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AHHOTaLMA: B cTaTbe paccMaTpMBarOTCs OCHOBHbIE NPOBAEMbI rOCYAapPCTBEHHOTO PEryIMPOBaHMs Npas MUHOPK-
TapHbIX YY4aCTHWMKOB KOPMOpaLMM Npu NOAyYeHUU MHDOPMaLMKU U AOKYMEHTOB O (DMHAHCOBO-XO3SMCTBEHHON
LesTeNbHOCTM KOMMaHUK, @ Takxke NPaKTUKU UX NpuMeHeHus. B ceoelt paboTte aBTOp MCMNOMIb30Ban CPaBHUTENb-
HO-NPaBOBOW, HOpManbHO-NPABOBOM, TOrMUECKUIA, AMANEKTUHECKMI U CUCTEMHbIN METOAbI MCCnenoBaHus. B naH-
HOW CTaTbe aBTOpP MCXOAMT M3 TOrO, YTO HA MPAKTUKE KOPMOpaLMu 3a4acTylo, @ B YUIOBUSAX KOPMNOPATUBHOO
KOH(®MKTa — B NOAABNAOLLEM BOMbLUMHCTBE C1y4aeB, HE3aBUCMMO OT MPUHSTLIX CYAeOHbIX aKTOB, YK/TOHSKOTCS OT
UX MCMONHeHUs. MUMHOpUTapHbIe akUMOHEpPbI HE MOTYT NMOMyYUTb HEOOXOAMMYK UM MHGMOPMaLMIO B TeYeHue
LJMTENbHOrO BPEMEHM M B pe3y/bTaTe He YCMeBatoT Npeceyb NpaBoHapYyLEHWS M NPe0TBPATUTb CyLLECTBEHHbI
ylep6 Koprnopawum, HAHOCUMbIA MAaKOPUTAPHbIMK aKLUMOHEPaMU. ABTOP NPUXOAMT K BbIBOLY, YTO perynMpoBa-
HME KOPNOPATUBHBIX OTHOLLEHWI B YaCT NMPaB MUHOPUTAPHBIX aKLMOHEPOB KOPMOpaLMK Ha nonyyeHue nHdop-
MaLuM OOMKHO ObITb YCMIEHO rOCYLAapCTBOM Yepe3 MPUHSTME PasfIMUHbIX Mep, B TOM YMCUIe HOBbIX, HE MMeto-
WMMX aHanoros. [logobHoe perynMpoBaHue CTabunn3npyeT OTHOWEHWS BHYTPU OpraHM3aumm, CHU3UT PUCKM
MCMNONb30BaHMS KOMMAHUM UCKITKOUYUTENBHO B MHTEPECAX MAXOPUTAPHbBIX YYACTHUKOB U, KakK CefCTBUE, MOBbLICUT
MHBECTULIMOHHYIO MPUBNIEKATENIbHOCTb KOPMOPALIMA.

KnioueBbie cnoBa: kopnopaTMBHOE MPaBo, 3aLMTa NPaB MUHOPUTAPHbIX YYACTHWUKOB, NOSTyYeHne MHGOpMa-
LMW O AEesTENbHOCTM KOPNOpaLum, roCylapCTBEHHOE peryiMpoBaHue, yCUeHe ponv rocyfapcTea, noBbille-
HWE MHBECTULMOHHOM NPUBNIEKATENBHOCTM KOPMopaLum
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Abstract: The article deals with the main problems of state regulation for the rights of minority participants in
the corporation to obtain information and documents on the financial and economic activities of the corporation.
It assesses the problems of state regulation and the practice of its application. The methods of research used
by the author are comparative-legal, formally-legal, logical, dialectical and systemic. In this article, the author
proceeds from the fact that in practice, corporations often, and in the context of a corporate conflict, in the
overwhelming majority of cases, regardless of the adopted judicial acts, evade their execution. Minority
shareholders cannot obtain the information they need for long periods of time, as a result of which they often
do not have time to stop the offenses committed by the majority shareholders and prevent significant damage
to the corporation. The author concludes that the regulation of corporate relations in terms of the rights of
minority shareholders of the corporation to receive information should be strengthened by the state through
various measures, including new measures that have no analogues. Such regulation will balance relations
within the corporation, reduce the risks of using the corporation solely in the interests of majority participants
and, as a result, increase the investment attractiveness of corporations.
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Introduction

Contemporary trends indicate that, in the current
stage of corporate legislation development, the role of
the state will not only grow, but it may eventually be-
come the primary participant in corporate relations.
It is important to be prepared for this potential devel-
opment, not only from the perspective of the state’s
availability of legal instruments to regulate corporate
relations, but also for minority shareholders who will
engage in legal interactions with the state.

Dedicating separate efforts to preparing the state
apparatus for possible scenarios where it becomes
the majority participant in corporations is crucial.
This preparation involves addressing numerous de-
tails regarding participation and interactions with
other entities.

In this article, we believe it is necessary to dis-
cuss the state’s role in regulating the protection of
minority shareholders’ rights to access documents
and information about a corporation’s financial and
economic activities. Strengthening the state’s involve-
ment in regulating this matter is essential, as current
regulatory methods do not adequately enable minori-
ty shareholders to fully exercise their rights to obtain
information.

The need for clear legal regulation to allow mi-
nority shareholders in corporations to exercise their
rights justifies the relevance of this issue. Currently,
the shortcomings in the legal regulation and the pro-
cess of exercising the rights of minority shareholders
lead to situations where they are unable to actually
exercise their fundamental rights.

Although there has not been an increase in the
number of corporate disputes considered by arbitra-
tion courts in recent years, and the number of dis-
putes regarding information and document provision
is insignificant compared to other corporate litiga-
tions, the timely realization of the right to receive in-
formation about the corporation’s activities is crucial
in determining the effectiveness of mechanisms to
protect the rights of minority shareholders.

The viability of corporate associations depends
not only on legally recognizing the rights of corporate
entities but also on their ability to implement these
rights quickly and cost-effectively. Legal guarantees
and existing mechanisms for implementing these
rights, such as receiving timely information about the
corporation’s activities, contribute to stabilizing civil
turnover and increasing investment attractiveness in
corporations.

Given the constantly changing economic situation
and foreign policy challenges, it is important to estab-
lish stable foundations for legal regulation. Ensuring a
balance of interests for all participants, particularly in
corporations, is crucial for the stability of legal regula-

tion. Identifying and solving problems with enforcing
rules that protect the rights of corporate participants
to receive information will enhance the stability of
legal regulation and increase confidence in the legal
system as a whole. This is vital for maintaining and
developing a favorable investment climate.

Exercising the rights of the corporation
participants

The right to receive information about the activities
of the corporation can be attributed to the non-prop-
erty rights of a member of the corporation [Shitkina,
2017].

This right is closely connected to other rights,
such as the right to challenge decisions made by the
corporation’s management and transactions con-
ducted by the corporation, as well as the right to
seek compensation from individuals in management
positions.

Currently, the state ensures the protection of mi-
nority shareholders’ right to access information and
documents regarding the corporation’s financial and
economic activities through laws like the Civil Code
of the Russian Federation Part One No. 51-FZ of No-
vember 30, 1994 (hereinafter referred to as the Civil
Code of the Russian Federation) and industry laws,
for example, in the Federal Law No. 208-FZ of De-
cember 26, 1995 «On Joint Stock Companies» (here-
inafter referred to as the Federal Law «On Joint Stock
Companies»), Federal Law No. 14-FZ of February 8,
1997 «On Limited Liability Companies» (hereinafter
referred to as the Federal Law «On Limited Liability
Companies»).

The current process for exercising this right in-
volves a corporation participant requesting relevant
information from the corporation, and if the corpora-
tion fails to provide it, the participant has the option
to seek legal recourse in court to safeguard their
violated right.

The court can enforce the protection of a violated
right by ordering the corporation to provide request-
ed information and documents within a specified
timeframe. However, in order to receive this protec-
tion from the state, a corporate shareholder must fol-
low the arbitration procedural legislation and demon-
strate that they were unable to obtain the documents
independently.

Currently, regulations require a company share-
holder to individually request information about the
company’s activities. The corporation is given five
days to voluntarily comply with the request. If they
fail to do so within this period, the shareholder can
seek assistance from the court. However, these ac-
tions not only take time but also create uncertainty
for the shareholder, as there is no guarantee that all
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requested documents will be provided without any
alterations by the corporation.

As a result, the current judicial system in the Rus-
sian Federation is not efficient or timely enough to ad-
dress violations of the rights of minority shareholders
or the company’s stakeholders in terms of accessing
information.

From a logical and theoretical standpoint, such a
mechanism should be sufficient to protect the rights
of minority shareholders and give them the actual
opportunity to access documents and information
about the corporation’s activities. However, in prac-
tice, exercising the right to receive information and
documents about the corporation’s activities poses
significant challenges for minority shareholders.

Firstly, it should be noted that if the corporation
refuses to provide documents upon request, the
shareholder is compelled to invest time in obtaining
a court decision to push the corporation to provide
the requested documents. On average, these trials
take five to six months, but there are cases where
litigation in such disputes can last up to a year. Natu-
rally, the importance of information diminishes over
time, especially when a corporation and its majority
participants engage in unfair behavior. This allows for
actions to be taken that make it incredibly difficult to
protect the rights of minority participants.

In the event of a conflict within the corporation,
the effectiveness of protecting the rights of all par-
ticipants depends on how quickly this protection is
implemented. Prolonged protection of a member’s
rights in a corporation renders it ineffective and
may eventually lead the participant to take actions
to defend their rights that may not align with cur-
rent laws.

The urgent need for swift judicial protection of
minority participants’ rights is a crucial matter that
the state, as the guarantor of protecting the rights of
all participants in legal relationships, must address.

The current legislation on arbitration procedures
includes a rule for expediting the consideration of
corporate dispute cases, but this rule is rarely fol-
lowed in practice. It appears that certain cases involv-
ing corporate disputes, specifically those related to
the provision of financial and economic information
by a corporation’s member, could be resolved in a
single court session.

Implementing such an arrangement would not
only streamline the handling of less complex cases,
but also encourage parties involved in disputes to
thoroughly prepare for the proceedings. This would
ultimately improve the quality of case consideration.

It is important to expedite the consideration of
cases in the initial court stage, as this is where most
delays occur. The first instance court often becomes
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a hostage to unfair tactics employed by participants
in the process. These tactics include filing various
petitions or submitting incomplete documents, which
force the court to postpone case consideration.

When addressing the issue of protecting the rights
of minority shareholders to access information, it is
inevitable to discuss the topic of potential abuses of
these rights by certain participants.

Some authors believe that expanding the right of
minority shareholders to obtain information may lead
to increasing the number of abuses by such partici-
pants [Kozhevnikova, 2021].

This type of abuse occurs when someone obtains
information solely to distribute it to third parties or
makes excessive demands for document copies to hin-
der a corporation’s activities. In clear cases of abuse,
the right to access information should be denied [Lo-
makin, 2014]. But for such a refusal, the motives for
the abuse must be obvious.

However, simply assuming that a corporation par-
ticipant is abusing their rights without legal evi-
dence is insufficient to classify their actions as abuse
[Kozhevnikova, 2021].

Requests for documents and information from
minority shareholders often indicate an existing cor-
porate conflict, where each side accuses the other
of rights abuse. Therefore, it is important to clearly
define what constitutes abuse when requesting infor-
mation. The same conclusion is confirmed by the Su-
preme Court of the Russian Federation in its Decision
of September 3, 2020, on case No. 305-ES20-4519.

It is important to have preventive measures in
place to protect the minority shareholder’s right to in-
formation and prevent significant harm to their inter-
ests and the corporation itself [Kozhevnikova, 2021].

The lack of uniform rules and terminology

in current legislation

Another issue in protecting members’ rights is the
inadequate terminology used by lawmakers. This al-
lows unscrupulous participants in corporate relations
to significantly complicate, and sometimes make it
completely impossible to enforce court decisions.

In the above example, the arbitral court consid-
ered the issue of the scope of rights conferred by
the court’s «submit» and «provide» wording and
decided it against a business company’s minority
shareholder.

The ruling in case No. A83-15487/2021, where
the arbitration court actually restricted a minority
participant’s right to obtain information in contrast
to the law, is another noteworthy example demon-
strating the importance of developing alternative ex-
trajudicial means of defending the information-gath-
ering rights of minority participants. We should
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note that this decision was left unchanged by higher
courts, including the Supreme Court of the Russian
Federation.

It should be noted that the issue of providing
the participant with documents and information on
the activities of the corporation is regulated by in-
dustry-specific laws. The Civil Code of the Russian
Federation establishes the general right to access in-
formation as one of the rights of a corporation partic-
ipant. Industry laws regulate this issue differently. For
example, the Federal Law «On Joint Stock Companies»
provides for a more detailed regulation of the issue of
obtaining information by a shareholder, in contrast to
the Federal Law «On Limited Liability Companies».
Attention is drawn to the various grounds for refus-
ing to disclose documents for review, provided for
by these laws. At the same time, the Federal Law «On
the Conduct of ..» does not contain any grounds for
refusing to provide documents to a member of the
corporation at all.

Different regulation of essentially the same rights
of the corporation participants by various sectoral
laws creates ambiguity in their understanding by the
participants in legal relations, makes civil turnover in
this part more confusing, and does not allow creating
a unified practice for applying the norms, since courts
and law enforcers interpret the laws based on their
literal meaning in each specific case.

The establishment of consistent regulations re-
garding the right of corporate members to access
information and documents on a corporation’s finan-
cial and economic activities is extremely important
for effective protection of their rights, without it the
effective protection of the rights of corporate partic-
ipants will be impossible. Another significant issue
in regulating the provision of information and docu-
ments to corporate participants is the lack of uniform
terminology in law enforcement practices. The legis-
lation states that the documents must be «provided»
to the corporation participant for review, and upon
request, copies of the requested documents must be
given to them.

To protect the interests of corporate members,
the ability to review documents should include both
direct access to the requested documents at the cor-
poration’s location and the right to receive certified
photocopies of those documents. That is, the ability
to review documents does not terminate the right to
receive copies of requested documents, which were
reviewed.

The opportunity to study the documents should
allow participants to take as much time as they need
and make extracts from them. Additionally, members
should have the right to review the documents per-
sonally or with the assistance of a representative. At

the same time, the participant cannot be deprived
of the right to use the services of a representative
while reviewing the documents of the corporation. Of
course, it is necessary to take precautions to prevent
the possibility of abuse on the part of the participant,
such as limiting the number of representatives a par-
ticipant can bring, while, hypothetically, bringing too
many representatives to the office can paralyze the
activities of the corporation. But depriving the partic-
ipant of the right to invite the representative or giving
them the choice to review the documents personally
or only with the help of a representative also does not
correspond to the rules governing the right to review
documents and information about the corporation’s
activities.

Nevertheless, in practice, there are cases where
the courts, when deciding to satisfy the claim of a
corporation participant on the obligation to provide
them with documents and information about the
activities of the corporation, use the term «submit»
instead of «provide» in relation to documents and
information. In turn, at the stage of execution of
such a court decision, bailiffs (executors) interpret
the word «submit» in the meaning of show, without
allowing to make extracts from the documents. Fur-
thermore, there are cases when a corporation par-
ticipant receives the court decision mandating the
corporation to «submit» documents for review, but
cannot execute such a decision for various reasons
and applies to the court with a request to receive
certified copies of the same documents that they
were not able to receive but the courts refuse to
satisfy such requirements referring to the fact that
the obligation to provide documents for review have
already been fulfilled.

Thus, the lack of a unified approach and clear ter-
minology regarding the issue of exercising the right
of a corporation participant to access the documents
and information about corporation’s financial and
economic activities creates challenges in actually ex-
ercising this right.

There is a perspective that corporations, in partic-
ularly joint-stock companies, have a responsibility to
observe and protect the rights of shareholders. This
can be achieved through the approval of the compa-
ny’s internal documents that resolve disputes related
to the exercising and protecting the rights of share-
holders [Lomakin, 2014]. However, without clear reg-
ulations from the state, expressed in regulatory legal
acts and enshrined in the practice of law enforcement,
the corporations themselves will not accept such
internal documents, since the adoption of these doc-
uments restricts the rights of majority shareholders
of corporations who typically exercise operational
control and management of the corporation.
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To address this issue, it would be beneficial to es-
tablish uniform rules in the Civil Code of the Russian
Federation regarding the shareholder’s right to access
documents and information about the financial and
economic activities of the corporation. At the same
time, it is necessary to define the conceptual appara-
tus used in these regulations to prevent ambiguous
interpretation of the terms and definitions used.

Further consideration should be given to grant-
ing the corporation participants the ability to inde-
pendently protect their right to access documents and
information about the activities of the corporation. If
the corporation refuses or fails to provide documents
and information or provides not everything that has
been requested, the corporation participants should
have the right to obtain certain documents on the
activities of the corporation from third parties who
possess them. This right may apply to bank state-
ments and tax reporting documents. In this case, we
believe that the conditions of banking and tax secrecy
cannot apply to the corporation participants, as they
are a priori entitled to be able to access and review
such documents.

Conclusion

The lack of proper legal regulation by the state re-
garding minority shareholders’ rights to access in-
formation about the corporation leads to significant
violations of their rights. Timely and complete access
to information can prevent substantial harm to the
corporation and help balance the interests of majority
and minority shareholders [Viktorova, 2018].

On the contrary, if the process of obtaining infor-
mation becomes more complex for minority share-
holders, it will discourage their participation in corpo-
rations and create a negative perception of the entire
legal system. Currently, an out-of-court mechanism
for protecting the rights of a minority shareholder is
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not provided for by the current legislation, as well as
there is no possibility for a corporation shareholder
to directly request the information of interest from
relevant bodies other than the corporation.

Therefore, it is crucial to introduce out-of-court
mechanisms to protect the rights of minority share-
holders in obtaining the information about the corpo-
ration’s activities. In our opinion, this is a promising
direction of development and should be a focus of
state regulation and control efforts. Implementing
such out-of-court mechanisms will reduce the burden
on the courts and the bailiff service, significantly ex-
pedite the receipt of information for the corporation
participants and reduce the risk of harm to the par-
ticipants caused by the unfair actions of the majority
shareholders who control the corporation.

Receiving timely and comprehensive information
regarding the corporation’s activities will ensure
protection of the rights of company’s minority par-
ticipants to the maximum extent. When minority
shareholders are promptly informed about the cor-
poration’s activities, they have a genuine chance to
challenge any transactions made by the corporation
that they believe violate their rights or infringe upon
the rights of the corporation itself. Additionally, share-
holders can safeguard their own rights and those of
the corporation by pursuing legal action to seek com-
pensation for damages. The timely access to informa-
tion will provide the minority shareholders with the
opportunity to make informed decisions on further
participation in the company or the sale of their shares
in the authorized capital of the corporation.

We believe that introducing appropriate amend-
ments to the regulations of the Russian Federation
will establish an effective state mechanism for safe-
guarding the the rights of the corporation partici-
pants to receive documents and information about its
activities.

JlutepaTtypa

Bukmoposa B.A. K Bonpocy 0 HapylLleHUH IpaB MUHOPUTAPHBIX
aKIMOHEPOB M CNoco6ax 3allMThl 3TUX NpaB. IKOHOMUKA.
Ilpaso. O6ujecmeo. 2018. (2). 119-125.

Koscesrukosa E.M. OcHOBaHMS 3allMThl NMpPaB MUHOPUTAPHBIX
YYaCTHUKOB XO3sHCTBEHHBIX o6uiecTB. Konmenmyc. 2021.
Ne 7. C. 34-42.

JlomaxkuH /].B. KopriopaTUBHBIM MHTEPEC U peasn3aliys NpaBa Ha

y4dacTHe B yIpaBJIeHUH XO3HCTBYIOLIUM Cy6beKTOM. XKypHaa
«IKoHOMUKa u npasox». N2 4. 2014. C. 447.

Haymoesa HU.B. Tlpo6GJyieMHbIe acCIEKThI OCYLILeCTBJIEHHUS U 3aLIUThI
KOPIIOPATHUBHBIX IIPaB aKLIHOHePOB. M0.10001 yuéHbiii. Ne 40
(330). C. 137-139.

Hlumkuna H.C. KopriopaTuBHOe mpaBo B TabJMLax U cxeMax /
WU.C. lllutkuHa. 3-e u3g. Mocksa: l0ctunundopwm, 2017.

References

Kozhevnikova E.I. Grounds for protecting the rights of minority
participants in business companies. Kontentus. 2021. No 7.
P. 34-42. In Russian

Lomakin D.V. Corporate interest and exercising the right to partic-
ipate in the management of a business entity. Zhurnal “Ekono-
mika i pravo”. No. 4. 2014. P. 447. In Russian

Naumova V. Problematic aspects of implementing and protect-

ing the corporate rights of shareholders. Molodoy uchonyy.
No. 40 (330). P 137-139. In Russian

Shitkina LS. Corporate law in tables and schemes / 3rd ed. Mos-
cow: Yustitsinform, 2017. In Russian

Viktorova V.A. On the issue of violating the rights of minority
shareholders and ways to protect these rights. Ekonomika.
Pravo. Obshchestvo. 2018. (2). 119-125. In Russian



FOCYOAPCTBEHHAS C/TYXBA 2023 TOM 25 N2 4 « PUBLICADMINISTRATION 2023 VOL.25 No.4 | 23

A.W. TaBpunos. [pobnemMbl rocyAapCTBEHHOMO PErynMpoBaHUs 3aluTbl NPaB Y4aCTHUKOB KOPMopaLmm

MH®OPMALINA Ob ABTOPE:

Anppeit Uropesuu FaBpunos, npescenares npap/ieHus, afBoKaT
MockoBckast Kosierus afjBokatoB «bytopuH, [aBpusioB 1 maptHepbl» (Poccuiickas ®enepanus, 121353, Mocksa, yi1. Bsazewm-
ckas, 12/1, k8. 160). E-mail: Gavrilov_low@icloud.com

Jna uutupoBaHus: [aspusos A.H. Tlpo6ieMbl rocyapCTBEHHOTO PETYJIMPOBAHUS 3alUThl IPaB yYaCTHUKOB
KOpIOpalyy MpH MOJyYeHHH J0KYMEeHTOB U HHGOPMaIUH 0 ee AiessTebHOCTH. [ocydapcmeeHHast cayxcoa. 2023.
Ne 4. C. 18-23.

INFORMATION ABOUT THE AUTHOR:

Andrey Igorevich Gavrilov, Chairman of the board, lawyer
Moscow Bar Association "Butorin, Gavrilov and Partners" (12/1, Vyazemskaya St., apt. 160, Moscow, 121353, Russian
Federation). E-mail: Gavrilov_low@icloud.com

For citation: Gavrilov A.L Problems of state regulation for protecting the rights of the corporation participants to
obtain documents and information about its activities. Gosudarstvennaya sluzhba. 2023. No. 4. P. 18-23.

YTO YUTATDH

MexayHapoaHOe 4acTHOe MpaBo: NPEEeMCTBEHHOCTb M PasBMTME: C60pHWK CTaTeil Mo Matepuanam
MexayHapoaHOW Hay4YHO-NpaKTUYecKoi KOHhepeHLuu, nocesweHHoi 130-neTHemy tobuneto npodeccopa J1.A. JlyH-

MEKAVHAPO ua / ote. peq. H.I. lopoHWHa. — M.: MIHCTUTYT 3aKOHOAATENbCTBA M CPABHUTENBHOTO NpaBOBEAEHMS Npu MpaBuUTENbCTBE
SIACTTIEIOIE

Poccuiickoit ®enepaunn, 2023. — 304 c.

M3naHue noLaroToBAEHO NO UTOraM MeXayHapoAHOM Hay4YHO-MPaKTUYeCKoM KOHDepeHUun «MexayHapoaHoe YacTHoe
MpaBo: NPeeMCTBEHHOCTb U Pa3BUTHEN, NOCBALLEHHOW MaMATH BblAAMOLLETOCS YYEHOrO, IopUCTa C MUPOBBIM UMEHEM,
EENCTREHHOCTS H PASBATH DOKTOpa OpMANYECKMX HayK, naypeata focypapcrenHoi npemun CCCP, 3acnyxeHHoro festens Hayku PCOCP Jlazaps
Anonbdosuya JlyHua. Ero Tpyabl nocnyKuam oCHOBOW HAay4YHOM LIKONbI MEXAYHAPOAHOr0 YacTHOrO npaBa MHCTUTyTa
3aKOHOJaTeNbCTBA M CPaBHUTENbHOMO NpaBoBeaeHus npu MNpasutenbcte Poccuiickoit Gegepaumu, koTopas nomyuuna
LIMPOKYHO U3BECTHOCTb B Poccuu 1 3a pybexxoM, NpoA0MmKaeT akTMBHO pa3BMBATLCS M MOMONHATLCS HOBbIMY paboTamu
COBPEMEHHbIX Y4YeHbIX-NPaBOBELOB.

CH6OpPHMK 0XBATbIBAET LUMPOKMIA CMEKTP BOMPOCOB, TakKMX KaK: Npobnembl pedOpMUPOBAHUS HALMOHANBbHOMO FPAaXAaHCKOrO NpaBa; MECTO
MEX/YHapOAHOro YacTHOTO NpaBa B CUCTEME COBPEMEHHOTO PerynupoBaHWS MeXAYHApOAHbIX MMYLLECTBEHHbIX OTHOLIEHMIA; MCTOYHUKM
MEX/YHapOAHOro YacTHOrO MpaBa M 0COBEHHOCTU YHUDUKALMK; NOAXOLbI K OrpPaHMYEHUK0 aBTOHOMMM BONMM B LieNsiX 3aluTbl cnaboit cTo-
POHbI TPaHCrpaHUYHOrO 06513aTeNbCTBa; NPaBOBOE PEryNMpoBaHue MEeXAYHapOAHbIX KOMMEPYECKUX KOHTPAKTOB, MHOCTPAHHbIX MHBECTULM,
TPaHCrPaHUYHbIX AaBTOPCKMX U CEMENHBIX OTHOLLEHUI, AeHEXHbIX 0653aTeNbCTB; NPU3HAHME M UCMONHEHWUE UHOCTPAHHDBIX CYAeOHbIX pelleHuit;
3alumMTa NpaB YenoBeKa B KOHTEKCTE PaCCMOTPEHMUS KOPNOPATUBHbIX KNMMATUYECKUX MCKOB; KBan®MKaLmMs cnocobos BHecyaebHoro yperynu-
pOBaHMs CNOpPOB; obecneyeHne CTabUbHOCTU rPpaXAaHCKOro 0b6opoTa nocpeacTBoM apbuTpaxa u ap.

[lns acnupaHToB, NpenoaaBatenei, Hay4HbiX PabOTHUKOB, 3aHUMAKOLLMXCS NPoBneMaMu MeXLYHapOAHOrO YaCTHOrO NpaBa, MPaKTUKYHOLWMX
tOPUCTOB, A TaKXe A1 BCeX, KTO MHTepecyeTcs AaHHOM NpobneMaTuKoii.

3bipsHoB C.M. [ocynapCcTBEHHBIN KOHTPO/Ib (HAA30P): MoHorpadus — M.: MHCTUTYT 3aKOHOAATeNbCTBa W
CpaBHWTeNbHOTO npaBoBeaeHns npu Mpasutensbctee Poccuiickont Mepepaumn; 000 «HOPUANYECKAT OMPMA KOH-
TPAKT»,2023.— 232 c.
KoHTPO/b MoHorpadus nocBAlLeHa akTyanbHbIM BOMPOCaM OPraHKU3aLMu U OCYLLECTBNIEHWS OpraHaMM UCMONHUTENBHOW BNACTH
rOCYAAPCTBEHHOMO KOHTPONS (HaA30pa) Kak CTauu PerynsTopHOro LuKIa B YCIOBUSIX MOLEPHU3ALMM PEryNSTOPHOM

nonuTuku. [laeTcs 06Lasn xapakTepucT1ka rocynapCTBEHHOTO KOHTPONS (Haf30pa), PaCKpPbIBAETCS CTAaTyC KOHTPOJbHBIX
(HaZ30pHbIX) OPraHOB M MX AOMKHOCTHBIX JIUL, COLEPXaHUE KOHTPOIbHO-HAZ30PHbIX MPAaBOOTHOLIEHUH; YAENeHo
BHMUMaHWe npobieMaM obecrneyeHmns 3aKOHHOCTU B KOHTPO/IbHO-HAA30PHOM AesTeNbHOCTU. KHUra oKaXkeT noMoLlb B
3aKOHOMPOEKTHOM paboTe, B OpraHM3aLmm 1 ocyLLeCTBAEHUM TOCYAAPCTBEHHOMO KOHTPONS (Haa30pa) B GenepanbHbiX
OpraHax UCMOJHUTENbHOM BNACTU M B OpraHax UCMOJHUTENbHOM BRacTh cybbekToB Poccuiickoit Menepaumu.

[ins npakTuueckux paboTHUKOB, MpenoaaBaTenei, aCNMpaHToOB U CTYAEHTOB HOPUAMYECKUX BY30B, @ TaKXKe TEX, KTO MHTepecyeTcs npobne-
MaMy B3aMMOOTHOLIEHWI OpraHOB MCMOMHUTENbHOI BNACTM C rpaXaaHaMM U OpraHu3aLmusaMu.




