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3aMOJIBUTEC CJIOBO

Yacte 7 crathu 251 IpaxkmaHckoro rpoleccyaibHoro kogekca Poccuiickoit Denepaunu
npeaycMaTpuBaja, 4To rmojayda 3asBjieHus 00 ocrmaprMBaHUM HOPMATUBHOIO IPABOBOTO aKTa B
Cyl He TIPUOCTAaHABIMBACT ACHCTBUE OCIIapMBaeMOT0 HOPMATUBHOIO MPaBOBOro akta. MyHK-
LIMOHAJIbHBIN aHAJIM3 JAHHOW HOPMBI IPUBOIMII CYIbI K BBIBOAY O TOM, UTO NIpUMEHEHUE obe-
CIICYUTEIBHBIX Mep 3aKOHOIATEIbCTBOM He IIpeaycMoTpeHo. [Tpuasatue Konekca ammuHumcTpa-
TUBHOTO Cyaonpou3BoacTBa Poccuiickoit Menepalini MOBISKIO HE TAK MHOTO CYILIECTBEHHBIX
M3MEHEHUI B PeryJiIMpoBaHUM, HO OJHUM U3 TaKUX HEMHOTOYMCIEHHBIX U3MEHEHUI ObLIO
MpeoCTaBIeHUE CylaM TTOJTHOMOYMSI TPUHUMATD 10 aIMUHUCTPATUBHOMY MCKY 00 ocriapuBa-
HUU HOPMATUBHOTO MPABOBOI0 aKTa €AMHCTBEHHYIO MepY MPeABaAPUTEIbHOM 3aLIATH — 3aIIPET
MPUMEHEHUs OCITapUBAEMOI0 HOPMATUBHOTO MPABOBOrO akKTa MM €ro OCHapyuBaeMbIX I10JIO-
JKEHUI B OTHOLIEHUM afMUHUCTPATUBHOrO mctia. CIycTs mo4TH 6 JIeT MPUILIIO BpeMs JaTh
OLIEHKY TOMY, KaK MepbI TIPeIBAPUTETbHOM 3aIIMTHI MO AeJiaM 00 OCITapuBaHUU HOPMAaTHUBHBIX
MPAaBOBBIX AKTOB pabOTAIOT Ha MPAKTUKE.

KiioueBbie cjioBa: Mepbl MpeaBapuUTeNbHON 3alIUTHI 0 AejiaM 00 ocrapyBaHUM HOpMa-
TUBHBIX TTPABOBBIX aKTOB, 3aIlpeT NMPUMEHEHUs OCIIaprMBaeMOro HOPMAaTHBHOIO TPaBOBOTO
aKTa UM ero OCIapUBAEMBIX MMOJOXEHUI B OTHOLIEHUM agMUHUCTPATUBHOIO MUCTLA, OCHO-
BaHUS MIPUMEHEHUSI Mep TMpeABapUTEIbHOI 3allUThI, CyAeOHbIE HOPMOKOHTPOJIb, (hopmyia
Jleitbcnopda — Ilo3Hepa.
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Atrticle 251, section 7 of the Code of Civil Procedure of the Russian Federation specified,
that filing of an application to challenge a normative legal act before the court does not suspend
the challenged normative legal act. A functional analysis of the aforementioned norm brought the
courts to the conclusion that interim measures were not provided for by law. Although an adoption
of the Code of Administrative Court Procedure of the Russian Federation was not followed by
any considerable changes to the regulation, one of the changes that occurred enabled the courts
to take a single provisional protection measure regarding the administrative action to challenge
a normative legal act — namely, to ban the application of a challenged normative legal act or its
challenged provisions against an administrative plaintiff. Now, almost 6 years later, the time has

come to evaluate how provisional protection measures in cases involving challenging normative
legal acts work in practice.
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