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CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE NORMATIVE RULE
ON THE INTERRUPTION OF THE STATUTE

OF LIMITATIONS WHEN FILING A LAWSUIT:
TERMINATION OF THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

Abstract. This work is devoted to the study of the current scientific issue of the interruption
of the statute of limitations with the filing of a civil lawsuit. Therefore, the purpose of the research is to
clarify the real nature of the claim and its impact on the possibility of further re-appeal to the court.

Research methods. When conducting legal analysis of the relevant issue, such general and special
scientific methods of cognition as dialectical, formal-legal, historical-legal, analysis and synthesis
and comparative-legal were involved.

Results. The author argues that the concept of interrupting the statute of limitations and initiating
a new course of any lawsuit is downright outdated and inconsistent with the real nature of the statute
of limitations. After all, with the proper filing of a lawsuit, the right to sue, which is enshrined in the claim, is
realized by going to court. Under Ukrainian and international law, the right to protection can be exercised
only once. A properly filed lawsuit must be considered, and a decision must be made on it. The current
legislation does not contain such legal constructions that would allow to talk about the re-protection
of the same right after the process. Nor can the position that a new course should begin when the violation
continues after the interruption cannot be supported. The fact is that from each violation may arise only
one right to sue, the content of which is a substantive claim. Since it has already been implemented, no
other claim can arise, so there will be no new statute of limitations.

Conclusions. Therefore, it can be concluded that re-filing the same claim is essentially impossible.
What is the term with the lawsuit interrupted? The filing of a lawsuit interrupts the statute of limitations
for some of the claims for which the right to sue has not been exercised. However, such a legislative
construction should be interpreted only narrowly: it is not a part of the same claim not covered by
the claim, and not any claims of the creditor. And as a general rule, filing a lawsuit within the statute
of limitations leads to early termination of the right to sue due to its exhaustion.

Key words: interruption of the statute of limitations, repayment of the right to sue, termination
of the term.

1. Introduction

The statute of limitations begins from
the time when the holder is aware of the vio-
lation of his right. There can be only one lim-
itation period for the same overdue obliga-
tion. This course ends after the expiration
of the established term. However, in some
cases the period from the beginning to the end
may be longer than indicated in Articles 257
and 258 of the Civil Code of Ukraine. As a gen-
eral rule, any term, including statute of limita-
tions, expires continuously. However, during
the statute of limitations, which has already
begun, circumstances may arise that affect its
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course. This is a possibility established by law
in the presence of certain circumstances of sus-
pension and interruption of the statute of lim-
itations (Articles 263, 264 of the Civil Code
of Ukraine). It should be borne in mind that
the terms “suspension”, “interruption”, norma-
tively related to the statute of limitations, do
not mean interruption or suspension of time as
a form of existence of matter. It is only a ques-
tion of the possibility of crediting certain peri-
ods of time to the statute of limitations. There-
fore, these legal categories are nothing more
than special ways of calculating the duration
of the substantive right to sue. It can be seen
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that the legislative introduction of mechanisms
to suspend and interrupt the statute of limita-
tions is a compensatory structure aimed at pro-
tecting the interests of the creditor, built to
balance the obvious, at first glance, the focus
of the ancient institution to protect the debtor.

2. The uncertainty of the legal definition
of “interruption of the statute of limitations”

If the issues concerning the suspension
of the statute of limitations are not problem-
atic at all, the normative provision of its inter-
ruption is quite debatable. The law defines
an exclusive list of circumstances that entail
the interruption of the statute of limitations.
They are listed in Article 264 of the Civil
Code of Ukraine (further — CCU): these
are the actions of a person that testify to
the recognition of his duty and the proper filing
of a lawsuit. There is a long-standing contro-
versy in science about the meaning, legal con-
tent and consequences of the impact of these
circumstances on the adjustment of the proce-
dure for calculating the statute of limitations
by interrupting it. However, this applies both
to factors related to the recognition of debt (to
a lesser extent and exclusively to the manifes-
tations of outward signs of such recognition),
and related to the filing of a lawsuit (the main
controversy here).

However, the real controversy arises
when doctrinal analysis comes to the rule
of Part 2 of Art. 264 of the CCU, which indi-
cates the interruption of the statute of limita-
tions in the event of a lawsuit. Let’s start with
the fact that in the literal sense of this rule, any
lawsuit, even made improperly or unreason-
ably interrupts the statute of limitations. In
fact, this is certainly not the case. Civil science
has long determined that a statute of limita-
tions is interrupted only if the claim is prop-
erly filed (Novitskiy, 1954, pp. 191-192; Push-
kar, 1982, p. 211). Such an act refers only to
those claims that were subsequently accepted
for consideration by law enforcement agencies.
This is about the way the commented provi-
sion of the law is interpreted in scientific works
and commentaries (Sergeev, 2001, pp. 53—-54),
but this rule does not directly follow from
the normative act, which is a shortcoming
of the latter, which needs to be corrected.
Moreover, the provision on the interruption
of the statute of limitations by a properly filed
lawsuit was contained in the main civil docu-
ment of 1963 (Part 1 of Article 79 of the Civil
Code of the Ukrainian SSR).

However, this is not the key challenge
of the area under. The fact that our civilization
and law enforcement practice lack understand-
ing of the juridical content of this legal super-
structure is of greater concern. This leads to
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differences in the legal nature of the commented
rule and, most sadly, common and unjustified
errors in its practical application. In the civil law
literature, most lawyers state quite succinctly:
the statute of limitations is interrupted by filing
a lawsuit against the debtor, without analyzing
the legal purpose of the new course starting
from the moment of interruption, and its other
consequences (Samoylenko, 2003, pp. 10—11).
As a result, the literature has widely spread
obviously incorrect expressions: “When a law-
suit is filed, a new statute of limitations begins
under the same requirements for the same
debtor” (Kharitonov, 1999, p. 157). Sometimes
we even can find a statement that this new term
continues regardless of the resolution of the liti-
gation on the merits, i. e., when the decision will
be made (Sviatohor, 2002, p. 8).

In practical application, the abstractness
of the constructed syllogism and its ineffective-
ness have repeatedly manifested itself. How-
ever, despite the illogical nature of the new
statute of limitations after filing a lawsuit,
some researchers still try to justify it with
reference to the provisions of procedural law
on the suspension of the process. There is, in
particular, the view that filing a lawsuit leads
to a break in the statute of limitations (in fact,
its suspension) until the end of the proceed-
ings (Pushkar, 1982, p. 212). According to
another approach, a person needs to be given
a new statute of limitations to protect his or
her violated right, let us say in commercial liti-
gation, if the proceedings are terminated with-
out considering the merits by leaving the claim
unconsidered, given that the case is not subject
to civil litigation (Horovets, 2005, p. 108). In
this context, we should also mention the the-
sis of O.S. Tofte and his followers: after the end
of the process, a new course of limitation begins
(Toffe, 1967, pp. 338-339; Sviatohor, 2002, p. §;
Pushkar, 1982, p. 212).

If we accept these positions, we will cer-
tainly reach to the absurd conclusion: the trial
also takes place within the statute of limita-
tions. At least a certain part of the trial, because
in the case of lengthy proceedings, suspension
of proceedings and several revisions of court
decisions, it may turn out that the final court
decision, which should protect civil law, will take
place outside the new statute of limitations. As
you know, the statute of limitations is a period
for filing a claim, not the term of judicial pro-
tection - the forced implementation of the right
of the individual. Threfore, a completely legiti-
mate question arises: why do we need a new lim-
itation course after the substantive right to sue
was properly fully realized during the previous
one? This question usually confuses researchers
who are talking about interrupting the statute
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of limitations in the event of a lawsuit. At best,
they ignore it or offer completely unaccept-
able interpretations. Thus, many publications
on this topic argue that the new accounting
of the statute of limitations should be done from
the moment of the elimination of circumstances
that led to the suspension of proceedings, or
from the moment of leaving the claim without
consideration, and so on (Ilinykh, 1973, p. 13).

In general, these concepts boil down to
the fact that with the filing of a lawsuit, the stat-
ute of limitations does not end but is interrupted,
and a new course begins first. Let us disagree
with this statement. Let us ask the question:
what is the subject of the new limitation course,
which will begin from the moment the process
is resumed? It cannot recognize the creditor’s
right to judicial protection, as he has already
exercised it by filing a lawsuit. Nor can it be
a claim of the successor, as he enters the process
after the predecessor has exercised the right to
sue and acts within the powers that belonged to
the latter. In our opinion, the above construc-
tion is created largely artificially: it does not
reflect the real need for legal regulation of indi-
rect relations, does not correspond to their real
essence (Guyvan, 2019a, pp. 86—87).

3. Criticism of the concept of interruption
of the statute of limitations in any lawsuit

All these theoretical constructions, which
in their idea are designed to directly justify
ineffective legal tools, deserve critical evalua-
tion. They are primarily related to the appoint-
ment and procedure for calculating the new
limitation period, which should start from
the moment of interruption. Thus, can the same
substantive right to judicial protection be exer-
cised twice (or more times) if it has already been
properly exercised? Obviously not. A properly
filed lawsuit must be considered, and a deci-
sion must be made on it. The current legislation
does not contain such legal constructions that
would allow talking about the re-protection
of the same right after the process. The decision
of the court on the merits of the dispute (no
matter how many times it is reviewed, no matter
how long the trial is, the right to judicial protec-
tion is considered realized at the time of the ini-
tial claim, from this period the duration of pub-
lic procedural legal relationship is calculated)
resolves protection and removes dispute. There-
fore, some researchers flatly indicate the absence
of any statute of limitations after filing of law-
suit and in the process of litigation. According
to I.B. Novitskiy, the court decision responds to
the plaintiff's request, and it eliminates the need
to file a new lawsuit, and at the same time elim-
inates the question of statute of limitations
(Novitskiy, 1954, p. 190). The closure of the pro-
ceedings leads to the same consequences. As for

the termination of the process as a result of leav-
ing the statement of claim without considera-
tion, the current legislation explicitly indicates
the non-application of the rule on changing
the procedure for calculating the statute of lim-
itations in this situation.

Nor can the position that a new course
should begin when the violation continues
after the interruption cannot be supported. The
fact is that from each violation may arise only
one right to sue, the content of which is a sub-
stantive claim. Since it has already been imple-
mented, no other claim can arise, so there will be
no new statute of limitations.

The common understanding in the liter-
ature of civil law that the filing of a lawsuit
interrupts the statute of limitations and begins
a new course of action on the same require-
ments to the same defendant is nothing but
a residual element of the previous mechanism
of legal regulation of these relations. The fact
is that under Russian law of pre-revolutionary
times, the statute of limitations was consid-
ered a way to repay unrealized substantive law
(Engelman, 2003, p. 398). According to this
concept, the right, the implementation of which
the holder does not take active action, is gradu-
ally extinguished. Given that at that time there
was no division into regulatory and protective
legal relations, this rule applied to all substantive
subjective rights. Sometimes it extended to pro-
cedural relations: for example, failure of proce-
dural actions by the plaintiff after the initiation
of proceedings in the case after a certain statute
of limitations terminated not only the right to
defense, but also the protected civil law. There-
fore, a person’s authority to defend his violated
subjective right was revoked not only in the case
of prolonged failure to file a lawsuit, but also
when he did not follow the already filed law-
suit in the official places. It is logical that a new
long-standing course was needed to calculate
the ten-year period of absence. But even accord-
ing to this theory, the new course of the statute
of limitations began not from its interruption,
but only from the time when the movement in
the case ceased, i.e., from the moment of the last
action of the plaintiff. At the same time, the time
of active proceedings could not be included in
the new course, as the authorized person was
not inactive (Engelman, 2003, pp. 457, 462).

If this rule were applied today, it would
be logical to introduce a provision on the new
statute of limitations after filing a lawsuit, but
only from the moment from which the active
actions in the law enforcement process ended.
However, modern legislation has established
other material and procedural consequences
of the plaintiff’s unjustified refusal to partici-
pate in the case, and the term is not a key cri-

13



12,2021
CIVIL LAW AND PROCESS

terion for the exercise of a person’s procedural
right to participate in the dispute. The current
civil theory unequivocally estimates the statute
of limitations not as a time to repay the substan-
tive law, but as a term for the exercise of pro-
tection and legal authority to obtain judicial
protection of the violated subjective right. This
significantly changes the evaluative approach
to determining the role of the statute of limita-
tions. The exercise of the right to judicial protec-
tion, which arose after the violation, may occur
if the entitled person has applied to the court
within the established (statute of limitations)
period. In this case, the statute of limitations
does not apply to the period of enforcement
of the claim by the court, but only regulates
the duration of the claim.

4. Construction of a modern adequate
mechanism for interrupting the statute of lim-
itations

We must agree with the position set out in
the literature that the current stage of the devel-
opmentofprivatelaw putson theagendatheissue
of exemption of the Civil Code of Ukraine from
structures that destroy its integrity, violate
the principles of its systemic nature as a piv-
otal act of private law (Kuznetsova, Kokhano-
vska, 2016, p. 51). In the context of this study,
the primitive interpretation of the normatively
established rule, according to which the inter-
ruption and the new course of the statute of lim-
itations appears after the filing of a lawsuit, does
not correspond to the inner essence of the rela-
tionship governed by it. As we have convinc-
ingly proved, there are no legal and substantive
grounds for interrupting the statute of limi-
tations on the same claims against the same
infringer with the filing of a lawsuit. However,
Part 2 of Art. 264 of the CCU still highlights
such an interruption. Consequently, the ques-
tion arises: is filing a lawsuit aspect interrupt-
ing the statute of limitations, and does such
an action entail the termination of this period?
We have to admit that modern civil doctrine is
not able to unambiguously assess these differ-
ences between the two commented phenom-
ena. Is there really such a discrepancy? Maybe
the truth is somewhere in the middle and takes
into account the arguments of both polar points
of view? Let’s try to determine how and under
what conditions the statute of limitations is
interrupted and whether it is interrupted at all.

It should be noted that at present there is
no consensus on the specific requirements inter-
rupting the statute of limitations when filing
alawsuit, and how, in fact, to understand the con-
cept of “filing a lawsuit for part of the claim”? In
our opinion, the existing differences are caused
by insufficient awareness of the legal nature
of such a legal phenomenon as statute of limi-
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tations. Let’s try to carry out its scientific anal-
ysis once again. The statute of limitations is
the time of existence of the protective subjec-
tive substantive right — the claim. Any subjec-
tive right, including that covered by the statute
of limitations, has a carrier and a counterparty
to whom the legal claim is addressed. Therefore,
the interruption and the beginning of a new
course of existence of a certain right means
that the procedure for calculating the duration
of this particular relationship with the same
subject composition changes. On the other
hand, the realization of the claim (the right to
sue in the material sense) is done by applying
to a judicial authority (filing a lawsuit). Such
an appeal, made by an authorized person in
the prescribed manner, simultaneously termi-
nates the protection of the right to sue, because
the latter can be made only through its one-
time implementation. Accordingly, the period
of claim ends prematurely.

Therefore, filing a lawsuit interrupts
the statute of limitations on some of the claims
for which the right to sue was not exercised.
However, such a legislative construction
should be interpreted only narrowly: it is a part
of the same requirement not covered by the law-
suit. For example, the debtor owes the cred-
itor UAH 1,000, but the latter is suing only
for the recovery of UAH 600. Consequently,
the claim for recovery of the remaining funds
(UAH 400) begins to be delayed again from
the time of filing the lawsuit due to the inter-
ruption of the statute of limitations. Other
claims continue to be repaid as a general rule,
although they have a common basis for imple-
mentation. For example, filing a lawsuit for
the performance of duty does not affect the stat-
ute of limitations on the claims of the same right
holder for damages or penalties, although these
claims have a common ground — the offense
and the statute of limitations for them may well
have begun simultaneously.

Taking into account all the above arguments,
we can conclude the following. After the expira-
tion of the statute of limitations, the protection
right, even if not exercised, continues to exist,
despite the fact that the claim is lost due to its
non-realization. Otherwise, both the statute
of limitations and the subjective right itself are
terminated in connection with its implemen-
tation (execution) (Article 599 of the CCU).
Thus, we see that filing a lawsuit either does not
affect the statute of limitations for the relevant
requirements, or leads to an interruption (Part 2
of Article 264 of the CCU) or termination
of the statute of limitations. Given the above,
we can note the following mechanism of influ-
ence on the calculation of the statute of limi-
tations in case of filing a claim by the entitled
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person, which requires appropriate reflection
in civil law: 1) the statute of limitations is ter-
minated; 2) the statute of limitations is inter-
rupted when filing a lawsuit in the prescribed
manner in the circumstances provided for in
Part 2 of Art. 264 CCU.

As evident, regardless of the course of fur-
ther consideration of the case and its effective-
ness, the proper filing of the lawsuit termi-
nates the statute of limitations at the request
of a certain person of the same content and to
the same debtor, and does not interrupt it. Even
in the case of refusal to satisfy the claim due
to the expiration of the statute of limitations,
the right to protection (substantive right to sue)
is considered terminated not from the moment
of entry into force of the court decision (Tsikalo,
2004, pp. 3, 12), but from the expiration
of the statute of limitations. This fact of expi-
ration of the statute of limitations and the cor-
responding termination of the protection right
is only fixed by the subsequent court decision.
Moreover, it would be expedient to address this
issue more widely in view of the uncertainty
about the existence of a particular legal rela-
tions. Unfortunately, the civil law contains rules
according to which the legal status of a party
to the relations is determined not at the time
of its entry into them, but later. In other words,
the circumstances that appeared after some
time have a decisive influence on the content
of the legal relationship, which arose earlier,
and the term of its existence. For example,
this applies to the specified regulatory rules on
the rejection of the claim due to the omission
of the statute of limitations or leaving the claim
by the court without consideration.

In these cases, the introduced procedure
makes it possible to construct rules that allow
the use of reverse mechanisms in determining
the content of subjective law in the previous
period: the omission of the statute of limita-
tions after its nominal duration or the fact that
the statute of limitations continued to expire. It
should be noted that this approach is undesir-
able and quite dangerous. After all, it leads to
a violation of one of the basic principles of civil
law— the certainty of the content of the legal
relationship at the time of its validity.

3. Conclusions

Despite the obvious fact that after the real-
ization of the claim it ceases to exist, the liter-
ature continues to express views on the inter-
ruption of the statute of limitations on the same
requirements to the same debtor in the event
of a lawsuit (Lebedeva, 2003, p. 180). In fact,
there can be no subjective substantive law
that cannot be exercised under any circum-
stances. After the proper filing of the claim, i. e.,
the commission of the action by which the right
to sue is exercised, re-filing an identical claim
against the same person is not possible (a law-
suit left unconsidered in the future is equated
to an improper one). If the phenomenon itself
does not exist, then there is no period of its
existence in space. From this point of view, it
is necessary to critically evaluate the con-
cept of “renewal of the statute of limitations”,
which is found in the literature (Romaniuk,
2018, p. 11). It is quite logical that after the ter-
mination of the right to sue, the period of exist-
ence of the right ceases — the statute of limi-
tations. Therefore, based on the conclusions
of the study, it is essential to agree with the the-
sis that after the filing of a lawsuit, the statute
of limitations can not expire, because it loses
its legal essence. This regulatory mechanism
should reflect the Ukrainian civil law: the stat-
ute of limitations on the same requirements for
the same defendant is terminated with the fil-
ing of a lawsuit. In addition, it is a clear need
of the time to adjust the legislation in this area,
which must result in the introduction of a rule
to terminate the statute of limitations after
the lawsuit is filed properly (Guyvan, 2019b,
pp. 121-125).

Therefore, Chapter 19 of the Civil Code
should be supplemented by an article entitled
“Termination of the statute of limitations” in
the following version: “The statute of limitations
is terminated if one of the below vents occurred
in the course of its duration: 1. Terms specified
in Art. 257-259 of CCU ended. 2. Filing a claim
by the creditor in full against all debtors. 3. Vol-
untary performance of a security obligation
during the statute of limitations. 4. Termination
of overdue obligation in a manner other than
performance” (Guyvan, 2012, p. 326).
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KPHTH‘IH!{IVI AHAJI3 HOPMATUBHOTIO ITPABUJIA TTPO IIEPEPUBAHHA
II0O30BHOI JTABHOCTI B PASI IIPE/I’ABJIEHHA II030BY:
IMPUIIMHEHHA JABHICHOT'O CTPORY

Anoranig. CtarTio IPUCBSYEHO JTOCTIKEHHIO aKTYaJIbHOTO HAYKOBOTO MUTAHHS MPO MEePePUBAHHS
[030BHOI IABHOCTI 3 IIPe/1sIBJIEHHSIM LUBLILHOIO [030BY. BinTak Memoro pobomu ¢ 3'scyBanns peanbHoi
CYTHOCTI TTO30BHOTO JIOMAaraHHs Ta {OT0 BIUIBY HA MOKJIMBICTH TTOIAIBIIIOTO TOBTOPHOTO 3BEPHEHHS 10
CyZy 3 I030BOM.

Memoou docaidscenns. 11ij yac POBeEHHS IPABOBOTO AHAJII3Y 3a3HAYEHOTO UTAHHS OYJIH BUKO-
pHCTaHi Taki 3ara/IbHOHAYKOBI Ta CTIETiaTbHO-HAYKOBI METON Ti3HAHHS, K TiaJleKTUIHU, GopMarTbHO-
I0pUINYHIH, iICTOPUKO-TIPABOBUH, TTIOPIBHSIBLHO-TIPABOBUH, a TAKOK aHAJI3 1 CHHTe3.

Pezynvmamu. ABTop 06CTOIOE Te3Y, 1[0 KOHIIEIILs I0JI0 IePePUBAHHS TO30BHOI IABHOCTI Ta [I0YAT-
Ky HOBOTO Tepebiry i yac Gy/b-sIkoTo MPe/T sIBICHHST 030BY € BiIBEPTO 3aCTAPLIOIO Ta TAKOIO, IO He
Y3TO/KYETHCS 3 PEAIbHOI0 CYTHICTIO TO30BHOI IABHOCTI. AJKe B pasi HAJIEKHOTO TP/l IBJIEHHS [I030BY
sIKpa3 1 BiIOYBAEThCS Peasli3allisl 3aKJIaIeHOr0 B II030BHOMY JIOMAraHHi [IPaBa Ha 10308 ILISIXOM 3Bep-
HeHHS 710 cyay. B ykpaincpkomy Ta MizKHapOZHOMY TIPaBi BCTAHOBJIEHO, IO 3/iIICHITH TIPaBO HA 3aXUCT
MOJKHa JIniie o/t pa3. HaseskHo mper’siBieHnil 10308 Ma€ OyTH PO3TJISTHY THT, 32 HIM 000B’I3KOBO TIPH-
WMaeThest pileHHst ab0 yxpana. YnHHE 3aKOHOIABCTBO He MICTUTD TAKMX IOPUANYHUX KOHCTPYKIIIH, SIKi
JaBasi GU 3MOTY TOBOPHUTH PO MOBTOPHUIL 3aXMCT TOTO K MPaBa MicJIs 3aKiHYeHHsT mporiecy. Takoxk He
Moxe OyTH IiATPUMAHA JYMKA, 3UiHO 3 SKOK HOBHH 1epebir Mae MoYaTycst, KOJIU ITic/Ist epepuBaHHs
IIPOJIOBIKYETHCS MOPYyIIeHHs. Piu y TiM, 110 3 KOXKHOTO MOPYIIEHHS MOXKe BUHUKHYTH JIUIIE OJIHEe TIPABO
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Ha TT030B, 3MiCTOM SIKOTO € MaTepiabHO-TIPaBoBa BuMora. OcKilbKY BOHA BXKe PeasTi3oBaHa, iHIIa MT030BHA
BIMOTa BUHUKHYTH He MOXe, Bi/[Tak He Gyjie icHyBaTH il HOBUiT 1epebir IaBHOCT!.

Bucnosxu. Ot:xe, OBTOpHE TTOJ[AHHS TOTO CAMOTO TI030BY HEMOJKJIMBE 32 CBOEIO MPUPOJIOI0. SKuii ke
CTPOK i3 T030BOM TiepepuBa€eThes? [Ipes sBieHHst 1030By TepepuBa€e JaBHICTb 32 YACTHHOIO BUMOT, TI0/I0
SIKMX TIPaBO Ha 110308 He OyJi0 peasizosare. OJHAK TaKy 3aKOHOJABYY KOHCTPYKIIKO BAPTO TIyMaudTH
TLJIbKY 3BYKEHO: II€ThCsI IIPO HE OXOIUIEHY T1030BOM YaCTHHY OJHI€] i1 Ti€l 5K BUMOTH, a He PO Oyab-sIKi
BUMOTH KPeAUTOpa. A 3a 3araJlbHUM TIPABUJIOM TPl IBJIEHHS TT030BY B MeKaX IT030BHOI JIaBHOCTI TIPH-
3BOJIUTH /IO JIOCTPOKOBOTO PUITMHEHHST ITPABA HA TI030B Y 3B’SI3KY 3 HOTO BUYEPIIAHICTIO.

KuouoBi ciioBa: niepepiBaHHS 1030BHOI JIABHOCTI, TIOTAIlICHHS TIPaBa Ha 0308, IPUIIMHEHHS CTPOKY.
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