2. Flissak, K. Economic Sanctions: a Tool for Protecting of International Law or
a Means of Aggressive Economic Policy. 2025 IEEE 13th International Conference
on Intelligent Data Acquisition and Advanced Computing Systems: Technology and
Applications (IDAACS). 2025. P. 619-624.
doi.org/10.1109/IDAACS68557.2025.11322362

3. ®niccak K.A. EKOHOMIiYHi caHKuUii Ta cneuyudika iX MNO3ULIOHYBaHHA B
CyYacHUX MiXHapoOHuX BigHOCUHax. AkmyarbHi npobremu npaso3Hascmea. 2019.
Bun. 1. C. 72-80 doi.org/10.35774/app2019.01.072

4. Gilder A. Peace Operations and Human Security. Journal of International
Peacekeeping. 2024. Vol. 27. P. 1-11. doi.org/10.1163/18754112-27010004.

5. Djankov S., Su M. The targeting of economic sanctions. Economics Letters.
2025. Vol. 248. P. 1-4. doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2025.112235.

6. JleBoBa €.0. MixHapogHO-NPaBOBUI MexaHi3M ryMaHiTapHOI AONOMOrn Sk
MibKOncUUnniHapHoro IHCTPYMEHTY 3axucTy npas NIOONHN. BicHuk
Mapiynonscekoeo [epxxasHozo yHisepcumemy. 2024. Ne 28. C. 79-87.
doi.org/10.34079/2226-3047-2024-14-28-79-87.

7. Liu X. The Reform of the Veto Power System of the UN Security Council--
Under the Background of Russia-Ukraine Conflict. Lecture Notes in Education
Psychology and Public Media. 2024. Vol. 44. P. 147-153. doi.org/10.54254/2753-
7048/44/20230097.

8. Jung Y. Conditions of Compliance: Evaluating the Effectiveness of the UN
Security Council. Technium Social Sciences Journal. 2025. Vol. 76. P. 260-274.
doi.org/10.47577/tssj.v76i1.13293.

YK 342.4:328 (045)
Samuliak M.
PhD student at the department
of administrative law and procedure,
West Ukrainian National University,
lawyer

PROBLEMATIC ASPECTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS
CONCERNING THE TEMPORARY RESTRICTION OF THE RIGHT TO DRIVE
DURING MILITARY MOBILISATION

On 24 February 2022, Ukraine faced an existential challenge as the Russian
Federation launched a full-scale invasion aimed at undermining Ukrainian
statehood. In response, thousands of Ukrainians mobilised in the Armed Forces of
Ukraine to defend their homeland. By 2024, it became evident that Ukraine required
new legislation to address the evolving challenges on the ground. The Armed
Forces of Ukraine were severely exhausted due to a shortage of personnel, with
many soldiers having fought continuously for two years without leave. On 11 April
2024, the Ukrainian government adopted new legislation, Law No. 10449 [1], to
strengthen military mobilisation. Following its adoption, Ukraine's legislative
framework governing military mobilisation incorporates specific penalties for non-
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compliance, such as the temporary restriction of certain rights.

The law added Article 283-2 to the Code of Administrative Procedure of Ukraine:
“Peculiarities of proceedings in cases concerning claims by the territorial
recruitment and social support centre on the temporary restriction of individuals’
right to drive a vehicle during mobilisation.” [2]. In Ukraine, the territorial recruitment
and social support centre is a military administration body responsible for ensuring
the implementation of legislation on military duty, military service and conscription.

In accordance with Article 283-2 § 1 to the Code of Administrative Procedure of
Ukraine if a citizen fails to fulfil the request of the territorial recruitment and social
support centre within the time limits established by the Law of Ukraine “On
mobilisation training and mobilisation” to carry out the duties of a conscript or
reservist, the territorial recruitment and social support centre shall file a claim with
the court requesting the temporary restriction of that person's right to drive a vehicle
during mobilisation.

Pursuant to Article 283-2 § 2 of the Code of Administrative Procedure of
Ukraine, the claim shall be filed with the court within 30 days of the circumstances
that permit the territorial recruitment and social support centre the right to file a
claim in accordance with the law of Ukraine “On mobilisation training and
mobilisation”.

Under Article 283-2 § 7 of the Code of Administrative Procedure of Ukraine, the
court shall consider the claim in written proceedings within 30 days of the
commencement of the proceedings and, at the initiative of the court or upon the
request of a party, may hold a court hearing. The hearing will still take place even if
the party who was properly notified doesn't show up.

In accordance with Article 283-2 § 8 and 9 to the Code of Administrative
Procedure of Ukraine the court shall dismiss the claim of the territorial recruitment
and social support centre if the claimant shall not prove that (i) person fails to fulfil
the obligations under Article 22 § 3 of the law of Ukraine “On mobilisation training
and mobilisation” and commits an administrative offence under Article 210-1 of the
code of Ukraine on administrative offences; (ii) that administrative detention
followed by delivery of the person to the territorial recruitment and social support
centre are not possible; (iii) handing a person the request from territorial recruitment
and social support centre via postal service; (iv) person fails to fulfil the obligations
under the request.

If the restriction of individual’s' right to drive a vehicle deprives their main legal
source of livelihood, or the individual uses the vehicle in connection with a disability
or dependency of a person with a disability of group I, Il, or a child with a disability,
the court shall also dismiss the claim of the territorial recruitment and social support
centre.

Under Article 283-2 § 11, 12, 13 and 16 of the Code of Administrative
Procedure of Ukraine, the temporary restriction is set for the period until the request
of the territorial recruitment and social support centre is fulfilled or withdrawn. The
court decision must be executed immediately. It can be contested in an appeal
court or the Supreme Court.

The legal framework governing the temporary restriction of individuals’ right to
drive a vehicle during military mobilisation, as well as its application by national
courts, may raise questions regarding its compliance with the European Convention
on Human Rights [3].
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The European Court of Human Rights considers: “The Court has previously
held that proceedings leading to the withdrawal of points from a driving licence
were “criminal” within the meaning of Article 6 of the Convention” [4; 5].

Considering the above, | believe that Article 6 of the European Convention on
Human Rights applies in its criminal limb to cases concerning the temporary
restriction of individuals’ right to drive a vehicle during military mobilisation, as
stipulated in Article 283-2 of the Code of Administrative Procedure of Ukraine.

Under Article 9 § 4 Code of Administrative Procedure of Ukraine, the court shall
take all measures prescribed by law that are necessary to clarify the circumstances
of the case, including the identification and discovery of evidence on its own motion.
In accordance with Article 77 § 4 Code of Administrative Procedure of Ukraine, the
court may invite the parties to provide evidence and collect evidence on its own
motion, except in cases specified in this Code. The code does not contain any
exceptions to collect evidence on the initiative of the court in the cases where
Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights applies in its criminal limb,
including the cases concerning the temporary restriction of individuals’ right to drive
a vehicle during military mobilisation. Under Article 80 § 3 Code of Administrative
Procedure of Ukraine, the court shall issue a decision on the demand for evidence
either on its own motion or upon the request of a party to the case.

The above provisions reflect the principle of officiality (often referred to as
the ex officio principle). The Code of Administrative Procedure of Ukraine does not
prohibit a judge from collecting evidence of its own motion in cases to which the
criminal limb of Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights applies.

The application of the above-mentioned legal framework by national courts may
raise concerns regarding compliance with Article 6 of the European Convention on
Human Rights, as illustrated in the case-law of the European Court of Human
Rights, where the judge, on its own motion, was changing the body of evidence to
the applicant’s disadvantage, introducing new incriminating evidence [6; 7].

In my opinion, if the judge, on its own motion, requests the information and
it serves as evidence to the applicant’s disadvantage and leads the court to impose
a temporary restriction on the individual's right to drive a vehicle during military
mobilisation, this could constitute a violation of Article 6 § 1 of the European
Convention on Human Rights.

The operation of the principle of officiality is determined by the specific nature of
public-law relations, in which the parties, as a rule, possess unequal capacities. In
administrative proceedings, an individual is confronted with a powerful
administrative apparatus, which results in an inherent imbalance in the parties’
initial positions. In order to mitigate this imbalance, the administrative court must
assume an active role in the proceedings, ensuring effective protection of the
individual’s rights. Accordingly, the court is required to take all measures provided
for by law to guarantee that rights violated by public authorities are duly
protected [8, p. 122].
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3axiOHoyKpaiHCbKUl HauioHanbHUU yHieepcumem

FAPMOHI3AL|ISi MPABOBOIO PEIYNIOBAHHA AIANBHOCTI ®IHAHCOBUX
NOCEPEOHUKIB B YKPAIHI BIANOBIOHO OO CTAHOAPTIB
€BPOMNEUCBKOIO COK3Y

[MpaBoBe perynioBaHHA CyCninbHUX BIOAHOCWH Yy cdoepi piHAHCOBUX MOCHyr €
OOHIED 3 BM3HaYanbHUX QYHKUIN OepXaBu Ta HagHauioOHanbHUX YTBOPEHD,
30kpema €sponencbkoro Cotosy. [MpaBoBi HOPMK, LLO BCTAHOBMIOKTbL MPUMKCH,
3ab0poHM YM HagalTb MNOBHOBAXEHHS Cyb6'eéKTaM pPUHKY, CIYrylTb TOfI0OBHUM
IHCTPYMEHTOM BMNOPSAAKYBAHHA (DIHAHCOBMX BIAHOCWMH. Knto4oBOK METOK TaKkoro
peryntoBaHHs Ha piBHi €C € (popMyBaHHA €4MHOIO PiHAHCOBOrO NPOCTOPY, Y AKOMY
3abes3neyvyeTbCa BINbHUM pyx Kanitany, ToBapie, nocnyr i pobo4yoi cunu, a Bcs
Teputopist Coto3y (PyHKLIOHYE SIK iHTErpoBaHa ekoHOMIYHa cuctema [1, c. 23].

HocsrHeHHsA 3a3HavYeHol MeTn noTpebye BUPILLEHHS KiNTbKOX B3aEMOMNOB'A3aHMUX
3aBaaHb. No-nepLue, HeoOXigHe 3anpoBaAKEHHSA EANHUX CTaHAAPTIB ANs y4aCHUKIB
PUHKY diHaHcoBux nocnyr. [lo-gpyre, cnig BupobuTn 3aranbHi  npaBuna
NPOBaMKEHHS IXHBbOI AisAnbHOCTI. [lo-TpeTe, OOUINbHO BCTAHOBUTU BUMOrM 40
(iHaHCOBOI CTIMKOCTI Ta NIKBIAHOCTI HagasadiB nocnyr. Ona peanisauil umux
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