» a barrier to filing
complaints to the Court by individuals or legal entities, and underlines that
the legality of the European Court of Human Rights for individuals is at the
heart of judicial protection [15]. Nikos Vogiatzis argues that «the admissibility
criterion: undermines direct access to justice at the international level;
affects the right of individual petition to the Strasbourg Court; constitutes
a misunderstanding of the subsidiarity principle within the Convention
machinery» [11]. Janneke Y. Gerards’, Lize R. Glas’ scientific researches
explores two approaches to the notion of access to justice both generally
and for the Convention system specifically. The main argument of the
researches is to show the value of taking a substantive approach to access
to justice in the Convention system [8]. N. Sevostyanova in the dissertation
entitled «Appeal to the European Court of Human Rights as the realization
of the right to access to justice» warns that «... in the presence of unconditional
positive decisions, it is necessary to recognize that there is a probability
of lowering the level of access to the ECHR ... so that the concept of
«substantial harmy is a very abstract category. Due to the lack of normative
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specification, this could be the reason for the rejection of a large number of
individual statements, which in essence are violations of the Convention
and need to be considered by the Court» [10].

At the same time there was no decrease in the level of access to the
European Court of Human Rights because of their rejection on the criterion
of absence of «significant harmy.

So, after enacting of the Protocol Ne 14 to the Convention on
01.06.2010, the Court applied this criterion in 9 decisions on admissibility
on 31.03.2011. In two judgment decisions on the merits the Court rejected
the objection of inadmissibility by the respondent State, which was based
on the criterion of de minimis [16]. According to the statistics of the
European Court of Human Rights in 2016, 53.500 new applications were
filed with the Court. Compared to 2015 (40.550 applications), the overall
increase is 32 %. 27.300 of them were identified as the subject to a single
judge sitting and likely to be declared inadmissible (a decrease of 1%
relative to 2015). 26.200 applications were identified as likely to be
considered by chambers or committees (an increase of 100 %) [17]. In 2017
63,350 applications were allocated to a judicial formation, an overall
increase of 19% compared with 2016 (53,400). 49,400 of these were
identified as Single-Judge cases likely to be declared inadmissible (an
increase of 36 % in relation to 2016). Single judge applications continue to be
processed as soon as they are identified as qualifying for such a procedure.
13,950 applications were identified as probable Chamber or Committee cases
(a decrease of 18 %). 85,951 applications were disposed of judicially, an
increase of 123 % in relation to 2016 (38,506). The number of cases disposed
of exceeded those allocated by more than 22,500. As a result, the stock of
allocated applications pending before the Court decreased over the year, by
29 % from 79,750 to 56,250. As at 31.12.2017 the number of applications
pending at this pre-judicial stage stood at 12,600, a decrease of 9 % in
relation to the same date the previous year (13,800). The number of
applications disposed of administratively in 2017 was 22,650, a decrease
of 8 %. 61 % of these files were disposed of for failure to comply with the
requirements of Rule 47 of the Rules of Court (contents of an individual
application). In 2017 70,356 applications were declared inadmissible or
struck out of the list of cases by a Single Judge, a Committee, a Chamber
or a Grand Chamber, a 92 % increase compared with 2016 (36,579). The
Single-Judge formation decided 66,156 applications in 2017, an increase of
113 % compared with 2016 (30,996). In 2017, 2,282 applications were struck
out by a Chamber or a Committee, in a decision, following a friendly
settlement or a unilateral declaration, a decrease of 40 % (3,772 in 2016).
Friendly settlements (1,528) decreased by 24 % (2,006 in 2016) and
unilateral declarations decreased by 57 % (754 compared to 1,766 in 2016).
The remainder of the applications were declared inadmissible by a Grand
Chamber, Chamber or a Committee or struck out by these formations on
other grounds [18].
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Furthermore, Article 35 (3) (b) of the Convention contains the following
clause: the respect for human rights guaranteed by the Convention and the
protocols thereto requires an examination of the merits, even if the applicant
has not suffered material damage. As it has been already noted, this is
precisely a compromise between the positions of the constitutionalists and
the idealists. As you see, the condition of the admissibility of an individual
statement — «significant harm» — is not absolute. If the applicant has not
suffered material damage, but respect for human rights requires substantive
consideration, the Court cannot declare individual application as inadmissible [7].

The foregoing suggests that the introduction of a condition for the
admissibility of cases in accordance with the principle that the Court does
not deal with trifles (de minimis non curat practor) does not restrict
applicants’ right of access to the European Court of Human Rights, as well
as it does not restrict the right to individual treatment. These rights are the
cornerstone of the convention system, although the convention has a subsidiary
nature. The purpose of introducing a new eligibility criterion for individual
applications was solely to ensure the effectiveness of the conventional
mechanism in the short, medium and long term [7].

As it has been already noted, at the moment p. «b» clause 3 of Art. 35
of the Convention contains two reservations: 1) The European Court of
Human Rights cannot declare inadmissible any individual application if respect
for human rights requires the consideration of an application in substance;
2) no case can be rejected on the ground of a new admissibility condition if
the national court has not considered it properly.

The hypothesis of the first reservation is an indication of the fact that
the Court undertakes to declare any individual application admissible. Thus,
in the case «Korolev vs. Russia» the European Court of Human Rights, even
assuming that the applicant did not suffer material damage, notes referring
to the report of the Commission in the case of «Thayerer vs. The United
Kingdom» of 14.12.1976 [19], that further consideration of the case is necessary
if it concerns general issues affecting the observance of the Convention.

The analysis of these decisions as well as the judgments of the
European Court of Human Rights in the case of «Finger vs. Bulgaria» of
10.05.2011 [20], suggests that such a circumstance as respect for human rights
provided for in the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms and thereto protocols, even if there is an assumption
that the applicant did not suffer material damage, requires the admissibility of
such an individual statement by the Court since it raised issues on general
character with regard to the observance of the rules of the Convention: 1) the
need to clarify the obligations of States in accordance with the Convention; 2)
to force the respondent State to resolve a structural problem affecting the
interests of other persons in the same position as the applicant.

In the «hivix vs. Serbia» judgment decision of 13.09.2011 [21] the
Court noted that even assuming that the applicant had not suffered material
damage, the matter concerns issues of public interest and needs to be
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considered due to inconsistencies in the judicial practice of the regional
Belgrade Court regarding the right to fair wages and equal pay for equal
work, that is the right to increase equal payments for all police officers
belonging to the same category (§ 36-42) [22].

Consequently, even assuming that the applicant did not suffer material
damage, the European Court of Human Rights declares a suitable individual
application because in the case: 1) issues on the public interest are raised;
2) issues on the non-conformity of national court practice with the requirements
of the Convention are raised; 3) the question raised as to the existence of
a structural problem affecting the interests of other persons in the same
position as the applicant and which State respondent would have to solve.

This is in fact, attention is drawn not so much to the subject of
violation (pecuniary damage), but to its general object (violation of law,
encroachment on social relations) [23; 24].

Thus, the European Court of Human Rights, even assuming that the
applicant did not suffer material injury, cannot declare inadmissible any of
individual claims that raise the question of the application of the Law, the
interpretation of the provisions of the Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and National Law. In this regard
that concerns the issue of the interpretation of domestic law; the role of the
European Court of Human Rights is to ensure effects of such an interpretation
compatible with the Convention. The problem of interpretation of domestic
legislation should be decided by the national authorities [25].

The analysis of practice of the European Court of Human Rights
regarding the application of paragraph «b» clause 3 of Art. 35 suggests that
respect for human rights does not require the Court to consider the
application if: 1) the relevant national legislation and practice has been
changed, and similar issues have already been resolved in other cases which
the Court has considered; 2) if the relevant law has abolished and the
complaint has only a historical character; 3) if the Court or the Council of
Ministers has already considered this issue as a complex problem [26].

The removal of the second «b» clause 3 of Art. 35 of the Convention
warning clause will not become a barrier to access to the Court, in accordance
with the Protocol Ne 15 to the Convention, which was opened for signature
on 24.06.2013. D. Gudyma states: «... it appears that in the light of its
(Court) reform, aimed at «unloading cases of «ballast» and also taking into
account the principles of subsidiarity and freedom of judgment, which will
be enshrined in the preamble to the Convention, procedural irregularities in
the consideration of cases before national courts may not be decisive for the
fact that in the event of the inevitability of the damage sustained to the
applicant, the latter’s application was dealt with in substance by the Court».
According to the scholar’s thought, some states (where Ukraine can be
included) in which the judicial system significantly impedes the violation of
procedural rules — especially when the courts are overly busy affairs — may
consider that according to the Protocol Ne 15 they receive a «carte blanche»
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for such violations in «non-essential» affairs [24]. However, as D. Gudyma
rightly emphasizes, it is unlikely to consider that it would be justified in
such cases, where there is no place for fair trial [27, p. 21].

Taking into account the foregoing, it seems appropriate to emphasize
that the proper administration of justice is a key principle of Article 6 of the
Convention [28]. The right to a fair trial, in particular, for the proper
administration of justice, extends onto all individuals (§ 53 of the judgment
decision of the European Court of Human Rights in «Ramanauskas vs.
Lithuania» dated 05.02.2008 [29]). Guaranteeing the right to a fair
administration of justice is one of the legal foundations of a democratic
society; ignoring this right cannot justify the pursued objective (§ 25 of the
judgment of the European Court of Human Rights in the case of «Delkur
vs. Belgium» of 17.01.1970). Inappropriate administration of justice is
a violation of clause 1 of Art. 6 of the Convention (judgment decision of the
European Court of Human Rights in «Van de Gourk vs. The Netherlands»
0f 19.04.1994, «Bendersky vs. Ukraine» dated 15.11.2007).

In addition, in its decisions the European Court of Human Rights has
repeatedly stated that according to the practice that reflects the principle of
the proper administration of justice; judicial decisions must adequately
cover the motives on which they are based [30]. The criteria for observing
the court's obligation to substantiate its decisions are: 1) the court accepted
the evidence of the party (parties) having the following features which are
specific, expedient, appropriate; in case of refusal of the court to accept the
evidence suggested by the party (parties) in the court decision detailed and
convincing reasons for such refusal are given; 2) the way in which the
evidence was accepted as fair; 3) the way in which the evidence was
evaluated as fair; 4) the consequences of the assessment of evidence and the
application of legal norms are made in accordance with international treaties;
5) the procedure for the adoption of procedural decision as fair [31].

The Convention does not guarantee the protection of theoretical and
illusory rights, but it guarantees the protection of the rights of specific and
effective ones (judgment decision of the European Court of Human Rights
in «Artico vs. Italy» dated 13.05.1980).

Thus, the principle of respect for human rights is the violation of the
principle of the proper administration of justice. The European Court of
Human Rights, even assuming that the applicant has not suffered material
injury, cannot declare inadmissible any of individual application filed under
Article 34 of the Convention if the respect for human rights guaranteed by
the Convention and the thereto protocols require consideration of the
application essence.

Conclusion. The conclusion given by the author in the article has
been substantiated «Application of legal entities to the European Court of
Human Rights: a significant disadvantage as the condition of admissibility»:
The court granted full effect to the new admissibility of cases in accordance
with the principle that the Court does not deal with trifles («de minimis non
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curat praetor»). Although «substantial harm» is a complex abstract concept,
the Court, however, has developed objective criteria for its application
through the gradual development of precedent practice.

The purpose of introducing a new eligibility criterion for individual
applications was solely to ensure the effectiveness of the conventional
mechanism in the short, medium and long term. At present day the Court’s
general approach to the understanding of material harm is based on the idea
that the violation of law regardless of the extent to which such a violation of
a legal position has materialized should reach the minimum degree of gravity
for consideration by the international court.

It has been established that the foregoing suggests that the introduction
of a condition for the admissibility of cases in accordance with the principle
that the Court does not deal with trifles (de minimis non curat praetor) does
not restrict applicants’ right of access to the European Court of Human
Rights, as well as it does not restrict the right to individual treatment. These
rights are the cornerstone of the convention system, although the convention
system has a subsidiary nature.

It has been established that the European Court of Human Rights,
even assuming that the applicant has not suffered material injury, cannot
declare inadmissible any of individual claim that raises the question: the
application of the Law, the interpretation of the provisions of the Convention
for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, National law.

It has been established that respect for human rights, even if there is
a presumption that the applicant did not suffer material damage, requires the
admissibility of such an individual statement by the Court, since it raised
issues of general character with respect to the observance of the Convention:
1) the need to clarify the obligations of States in accordance with The
Convention; 2) to force the respondent State to resolve a structural problem
affecting the interests of other persons in the same position as the applicant.

The following conditions have been identified in the presence of
which respect for human rights does not require consideration of the
application by the Court: 1) the relevant national law and the practice of its
application have been changed, and similar issues have already been solved
in other cases that were considered by the Court; 2) the relevant law was
abolished and the complaint had only a historical character; 3) The Court or
the Council of Ministers have already considered this issue as a complex issue.

It has been approved that withdrawal of the second warning clause
«b» 3 of Art. 35 of the Convention in accordance with the Protocol Ne 15 to
the Convention does not imply the violation of principles of fairness within
the consideration of the applicant’s case on the national level in the
circumstances, in which the damage sustained by the applicant is not material,
would not be covered by the principle of respect for human rights.

It has been substantiated that the principle of respect for human
rights covers the violation of the principle of the proper administration of
justice. The European Court of Human Rights, even assuming that the
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applicant has not suffered material injury, cannot declare inadmissible any
of individual application filed under the Article 34 of the Convention if the
respect for human rights guaranteed by the Convention and the thereto
protocols require consideration of the application essentially.
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Hewko JI. IlIpunyun «de minimis non curat praetory ¢ Mi)DCHapoOHOMY RpAgI.

Ilocmanoexka npoéonemu. /lo 1 uepsnsa 2010 poky nousmms «de minimisy
Gopmanvho 6YI0 8IOCYMHE 8 MEKCMAX MINCHAPOOHUX OOKYMEHMI8 3 npas Ao0uHU, Xoud
cucmemMamudHo 32a0y8anoch 8 ocobaueux dymxax unenie €gponeticokoi Komicii 3 npas
M0OUHU, cy00ie €8ponelicbko2o cydy 3 npas M0OUHU, 3aNepeyeHHsx, wo Oyiu Haoawui
Esponeticbromy cyoy 3 npas aroourU depaicasamu-eionogioavamu. Ilpakmuxa €sponeticokoeo
cyo0y 3 npag aoouru cgiouums, wo 3 1972 p. i cam Cy0 3a8yanbo8aHo 3acmocosysas npUHYun
«de minimis non curat praetory. [leoani Oinvuia 3a6anmadniceHicms MIidNCHAPOOHUX CYO08UX
ycmarnos, ocobaueo €poneticbkozo cyoy 3 npas aoounu ma Komimemy Minicmpie Paou
Esponu, nompeba 3abe3neuumu MiHCHAPOOHUM CYOAM MOACIUBICMb | 0aui sidiepasamu
CB0I0 NPOBIOHY PONb Y 3aXUCMI NPAG THOOUHU 3A20CMPULU NUMAHHS PO He0OXIOHICMb ma
00YINbHICMb 3MIHU MINCHAPOOHO-NPABOBO20 MEXAHIZMY OOCHYRY 00 CYOi8.

Ananiz ocmannix 0ocnioxcenv i nyonikauii. 3anposadxicenHs HOBOI yMOBU
nputinamuocmi 3aa6u 00 Cydy — «HASAGHICIb CYMMEBOT WKOOU, AKOI 3A3HAE 3ASGHUKY,
nO2IUOUNO Ccmapi OUCKYPCU HAYKOBYI8 — KOHCMUMYYIOHALICMIe ma iHOusioyanicmie —
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wooo npunyuny «de minimis non curat praetor», a maKoxiC CMai0 HOWMOBXOM O
akmugizayii OUCKyciil HAyKosyie w000 poi Yici HOB80I yYMOBU 68 MINCHAPOOHO-NPABOBOMY
mexanizmi docmyny 0o Cydy, a makodc 3azanvbHux Kpumepiie oyinxku (sumipy) ii na-
A6HOCMI YU BIOCYMHOCHIL.

Mema cmammi — gusHauumu ponsb ma micye npunyuny «de minimis non curat
praetory y MidCHApOOHOM) NPAGI.

Mamepianu ma memoou. Hopmamuerny 6a3y 00CnioNHCeHHs: CIMAHOBAMb MINCHA-
POOHI 002060pU, nNpasomeopui piuterHss €8ponelicbkozo cyody 3 npas aounU. EMnipuutoro
6azoi0 docniodcenns € mamepianu cyo0080i NPAKMUKU, OQIYitini cmamucmuyHni Oawi 3
odocrioxcysarnoi npobremamury. Memooono2iunow 0CHOB0I0 NPOBEOEeH020 00CIONCEHHS
CMANU 3a2a1bHOHAYKOGI MA CReYIAbHO IOPUOUYHT MemOOU Ni3HAHHAL.

Pesynomamu oocniodcenv. Kpumepiii «cymmeea wkooay 3acHO8anuii Ha ioei,
WO NOPYUIeHHsl NPABA, HE3ANENHCHO i) MO20, HACKITLKU ICMOMHUM OYI0 MAaKe NOPYUIeHHs.
3 NPagogoi no3uyii, Mac docaeMu MIHIMATLHO20 CTMYNEHs MANCKOCMI, Wob Oymu po3ensi-
HYMUM MIHCHAPOOHUM cyOom. [00amKogo apeymenmosano, wo npaso Ha iHOUusioyaivbHe
38epHenHs 0o €8ponelicbko2o cy0y 3 npas MOOUHU € HAPIHCHUM KAMeHeM KOHBEHUIUHOI
cucmemu. 3’sicoearno, wo €eponeticokuii cyo 3 npas n0OUHU, HABIMb NPUNYCKAIOYU, U0
3AA6HUK He 3A3HA8 CYMMEBOI WKOOU, He MOJICe 02010CUMU HEeNPUUHAMHOW 0OYOb-iKy
iHOUBIOyanbHy 3as8y, AKA NOPYULYE NUMAHHA. 3ACMOCYBAHHA NPABA, MIYMAYEHH HOPM
Konesenyii npo saxucm npag n100unu i 0CHOBONONONCHUX C80000, HAYIOHATLHO20 NPABA.

Bucnoeku. Cyoom Hadano nosHy 0ii0 HOGIll YMOSI NPULIHAMHOCMI CNPas 8i0No-
8i0HO 00 npunyuny, 32i0Ho 3 akum Cyo0 He 3aiumaecmvcs Opionuysimu (de minimis non
curat praetor). Bona ne obmescye npaso 3asa8nuxie Ha oocmyn 0o €eponeiicbkozo cyoy
3 npag MOOUHU, He 0OMeNCYE Npaso Ha HOUBIOyaibHe 36epHeHHsi 00 Hboeo. Lli npasa
€ OCHOB0I0 KOHBEHYIUHOI CUCTeMU, X04a KOHBEHYIUHUL MexaHizm i mae cyocudiapuuti
xapaxkmep. Mema 3anpo8addicentsi HOB020 KpUmepito NPUUHAIMHOCI iHOUBIOYaIbHUX 34568
NOJIARAE GUKTIOYHO 8 3aDe3neueHHi eqheKmueHOCmi KOHBEHYIIHO20 MEeXAHI3MY Y KOPOMKO-,
cepeonbo- i 00820CMPOKOGIll nepcnekmusax. Xoua «Cymmeea wKooa» € CKIAOHUM
abcmpaxmuum nousmmsam, mum ne menut Cyo eupobue 06 ’ekmushi kpumepii 0isl 11020
3acmocy8aHHs 34 00NOMO20I0 HOCHYHO8020 PO3BUMKY npeyedenmHnoi npaxkmuku. Ilepenix
i 3mMicmosHe HANOBHeHHs Kpumepiie OyiHKU HaseHocmi abo eidcymuocmi cymmeeoi
WKOOU, AKOI 3a3HA8 3asA6HUK 00 €8ponelicbko2o cydy 3 Npaé AOOUHU, € PISHUM O
Gizuunux i opuouunux ocio — cyd ekmie nionpuemuuymea. Ockinoku Koneenyis — ocusuii
iHCmpymMenm, AKUll NOGUHEH TIYMAYUMUC 3 02180y Ha YMOo8U cbocooenus. Ilepenix
Kpumepiig oyinku (6umipy) Hasaenocmi abo 8i0cymuocmi cymmeeoi wkoou ma ix 3micm
He MOJCymb Oymu pa3 i HA3aexcOU 6CMAHOBLEHUMU. Bonu 3mino0OmbCsa 3anexcHo 6i0
peaniv Hcummsl.

Kniouoesi crnosea: mpapa moauHu, €BponelcbKui cy 3 MpaB JIOJUHU, €BpO-
neiicbka Komicis 3 ipaB noaunu, de minimis, de minimis non curat praetor.
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