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CUSTOMS DISPUTES RESOLUTION THROUGH MEDIATION:
INTERNATIONAL PRACTICES

Based on the studies of foreign rules and regulations concerning mediation of disputes arising from customs
and other administrative activities, the article defines that a significant number of developed foreign countries
adhere to the vision that customs disputes should be resolved through a mediator, or allows resolving any
public law dispute through a mediation procedure. It is noted that the settlement of a customs dispute via
mediation is allowed only in cases where the subject is an administrative act of the customs authority adopted
within its discretion, or if there is an issue of compensation for damages by decisions, actions or omissions
of customs authorities (China, Macedonia). The article represents the American provisions on mediation in the
public sphere, which are stated to be particularly progressive in their part establishing specific circumstances
under which the settlement of public disputes through mediation is excluded, including the need for final
and authoritative resolution of the issue forming legal precedent, the significant impact of the case on the
rights and obligations of individuals or legal entities that are not parties to the case; particular importance
of the consistency in approaches to resolving relevant issues, so it is impractical to increase variations
in individual cases; importance of publicity of means and procedures of decision-making in the case, etc.
The author highlights the legislative provisions detailing the exclusive reasons for exemption from the obligation
to respect the confidentiality of mediation, which include, inter alia, the prior disclosure of information,
the need to use information to establish the existence or content of a mediation agreement or to enforce
it or a judgment regulating the dispute settlement, a court decision on disclosure of information to prevent
harm to public health and safety of appropriate severity, etc. (USA, Georgia). Moreover, the author argues
that some sound legislative measures are of a particular value, for instance those determining the contractual
nature of mediation solution, as well as setting out the possibility of resolving the issue of its enforcement
within a simplified procedure (Kazakhstan) and establishing special rules for timeframes for addressing
a court for protection with claims in disputes in which private mediation has been initiated (Georgia).

Key words: dispute settlement through mediation, foreign practice of mediation in customs disputes,
mediation, mediation in the public sphere, customs dispute.
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orcid.org/0000-0002-4404-9792 democratization of public administration and the adoption of dispositive
methods of administrative and legal regulation as the ones that are as
important as the regulatory and statutory tools of public administration.
However, the prospect of a large-scale implementation of alternative
means of dispute resolution has been perceived with some caution by
the industry experts and scientific community. The most pronounced
restraint in supporting the development of a system of alternative means
of resolving public disputes is demonstrated in the context of their
use in complex areas of public relations, such as, for example, those
related to customs administration. At the same time, it should be
borne in mind that international practices, which always serve as an
abundant and inexhaustible source of legal and organizational solutions
for the systematic improvement of customs legislation, indicates the
commitment of many developed countries to resolving customs disputes
using alternative means, one of which is mediation.
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In view of the above, the scientific objective, pursuing which this article is focused on, is to study the
provisions of regulatory sources of foreign countries stipulating the rules for settling the disputes arising
from customs relations in order to formulate scientific provisions and recommendations on the mediation
for this purpose in Ukrainian realities. It should also be noted that the subject of the investigation will be
limited to out-of-court mediation, without considering the dispute settlement involving a judge.

2. Review of sources and presentation of the key points of the study

First of all, based on the materials of analytical research of the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development, we’d like to note that mediation is considered as a process where a mediator helps disputing
parties to communicate with each other, understand each other and, if possible, agree on the conditions of the
dispute resolution that satisfy both parties. The mediator facilitates discussions between the parties and their
efforts to agree on a way out of the situation that suits their interests (Consensus Building Institute, 2012).
Similarly, the Guiding Principles on Mediation in Civil Cases, approved by Recommendation Rec (2002)
10 of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe to member states on mediation in civil cases, defines
mediation as a dispute settlement process in which parties negotiate through one or more mediators regarding
the disputes in order to reach an agreement (The Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe, 2002)

A review of the legislation of foreign countries on mediation reveals that there is no consensus on using
this alternative means of resolving disputes in the public sphere. In particular, the regulations of China,
Macedonia, Poland, Singapore, and the United States stipulate that public disputes may be settled based
on the results of mediation. Moreover, in China and Macedonia, the statutory provisions explicitly allow
a mediator involvement in resolving disputes related to customs control and customs clearance. In contrast,
the legislation of Georgia, Kazakhstan and Lithuania excludes administrative and legal relations from the
scope of mediation, but the approaches to the legal regulation of the organization and implementation
of mediation in other categories provided by the legislation of these countries are still of considerable interest.

Thus, having read the provisions of the customs legislation of the People’s Republic of China, we’ve
noted that they provide a fundamental possibility of contractual regulation of customs relations based on
the results of negotiations with the mediators involved. Moreover, detailed rules for mediation in customs
disputes have been established at the level of customs authorities’ subordinate legislation.

Thus, when describing the circumstances under which a mediation procedure may be initiated
to resolve customs disputes, art. 88 of the Rules of the General Administration of Customs on Admini-
strative Reconsideration approved by the Decree of the General Customs Administration of the People’s
Republic of China dated September 24, 2007, No. 166 (hereinafter referred to as the Rules of the General
Administration of Customs of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration) stipulate that the customs
administrative reconsideration bodies may voluntarily and legally resolve the dispute out-of-court through
mediation, if: 1) a natural person, legal entity or other organization has applied for an administrative
review in connection with objections to a specific administrative ruling, which the customs authority
has adopted to perform its discretionary powers; or 2) the issue of compensation for damage caused by
customs officials during customs control, customs clearance or in other circumstances has been raised.
Itshould be noted that the customs administrative reconsideration bodies are responsible for the management
of out-of-court mediation in the administrative reconsideration of customs rulings, study and approval
of administrative mediation agreements (paragraph “c” of Art. 4 of the Rules of the General Administration
of Customs of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration). In this case, mediation with the guidance
of the customs administrative reconsideration bodies must meet the requirements as follows:

—  the mediation is conducted based on the established facts of the case;

—  the customs administrative reconsideration bodies must fully respect the will of the applicant
and the defendant;

— the mediation should be arranged based on the principles of impartiality and reasonableness;

—  the result of the mediation must comply with the provisions of general administrative law
and customs rules and must not contradict the nature and principles of law;

—  the result of mediation should not endanger any national interests, public interests or the rights
and legitimate interests of any other persons (art. 89 of the Rules of the on Administrative Reconsideration).
(General Administration of Customs of the PRC, 2007)

At the same time, prior to considering the issue of mediation in a particular customs case, a customs
administrative reconsideration body must send a request to the customs authority, the administrative
ruling of which is appealed, in terms of which this customs authority must give an opinion on the need to
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reject the proposal regarding customs settlement or on the expediency of mediation (art. 43 of the Rules
of the General Administration of Customs of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration). If, taking into
account the circumstances of the case, the customs administrative reconsideration body concludes that
mediation is possible and expedient, it shall take the following successive steps: 1) specify the intention of
the applicant and the customs authority as to whether they agree to mediation; 2) initiate mediation with the
consent of the applicant and the customs authority; 3) consider the views of the applicant and the customs
authority; 4) suggest a way to resolve the dispute; 5) state the possibility of concluding an agreement on
the dispute resolution based on the results of mediation. Instead, where, during the mediation, the applicant
or the customs authority has clearly stated its intention of not having any mediation, the mediation shall be
terminated and at the request of the applicant a standard customs appeal procedure shall be initiated (art.
90 of the Rules of the General Administration of Customs of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration).
If the applicant and the customs authority with the help of a mediator reach agreement after mediation, the
customs administrative reconsideration body shall prepare an administrative reconsideration mediation
agreement based on the administrative reconsideration results, which shall bear the following data:

—  personal data and address of residence of the applicant, or, if the applicant is a legal entity or other
organization, its name and address of registration, as well as personal data of the legal representative or
manager;

— information about the customs authority and personal data of its legal representative;

—  requests, facts and reasons specified in the application for administrative reconsideration;

—  requests, facts, evidence and reasons specified in the reply of the customs authority;

—  facts established during the administrative reconsideration, as well as relevant evidence;

— an overall introduction on the mediation conducted;

—  the outcome of the mediation;

— the obligations of the applicant and the customs authority to execute the mediation agreement
based on the results of the administrative reconsideration;

— date of agreement (part 1 of art. 91 of the Rules of the General Administration of Customs
of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration). (General Administration of Customs of the PRC, 2007).

— In this case, the mediation agreement based on the results of the administrative reconsideration
must be sealed by the customs administrative reconsideration body and shall become legally binding
once signed or sealed by the applicant and the relevant customs authority (part 2 of art. 91 of the Rules
of the General Administration of Customs of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration). (General
Administration of Customs of the PRC, 2007).

— In addition to the out-of-court settlement of a customs dispute through a mediator, Chinese
customs laws allow for direct reconciliation between an individual or a company and a customs authority.
According to the art.83 of the Rules of the General Administration of Customs of the PRC on Administrative
Reconsideration, if an individual, legal entity or other organization has objections to a particular administrative
act, which the customs authority has adopted to exercise its discretion, it may offer the customs authority to
reconcile on a voluntary and legal basis. Completion of conciliation negotiations with a positive result must
be formalized by written deed of conciliation, approved by the customs administrative reconsideration body
and shall be binding, unless the provisions of the deed of conciliation do not threaten any national interests,
public interests or rights and legitimate interests of any other persons (art. 83-86 of the Rules of the General
Administration of Customs of the PRC on Administrative Reconsideration). (General Administration
of Customs of the PRC, 2007). In light of the above, it seems clear that conciliation without applying to the
customs administrative reconsideration body may be reached with the help of professional mediators outside
the public sector. It should also be borne in mind that the common practice in China is to regulate mediation
procedures, that is to include the rules on mediation in the terms of the mediation agreement that shall
be approved by the professional mediators associations, particularly, the Rules of Mediation of the Hong
Kong International Arbitration Centre and the Mediation Code of the Hong Kong Mediation Accreditation
Association (World Bank Group, 2016).

Having considered the above, we can state that in customs disputes under Chinese law, both mediation
involving an independent and impartial representative of the state and private mediation are allowed.
Moreover, the mediation agreement is always subject to approval by the customs administrative
reconsideration body, which verifies its compliance with the provisions of administrative laws and
checks there are no threats to the rights and legitimate interests of third parties. It is also noteworthy that
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the settlement of a customs dispute through mediation is allowed only in cases where the administrative act
of the customs authority adopted in the exercise of its discretion is objected, or if the issue of compensation
for damages caused by decisions, actions or omissions of the customs authorities is raised.

As acomparison, the Law of the Republic of Macedonia on Amending and Appending the Customs Code
of January 4, 2008 No. 07-87/1 introduced a provision that the customs authority must suggest settlement
and mediation procedures to the perpetrator of the customs offence before submitting a request for offence
procedure in the usual manner. The purpose of the settlement and mediation procedure is defined by the
law as reaching an agreement between the customs authority and the perpetrator of the custom offence
for the purposes of eliminating the negative consequences of the offence and preventing perpetration
of further offences, as well as avoiding conducting offence procedure for the customs authorities (Republic
of Macedonia, 2008). Thus, the Macedonian customs authorities should suggest resolving the disputes
through the mediation procedure within the offence proceedings.

Unlike the national legislation of the above-mentioned states, the US regulations do not specify
the possibility of applying mediation procedures in customs cases. However, federal law provides
for the possibility of using alternative means of resolving disputes, including mediation, in administrative
and legal relations.

In particular, according to Chapter 5 Administrative Procedure, Part [ The Agencies Generally, Title 5
Government Organization and Employees of the US Code, the alternative means of resolving disputes may
be any procedures designed to resolve differences and achieve optimal solutions in terms of any disputes,
including, but not limited to, conciliation, mediation, fact-finding, prompt and simplified proceedings
involving the parties under quasi-judicial rules, arbitration, the agency of government authorised
representatives on relevant matters, or any combination of these procedures. The procedures for the out-
of-court settlement of public disputes, as a rule, result in a final written agreements (paragraph 5 of Part 1
of Art. 571 of Title 5 of the US Code) (5 U.S.C., 1996).

At the same time, despite the advantages and potential of procedures for public disputes resolution
on the basis of mutual concessions documented in an administrative agreement, in some circumstances
a public body shall make management decisions under general rules only. In particular, the law does not
allow to take measures for the public dispute resolution if:

— a definitive or authoritative resolution of the matter is required for precedential value, and such
a proceeding is not likely to be accepted generally as an authoritative precedent;

— the matter involves or may bear upon significant questions of government policy that require
additional procedures before a final resolution may be made, and such a proceeding would not likely serve
to develop a recommended policy for the agency;

— maintaining established policies is of special importance, so that variations among individual
decisions are not increased and such a proceeding would not likely reach consistent results among
individual decisions;

— the matter significantly affects persons or organizations who are not parties to the proceeding;

— a full public record of the proceeding is important, and a dispute resolution proceeding cannot
provide such a record;

— theagency must maintain continuing jurisdiction over the matter with authority to alter the disposition
of the matter in the light of changed circumstances, and a dispute resolution proceeding would interfere with
the agency’s fulfilling that requirement (part “b” of art. 572 of Title 5 of the US Code). (5 U.S.C., 1996).

Moreover, a particular attention should be paid to the detailed regulation of aspects of mediation
confidentiality. The point is that according to art. 574 of Title 5 of the US Code, mediators shall not
voluntarily disclose or through discovery or compulsory process be required to disclose any dispute
resolution communication or any communication provided in confidence to the mediator, unless:
1) all parties to the dispute resolution proceeding and the mediator consent in writing, and, if the dispute
resolution communication was provided by a nonparty participant, that participant also consents in writing;
2) the information has already been made public; 3) the dispute resolution communication is required
by statute to be made public, but a mediator should make such communication public only if no other
person is reasonably available to disclose the communication; 4) a court determines that such testimony
or disclosure is necessary to: 4-1) prevent a manifest injustice; 4-2) help establish a violation of law; 4-3)
prevent harm to the public health or safety of sufficient magnitude in the particular case to outweigh the
integrity of dispute resolution proceedings in general by reducing the confidence of parties in future cases
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that their communications will remain confidential. Similarly, a party to a dispute resolution proceeding
shall not voluntarily disclose or through discovery or compulsory process be required to disclose any dispute
resolution communication, unless: 1) the communication was prepared by the party seeking disclosure;
2) all parties to the dispute resolution proceeding consent in writing; 3) the information has already been
made public; 4) the dispute resolution communication is required by statute to be made public; 5) a court
determines that such testimony or disclosure is necessary to: 5-1) prevent a manifest injustice; 5-2) help
establish a violation of law; 5-3) prevent harm to the public health and safety of sufficient magnitude in
the particular case to outweigh the integrity of dispute resolution proceedings in general by reducing the
confidence of parties in future cases that their communications will remain confidential; 6) the dispute
resolution communication is relevant to determining the existence or meaning of a mediation agreement
or award that resulted from the dispute resolution proceeding or to the enforcement of such an agreement
or award. The information related to the dispute resolution through a mediator, which was disclosed
in violation of the above provisions shall not be admissible in any proceeding relating to the issues in
controversy with respect to which the communication was made. (5 U.S.C., 1996).

Taking into account the above, we’d like to emphasize that the US practice of legal regulation
of mediation in the public sphere is notable for the establishment of specific circumstances that exclude
the settlement of public disputes through mediation, including, in particular, the fact that the final and
authoritative resolution of the issue is necessary for administrative and legal precedent; the case has
a significant impact on the rights and obligations of individuals or legal entities that are not parties to the
case; the observance of established approaches to addressing relevant issues is of particular importance,
which is why it is impractical to increase variations in individual cases; total publicity of the tools and
procedures of decision-making in the case is important, etc. Moreover, a progressive legislative solution
is a detailed specification of the exclusive grounds for exemption from the obligation to respect the
confidentiality of mediation, which include, in particular, prior disclosure of information, the need to use
information to establish the existence or content of a mediation agreement or a decision on the dispute
resolution, the availability of a court judgement on the disclosure of information to prevent obvious
injustice, to promote the establishment of violations of the law, to prevent harm to the public health and
safety of sufficient magnitude.

While continuing the studies of international practice of administrative mediation, we’d like to note
that the Code of Administrative Procedure of Poland also provides for the use of alternative means
of resolving public disputes, one of which is mediation. Mediation is allowed in all cases where the nature
of the dispute is not incompatible with the mediation that takes place, for example, when an administrative
body has to act in the only possible way. Turning to the scientific works of A. Bartosiak and M. Kilbowski,
we’ve discovered that according to the laws of Poland, at the request of the parties or on its own initiative,
an administrative body must provide information on the possibility of mediation. If the party does not
agree to mediation within 14 days of notification, mediation will not take place, as there is no presumed
consent of the party. If the method of resolving the dispute is within the law, the relevant decisions, actions
or omissions will be binding on the administrative body (Bartosiak A., Kietbowski M., 2017).

The opportunities for conciliation between the parties to administrative legal relations are also
enshrined in laws of Lithuania, however they are limited to the procedure for resolving a public dispute
with an administrative court judge involved and through an out-of-court conciliation. Thus, under the laws
of Lithuania on administrative proceedings, the parties may terminate the proceedings at any stage by
concluding a conciliation agreement if the nature of the dispute so permits (unless the official authorities
do not have to strictly adhere to explicit legal provisions and have no discretion to join in the transaction).
At the same time, it is noteworthy that according to part 1 of art. 80 of the Law on Administrative Procedure
of Lithuania, in order to prevent any abuse of administrative proceedings if the parties wish to conclude
an out-of-court agreement, the court may adjourn the trial once for the time necessary for negotiations
between the parties (Lietuvos Respublikos Seimas, 1999). At the same time, it is noteworthy that the out-
of-court method of public disputes conciliation, which is similar to mediation and is widely practiced in
Lithuania, is consultation with the parliamentary ombudsman, who gives recommendations to the parties
on the best way to resolve it (The Supreme Administrative Court of Lithuania, 2016).

Similar to the above-mentioned mechanism of ombudsman advice is the Singapore network of primary
dispute resolution centres in courts, which offer alternative ways of resolving any legal disputes in
consultation with the so-called mediation judges. Surveys showed that these judges successfully resolved
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85% of the cases submitted to them and a high level of satisfaction with this quasi-judicial mediation.
Moreover, under the legislation of this state, conciliation agreements are subject to enforcement similarly
to a court decision (World Bank Group, 2016)

Given the above, the mediation implementation by special status mediators, which can be special
judges or ombudsmen, is an extremely useful institutional and regulatory mediation-related tool.

At the same time, in contrast to the states where mediation is allowed for settling public law issues,
the legislation of Kazakhstan on mediation excludes the mediation procedure application for the resolution
of disputes arising from civil, labour, family and other legal relations involving natural and (or) legal
persons when one of the parties is a state body (Part 3 of Art. 1 of the Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan
“On Mediation”). At the same time, Kazakhstan’s legislative model of mediation is of considerable interest
in terms of its implemented approaches to regulating some important aspects of mediation. First of all, it is
noteworthy that according to part 4 of art. 27 of the Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan “On Mediation”, the
agreement on the dispute resolution, concluded out-of-court, is defined as a transaction aimed at establishing,
changing or terminating the civil rights and obligations of the parties. Moreover, it is noteworthy that
the approval of the agreement on the dispute resolution based on the results of mediation by the court in
court proceedings allows returning the court fee to the payer in full (paragraph 2, part 5, art.27 of the Law
of the Republic of Kazakhstan “On Mediation”). It should be taken into account that according to part 9
of art. 27 of the law, in case of non-performance, the party concerned shall apply to the court regarding the
performance of obligations under the agreement within a simplified written procedure (Low of the Republic
of Kazahstan, 2021). Thus, the laws of Kazakhstan defines the agreement on the dispute resolution through
mediation as a transaction, provides for the repayment of the court fee to the payer in full if this agreement
has been approved in court proceedings, and establishes that in the event of non-performance the case
is considered according to the simplified written proceedings.

Similar to the legislation of Kazakhstan, the Law of Georgia “On Mediation” does not provide for the
possibility of resolving public disputes based on the results of mediation, however to improve the legislation
of Ukraine on mediation it might be appropriate to implement some provisions of this foreign law.

In particular, the optimal legislative solution is that at the request of a party to the dispute the mediator
shall issue a document certifying the beginning or end of the mediation process (part 3 of art. 7, part 4
of art. 9 of the Law of Georgia “On Mediation”). Moreover, for the purposes of incorporating advanced
international practices in the Ukrainian legislation, the most interesting are the provisions of part 4 of art.
7 of the Law of Georgia “On Mediation”, according to which with the mediation agreement under which
the parties agree not to go to court or arbitration before a particular term or circumstances, the court or
arbitration shall not consider the dispute until the mediation agreement provisions are met in full, except
for the cases where the applicant can testify that it will suffer irreparable damages without judicial or
arbitral proceedings. Highly progressive is the rule according to which the period of limitation of claims
shall be suspended from the moment of initiation of private mediation until its completion, but not more
than for 2 years from the initiation of mediation. If the private mediation is unsuccessful, the time, during
which the period of limitation of a claim has been suspended, shall not be included in that period (art. 12
of the Law of Georgia “On Mediation”). (Low of Georgia, 2019)

In addition to the above, it is noteworthy that the laws of Georgia on mediation regulate its confidentiality
in detail. In particular, its provisions separately stipulate that a mediator shall not provide a party with
information disclosed by another party during individual communication, unless the mediator has obtained
an explicit consent of that party (part 3 of art. 10 of the Law of Georgia “On Mediation”). The list of
circumstances that exclude the need to observe the confidentiality of mediation is wide and sufficiently
adapted to the variety of circumstances in connection with mediation. These circumstances are as follows:
1) the need to protect life or health of a person, or to ensure the freedom of a person, or to protect the
best interests of a minor; 2) the need to provide information to prove the fact of drawing up an agreement
resulting from mediation if the other party disputes or denies that fact; 3) the party is obliged to fulfil the
legal obligation undertaken before the initiation of mediation, to disclose the information that became
known to the other party during the mediation process, considering the fact that the disclosed information
shall be limited to the maximum extent; 4) the disclosure of information is specified by a court decision or
by other legally binding decision (the disclosed information shall be limited to the maximum extent and
the respective party shall be preliminarily notified thereof); 5) the disclosure of information is necessary
for the investigation of a particularly serious crime (the disclosed information shall be limited to the
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maximum extent and the respective party shall be preliminarily notified thereof); 6) the disclosure of the
content of an agreement resulting from mediation is necessary for the voluntary fulfilment of its terms
or its enforcement; 7) a legal or disciplinary dispute has been raised against the person disclosing
information and it has derived from the mediation process (at the same time, the disclosure of such
information is necessary for the protection of the legal interests of that person); 8) the information,
disclosed during the mediation process on condition of maintaining confidentiality, had been known
to the party before the initiation of mediation, or the party had obtained such information by other means
determined by law, or the information had become public otherwise so that the party has not violated,
either directly or indirectly, the obligation of confidentiality determined by this article (part 4 of art. 10
of the Law of Georgia “On Mediation”). (Low of Georgia, 2019)

3. Conclusions of the study

Summing up the study of international practices in the legal regulation of mediation in disputes arising
from customs and other legal relations, we’d like to note that a significant number of developed foreign
countries share a view that allows the customs disputes resolution with a mediator involved, or resolving
any public disputes through the mediation procedure. The resolution of a customs dispute through
mediation is allowed only in cases where the administrative act of the customs authority adopted in the
exercise of its discretion is objected, or if the issue of compensation for damages caused by decisions,
actions or omissions of the customs authorities is raised (China, Macedonia). The US practice of legal
regulation of mediation in the public sphere is notable for the establishment of specific circumstances that
exclude the settlement of public disputes through mediation, including, in particular, the fact that the final
and authoritative resolution of the issue is necessary for administrative and legal precedent; the case has
a significant impact on the rights and obligations of individuals or legal entities that are not parties to the
case; the observance of established approaches to addressing relevant issues is of particular importance,
which is why it is impractical to increase variations in individual cases; total publicity of the tools and
procedures of decision-making in the case is important, etc. The legislative provisions with a detailed
specification of the exclusive grounds for the discharge of obligations to respect the confidentiality
of mediation are quite common, which include, in particular, prior disclosure of information, the need to
use information to establish the existence or content of a mediation agreement or a decision on the dispute
resolution, the availability of a court judgement on the disclosure of information to prevent obvious
injustice, to promote the establishment of violations of the law, to prevent harm to the public health and
safety of sufficient magnitude. Another positive legislative solution is, in particular, the establishment
of the contractual nature of the agreement on dispute resolution through mediation, as well as the
possibility of resolving the issue of its enforcement according to a simplified procedure (Kazakhstan)
and establishing special rules for the terms of applying to the court in terms of disputes, regarding which
private mediation has been initiated (Georgia).
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3a nidcymramu 0ocniodcenHa 3apyoidcHo20 00Ci0y NPABOBO20 PecyNo8ants CNOpI8, WO BUNIUBAIONb 3 MUMHUX
ma iHWUX NPAgoGIOHOCUH, Y CHAMMI GUSHAYAEMbCA, WO 3HAYHA KLILKICHb DO3GUHEHUX 3apyOidiCHUX 0epiucas
OOMPUMYEMBCS OAUEHHS, 30 AKUM MAE OONYCKAMUCH 8DE2YTI08AHHA MUMHUX CHOPI6 30 00NOMO2010 Mediamopa, ado
003607A¢€ BUpiUleHHs 0YOb-AKUX NYONIUHO-NPABOSUX CHOPIB 13 3ACMOCYBAHHAM HPOYedypu Mediayii. 3aysaxicyemucs,
WO B8De2YNIOBAHHS MUMHO20 CHOPY WAIAXOM Mediayii 0OnycKaemvcsa auuie y BUNAOKAX, AKUIO OCKAPICYEMbCS
AOMIHICMPAMUSHULL AKM MUMHO2O OpeaHy, NPUUHAMUL HA GUKOHAHHA 11020 OUCKPEYIUHUX NOGHOBAMCEHb, DO
AKWO NOpyuieHe NUManHa npo GiOWKOOYSaHHS WKOOU DiteHHAMY, Oiamu 4y 0e30IIbHICIIO MUMHUX OpeaHie
(Kumaii, Maxeoonis). IIpoepecusnum 6UsHAEmMbcs aMepuKanHCoKull 00Cgi0 HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOBO20 PecyNI08aAHHS
gUKOpUCMAHH Mediayii y nyOniuHo-npagogili cghepi € MPUMIMHUL BCMAHOBLEHHAM KOHKDEMHUX 0OCMABUH,
30 AKUX GUKTIOUACMbCS 8Pe2yNI0BAHHS NYONTUHO-NPABOBUX CHOPI6 WLIAXOM Mediayii, 3-NOMIdIC SIKUX, 30KpeMa, me,
Wo ocmamoune ma asmopumemHe eUpileHHs NUMAanHs HeoOXione 0nsl AOMIHICIMPAMUBHO-NPABOBOO NPeyeOeH ),
CNpaga mac icmomuuil 6IUE HA Npaea ma 0008 ’aA3Ku QizuuHuUX abo VPUOUYHUX OCiD, AKi He € CMOpOHaMu Yy
cnpasi, 0cobnuge 3HAUeHHs MAE OOMPUMAHHSL YCMATEHUX Ni0X00i6 00 GUpiuleHHs GiONOGIOHUX NUMAHD, Yepe3 Wo
HeOOYibHUM € 30LTIbIEHHS 8apiayill y IHOUBIOYATbHUX CIPABAX, 6AIICIUBOIO € HOGHA NYONIUHICMb 3C00I6 MA NPOYedyp
npuliHAMmaA pivienna y cnpasi mowso. Liomeeposcyemucs, wjo wupoxe RouupeHHs Maioms 3aKk0H00Aa84i NON0NCEHHS
3 0emabHUM BUKIAOOM BUKTIFOYHUX NIOCTNAG 36LIbHEHHS 810 0006 'A3KY 00MPUMY8amucs Konghioenyitinocmi mediayii,
AKI 8KTIIOYAIOMb, 30KpeMa, NONEPeOHe OnpunoOHeHHs iHghopmayii, HeoOXiOHICIb BUKOPUCIAHHS THOpmayii 01
BCMAHOGIIEHHSL (hakmy ICHYBaHHS a00 3MiChTY Y200u npo mediayito yu 015 3a06e3neyeHHst BUKOHAHHS Yiel y2oou abo
pients npo pe2ynio8ants cnopy, HasA8HICMb Cy008020 PIleHHs NP PO320NouleHHs iHpopmayii 01 i08epHenHs
wKoOU 300p08’10 ma besneyi cycninbemea 6i0n08ionoeo cmynerio cepiiosnocmi mowo (CLUA, Ipysis). Taxoor,
aBMOp 0OTPYHMOBYE, U0 NOIUMUSHUMYU 3AKOHOOABUUMU PIUEHHAMU CIO BUSHAMU, 30KPeMA, BUSHAYEHHS 00208IDHOT
ApUpoOU Y200U NPo 8pecyrio8anHs CHOpY 3a 00NOMO2010 Mediayii, a MAKOHC MONCIUBOCTNT GUDTULEHHS NUMAHHA NPO
il npumycoge guxonaunsa y cnpowjenomy nopsaoxy (Kazaxcman) ma ecmanoenenns cneyianonux npagun nepediey
CMPOKi6 36ePHEHHSL 00 CYOY 3 3AXUCHIOM 3 BUMO2AMU Y CNOPAX, Y AKUX po3nouama npusamua mediayis (I pysis).

Ki1rouoBi cjioBa: BperyimroBaHHS CIIOPY 3a IOTIOMOTOI0 MeJiaropa, 3apyOiKHUIA TOCBI Meiallil y MUTHAX
Criopax, MeJiais, Meialis y myOIiqYHO-1IpaBoBii cdepi, MUTHHH CITip.

Customs Scientific Journal, Ne 2, 2021 43





