ITPMBATHE ITPABO

UDC 341.231.14

ONDROVA lJiilia,
JUDr., PhD. P.A. Department of the Constitutional Law
Matej Bel University in Banska Bystrica, Slovakia

ACCEPTABILITY CONDITIONS
OF AN INDIVIDUAL COMPLAINT
AT THE EUROPEAN COURT
OF HUMAN RIGHTS

The contribution with the title Acceptability Conditions of an Individual Complaint
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as it is affirmed by the Article 34 of the European Convention for the Protection of
Fundamental Rights and Freedoms. According to it each individual, non-governmental
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Onopoea 0. Kpumepuu npuemnemocmu unouguoyanivHo2o 3asneienus ¢ Eepo-
nelckuil cyo no npasam uenosexa. OXapaxmepuzo8aHvl YCi08Us NPUHAMUSL HCAL0Ob
6 coomgememeuu ¢ mpebosanusimu cmamvu 34 Egponelickoi KOHGeHYuUu 0 3aujume
OCHOBHbIX npae u c60000. B coomeemcmeuu ¢ Heu KaHcowlll YejloeeK, Henpaesu-
melbCNeerHasA opeanuzayusl uiu cpynna J00e UMelom npaeo nooasams ceou AHcanioowl
6 Egponetickuil cy0 no npasam uenogexa npu yCiosuu, Ymo OHU SGTSIOMCS 00beKmom
HapyuieHusi c8OUX Npas, NPUHAHHLIX U 3a0eKiapuposanuvlx Koueenyuet uiu npomo-
Konam oonoul u3 Beicoxux [locosapusaiowuxcs CmopoH.

Knrouesvie cnosa: EBponeiickuil ¢y 1o mpaBam uesioBeka, EBponelickas KOHBEH-
IIUST O 3aITUTE OCHOBHBIX IIPaB M CBOOO/T, MHANBUAYAJIbHAS Kajlo0a, YCIIOBHUS MPUEMIIEMOCTH.

Problem statement. The European Council is an international
organization which had originated in 1949 with the aim to protect human
rights and fostering the cooperation among the European states when solving
common problems. At present the European Council associates 47 states
which are at the same time Contracting Parties of the European Convention for
the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. The Convention
is an international human and legal agreement which had become valid on
the 3™ of September 1953 by its ratification approved by ten Contracting

© Ondrova J., 2017

48 ISSN 1028-7507. 30BHilLIHs TOPriBAS: €EKOHOMIKa, (piarcy, rrpaso. 2017. Ne 3



ITPMBATHE ITPABO

Parties. Latter on other countries have gradually come into it. From the
Convention systematic arrangement point of view the Contracting Parties
have the specified basic aims and justification of the Convention which are
in more detail defined by the Preamble. By the Article 1 of the Convention
the High Contracting States recognize the rights and freedoms affirmed by
the Chapter 1 of the Convention to all states being under their jurisdiction.
Procedural regulations applicable in connection with the redressing of the
infringed rights at the European Court of Human Rights are delineated
by the Chapter II. The priority of the European Court of Human Rights rests
in their activities regarding making decisions on claims concerning the
infringement of rights declared by the European Convention on Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms or which are acknowledged by its
supplementary protocols. The European Court of Human Rights is an
international judicial body offering the protection of rights which are
mostly abridged by the inter-State law application.

The right protected by the European Convention on Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms is infringed not only by acting or non-acting
which are in contradiction with the inter-State legal order, but similarly by
such acting which is in compliance with it, but nonetheless the definite
inter-State legal regulation is in contradiction with the human rights
sheltered by this Convention [1, p. 18]. The European Court of Human Rights
is eligible to deal with two kinds of complaint, the international complaint
and individual complaint. By Article No. 33 of the Convention the inter-
State complain might be placed to the Court by every High Contracting
Party following the aim to investigate infringements of the Convention
procedures and its protocols for the breach of which some of the High
Contracting Party is responsible. The encoring of an individual complaint
is an object of the Covenant Article No. 34 adjustment. According to the
first sentence of the mentioned Article the European Court of Human
Rights can agree to take complaints put down by any individual, non-
governmental organization or a group of people who consider themselves
to be aggrieved in consequence of the encroachment of rights acknowledged
by the Convention or by its protocols by one of its High Contracting
Parties. An individual complaint placed in compliance with the Convention
must be put down in a written form by means of the filled-out blank form
available in the Court internet website. It must contain all obligatory content
necessities defined by the Article 47 paragraph 1 letters a) and g) of the Court
Rules of Procedure, and besides that, it must be attached by the relevant
document copies mainly as regards the Court or any other decisions referring
to the complaint purpose in order to be in conformity with Article 47
paragraph 1 letter h) of the Rules of Procedure.

The results of the study. Conditions of the complaint acceptance,
both individual and inter-State, are defined by the Article 35 of the
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms. Fulfillment of all conditions declared by the quoted provision
constitutes the basic requirements for the evaluation of complaint admissibility
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by the European Court of Human Rights. Any kind of objections concerning
not admissibility, as far as it is allowed by the claim core and its factors
must be followed by Article 55 of the Court Rules of Procedure, it means
that the aggrieved Contracting Party is obliged to put forth its stance to
claim admissibility in a written form or in the verbal statement. In Mooren
case against Germany [2, p. 189] the European Court of Human Rights
declared «the obligation of the aggrieved Contracting Party to put forth
a complaint regarding inadmissibility of the grievance does not concern
only to a certain objection of unacceptability, but it concerns the assured
definite reasons constituting the inadmissibility of a definite complainty.

The acceptable complaint is such a grievance which fulfills all
formal necessities, it must not be identical with the complaint already dealt
by the European Court of Human Rights, besides that, it must be flawless
that the claimer does not misuse his/her right by placing a complaint, and
without any doubt it must be clear that a claim is reasonable [3, p. 13].
Following the provision of the Article 35 paragraph 1 the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms, the conditions of the complaint admissibility have stated that all
inter-State remedial measures must be used under the conditions that they
respect generally recognized international law and observe the time-limit
of six months to put down a complaint. The stated due-time begins since
the day of the final decision approval.

The condition of the use of all inter-State remedial measures is the
expression of subsidiarity on which the control mechanism of the Convention
is based. All those who want to start proceeding against the state at the
international Court or arbitration body are obliged to use all remedial
measures which are available by the inter-State legal system as it is declared
by the European Court of Human Rights and affirmed by Article 35
paragraph 1of the Convention [2, p. 191]. And besides that the cited Article
of the Convention deals exclusively with the need to use primarily all inter-
State remedial means and not the remedial means of the international
organizations. In compliance with what has been said, the purpose of the
condition to use all potential of the inter-State remedial means by domestic
bodies in order to prevent or hamper the infringement of the denumerable
right, and in this way to violate the Convention as well. The mentioned rule
has its source in the assumption that domestic legal order is cable to offer
the effectual devices against the rights encroachment as it is declared by the
Convention in Article 13. In accordance with this Article everybody, whose
rights and freedoms given by the Convention are infringed, is eligible to
claim a legal remedy at the domestic body without taking into consideration
that the infringement has been done by the individuals when fulfilling their
administrative duties.

In case Andrasik and others against Slovakia [4] the European Court
of Human Rights comments «the aim of the Article 35 is to offer the
Convention Contracting Parties an opportunity to make prevention of the
occurrence of the violation of right or to provide the legal remedy in claimed
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cases before they are put down at the Convention bodies. In this way the
states are quit of a duty to answer for their doings at the international body
before they have been given a chance to put things right by means of their
own legal systems. In this connection the mechanism of the human rights
protection created by the Convention is perceived as an important aspect
of the subsidiarity principle regarding the relations towards the inter-State
systems maintaining the safeguard of human rights. Article 35 of the
Convention requires making the use of such legal remedies which are in
relation to objects in point of law and, at the same time they are at disposal
and they are effective enough. The existence of such remedial means must
be sufficiently guaranteed not only in theory but in practice as well;
otherwise the remedial means would miss the required accessibility and
effectuality. It depends on an individual state that the mentioned conditions
exist and that they are properly fulfilled».

The Convention formulated statement «to deal with a case at Court
within the time-limit of six months since the day when the final decision
has been made» is considered to be slightly awkward and unlucky by the
professional literature [2, p. 202] as it is created an artificially impression
that the European Court of Human Rights is eligible to deal with a complaint
only within the time—limit of six months since the day of the final decision-
declaration made on the domestic level. The problem of the mentioned
formulation rests probably from the wrongly formulated English wording,
while the French version of the Convention uses the expression meaning
that within the six months since the day when the final decision has been
proclaimed it is necessary to lay down a complaint at Court and not stating
that at the mentioned time-term the Court has to deal with a complaint. The
European Court of Human Rights in case of Sabri Giines against Turkey [5]
declared that» the purpose of determining the rule to keep six months’ time-term
since the day when the final decision has been made on the domestic level
is to save the legal security for those who object violation of their rights
protected by the Convention at Court, and besides that, requiring the legal
security to deal with a case in a reliable time-limit. What's more the state
bodies and other aggrieved persons are protected by determining the due-
time in order not to be held in a legal insecurity for a rather long time and
therefore the stated term is created with the purpose to provide reasonable
time-term conditions. Besides that the purpose of determining the time-
term is to provide enough time for a potential claimer to re-consider and
to reevaluate the laying down of complaint and what's more to prepare
adequate arguments which might strengthen the argumentation and will
clearly show violation of the Convention in case when the claimer is finally
decided to put forth a complaint at Court.

In case of the use of all domestic remedial means the six-month-due-
time to put forth a complaint begins since the day of the declaration of the
final decision. During this time the claimers are obliged to use only those
means which create the extent of the domestic inter-State legal order, and

ISSN 1028-7507. 30BHilIHsI TOPriBAs: eKOHOMIKa, piHaHcy, rpaso. 2017. N 3 51



ITPMBATHE ITPABO

in case when they are available and sufficient for achieving the redress
of claimed violations [2, p. 203]. The European Court of Human Rights
in case of Sapeyan against Armenia [6] declared «in case in which on the
domestic state level the renewal proceeding starts, or the investigation of
the final decision is provided, then the restoring of the passage of six-month
term is only conceivable when it touches provisions of the Convention
against which it was created the foundation for the investigation of the final
decision, or in the case of reinstating the proceeding before the appealed
body. The different approach would be in case of the contradiction with the
subsidiarity principle on which the Convention is founded and whose base
rests in hearing the claim by the inter-State bodies responsible for the
protection of rights which have the priority before the use of bodies
responsible for the protection of rights on the international level». In case of
Chitayev and Chitayev against Russia [7] the European Court of Human
Rights commented «in case of the absence of domestic remedial means, or
in case of their existence but not being of use, or if they are not sufficient
enough to provide a legal remedy owing to the violated rights, the six-
month-due-time-term starts to pass since the day of the case occurrence
when it was founded the reason for a complaint». A lot of cases can be found
in the European Court of Human Rights judicature when the beginning of
the passing of the six-month term was differently stated in connection with
taking into consideration the character of certain definite cases, e.g. Pyzel case
and others against Poland, or the case of A. A. against the United Kingdom.
Therefore, the rule of the six-month period of time can be considered to be
of an individual character depending always on the definite case conditions
causing a plaintiff to pursue complaints as regards the protection of his/her
rights. In this connection the European Court of Human Rights in case Sabri
Glines against Turkey [5] declared that «while taking into consideration
the legal rules on the state domestic level and their interpretation together
with the application Courts practice, the determination of the beginning
of passing the six-month term is an important aspect, but not a definitely
decisive oney.

By Article 35 paragraph 2 of the European Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms the European
Court of Human Rights following the Article 34 will not adjudicate an
individual complaint which is anonymous or when it is in its essence the
same as the complaint which has been already reviewed by Court, or if it is
a subject-matter of any other international investigatory or arbitral procedures
and if it does not contain any other new realities. The individual complaint
laid down to Court is considered to be anonymous if a complaint or its
enclosure has not any signs in order to identify a definite complainant. The
European Court of Human Rights in case of Sindicatul Pastorul cela Bun
against Romania [8] expressed the provision of the Article 35 paragraph 2
of the Convention does not concern those cases in which complainants put
down real and legal facts to Court and which consequently enable the Court
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to identify complainants and to demonstrate their connections to disputable
realities. The European Court of Human Rights refused to regard a complaint
to be an anonymous one only because of the missing a complainant’s sign
on the blank form if there were stated all needful data together with the
signed correspondence by the complainer. The complaint is not considered
to be anonymous in case when a complainant presents his/her name but
there are some doubts regarding truthfulness of his/her name and it is not
able convincingly refute the suspicions for the reasons that the complainant
refuses to attest his/her identity [2, p. 208].

In compliance with Article 35 paragraph 2 letter b) of the Covenant
the individual compliant is refused in case if it is in its essence the same as the
matter-of-case which was already dealt by the Court, or if it is now a subject-
matter of the international investigation or the arbitral procedure and if
a complaint does not contain any new relevant facts. In case of Lowe against
the United Kingdom [9] the European Court of Human Rights defined the
purpose of the first part of the Article 35 paragraph 2 letter b) of the Covenant
in the following way «the purpose of the quoted Article of the Covenant is
to safeguard the legal help to Court decisions and in this way to prevent
complainers to pursue the repeated complains to put down to Court seeking
another Court decision in the same matter in question in order to cancel the
previous Court decision». When evaluating the individual complaints, such
complaints will be considered to be identical ones having the same factual
base as the previous ones. Speaking about the unacceptability based on the
identical factual base, such complaints are considered to be inacceptable
even if the complainants demonstrate new facts, but they merely serve
for supporting the arguments creating the factual base of the previous
complaint. In this connection the European Court of Human Rights in case
of Kafkaris [10] against Cyprus emphases that «in order to take into account
a complaint and consequently to deal with it by the Court, it is needful for
the complainant to put down a new complaint with the different factual base
or to add to the previous complaint such realities having the character of the
important new facts for the case in question which so far have not be known
and laid down to the Court». The reality that the case was put down
to another international reviewing or peace-making body is not in itself
sufficient in order to come to the conclusion that conditions stated by
Article 35 paragraph 2 letter b) of the Covenant are fulfilled. Connected
with this, the European Court of Human Rights examines the character of
such a body, the quality of its proceeding done and the nature of the effects
of such decisions, whether they are similar or the same with the proceeding
and decision effects as regards the individual complaint as it is declared by
Article 34 of the Covenant [2, p. 211]. By Article 35 paragraph 3 the Court
declares every individual complaint unacceptable put down by Article 34 of
the Covenant if it is found out that the complaint is incompatible with the
Covenant provisions or its protocols and if it is evidently that a complaint
is unjustified or if it violates law by putting it down, or if the complainant
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does not suffer any sufficient damage. Anyway there is one exception when
the complaint foundation requires the investigation respecting human rights
guaranteed by the Covenant and its protocols. According to the Covenant
the condition, that no case must be refused until it has not been properly
examined by the domestic court, has to be fulfilled.

In accordance with the Article 35 paragraph 3 the Court declared the
unacceptability of every individual complaint which was put down in such
away as it is declared by Article 34 of the Covenant and according to it,
it was found out that the complaint was incompatible with the Covenant
provisions or its protocols, and therefore, the complaint was evidently
unreasonable or clearly misusing the right, or if it was found out that the
complainant was not harmed. On the other had there is a certain exception
which rests in a fact when the respecting of human rights how they are
assured by the Covenant and its protocols require the examination of the
essence of the complaint in question if it is evident that it was not properly
reviewed by the domestic Court. In such a case it must not be refused
because of that mentioned reason.

According to the Practical Instruction Manual the criteria of the
complaint acceptability issued by the European Court of Human Rights
following the Article 35 paragraph 3 letter a) of the Covenant, it is
necessary to understand under the concept «the misuse of law» the harmful
execution of law to other purposes than to those ones which are directly
determined and defined by the general legal theory. In compliance with
what has been said any activity of the complainant which is evidently in
contradiction with the purpose of law regarding making the use of an
individual complaint and thus hampering the appropriate work of Court and
the proper execution of proceeding is qualified as the misuse of law to lay
down a complaint. The most frequent cases declared by the Court as the
unacceptable complaint as regards the abuse of law are such complaints
having the misleading information or untrue information, or if «the violating
language» is used, further on if the regular course of proceeding, its
confidence and reliability is evidently encroached, and if the absence of the
real purpose of putting down a complaint is apparent. Besides that there are
some other example cases which cannot be completely listed down.

Compatibility of the complaint with the provisions of the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
ratione personae requires the obvious violation of the Covenant by one of
its Contracting States or the violation of the Covenant on the basis of which
such acting might be considered to be done by a definite Contracting State.
In case Sejdi¢ and Finci against Bosnia and Herzegovina [11] the Court
declared that «even if an accused state does not put forth a complaint
regarding incompatibility with the Covenant provisions «rationale personaey,
the Court is obliged to deal with it using its administrative powen».
The complaint compatibility with the Covenant provisions ratione loci
requires the obvious violation of the Covenant done on the territory which
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belongs to the accused state jurisdiction, or done on such a territory which
i1s under its control and under its powers. From the point of view of the
ratione temporis, the complaint is compatible with the Covenant provisions
only after the Covenant ratification and its attached protocols by the accused
state. In compliance with the international law general rules the Covenant
Contracting Party-Contracting State, is not bound by the Covenant provisions
in the time when the Covenant was not bound on its territory or the validity
of the Covenant has expired on the territory of the accused state. The
complaint compliance with the Covenant provisions ratione materiae
means that right whose complainant objects must be protected by the
Covenant or its supplemented protocols. In connection with the stated
conditions of the complaint compliance with the European Covenant for
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, the cases whose
complaint was declared unacceptable owing to their incompliance with the
Covenant provisions can be delimitated. According to the Article 35
paragraph 3 letter a) of the Covenant the complaint is considered to be
inacceptable if:

a. a complainant pursues complaints regarding the rights or freedoms

which are not guaranteed by the Covenant;

b. if a complaint has been laid down by a complainant who has no right

to do as it is affirmed by Article 34 of the Covenant, or in case when
a complaint is directed against the subject who by the Covenant
is not responsible for the breach of the subject matter in question;

c. if'it concerns an actions which happened before the Covenant and

its supplementary protocols have become bound for a definite state;

d. if it concerns an incidents which have happened on the territory

outside the jurisdiction of the accused state [2, p. 213].

Some individual complaints are in many cases declared to be
unacceptable because of the fact that in spite of their declaring facts
statement, which might be complete and true, they do not create the
foundation for the violation of the Covenant and its protocols by the legal
judgment of the Court. Therefore in such cases a complaint is refused
as essentially ineligible.

Conclusion. The opportunity to put a complaint to the European
Court of Human Rights having the seat in Strasburg stands for an effective
and useful device of the protection of individuals’ rights, legal entities as well
as by some other subjects. In this way they can pursue their right guaranteed
by the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms on the international supranational level. The Convention
makes difference between two types of complaints by which it is possible
to pursue claims by juridical process at the European Court of Human Rights;
there are the inter-State complaints and individual complaints. The inter-
State complaint serves for each Contracting Party of the Convention for
investigation of the breach of its provisions or its attached protocols for
which, according to its opinion, the other Contracting Party bears the
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responsibility. By Article 34 of the European Convention for the Protection
of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms every individual, non-
governmental organization or a group of people who consider themselves
to be harmed by the encroachment of their rights guaranteed to them by the
Convention or by its protocols are eligible to laid down the individual
complaint if the encroachment was done by one of the Contracting Party.
Consequently the conditions of acceptability of a certain complaint are
delimitated by the Article 35. Fulfillment of all conditions declared by
the mentioned Article of the Convention creates the basic condition for the
acceptance of the complaint for its further assessment and proceeding
on the subject-matter stated by it.
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Cmamms naoitiuina 0o pedaxyii 23.05.2017.

Onopoea 0. Kpumepii npuiinamnocmi inougioyanvhoi 3aseu 0o €eponeii-
CbK020 Cy0y 3 npaeg 1r00uHu.

Ilocmanoeka npoonemu. Esponeticokuti Cyo 3 npas ar00UHU MA€E NPaAso
posensdamu 08a 8UOU cKape — Midcoepcasui ma inousioyaivhi. 3a cm. 33 Kowneenyii
npo 3axucm npas JHOUHU I OCHOBONOJONCHUX C80O00 MINCOEPHCABHA CKapea Modice Oymu
nooana 6 cyo kodicnoro 3 Jlozogipuux Cmopin 01 po3ciioys8ants nopyuieHs npoyeoyp,
nepedbauenux yicio Koneenyicio ma ii npomoxonamu. Ilooanns inougioyanwnoi cxapeu €
00’ exkmom xopuzysanns cm. 34 yiei’ yeoou. €eponeticbkuii cy0 3 npag JOOUHU MOiCe
NnO200UMUCS NPULHAMU CKapeu, CKIadeHi 0y0b-K0l0 Qi3uyHo0 000010, HEeYpio080i0
opeanizayicto abo epynoio arooel, SKi 88axicaioms cebe NnoCmpaicoaiuMu 8 pe3yibmami
nocseans Ha ix npasa, sxki eusnaueri y Kounsenyii abo ii npomoxoaax.
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Tema 3abe3neuenus npasa Ha NOOAKHs IHOUGIOYaNbHOL 3ai6u 00 €8ponelcbKoco
Ccyoy 3 npae JOOUHU MAE OOCUMb WUPOKULL Cnekmp npodiem, 0OHAK NUMAHHS 30 YIEI0
MeMOI0 3aIUULAIOMbC HeOOCMAMHLO 00CIONCeHUMU Y bazambox Kpainax €eponetico-
K020 Corsy, 30kpema eumozu 00 0QOPMAEHHS MA YMOGU NPUUHAIMHOCME THOUBIOY ANbHUX
3056 CKAPICHUKIB.

Ananiz ocmannix oocnioxycens i nyonixkauii. €eponeticokuii cyo 3 npas 100UHU
WopoKy eudae 30IpHUK pilieHb, Wo Cnpuse 30a2auennIo ICHYI04oi 3micmoeHoi Oasu
CMOCOBHO OKpeMOi THOUIOyanvHoi 3as6u. Busuennio eupoxie €sponelicbkoeo cyoy 6 okpe-
MUX BUNAOKAX MA A0BOKAMCHKIL NPAKMUYL NPUCEIUEHO HUSKY HAYKOBUX NPAYb CLOBAULKUX
suenux. ManoodocriodiceHumu npu YooMy 3ATUWUTUCA KpUmepii NPUHAMHOCTI THOUGI-
0yanvHoi 3as68u 00 €8poneticbkoeo cydy 3 npas ToOUHU.

Mema cmammi € aumaniz ma Xxapakxmepucmuxa Haubitbut QYHOAMEHMATbHUX
VMO8 NPUUHAMMS THOUBIOYAIbHOI cKapeu 32i0no cm. 34 €eponeticbkoi KoHBeHYil npo
3axucm npag Ar0OUHU i OCHOBONOIONCHUX C80000.

Mamepianu ma memoou. 11i0 yac 0ocniodxicenHs 3acmocosano memoou anHauizy
ma cunmesy OJisl OYIHKU HABHO20 Cyoouurcmea €sponeticbkozo cydy 3 npas Jooutu.

Pezynomamu oocniosycennsn. 3 1 nucmonaoa 1998 p., xonu Ilpomoxon Ne 11
Kongenyii cmas uunnum, €eponeticokuii cyo 3 npas MoOOUHU CMA8 COUHUM OP2AHOM,
NOBHOBANCHUM NPUUMAMU PIeHHs. w000 CKape Npo NOPYUWEHHS NPA8 3As6HUKIG, 5KI
88adicaioms, Wo 0epicasa NoOpPywuiIa ix npasa ma OCHOGHI C80000U, 2apaAHMOBAHI
Konsenyicio ma ii [lpomoxonamu. Ha eeo-catimi €sponeticbkozo cyody npedcmasieHuil
OnaHK 306U HA OEKLIbKOX MO8AX 3 IHCIMPYKYIAMU U000 VKIAOAHHS MEKCMY CKApeu.
Odgiyivinumu mosamu Cyoy € awneniicoka ma (Gpanyy3oka, 00HAK, 00 NOBIOOMIICHHS.
npo cKkapzy ma 36UHYBAUEHHS 0epicasu, 3aseHUK mooxce cniakyeamucs 3 Cyoom,
BUKOPUCTHOBYIOUU, HANPUKIAO, CLOBAYLKY MOBY, i ye cnpasa cyoy, wjob 3abe3neyumu
nepexiao Ha 00Ky 3 OQIYILIHUX MO8, K Ye 3A3HAUEHO 8 CYOOBOMY HAKA3ZL NPOYECYalbHO2O
pezcyniogants Ne 34.

Bucnoexu. Mooicnugicmov nodamu ckapey 0o €sponeticokoeo cyo0y 3 npas
JTOOUHU € eheKMUBHUM | KOPUCHUM 3ACODOM 3aXUCMY Npae (i3udHux ma 1opuoudHux
ocib. Takum HuHOM, BGOHU MOICYMb HA MINCHAPOOHOMY MIJNCHAYIOHAILHOMY DI6HI
30TliCHIOBAMU C80€ NPABo, 2apanmogane €8poneicvKolo KOHEEHYIEI0 NPO 3aXUcm npas
JOOUHU I OCHOBONONOICHUX C80000. Midcdepacasna ckapea modxice 3acmoco8y8amucs
Kooicno1o Jloeogiprnoto Cmoponoio Koneenyii 015 po3caioyeanns nopyulens, 3a sike, Ha
OYMKY 3as6HUKA, Hece 8ionogioanvHicms iHwa J{ozosipna Cmopona. Inousioyanvhy
3a518y MOdCe NOOABAMU KOJICHA THOOUHA, HeYyps008a op2aHizayis abo epyna noodel, sKi
ssadicaromy cebe nOCmpadicoaIuMu 6i0 NOCi2anb Ha C8oi npasa. Ymoeu nputinsmms
maxoi ckapeu eusHaueHo cm. 35 Kowueenyii i nuwe noene BUKOHAHHA 6CiX, 3ade-
KIAPOBAHUX V Hill NONOJICEHb, 0A€ NiOCmMAagu 05t NOOANbULO20 OYIHIOBAHHS, GUGUEHHS
¢axmis ma npuitnamms supoxy Cyoom.

Knrouosi cnosa: €BpONEHCHKUI Cyll 3 TpaB JIOAUHHU, €BPOIEHChKa KOHBEHIIIS
PO 3aXHCT TPaB JIOJAWHU 1 OCHOBOMNOJOXHHUX CBOOOJI, iHIWBINyaldbHa 3asBa, YMOBHU
MPUHHATHOCTI..
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