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Problem statement.

Today, the supply of transport complex services in Ukraine exceeds the actual size
of its consumption of domestic and foreign clientele potential port capacity - on 20%, and
almost on 80% of the capacity of onshore sections of transport corridors. Therefore, the
most urgent problem today is to ensure growth of services offered by transport agencies
and organizations by creating the necessary conditions, not only to the return existing, but
also to attract new cargo flows, primarily due to improved and controlling pricing and
process of hauling of goods by land and marine transport.

Lack of integrity, correspondence with up-today requirements of almost all
components of the economic and legislation framework organization of multimodal
transportations, the presence of the fundamental contradictions of points on absence of
methodological basis for it’s formation. It is obvious that the most important principles of
formation of the economics and legislation mechanism should be the principles of
consistency and uniformity, basing on the fact that the transport complex of Ukraine is
not an isolated component of the national economy, and is a component of the
international transport system and its functioning and development must be carried out
according to the laws and tendencies of this system. At the current level of development
of intermodal transportations, where, for example, a car carrier takes the goods, as is
customary in international practice, with the full responsibility and from some point he
becomes a client of maritime transport (ferry service), or the train (container transport),
the entities which act with limited liability, of course, that the legal relations arising in the
process of multimodal transport must not have differences due to improper acts of
legislation and industry-level sectoral regulations. The principles of consistency and
uniformity in this case include viewing of the transport process as a complete set of
actions of various actors to achieve the necessary movement of goods and, from this point
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of view, necessary of establishment of the general principles and conditions for the
development of rules and regulations of the process. Beginning with the unification of
definitions, procedures, agreements, their structure, the general conditions and pricing
rules, sequences, procedures, transfer of responsibility, her level and distribution between
the parties of transportation. In addition, the rapid growth of electronic trading and
electronic document management in the world requires the establishment of transport
appropriate legislation framework for their use and also provide appropriate legislation
protection from all parties of transportation process.

The analysis of researches and publications

Attempt to solve these problems in the world was adoption in 2008 Rotterdam
rules[1] which establish the procedure of partial carriage of goods in international trade
and will come in force the same moment the 20th ratification brevet will be builded on
the storage. However, the differences between the International Maritime Committee
(IMC) and the European Council of cargo (ECC) on the division of responsibilities
between the owner of the cargo carrier and inhibited their support by some states,
including Ukraine. ECC position regarding increasing the liability of carriers in general
and marine, to limit their immunity from the antitrust laws is common known. It is also
known about their strong influence on the position of EU in these matters, which,
however, does not contribute neither to prosper international trade, nor to make it
cheaper. By trying to reduce the transport costs of cargo and simplify the organizational
arrangements for transportation, they act exactly opposite. So in duty of the seller or
buyer of goods in accordance with good international trade practice is to order an
insurance for the period of transportation. So risks connected with transportation are
passed on to the insurance company, and the actual cost of insurance is the Merchant
expenses. What then is the need to increase the carrier's liability? On the contrary, the
liability can reasonably reduce and cover only "negligence", "deliberate action" and other
such violations of the carrier. Only this approach reduce freight charges can be seen,
because the carrier removes part of the risk that he always tried, partially, to cover the
freight charges. This approach will facilitate the development of international trade,
together with special rules for the usage of trading and customs documents in electronic
format will reduce the duration of the organizational processes and thereby reduce the
obstacles to the free cargo promotion. So why are European cargos against it? Entering
the EU are the bulk flow, for which more is required to insure against loss of
environmental damage than the cargo itself. In fact, the elimination of the consequences
of an accident with a filling of oil tankers with deadweight of 100 thousand tons to 300
times more expensive than the cost of the oil. Almost the same refers to ore, coal, sulfur,
etc. And every year these costs increase, because of the increasing of amounts of
anthropogenic impact on the environment. At the same time the carrier is put in terms of
improving structural security vehicles (double-hull tankers, bulk carriers with reinforced
bulkheads, etc.). For example all necessary actions were made by the carrier, expenses
incurred and considerable, and if carrier conscientiously follows all of technological,
technical specifications, rules and regulations regarding transportation, the losses and loss
of cargo, damage and causing loss to third parties should not be attributed to the carrier.
However, despite the fact that many of the existing statutes re liability of the carrier have
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not been changed, some were made more strict and none mitigated, the ECC considers
them insufficient to provide quoted normal procedures for international trading.

The output of the European Union are flows of finished goods of high value, which
practically does not harm the environment, but also because of its high cost requires more
insurance costs. So really why we have to pay for everything - European cargo owners
ask. Let the carriers be fully responded the transportation. And make prices for
transportations lower, and increase speed of transportation... So, instead of the balance of
interests, on which all international norms are directed (WTO, GATS, the Convention
about Code of Conduct of Liner Conferences), on the European market of transport
services can be seen a clear domination of cargo owners interests. This is understandable,
because that there are no transport and shipping companies in Europe today, but there are
industrial transnational corporations. They lobby their interests at the detriment of
balance, and equilibrium, as we know from economic theory is a main reson of
sustainable consumption.

Basing on historical terms, it should be noted that the regulation of liability in
international maritime transport of goods was based on the standards, which in recent
decades became increasingly diversed. Many states were Contracting Parties of Hague [2]
or Hague-Visby [3] rules. The United Nations Convention re the Carriage of Goods by
Sea from 1978 (Hamburg rules[4]), which came into force in 1992, which was to replace
the Hague-Visby Rules, but it is not widely recognized, and although the Hamburg Rules
are currently operating in 34 states, none of the major maritime powers had not ratified
the Convention. As a result, on international grade coexist three modes of binding
responsibility: the Hague Rules, Hague-Visby Rules and Hamburg Rules. At the same
time, the rapid growth of containerization and the associated with these changes in the
organization of international transport and the requirements in this area made more
necessary to adopt appropriate modern regulations. In the field of multimodal transport
there is no single international regime, which has governing liability issues, and
international legal frameworks are extremely complicated, because the liability is still
governed by the existing conventions on different types of transport, as well as the
increasingly diverse legislative norms and agreements at national, regional and sub-
levels.

In this context, new Rotterdam rules were developed to become an updated
complex of uniform international standards that provide commercial parties so the
necessary legislation. Now states have to examine carefully accomplishments of the new
Convention, and determine whether the Rotterdam Rules suet their expectations, both
from their key positions and from position of their ability to ensure uniformity of
regulations at the international level in this area.

The main work was done by a working group which was established for this
purpose by YUNSITRAL. Along with a number of other intergovernmental and
nongovernmental organizations, the UNCTAD secretariat participated in relevant
meetings of the UNCITRAL Working Group as an observer and represented analytical
comments on the substantive issues for consideration by the Working Group during the
whole process of development agreements [5]. Although there is no possibility properly
to consider the certain provisions of the Convention or to conduct a comprehensive
analysis of its content [6, 7], below we can see an analytical overview of some of its main
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aspects, in order to help policy makers in assessing the potential benefits of ratifying the
new Convention. As shown below, many aspects of the new Convention could be
submitted controversial, particularly from the standpoint of small and medium-sized
shippers in developing countries [8].

The purpose of given article is development of position for conditioning for
formation of a modern transport complex of country.

The main scope.

Rotterdam rules include 96 articles in 18 chapters combined. Many provisions are
long and very complicated, which, unfortunately, makes possible the differences between
countries in their interpretation and application, and the appearance of significant
controversy [8]. Largely the Convention covers matters which are governed by the
existing liability regimes in maritime transport, namely the Hague-Visby and Hamburg
Rules, although it has significant differences in terms of structure, wording and content.
In addition, several chapters are devoted to matters for which currently there is no unique
international law, such as the delivery of cargo [9] and transfer of the right to control
cargo and rights to claim. The new Convention also provides possibility of using of
electronic communications and electronic alternatives on the same level as traditional
paper documents, mostly due to the recognition of contractual obligations in this respect
and to ensure the same status to electronic records, as well as for paper documents [10].
Two separate chapters contain complex rules regarding jurisdiction and arbitration.
However, these chapters are optional, and their provisions will be mandatory only for
those Contracting States which indicate that relevant provisions will be binding for them.
In this situation, there may be parallel legal proceedings in different Contracting States
with possible imposition of mismatched judgments.

Scope of application [11].

Rotterdam rules apply to contracts of carriage on which the place of receipt and
place of delivery are in different States, if the contract includes the international maritime
transportation, and if, according to the contract, the place of cargo reception, loading,
place of delivery or port of discharge located in a Contracting State (Article 5). The rules
do not apply to charter or "other agreements for use of the ship or any space on it," as
well as to contracts of carriage in non-traffic, except in cases where "there is no charter or
other contract between the parties on the ship, or any space on it, and issues a transport
document or electronic transport record "(Article 6). However, in these cases, Rotterdam
rules apply as between the carrier and the consignee or the holder of the controlling party,
are not the original party of the contract, excluded from the scope of Article 6 (art. 7).

Multimodal transportations [12].

It is important to note that in contrast to the existing international regimes on
maritime transport Rotterdam rules have broad scope of application and also cover
multimodal transportations, including the area of international maritime transportation,
regardless on used type of transport [13]. Although currently there are no applicable
international conventions’ governing multimodal transportations, the question of
extending the scope of the Convention on multimodal transport, including maritime
transport area, has been the subject of considerable controversy in the negotiations as well
as the relevant provisions of the Rotterdam Rules. This was related to: a) concern about
possible conflict with conventions governing the carriage of goods by individual modes
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of transport, i.e. road, rail, air and inland waterway transport, and in many cases the
provisions of these conventions also apply to damage that arose at a certain stage of
multimodal transport; b) the desire some States to ensure further application of existing
national legislation for multimodal transport, ¢) concerns about the further fragmentation
of the law relating to international multimodal transport, and d) the fact that the
substantive provisions of a liability regime based solely on the considerations and
principles applicable to the sea, rather than multimodal.

It is important to note that in contrast to existing international regimes on maritime
transport Rotterdam rules have broad scope of application and also cover multimodal
transport, including area of international maritime transportation, regardless of what type
of transport is predominant. The question of possibility of intersection of the new rules or
incompatibility with existing international conventions in force in the field of transport by
road, rail, air and inland waterway transport 24, to a certain extent governed by separate
provisions (Article 82) which provide priority effect of these conventions as if their
provisions are applicable outside the carriage of goods by road, respectively, rail, air and
inland waterway. At the same time otherwise the rules relating to other modes of
transport used, subject to loss, damage or delay of cargo, "just before it is loaded onto a
ship or just after the time of his discharge from the ship," and only in the form of
"mandatory provisions for liability of the carrier , limitation of liability and time for suit
"provisions in any" international convention, application of which is mandatory "at that
stage of the carriage on which the damage arose when a separate contract was signed, on
the particular stage of transport (Article 26). In case of a requirement presentation in
connection with cargo such obligatory positions should be applied in a context of other
positions of Rotterdam rules that is a challenge for judicial bodies of the various countries
and that, it is possible to assume, will lead to removal of judgments, not consisted among
themselves at the international level. In all other cases i.e. when to the corresponding
requirement positions of any international convention aren't applied, concerning a
separate type of transport or when it is impossible to establish (precisely enough), at
which stage of the mixed transportation there was a damage, positions of Rotterdam rules
will be applied to definition of the rights of the parties and frameworks of any
responsibility, i.e. as a matter of fact the mode of responsibility operating in the field of
sea transportations. Existing national legislation in the field of multimodal transport will
have no value in respect of contracts falling within the scope of the new Convention.

Carrier's Liability [14]

The carrier (and any maritime performing party, such as operator terminal) carries
a number of obligations the violation of which entails responsibility for any loss, damage
or delay in delivery of goods. The carrier's liability in accordance with the rules is limited
to Rotterdam next financial limit (Article 59)', with the amount of limitation of liability

' See article 59, according to which "the carrier's liability for breach of its obligations under this Convention
is limited to 875 [GPA] per package or other shipping unit, or 3 [GPA] per kilogram of gross weight of cargo,
which is the subject of the claim or dispute, according to on whichever is higher, "except when it was
declared a higher value of the goods has been agreed or a significant amount of the liability limitation. It
should be noted that with respect to possible liability for delay in delivery provides a separate limit of
liability, equivalent to 2.5 times the size of the agreed charter (Article 60). A similar limitation of liability

provided for in the Hamburg Rules
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provisions of the Rotterdam rules, higher than the amounts set forth in the Hague-Visby
or Hamburg Rules” and established a two-year limitation period (Article 62), which may
be extended by a declaration (Article 63). The carrier may lose the right on limitation of
liability in case of gross negligence or intent to harm (Article 61). To the main obligations
concerns the basic obligation of a carrier to transport cargo and to hand it to its consignee
(article 11), a duty to show appropriate care of cargo in responsibility of a carrier, i.e.
from the moment of reception by a carrier of cargo till the moment of its delivery (article
13 (1) and 12) and a duty to show appropriate discretion with a view of maintenance and
maintenance of a seaworthy condition of a vessel (article 14 31); last includes
maintenance of a seaworthy condition of the vessel, and also b) crew completion,
equipment and supply of a vessel and) maintenance of an appropriate condition of cargo
premises of a vessel. Unlike Gaagsko-Visbijsky rules the obligation, concerning
maintenance of a seaworthy condition of a vessel, has constant character and remains
throughout all transportation, thus it is not provided the general cancellation of a principle
of burden concerning display of appropriate discretion (compare point 1 of article of IV
Gaagsko-Visbijsky rules). Of responsibility of a carrier for loss, damage or a delay in
cargo delivery in connection with the claim, concerning cargo, article 17 in which lists of
the bases are relieving from a carrier of responsibility is defined has key value, thus a
number of positions differs from the list containing in point 2 of article IV Gaagsko-
Visbijsky rules, and the detailed and difficult rules, concerning burden of proof contain
also.

In this regard a number of items of particular importance in connection with
entering into contracts based on standard terms and conditions of the carrier. Firstly, the
responsibility period (from the moment of reception of cargo till the moment of its
delivery) can be defined in the contract (i.e. it is limited) and covered only by the period
from the moment of initial loading till the moment of a definitive unloading according to
the contract (article 12 point 3). Secondly, in the contract transfer by a carrier of some
functions, such, as loading, processing, packing and an unloading of cargo to the
consignor, the documentary consignor or to the consignee (article 13 point 2) can be
provided. Thirdly, the contract of carriage may exclude or limit the liability of the carrier
for transport special cargo or live animals (Article 81). Thus, the carrier can bear
responsibility only from the moment of loading of cargo till the moment of their
unloading and only concerning some functions of a carrier defined in the Convention. In
addition, the Convention on the burden of proof [15], seems to differ from the provisions
of existing conventions on liability in maritime transport in favor of the carrier,
particularly in cases where improper seaworthy vessel resulted in damage [16]. In these
cases, the Rotterdam Rules envisage proportional distribution of liability, whereas in
conformity with the Hague-Visby Rules the responsibility entire responsibility of the
carrier, unless he proves that some of the damage is not related to the breach of his
obligation to provide seaworthy vessel. This means a significant shift in the distribution
of commercial risks to the detriment of shippers.

Liability of the shipper [17]

* The Hague-Visby and Hamburg Rules provide for the following limits of liability, respectively: 666.7 SDR
per package or per kg of cargo 2SPZ and 825 SDR per package or 2.5 SDR per kg of cargo.
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Obligations and responsibilities of shipper are defined wider then in than the
Hague-Visby Rules and they are quite detailed in a separate chapter (chapter 7).

They include obligations of the shipper in the preparation and delivery of the goods
for transportation (Article 27) and for a wide range of information requirements and
documentation (art. 29). These obligations, which infringement leads to responsibility
occurrence, there can be especially actual in connection with the new requirements,
concerning safety in the field of sea transportations. They also include strict liability (see
paragraph 2 of Article 30) for damages resulting from shipping dangerous goods (Article
32) or damages arising from its backlog timely and reliable information on contract terms
(art. 2, para 31). It is important to note that the relevant provisions concerning the burden
of proof [15, 16], are more complex than in accordance with the existing liability regimes
in the field of maritime transport, which may have important practical implications for the
settlement of claims by carriers to shippers, particularly in cases where improper
seaworthy ship may have contributed to the harm associated with the transport of
dangerous cargo. Thus, under the Hague-Visby Rules, in cases where it can be shown that
improper vessel Seaworthiness was a contributing factor, the shipper, in most cases be
exempt from liability. According to the rules of Rotterdam on the shipper may be charged
with full responsibility for any potentially large losses suffered by the carrier (including,
for example, the loss of a ship, liable to third parties). In this context, it should be noted
that the potentially very wide shipper's liability is not limited by any limits in terms of
money. The final consignee, presenting claim based on the contract may also be liable for
breach of any obligation by the shipper [18, 19]. In addition, the documentary shipper, is
side, which is not the shipper, but that "agrees to be named" shipper "in the transport
document or electronic transport record" (paragraph 9 of Article 1), such as the seller of
goods on FOB is also responsible for any breach of obligations of the shipper in addition
to the shipper (Article 33).

Delivery of cargo.

We should also note the existence of a separate chapter on delivery (Chapter 9),
providing a new obligation on the consignee to accept delivery from the carrier (art. 43)
and contains detailed rules regarding the delivery of the goods on the basis of different
types of transport documents or electronic records. It is important to note that in this
chapter also contains the complex new rules that provide actual transfer of risk associated
with the delayed submission of the bill of lading from the carrier to the consignee: in
cases where the consignee or endorsee final in carriage of goods by a negotiable transport
document (is Bill of Lading), which is usually the one of the buyers at CIF *' in the chain
of contracts, shall be notified of the arrival of goods at destination, but a) does not require
the timely delivery of goods from the carrier for whatever reason whatsoever, or b) still
has no bill of lading, carrier may, under certain conditions, to deliver the goods without
transferring the bill of lading (Article 47) or use a wide range of rights and dispose of
them (Article 48). Thus, the final consignee or endorsee by paying the seller the goods
under the contract on a CIF basis against a negotiable transport document, may remain
empty-handed and without the possibility of a lawsuit against the carrier in connection
with improper shipping. Provisions that appear intended to solve practical problems
associated with delayed presentation of the negotiable bill of lading in the chain of
international transactions involving different buyers and banks, could seriously

41 Exonomiuni inHoBamii 2011
Bunyck 46



undermine the function of negotiable bill of lading as a document of title, which is
essential for its use in international trade.

Binding nature of responsibility.

Article 79 contains general rules on the mandatory application of the liability
regime. For example, if in the Convention provides otherwise, any provision of the
contract is void if it is: a) exclude or limit liability or responsibility of the carrier or a
maritime performing party, and b) excludes, restricts or extends the obligation or liability
of the shipper, consignee, controlling party, holder or the documentary shipper (for
example, the seller FOB). Thus, in contrast to the Hague-Visby Rules, the minimum
standards of liability under the Convention shall apply to mandatory not only to the
carrier, but the shipper (and potentially to any person liable for breach of obligations by
the shipper, such as the consignee or documentary shipper). However, if the carrier's
liability is limited to a certain financial limit may be extended by agreement, it is
impossible in the case of shipper. It should be noted once more that in any case the
mandatory responsibility of the shipper in accordance with the Rotterdam rules are not
limited to any monetary limit.

Agreements on the organization of transport [20]

Although in general the minimum standards of liability shall apply to contracts
falling under the Rotterdam Rules, there is one important exception. As regards the so-
called "volume contracts", which are regulated first time by international convention,
special rules apply, envisaging considerable freedom of contract. This is an important
innovation that distinguishes new Rotterdam Rules from the existing conventions in this
area and therefore is specially interesting. As background information useful to recall
briefly the rationale for mandatory regulation of liability in any area where commercial
parties enter into an agreement and so usually where the principle of freedom of contract
acts.

All the existing international liability regimes in the field of maritime transport of
goods (the Hague, Hague-Visby and Hamburg Rules) provide a minimum level of
liability of the carrier, which is applied on a mandatory basis, is relevant substantive law
concerning the liability of the carrier can not be changed by treaty to the detriment of the
shipper or consignee’ However, a possibility of increasing the liability of the carrier is
allowed. The mandatory nature of the respective regimes also applies to contracts of
carriage, which are not individually negotiated between the parties, and are based on
standard terms and conditions of the carrier, as a rule contained in the bill of lading or
other transport document issued by a carrier or validates such a document. The main
purpose of this approach, which is common to all existing international liability regimes,
is to reduce opportunities for abuse in connection with the agreements concluded on the
basis of standard terms and conditions between the parties having different bargaining
power. In the liner shipping a number of major liner carriers dominate the global
market*’, and goods are usually shipped on the basis of bills of lading or other standard
documents issued and signed by the carrier and, as a rule, made on terms favorable to the
carrier, without the possibility of discussing the provisions particularly evident in the
existence of opportunities for abuses associated with the unequal status of the parties in
the contract. By establishing a minimum level of liability of the carrier, which is applied
on a mandatory basis and can not be changed by treaty, the existing liability regimes seek
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to protect the interests of consignors who do not have significant bargaining power,
namely, small shippers and consignees who are not party to the contract of carriage,
against unfair contract terms imposed unilaterally by the carrier with its standard terms
and conditions of the contract. In such a way a key element of the existing international
legal framework is to limit the freedom of contract to provide a normative order to protect
small shippers and consignees against unfair standard contract terms.

In this context, the regulation of volume contracts in Rotterdam Rules, which
provides the contracting parties broad discretion in concluding the contract, caused a
considerable debate throughout the entire the drafting process. Volume contract is defined
very broadly: "contract of carriage which provides carriage of a specified quantity of
goods in a series of shipments during an agreed period. Such an indication of the quantity
may include a minimum, maximum or a certain range" (art. 2, para 1). Parties to the
volume contract may derogate from the provisions of the Convention (Article 80) under
certain conditions and taking into account some of the regulatory restrictions on the right
of derogation from the provisions of the Convention.

They include - by the carrier - the loss of the right to limit financial liability in case
of gross negligence or intentional acts (Article 61), and the obligation in accordance with
subparagraphs a) and b) of Article 14 of the securing and maintaining the ship seaworthy
and properly manning , equip and supply the ship. In this context, no mention of the third
aspect of the carrier's obligation to maintain the vessel seaworthy condition, namely an
obligation to ensure and maintain the proper condition of the cargo spaces of the vessel
(see paragraph c) of Article 14) so as not surprising, but in this respect may be derogated
from provisions agreed by the parties. As for the duties and responsibilities of consignor
then no derogation in respect of a) the obligation to provide information, instructions and
documents in accordance with Article 29, and b) the obligations and (strict) liability in
connection with dangerous goods in accordance with Article 32.

It is important to note that the shipper's liability, resulting from a violation of
Article 29 and 32 - which may be significant, for example in case of death or delaying the
ship, and is not limited to any monetary limit - can not be canceled, restricted or modified
under the terms of contract. This means that the shipper always applies potentially large
(or unlimited) liability in accordance with the Rotterdam rules for damages arising from
transportation of dangerous goods or breach of an obligation to certain documents,
information and instructions.

The exception volume contracts from the scope of the mandatory application of the
liability regime based on the assumption that this kind of agreements is concluded
between parties with potentially equal bargaining. However, the determination to the
volume contract is very broad, and they do not set minimum quantities. Therefore, almost
all types of contracts in liner shipping can be arranged as to the volume contract in almost
complete freedom of contract. As in the liner trade dominant position takes a small
number of global operators, there is concerned about the situation smaller consignors,
who may face contractual conditions laid down unilaterally by the carrier. In this context,
the key question is whether the regulations provide safeguards provided in Rotterdam
rules, effective protection of small business side of using volume contracts as a
contractual tools to bypass compulsory liability regime.
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Agreement between carrier and shipper of derogation from the provisions of the
Convention, as specified in the agreement on the organization of transport, is binding,
even in cases where the contract was not agreed on an individual basis. Although the
consignor should be able to conclude an agreement under the conditions provided in the
Convention without any derogation, in practice, the consignor by the commercial
necessity may be forced to conclude an agreement on the organization of transport, for
example, if in case of disagreement can apply much higher tariff rate . Similarly, although
third parties are bounded by departures only in the case of volume contracts, but if they
expressly agreed to be bounded by such derogations™, it is unclear whether it provides
effective protection for small consignees who are not party to the contract transportation,
and which in practice may find that the only commercially reasonable solution is to agree
to these conditions. In such a way, depending on the approach that the courts will respect
the relevant provisions, we still have to figure out whether the statutory protections are
sufficient to prevent the use of a special category of volume contracts as a contractual tool
to circumvent the provisions on liability, which otherwise would be applied on a
mandatory basis, to the detriment smaller consignors or consignees.

Provisions relating to volume contracts, may, after the Convention enters into
force, have important implications for both commercial treaty practice, and overall
perspectives for the uniformity of international law in the field of cargo transportation. If
in the future the practice of using volume contracts that allows changing the provisions of
the Convention at the discretion of the contracting parties will become the norm, then, in
the longer term, you may not realize the potential benefits associated with a predictable
uniform international liability regime.

Concluding remarks

As in the case of any new international conventions, much would depend on how
courts in different countries will approach the complex provisions of the new Convention
and how they will interpret and apply them in practice. However, it follows from the
above presented analysis, there are a number of areas, giving, perhaps, cause for concern,
particularly in terms of small and medium-sized shippers and consignees in developing
countries.

Provisions of Chapter 9, which under certain circumstances, permit the consignor
to take the goods without presentation of a negotiable transport document to be new and
possibly controversial, because they can disrupt the function of negotiable bill of lading
as product distribution document, which is crucial for its use in international trade.
Regulatory provisions Rotterdam Rules relating to volume contracts are also untested and
may lead to a situation in which freedom of contract will become the norm and when the
weight of the talks will be more important than ever since the adoption of the Hamburg
Rules in 1924 . It causes special concern from the point of view of small consignors and
consignees who owing to commercial necessity can appear the connected contractual
conditions established unilaterally by one of not numerous large global companies of
linear transportations. Larger consignors also should understand that their potentially
wide responsibility according to Rotterdam rules concerning damage connected (at least
partially) with transportation of dangerous cargoes can't be coordinated during
negotiations even in case of contracts on the organization of transportations. As a whole
wide use of contracts on the organization of transportations in the future commercial
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contractual practice would mean actually decrease, instead of uniformity increase in the
norms, concerning responsibility, at the international level.

Concerning regulation of the responsibility connected with mixed transportations,
including a site of the international sea transportation, in the new Convention the
approach which is difficult and which can lead to difficulties in its practical application is
accepted. Financially-rule of law, concerning responsibility, differ depending on, whether
can be established that the damage has arisen on a certain not sea site of the mixed
transportations and from, whether the existing international conventions regulating
transportation of cargoes by land or air transport if the separate contract concerning the
given site of transportation has been concluded were applied. In brief the situation can be
described as follows:

a) In cases where it is impossible to establish clearly on the part of the journey is
what kind of transport has suffered damage that often occurs in container traffic, the
rights and obligations of the contracting parties are determined mainly by the liability
regime in force in the field of maritime transport and certain in Rotterdam rules, even if
the transportation is carried out mainly by road,

b) A similar situation occurs in cases where the damage was caused during the
carriage by road, but none of the existing international conventions on different types of
transport, does not apply if a separate agreement has been concluded in respect of the
onshore transport;

c) In those cases, it can be ascertained that the damage to part of the journey by
another mode of transport other than maritime transportation area, and could be applied
one of the existing conventions relating to certain types of transport (with a separate
contract), the mandatory provisions of applicable carrier's liability, limitation of liability
and limitations contained in the convention relating to this mode of transport, along with
the rest of the provisions of the Rotterdam Rules. Mixing the substantive rules of
international conventions, which the courts of different countries will have to
contextually apply in such cases, complicating their task and is likely to lead to different
results at the national level.

As a whole difficult character of positions of the Convention and existence of
considerable possibilities for their interpretation mean that, probably, thorough
proceeding for accurate understanding of new rules is required, thus courts of the various
countries can accept potentially dispersing approaches at interpretation and application of
corresponding positions™®. The probability of carrying out of judicial proceedings
incompatible among themselves and, finally, removal of judgments contradicting each
other at the international level increases because as it has been noted above™ even more,
heads of the Convention devoted to questions of jurisdiction and arbitration, are
facultative for the Agreeing states and consequently contractual positions about
jurisdiction and arbitration can be valid on identical conditions only for some, but not for
all Agreeing states. Thus, it can be demanded considerable expensive processes of
proceeding before it will be possible to reach demanded degree of legal definiteness.
Such a perspective is particularly unfortunate for a new international Convention, which
aims to establish uniform rules on international level for the different legal systems, in
addition, it can cause concern among commercial parties whose rights and obligations in
the future, may be governed by the rules of Rotterdam.
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In general, it seems, Rotterdam Rules are substantially more favorable to the
carriers than any other existing international conventions in this field. For example, the
provisions concerning the burden of proof would be more profitable for carriers than
similar provisions in the Hague-Visby or Hamburg Rules, which may have important
implications for the outcome of legal disputes between carriers and shippers. Besides,
obligations and responsibility of the consignor which are much wider and are regulated in
more details in comparison with existing modes of responsibility in the field of sea
transportations, carry a binding character, and concerning responsibility of the consignor -
unlike responsibility of a carrier - doesn't operate any restrictions from the point of view
of a limit of financial responsibility. And this is correct, because the decision on the
carriage of any goods made in view of the resulting economic benefits of the cargo, and
not the carrier, the cargo owner and therefore it has to bear all the brunt of risk and
responsibility for the consequences of his decision, and the carrier shall only carry out the
established process requirements. At the same time, so important changes in the
distribution of commercial risks caused concern among those who represent the interests
of users of transport services will inevitably lead and already has led to counter the entry
into force of Rotterdam Rules.

In this connection, it is necessary at the national level to implement all the
progressive changes in Rotterdam under the rules that give practical and clarifying
ambiguous and contradictory to the situation. Even before last we have developed
national regulations for the transport of foreign trade and transit of goods in mixed land-
water transport, which do not conflict with the Rotterdam and, in some provisions are
more specific and practically implemented better. The main difference between our
developed national rules is the legal regulation of aspects of transportation that were not
displayed in the contract of carriage, or the same conflict of laws are in relation to
national legislation or international conventions.

A finite aim of the rules developed by the National is to create conditions for the
formation of a modern transport system of the country that meets the highest international
standards in economic organization, legally and technically competitive in world markets
for transport services, capable of providing freight independence Ukraine's foreign trade
and the efficient export of transport services.

Conclusions. According to this, the objectives of national rules for the transport of
goods are as follows:

- Modernization of the Ukrainian legislative and regulatory framework, bringing it
into line with modern requirements, norms and principles of international trade;

- Setting of uniform conditions and standards of documentation, liability, the
application of electronic transport documents and electronic signatures;

- Compliance with international obligations of Ukraine, including the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, as amended in 1994, which is an integral part of the
package of WTO agreements;

- Removing barriers to free promotion of goods and organization of transport
service entities of all forms of property and citizenship for the national treatment;

- Unification of documentation for foreign trade and transit cargo that pass through
the sea and river ports of Ukraine;
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- Creation of legal framework of coordination of transport, forwarding, agent,
customs, border guard and other services for the transport of goods;

- Creation of legal conditions for Ukraine's integration into European and global
transport network.

The subjects of legal regulation are administrative law and civil law relations that
arise in the process of trade and transit of goods through sea and river ports of Ukraine.

The subjects covered by the applicable national law are subjects who perform
domestic services or to perform any action flowing from the contract of carriage,
according to which the place of receipt and place of delivery, port of loading and
unloading port located in different states if:

a) the contract of carriage suggests that it has applied the provisions of these rules
or national legislation the state of Ukraine, which puts them into action, provided that

b) place where the goods are stoked for carriage by sea or port of loading or the
place of transshipment from one vessel to another vessel, as specified in the contract of
carriage, or the contract, or an actual site located on the territory of Ukraine;

c) The place of delivery after a sea voyage or port of discharge or place of
transshipment from one vessel to another vessel, as specified in the contract of carriage,
or the contract, or an actual site located on the territory of Ukraine;

d) In all cases, when the carriage is performed on the basis of intergovernmental
agreements to which Ukraine is a state and other laws of the countries parties to the
agreement is not contrary to the rules specified by the National or they agree with their
use. In case any of positions of the Specified rules contradicts the legislation of the
countries of other parties of the agreement position of these National rules operate in that
part in which they don't contradict the legislation, and position which contradict, there
should be transportations settled in the contract. If the last it is not made, it is considered
that the parties have agreed with application of positions of the given National rules.

Position of rules should be applied without a nationality of a vessel, a carrier, the
executing parties, and the consignor under the contract, the consignee or any other
interested parties.
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Annomayus
Ha cerognsmHuii neHp NPENIOKEHHWE TPAHCIOPTHOIO KOMILIEKCa YKpanHa
MpEBBIIIACT pealbHble OOBEMBI €€ TOTPeOJICHHS HAIMOHANBHOM W WHOCTPAHHOU
KIMECHTYPOH 10 TMOTEHIMaIbHONH TMPOMYCKHOH CIOCOOHOCTH TOopToB - Ha 20%, 1o
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MPOITYCKHON CIOCOOHOCTH CYXOMYTHBIX YYaCTKOB TPAHCIOPTHBIX KOPHIOPOB IMOUYTH Ha
80%. IlodToMy akTyallbHBIM Ha CETOIHSA SBIIACTCS caMO OOECIEUCHHS pOCTa
MOTpeONIeHHs ~ KIMEHTYpOH  yCIyT, KOTOpble  MPEUIaraloTcsi  TPAHCIOPTHBIMH
VUPESKICHUSIMA M OPTaHU3aNUSMH TYTeM CO3/IaHUSI HEOOXOJUMBIX YCIOBHU HE TOJBKO
JUIA  BO3BpAIllEHUS CTAapUKOB, a W I TPUBJICYCHHUS MNPHUHIUIIHAIBHO HOBBIX
IPY30IOTOKOB, MpeXJae BCero Omaromaps  YCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHHIO  IPABOBOTO
peryarpoBaHus IIeHO0Opa30BaHMs U MpoIlecca TEPEBO3KH IPy30B HA3eMHBIMH M BOJHBIM
TPaHCIIOPTOM.

OtTcyTcTBHE  IIENOCTHOCTH,  COOTBETCTBUSI ~ COBPEMEHHBIM  TPeOOBaHHIM
MPaKTHYEeCKH 32 BCEMH  COCTABIAIONIMMH  SKOHOMHKO-IIPABOBOTO  MeEXaHH3Ma
OpPTaHM3allMM CMEIIAHHBIX [EPEeBO30K pPa3sHBIMH BHJIAMH TPAHCIOPTa, HaJIUYUE
BHYTpPEHHUX (yHJaMEHTaJbHBIX TPOTUBOPECUHN CBUICTENBCTBYET 00 OTCYTCTBHH
METO/IOJIOTHYECKUX OCHOB ero (QopmupoBanus. OUEBHAHO, 4YTO BaKHEHIINMH
NpUHIUNAMH  (GOPMUPOBAHHUS SKOHOMHUKO-IIPABOBOTO MEXaHU3Ma JIOJDKHBI  OBITh
MPHUHIUITBI CHCTEMHOCTH U OJIHOOOpa3usl, CXOAS M3 TOTO YTO TPAHCIOPTHBIA KOMIUIEKC
YKpauHbl HE ABISETCS M30JMPOBAHHOW COCTABIAIONIEN HAIMOHAJBbHOM 3KOHOMHMKH, a
MpeACTaBIseT CcOOOH  DJIEMEHT MHUPOBOM  TPaHCHOPTHOH  CHUCTEMBI W €ro
(YHKIMOHUPOBAHUE W PA3BUTHE JOIDKHBI OCYIIECTBIIATHCS MO 3aKOHAM W TEHJCHIIUSIMHU
WMEHHO OJTOM cucTeMbl. llpu ceromHsAmIHEM YypOBHE pa3BUTHS HHTEPMOAATBHBIX
MEpEeBO30K, KOr/a, HalpuMep, aBTOMOOWIIBHBIA MEPEBO3UYMK MPUHUMAET TPy3, KaK 3TO
MPUHATO B MHPOBOM TpaKTHKe, MpPH YCIOBUM TIIOJHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTHM M Ha
OIIpENEeNeHHOM JTane TPaHCIOPTHPOBKM CaM CTAaHOBUTCA KIHMEHTOM MOPCKOTO
TpaHcriopta (MapoMHBIC TIEPEBO3KU), WM IKEIC3HOJOPOKHOTO (KOHTpEUJICpHBIC
MEPEBO3KH), CYOBEKTHI KOTOPBIX JCHCTBYIOT C OIPaHHYEHHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTHIO,
pasymeercsi, 4TO MPaBOOTHOIIEHNE, KOTOPOE BOSHHUKANIO B MPOIIECCE TAaKUX CMEIIaHHbIX
MEepPEeBO30K HEIOKHBI HMMETh DPa3HOIJIACHSl BCIEACTBUE JEHCTBHS 3aKOHOAATEIHHBIX
akToB otrpacieBoro HasHaueHus (3akoH O Ttpancnopre, O Tpansute Tpy30B, O
xKenmesHonopokHoM TpaHcmopte, O moprax, Komekc ToproBoro mopemjiaBaHus, U
MpOYKe) U OTpacieBbIX HOPMAaTHBHO-TIPaBOBBIX akToB (IIpaBuiia mepeBo3ku Ipy30B IO
pa3IMYHBIM BHJAM TpaHcropTa). [IpUHIMIBI CHCTEMHOCTH W OJHOOOpasus B JaHHOM
cllydae MpenycMaTpuBalOT pacCMaTpuUBaHKe TPAHCIIOPTHOTO Mpolecca Kak 3aKOHYEHHOU
COBOKYITHOCTH JICHCTBUH pa3NUYHBIX CYOBEKTOB IO OOECIIEYEHUI0 HEO00XOIUMOro
MepeMeNIeHus Tpy3a U, C TOYKU 3PEHHUS Ha 3TO, HEOOXOIUMOrO YCTaHOBIICHHS OOIIMX
OCHOB ¥ YCIIOBUH pa3pabOTKH TpaBWI M TOJIOXKEHUH OCYIIECTBIICHHS 3TOrO IMpollecca,
HayMHasg C Y3aKOHHBAHMS OIpEIeNeHH, MpOoLleayp 3aKIIOYeHHs COTJalleHui, Hx
CTPYKTYpBI, OOLIMX YCIIOBHA W TIpaBWJI IIeHOOOpa30BaHUs, IMOCIEI0BATEIbHOCTEH
MpoLeAyp TMepeBoJa OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, €€ YPOBEHb M pacHpeieieHHEe MEexay
YYaCTHHKaMH TepeB0o30K. Kpome Toro, cTpeMUTENBHBIA POCT OOBEMOB DIIEKTPOHHON
TOPTOBJIM W JJIEKTPOHHOT'O JIOKYMEHT000OpOTa B MHUpPE TPEOYIOT YCTAHOBIICHHS JUIS
TpPaHCIOPTa COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH HOPMATHBHO-TIPaBOBOM 0a3bl HMX HCIONB30BAaHUS U
obecrieueHre COOTBETCTBYIOIICH MPaBOBOI 3allIUTHl BCEX YYACTHHKOB TPAHCIOPTHOTO
mporiecca.

[NomeiTKOM pemerns STHX npobinemM B Mupe crano npuaiatae B 2008 romy
PorepmaMckux mpaBui, KOTOphIE yCTAHABIMBAIOT TMOPSAOK OCYIIECTBICHHS YaCTUYHO
MOPCKOM MEepeBO3KH T'Py30B B MEKIYHApPOAHOM Toprosiie. OJHAKO PACXOXKACHUS MEXIY
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MexaynaponasiM Mopckum Komurerom (MMK) u EBponeiickum CoBerom BnagenbiieB
rpy3a (ECB) B OTHOIIICHUH K pacrpeielieHHI0 00s3aHHOCTEH MEKY BIaeblleM Tpy3a U
MEePEBO3YNKOM 3aTOPMO3MIH UX TOAJIEPAKKY HEKOTOPBIMU FOCYJapCTBAMH, B TOM YHCIE U
VYkpaunoit. Ananu3 nozuuuit ECB oTHOCHTENBHO CTpeMIIEHUS! YCHIIUTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTD
MOpPCKMX TIEPEBO3YMKOB M OrPAaHUYUTh HMX HWMMYHUTET OT aHTUTPECTOBCKOIO
3aKOHO/IATENILCTBA OOIIen3BecTHas. 3BeCcTHO Takke 00 MX 3HAYMTENFHOM BIIMSHUM Ha
nosunuio EBpokomuccnn B 3THX BOIpPOCax, KOTOpBIE, OIHAKO, COBCEM HE OKa3bIBAaET
COJICHCTBHE HU Pa3BUTHUS MEXKIYHAPOAHOH TOPrOBIM, HH €€ yneumenieHus. M3BecTHO,
9To K OOS3aHHOCTSIM WM MPOAABIly, WJIM TIOKyNaTelnss ToBapa B  XOpouieH
MEKIYHAPOJHON TOPrOBOWM MPaKTHKE BXOJUT M O0S3aHHOCTH CTPaxOBaHHS TOBapa Ha
MepUO/ ero mepeBo3ku. T.e. pUCKM CBA3aHHBIE C TMEPEBO3KOM MEpeKIaJbIBalOTCA Ha
CTOpPOHY CTpaxoBOW KOMIaHWHM. B dYem ke Toraa HEOOXOIUMOCTh YBEIUYCHUS
OTBETCTBEHHOCTU TiepeBo3urKa. Hao0OpOT OTBETCTBEHHOCTh MOXKET OBITH OOOCHOBAHO
YMEHBIIIEHA W OXBAaTHIBATh TOJIBKO «HEOPEKHOCTHY, «HAMEPEHHBIC JICHCTBUS» U JIPYTHE
nojoOHbIe HapylieHus. [IpM TakoM TOAXOAE MOXXHO TOBOPUTH 00 YMEHBIICHUH
MIPOBO3HBIX IJIaTEXeH, MOCKOIBKY C MEePeBO3YHKA CHUMAETCA YacTh PUCKOB, KOTOPbIE OH
BCErja CTapajcsi YaCTUYHO MOKPHITh MPOBO3HBIMU IUIATEKaMU. VIMEHHO Takoil Moaxof
Oy/ler OKa3bIBaTh COACHCTBHE PAa3BUTHUIO MEXIYHAPOJAHOH TOPTOBIIM, a BMECTE C
MPUMEHEHNEM CIIEUATbHBIX MPaBUJ MCIONb30BAHMS MPOBO3ZHBIX M TaMOXKEHHBIX
JOKYMEHTOB B DJIEKTPOHHOM BHJE TO3BOJIUT YMEHBIIUTH MPEMATCTBUS Ha IYTH
CBOOO/IHOTO TPOJBIKEHHST TOBapoB. J[ist aToro Hamm paspaboranbl HanmoHanbHbIC
MpaBMJia TIEPEBO3KM BHEIIHETOPTOBBIX M TPAH3UTHBIX I'PY30B B CMEUIAHHOM Ha3eMHO-
BOJIHOM COEIWHEHHH, KOHEYHOH LENbI0 KOTOPBIX, SBJSETCS CO3JaHUS YCIOBHM s
(OpMHPOBaHUS COBPEMEHHOI'O TPAHCIIOPTHOTO KOMIUIEKCA CTPaHbI, KOTOpPBHIA Oyaer
OTBEYATh BHICIINM MEXKIYHAPOAHBIM CTaHAApTaM B SKOHOMHYECKOM, OPTaHHU3alMOHHOM,
MPaBOBOM M TEXHWYECKOM OTHOIICHHH, KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOTO Ha MHUPOBBIX PBIHKAX
TPaHCIOPTHBIX YCIIYT, CIIOCOOHOTO 00€CIeYHTh (PaxTOBYI) HE3aBUCHMOCTH BHEIIHEH
TOPTOBJIN Y KpauHbI U 3P PEKTUBHBIN SKCIIOPT TPAHCIIOPTHBIX YCITyT

CornacHo »Tomy, menud HalmoHandbHBIX NpPaBUI MEPEBO3KH TPY30B COCTOAT B
CIIENYIOLIEM:

- MOJEpHM3alMd YKPAUHCKOM 3aKOHOJATEIbHOW W HOPMATHBHO-IIPaBOBOU
0a3pl, IMpHUBEICHHE €€ B COOTBETCTBUE COBPEMEHHBIM TpeOOBaHUSAM, HOPMaM U
MIPUHIIMIIAM MEXIYHapOIHOM TOPrOBIIH;

- YCTaHOBJIGHHBIE E€IWHBIX YCIOBHII M CTaHAAPTOB U3 JOKYMEHTAJIHLHOIO
odopMIIeHHS, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, MOPSAKA MPUMEHEHHUS 3JCKTPOHHBIX TPAHCIIOPTHBIX
JOKYMEHTOB U 3JIEKTPOHHOM MOIIHCH;

- BBINOJNHEHUE MEXIYHAPOAHBIX O0s3aHHOCTEW YKpawHbI, B TOM 4YHCIE W3
I'eHepanbHOro coryaiieHus o tapudaM U TOpro.ie, B penakiuu 1994 roma, kotopas
SIBJIAETCSI HEOThEMJIEMOM YacThIo Makery cornamrenud BTO

- yCTpaHEHHWE TPEISTCTBHI Ha IMyTH CBOOOJHOTO TMPOABHIKCHUS TOBAapOB M
OpraHM3allMs TPAHCIOPTHBIX YCIYr CyObeKTamMM BceX (OpPM COOCTBEHHOCTH M
Tpa)KAaHCTBA 33 HAIIMOHAIBHBIM PEXUMOM;

- yHuuKanMsg JOKyMEHTAIlMM HAa BHEIIHETOPTOBBIE W TPAH3UTHBIE TPY3bI,
KOTOpBIE IIPOXOJAT Yepe3 MOPCKHE U peUHbIe MOPTH Y KPauHbI;

50 ExonomiuHi inHOBanii 2011
Bunyck 46



- CO3/aHME MPAaBOBBIX OCHOB KOOPAHWHAIMHU TPAHCIIOPTHBIX, SKCIEAULIIMOHHBIX,
areHTCKUX, TAMOXKEHHBIX, IOTPAHUYHBIX U APYTHX CIYXKO B IPOIlEcce MEePEBO3KH IPY30B;

- CO3/aHME IIPaBOBBIX YCJIOBHUH IJIsl MHTErpaluuy YKpaWHbl B €BPONEHCKYIO U
MHPOBYIO TPAHCIIOPTa CETh

- IIpenMeroM mnpaBOBOrO PETYNMPOBAHUS SIBISIOTCA  aIMUHUCTPATHBHO-
[IPAaBOBbIE M TPa)KAAHCKO-IIPABOBBIE OTHOILUEHUS, KOTOpPBIE BO3HMKAIOT B IIpoLEecce
BHEILIHETOPIOBBIX M TPAH3UTHBIX MEPEBO30K IPY30B 4YEPE3 MOPCKUE U PEYHBIEC NOPTHI
YKpauHsbl.

CyObekraMu, Ha KOTOpBIE pacrpocTpaHsercs aciictBue HalumoHambHBIX MpaBUII
SIBIISIIOTCS  CYOBEKTBI, KOTOPHIC BBITIOJNHSIOT BHYTPEHHHE TEPEBO3KH, WM JIOJDKHBI
BBHITIONTHATDh JIIOObIE JIGHCTBHSA, BBITEKAas W3 JIOTOBOpPa MEPEBO3KH TIpy3a, COTIIACHO
KOTOPBIM MECTO IIOJIYYEHMsI U MECTO CAAYU Ipy3a, IMOPT HArpy3KH M MOPT pasrpy3kw,
PaCIIOJIOKEHHBIE B Pa3HbIX I'OCYIapCTBAX, €CIU:

a) B JIOTOBOpE MEPEBO3KH IMPENAINoIaraeT, YTo K HeMy NMPUMEHSIOTCA OJIO0KEHUS
YKa3aHHbIX HallMOHAJIBHBIX IIpaBUJ WM 3aKOHOJATENbCTBO ToCylapcTBa Y KpawHa,
KOTOpas BBOAUT UX B JICHCTBUE, IPU YCIOBHUH, YTO

0) MecTo TpueMa Tpy3a K MOPCKOH MepeBO3Ke WM TOPT MOTPY3KU, WU MECTO
IEpErpys3Ky Ipys3a ¢ OJHOrO CyIHa Ha Ipyroe, KOTOpble YKa3aHbl B JOrOBOPE NEPEBO3KU,
WIH B JIOTOBOPHBIX YCJIOBHUSX, HIIM Takoe (PaKTHYECKOE MECTO PAacIlONOXKEHHBIE Ha
TEpPUTOPUHN Y KpauHbl WU

B) MECTO CIJa4 Ipy3a Mociie MOPCKOM MepeBO3KH MM MOPT Pa3rpy3KH, WIH MECTO
IEepEerpys3ku Ipy3a C ONHOTO CyJHA Ha APYyroe CyAHO, KOTOphIE yKa3aHbl B JOIOBOpE
MEPEeBO3KH, WJIW B JIOTOBOPHBIX YCIOBUSIX, WM Takoe (DAaKTHUYECKOE MECTO
PaCIIOJIOKEHHBIC HA TEPPUTOPUH Y KpauHbI HIIU

) BO BCEX CIydYasx, KOrja TIiepeBo3Ka OCYIIECTBIAETCS Ha OCHOBE
MEXIPABUTEIBCTBEHHBIX COTJIALICHUM, CTOPOHOM KOTOPBIX SBIISIETCSI T'OCYAAPCTBO
VYKparHa M 3aKOHOZATENbCTBO CTPAH APYTMX CTOPOH COIVIAIIEHUS HE NPOTUBOPEUUT
yKa3aHHbIM HalyoHanbHBIM NpaBHJIaM WM OHH COTJIALIAKOTCSA C MX NpUMEHeHueMm. B
cliydyae ecinm Jo00e U3 TONOXKEHWH  YKa3aHHBIX  TPaBHJI  MPOTHBOPEUUT
3aKOHOJATENIBCTBY CTpaH JAPYIMX CTOPOH COIVIAIIEHHs, TO IOJOXKEHHE O3THUX
HanponaneHBIX DpaBuil JIEHUCTBYHOT B TOM 4YacTH, B KOTOPOM OHM HE NPOTUBOpEYAT
3aKOHO/IATENILCTBY, @ TIOJOKEHHWE, KOTOphIe MPOTHBOpEYAT, JOJDKHBI  OBITh
YPETyJINPOBAaHHBIE B JOrOBOpE MEPEBO3KU. Eciau mocneaHero He cenatHo, TO CUATAETCS,
YTO CTOPOHBI COTJIACUIIUCH C IPUMEHEHUEM NIOJI0KEHNI NaHHbIX HanroHanbHBIX MPaBHIL.

[Nonoxkenne mpaBUiI JOMHKHBI MPUMEHSThCS O€3 ydera HAIMOHAIBHOCTH CyJHA,
[IEPEBO34YMKA,  WCIHOJHAKOIUX  CTOPOH,  TIPYy300THpPABUTENs IO  JIOTOBODPY,
Ipy30M0ITydaTeNs UK JIF0OBIX APYTUX 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH.
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