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HOUeHT Kachenpel npasa O HeoOXoIMMOCTU YHUPU KA

NCUX0Norun n neaarornkn

YNbIHOBCKOr0 rocyaapCTBeHHOro HOpM I/IHCTI/ITyTa J'II/IH, y‘qaCTBy}OH—[I/IX

arpapHoro yHMBepcuTeTa

22"$EM”HQ+A@§JZE':'§C”K”& e B JieJie, B IPOLeCCyaIbHbIX OTPACIISIX
_— POCCUICKOTO ITpaBa

B crarbe naercst cpaBHUTENIbHAS XapaKTepUCTUKAa UHCTUTYTA JIML, YYaCTBYIOLIUX B A€Je, TPeX
oTpacJjieil pOCCHIICKOTO TIpaBa; TPaxkIaHCKOTO MPOLIECCYyalbHOT0, apOUTPaskHOTO TIPOLIECCYyaTbHO-
ro ¥ aIMUHUCTPATUBHOTO TMPOLIECCYaIbHOTO TpaBa. Hanbosbliiee cXo1cTBO MHCTUTYTOB HAOIIIO-
naercs B [paxkmaHCcKoM mpolieccyanbHoM Konekee Poccuiickoit ®eneparvu (nanee — I'TIK PD) u
ApOuTpaxkHOM TpolieccyaibHoM Koaekce Poccuiickoit denepanuu (nanee — ATTK P®D). OnHako
Hu B ['TIK P®, Hn B AIIK P® cpenu nuil, y9acTByIOIIMX B Jiejie, He TOMMEHOBAHbBI B3BICKATEIh
1 JOJDKHMK TI0 AeJiaM O Bbljaue cyaeOHoro nmpukasa. Cogepxxanue HopM Kopekca amMUHMCTpa-
THBHOTIO cynorpousBoactsa Poccuiickoit @enepaunu (nanee — KAC P®), Ha nepBblii B3I,
MO3BOJISIET C/IE/IaTh BBIBOJL O BIIOJIHE JIOTHYHOM U cormacoBaHHOM ¢ I'TIK P® u AITK P® perennn
BOITPOCA O COCTAaBe JIMII, YYaCTBYIOLIUX B fiesie. OqHaKo aHaJIM3 HOPM YKa3aHHOTO MHCTUTYTA B paM-
kax KAC P® npuBomut K 06paTHOMY pe3yJibTaTy: aBTOpP CUMTAET HEMPABUIbHBIM YIOTpebaeHUE
TEPMUHOB «CTOPOHBI», «HACTEIl», «<OTBETUYMK» B OTHOIIEHUN YYACTHUKOB CYJOTPOU3BOJICTBA MPHU
PacCMOTPEHUM «ITyOJUIHBIX es1». JlaHa olleHKa MHCTUTYTA JIMLI, YJaCTBYIOIIUX B AeJe, 10 AejaM
00 aIMUHUCTPATUBHBIX TTPABOHAPYILIEHUSIX.

KiioueBble cjioBa: yiviia, yyacTBylolye B jene; [pakmaaHCKuii mpolieccyalbHblil Konekce Poc-
cuiickoit Denepaniu; ApOUTPaKHBIN MpolieccyanbHbIi Koneke Poccuiickoit @enepanuu; Komekc
aJIMMHUCTPATUBHOTO cynonpousBonacTBa Poccuiickoit ®enepanmu; Kogekc 06 amMUHUCTPATHB-
HBIX TipaBoHapyieHnsx Poccuiickoit @eneparn; yHUGDUKAIINS.
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The article provides a comparative characteristic of the institution of persons participating in the case, three branches of
Russian law: civil procedural, arbitration procedural and administrative procedural law. The greatest similarity of institutions
is observed in the RF CPC and RF APC. However, neither in the Code of Civil Procedure of the Russian Federation, nor in the
Arbitration Procedure Code of the Russian Federation, among the persons participating in the case, the recoverer and the
debtor in cases on the issuance of a court order are not named. The content of the norms of the CAS RF, at first glance, allows
us to conclude that the decision on the composition of persons participating in the case is quite logical and agreed with the
Code of Civil Procedure of the Russian Federation and the Arbitration Procedure Code of the Russian Federation. However,
the analysis of the norms of this institution within the framework of the CAS RF leads to the opposite result: the author
considers it incorrect to use the terms “parties”, “plaintiff”, “defendant” in relation to participants in legal proceedings when
considering “public cases”. An assessment of the institution of persons participating in the case in cases of administrative
offenses is given.
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