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B cTatbe paccmatpuBatoTcs noHsTME U GOPMbI 3a4eTa; OIHOCTOPOHHSS CAeNka 3a4yeTa, Cornallenne 0 npekpa-
LEHNN BCTPEYHBIX 0053aTENbCTB, MMKBUAALMOHHBIA HETTUHI N0 (GUHAHCOBBIM CAENKaM, CalbaMPOBaHNe 0053aTeNbCTB,
BO3HUKAIOLUMX M3 Pa3NyHbIX OrOBOPOB. ABTOP NPOBOAMT 1CCe0BaHe CyneGHOI NPakTKK N0 0CnapyUBaHuIio 3ayeta
B BaHKPOTCTBE C yyeToM onpeaeneruit Cyne6HON konnernn no akoHomuyeckum cnopam BepxosHoro Cypa Poccuiickoii
®epnepauyn B 2018-2019 rogax. Ha 0CHOBaHMM NPOBEAEHHOTO UCCNEA0BAHNS W aHanu3a CyaeOHbIX akTOB aBTop Gop-
MY/IMPYET OCHOBHbIE YCNOBMS, MPU KOTOPbIX [IONYCKAETCS COBEPLLIEHIE CaNbAMPOBaHNS Npu BAHKPOTCTBE KOHTPAreHTa.
Takxe aBTOPOM BbleneHbl noaxoasl Bepxosroro Cyaa Poccuiickoit Deaepatymm npy paccMOTPEHUM Takux 060COBAEHHbIX
CMOPOB, KOTOPbIE TPEBYIOT GOPMYNMPOBAHNS AOMONHUTENbHBIX PA3bSCHEHNI BbICLLEN CYAeGHON MHCTAHLMN HKECTOALLAM
Cy[iaM, @ BO3MOXHO, 1 TOYeYHbIX u3MeHeHni GenepanbHoro 3akona ot 26 oktabps 2002 r. N2 127-03 «O HecocTosTeNb-
HOCTM (BaHKPOTCTBE)»* B YaCTW ONPEASNEHNsS 04EPEHOCTY NNaTeXeN.

KniouyeBbie cnoBa: 3ayeT, HETTUHN, CanbAMPOBaH1e, OCMApUBAHUE CAENOK, HECOCTOTENHOCTb, GAHKPOTCTBO,
cynebHas npakTuka.
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The article deals with the concept and forms of set-off: a unilateral set-off transaction, an agreement on termination of
cross obligations, close-out netting for financial transactions, and balancing of obligations arising from different agreements.
The author analyzes court practice on challenging set-off in bankruptcy based on the rulings passed of by the Judicial Board
for Economic Disputes of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation in 2018-2019. As a result of conducted research and
analysis of judicial acts, the author formulates main conditions under which it is allowed to make set-off in bankruptcy of a
counterparty. The author also defines those approaches of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation when considering
such separate disputes, which should be treated as a ground for formulating additional explanations of the higher court to lower
courts, and probably for making changes to the Federal Law On insolvency (bankruptcy) in relation to rotation of creditors.
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