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20 nexabpst 2019 r. BepxoBHbiit cyn HunepiaHaoB mocTaBul TOUKY B MHOTOJIETHEM CIIOpPE MEXIY
HEIMPaBUTEJIbCTBEHHON 3KOJOIMYeCKON opraHusamnueii — (OHIOM «YpreHaa» U IpaBUTEIbCTBOM.
Cyn ycTaHOBWII, UTO IIPaBUTEIBCTBO HE MCIIOJHUIIO CBOM MEXIYHAPOIHO-IIPABOBBIE 0053aTeIbCTBA 10
0opb0e ¢ U3MEHEHNEM KJIMMaTa, a TAaKKe YTO COKpallleHrne 00beMa BEIOPOCOB MaPHUKOBBIX Ta30B TODKHO
ObITH AoBeneHO 10 25% k 2020 . mo cpaBHeHMIo ¢ 1990 1. PellieHue ¢Tajg0 OAHUM U3 IIEPBBIX TPOMKHUX
«KJIMMATUIECKMX IeJT», CIIPOBOLIMPOBABIINX MHOXECTBO aHAJIOTMUHBIX WJIM CXOXKKMX UCKOB IT0 BCEMY MUPY
ot EBpomnnl no JlatuHckoit AMepuku. Bmecte ¢ TeM aprymeHTalust BepxoBHoro cyna HebOe3yIpeuHa, a
MIpUBEIEHHBIE OJIOKM apTYMEHTOB OCTAaBJISIOT OOJIbIIIOE KOJIMYECTBO BOIIPOCOB, TJIaBHBIM M3 KOTOPHIX
SIBJISIETCSI BOITPOC O IIpeeiax BMEIIaTeIbCTBa CyIeOHOI BIACTH B 9KOJIOTHYECKYIO IIOJIUTUKY TOCYIapCTBa,
KOTOpast TPaIUIIMOHHO OTHOCHIIACH K c(pepe OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3aKOHOMATEJIbHOI 1 MCIIOJHUTEIbHOMI
BETBEI BJIaCTH. PaccMOTpeHMIO 3TOTO BOIIPOCa M MOCBSIIEHO HACTosIIIee UccienoBanme. [lepBast yacthb
CTaThM COCTOUT U3 ABYX naparpacdosb. [1epBblil BBOIHBII MTaparpad MocBsIIeH paCCMOTPEHUIO aKTyallb-
HOCTU 3asIBJICHHOI TeMbl McciaenoBaHusl. BTopoil maparpad moapoOHO aHaIM3UpYyeT ITOCTaHOBICHUE
BepxoBHoro cyna HuaepinaHaoB Mo KIMMATAUYECKOMY JeJy «YPreH Ibl».

KmoueBbie cioBa: pasnencHue Biacreii, Konctutyunonnsiii Cyn Poccuiickoit @enepannu, Bepxos-
HbIl cyn HunepnaHmoB, M3MeHEHUE KJIMMAaTa, KIIMMAaTUUECKUE CITOPHI, SKOJIOTHSI.

Dmitry KUZNETSOV. Urgenda Case: The Problem of Separation of Powers within the Context
of Implementation of State Ecologic Obligations. (Part I)

On 20 December 2019 the Supreme Court of the Netherlands completed a many-years dispute between a
non-governmental ecological organisation Urgenda Stiftung and the Government. The Court found that the
latter has failed to implement its international obligation in respect of fight against climate change and that the
reduction of greenhouse gas emission by the end of 2020 shall not be less than 25% in comparison to 1990. The
decision became one of the first celebrated “climate cases” causing a range of similar claims around the globe
from Europe to Latin America. However, the reasoning of the Supreme Court is open to objection and the argu-
ments of the Court leave a lot of questions, the most important of them is the issue of limits of interference of
the judiciary to the ecological policy of the state, while the latter has always been a domain of the legislative and
executive branches of government. This question is the main focus of the research. The first part of the Article
consists of two paragraphs. The first introductory paragraph is devoted to the description of significance of the
topic. The second paragraph in a detail analyses the Judgement of the Supreme Court of the Netherlands on
the climate case “Urgenda”.
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