Assoc. Prof. Vladan STANKOVIC'
Faculty of Business Studies and Law, Union-Nikola Tesla University,
Belgrade, Serbia

DOI: 10.5937/bezbednost2601031S
UDK: 343.16:061.1EU
343.163(4-672EU):343.123.1(094.2)
Pregledni nauc¢ni rad

Primljen: 12. 2. 2026. godine

Datum prihvatanja: 13. 3. 2026. godine

Structural Deficiencies of the Hybrid Model
of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office

Abstract: The establishment of the European Public Prosecutor’s Of-
fice (EPPO) in 2017 was accompanied by strong resistance and deep disputes
among the Member States, resulting in numerous compromises regarding the
status of this body. Nevertheless, this marked a significant breakthrough in
the history of European integration, as an autonomous supranational body
was created, specialized in combating criminal offenses directed against the
financial interests of the European Union, and a transition was achieved
from horizontal cooperation in the field of criminal justice to vertical integra-
tion. The EPPO was established on the basis of enhanced cooperation among
Member States (not all Member States participate in its work), which has left
its institutional and operational reach limited. Taking into account the signif-
icant achievements in its work to date (the number of investigations and con-
victions, asset recovery), the EPPO faces numerous challenges arising from
systemic shortcomings of the hybrid model and legal fragmentation. The aim
of this paper is, through an analysis of the normative framework, academic
and professional literature, and reports of EU bodies, to identify the most sig-
nificant structural and functional barriers to the operation of the EPPO. The
combination of factors (the normative framework, constitutional constraints,
fragmentation of law, and the sovereignty of Member States in the field of
criminal justice) that give rise to systemic barriers in the work of the EPPO
may undermine the rule of law as one of the fundamental values of the Euro-
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pean Union and trigger a domino effect of further erosion of the legal system.
The author concludes that, despite the results achieved, the existing hybrid
model of the EPPO will remain permanently unsustainable without substan-
tial changes to the normative framework governing its operation, which today
largely depends on political will.

Keywords: European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO), hybrid model,
legal fragmentation, prosecutorial independence, conflict of jurisdiction, Reg-
ulation (EU) 2017/1939

Introduction

The Lisbon Treaty marked a new chapter for the European Union
in the field of judicial and police cooperation, which became part of the
broader context of the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice. Already es-
tablished EU bodies and agencies (Europol, Eurojust) were significantly
strengthened, while the possibility was also created to complete the crimi-
nal law framework through the establishment of the European Public Pros-
ecutor’s Office (EPPO) (Treaty on European Union, Article 86). According
to some authors, however, this step was more reactive and fragmented than
proactive and systematically designed (Harding & Oberg, 2021). As inte-
gration processes in the European Union largely depend on political will at
a given moment — most often during periods of crisis — negotiations on
the establishment of the EPPO were prolonged, which was caused by deep
differences in the positions of the Member States regarding its future status.
The Member States insisted on retaining the subjective right to punish (ius
puniendi) for criminal offences regulated by national legislation, with the
exception of international criminal law, while practical realities necessi-
tated the establishment of a supranational institution as an imperative, in
line with the achieved level of integration within the European Union.

By Council Regulation (EU) 2017/1939, the European Public Prose-
cutor’s Office was established as the first institution to transcend the previ-
ous model of EU integration, shifting from horizontal to vertical integra-
tion with regard to fraudulent conduct and criminal offences affecting the
financial interests of the European Union. Prior to the establishment of the
EPPO, the only supranational body dealing with investigations of fraudu-
lent activities detrimental to the EU budget was OLAF, with comparatively
modest results. Given its legal nature and competences within the EU’s in-
stitutional framework, OLAF’s powers are predominantly administrative,
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as it does not possess prosecutorial authority (Stankovi¢ & Reko, 2024).
With the establishment of the EPPO, the Union moved from administra-
tive oversight to the full domain of criminal prosecution, empowering it to
investigate, prosecute, and bring before the courts the perpetrators of crim-
inal offences affecting the financial interests of the EU (EPPO Regulation,
Article 4). This step should also be understood as a necessary “spillover”
into other areas, given that the level of economic integration is far more
advanced and that the national borders of the Member States have become
an insurmountable obstacle to the effective protection of the EU’s financial
interests.

According to the EPPO activity reports for 2023 and 2024, as well as
individual press releases on specific investigations, the EPPO’s “two-tier”
concept has confirmed the rationale for establishing such a supranational
criminal prosecution body through demonstrable practical effectiveness.
During the negotiations on the establishment of the EPPO, it was as-
sumed that the Office’s specific focus on a limited number of criminal of-
fences would not, in practice, require the mobilization of extensive human
and material resources, and that it concerned a relatively small number
of fraudulent activities affecting the EU’s financial interests. However, as
stated by the European Chief Prosecutor, Laura Kovesi, after three years
of the EPPO’s operation it became apparent that a “new area of criminal
activity has been uncovered” and that there had “always been more crim-
inal offences affecting the financial interests of the European Union than
was known to the public” (EPPO Annual Report, 2024). The large number
of investigations conducted, the gathering of evidence, the necessity of co-
ordination with national authorities, and the issuance of judgments have
revealed the existence of certain problems that are not merely technical
in nature, but are also caused by the very institutional organization of the
EPPO. In this context, procedural rules encompass the investigation of cir-
cumstances indicating the existence of a criminal offense or perpetrator,
through a system of measures and detection actions using formal and in-
formal procedures (Otasevic et al., 2021).

The aim of this paper is not to challenge the existence of such a su-
pranational body within the EU, but rather to, through an analysis of aca-
demic and professional literature as well as the normative framework gov-
erning the operation of the EPPO, point out certain structural and func-
tional barriers.
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Legal nature and position
of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office

The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) explic-
itly provides that a European Public Prosecutor’s Office may be established
from Eurojust in order to combat criminal offences affecting the financial
interests of the European Union, and it envisages the possibility for the
European Council to extend the EPPO’s competence to other criminal of-
fences with a cross-border dimension (TFEU, Article 86). Although the na-
tional legislations of the EU Member States have defined offences affecting
the EU’s financial interests as specific criminal offences, it has rightly been
observed that national criminal prosecution authorities have not attached
sufficient importance to them and have investigated and initiated criminal
proceedings for such offences to an inadequate extent (EPPO Regulation).
In practice, this provision has not been fully realized, as the EPPO was es-
tablished on the basis of enhanced cooperation among 22 Member States
(Poland and Sweden joined somewhat later, while Hungary, Denmark,
and Ireland did not), due to the opposition of certain states based on con-
cerns about the EPPO’s impact on sovereignty (Ligeti & Marletta, 2016).
By Council Regulation (EU) 2017/1939, the European Public Prosecutor’s
Office was established in 2017 with the aim of combating offences affecting
the EU’s financial interests. The EPPO’s operation is based on synchronized
action between the central level, headquartered in Luxembourg, and the
decentralized level, located within the Member States, with the underlying
idea of preserving the procedural autonomy of the Member States on the
one hand, and meeting the functional needs of the European Union on the
other (Ligeti, 2020).

The organizational structure at the central level consists of a complex
framework comprising the European Chief Prosecutor, European Prosecu-
tors (seconded from the participating Member States), an Administrative
Director, and supporting staff. Delegated European Prosecutors operate
within the Member States; they formally belong to national prosecution
services, yet their activities are directed toward the interests of the Union
and they act on the instructions of the EPPO when handling cases falling
within the EPPO’s competence (Bugarski & Pisari¢, 2019). This dual posi-
tion of Delegated European Prosecutors represents one of the key elements
of the EPPO’s hybrid model, which is at the same time normatively innova-
tive and institutionally controversial (Wade, 2021).
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With regard to procedural rules, the Regulation does not derogate
from national procedural law and does not contain provisions on the ex-
istence of a single European criminal procedure; instead, it establishes a
mechanism whereby perpetrators of criminal offences are prosecuted at
the supranational level while relying on national procedural rules. Com-
pared to existing federal systems, the EPPO constitutes a specific sui ge-
neris form of organization: it is neither a federal prosecution service nor
an international criminal forum. The EPPO combines elements of an in-
ternational model (lacking its own executive enforcement capacities) with
elements of a federal model that possesses its own procedural instruments
(Diez & Herlin-Karnell, 2018).

The European Public Prosecutor’s Office between supranational
jurisdiction and national limitations

The primary cause of the structural limitations faced by the European
Public Prosecutor’s Office lies in the specific nature of the EU’s institutional
mechanism in the field of criminal law. Namely, the European Union does
not possess an original constitutional competence to punish (ius puniendi),
such as those existing in unitary states or classical federal systems, since
the normative domain of criminal law policy remains firmly tied to the
national sovereignty of the Member States. Although the concept of sover-
eignty in this context should not be understood in absolute terms—given
that its content has evolved over time in line with the development of inter-
national cooperation and integration processes (Stani¢, 2021) — the result-
ing hybrid model of the EPPO generates a series of structural shortcomings
that directly affect its effectiveness.

One of the key deficiencies is reflected in the so-called “double-hat”
status of the European Delegated Prosecutors (EDPs). Under the EPPO
Regulation, they act on behalf of the EPPO in specific investigations and
are functionally accountable to the European Chief Prosecutor, while at the
same time remaining institutionally and employment-wise integrated into
the national judicial system. Such a position creates the risk of potential
pressure from national authorities, particularly those responsible for de-
ciding on the prosecutor’s career advancement after the expiration of their
EPPO mandate. The lack of procedural guarantees that an individual will
retain the same status or advance within the national hierarchy after the

BE3BEJHOCT 1/2026 35



Structural Deficiencies of the Hybrid Model of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office

end of the mandate gives rise to problems of career insecurity and the so-
called “return problem”.

An additional complication is introduced by Article 13 of the Reg-
ulation, which allows a European Delegated Prosecutor to simultaneously
perform the function of a national prosecutor, provided that this does not
interfere with their obligations toward the EPPO. This solution introduces
a legally indeterminate category, as in practice it is difficult to precisely
determine which scope of national cases does “not interfere” with work on
European cases, thereby opening space for excessive workload and con-
flicts of priorities.

Finally, a further problem that the EPPO encounters in practice,
caused by the fragmentation of the legal framework, is the de facto lack
of uniformity in the normative conditions under which EDPs operate in
different Member States. Given the existence of multiple sovereignties, un-
even economic development, differing levels of material resources available
to prosecution services, as well as divergences in the number of available
financial forensic experts and specialists, operational asymmetry emerges.
This may result in a situation where, hypothetically, an identical case in one
Member State would be prosecuted efficiently, while in another it would
remain undiscovered or inadequately investigated.

Procedural fragmentation and challenges of applying national law in
the work of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office

The application of national procedural rules poses a significant chal-
lenge for the work of the centralised level of the European Public Prosecu-
tor’s Office, as it requires simultaneous and detailed knowledge of the spec-
ificities of all the legal systems of the Member States. The situation is fur-
ther complicated in cases involving foreign elements (cross-border crimi-
nal activities). Divergence of national regulations in cases involving two or
more States may lead to different outcomes of the proceedings, depending
on which State the EPPO decides to establish jurisdiction in. Consequently,
the final outcome of the proceedings is characterised by legal inequality,
given that the level of the sentence imposed, as well as the scope of proce-
dural guarantees for the defence, depend on the national legislation of the
State in which the proceedings are conducted, and not on uniform Union
standards. This structural possibility of forum selection leads to what Mit-
silegas calls an “inequality of arms”, emphasizing that the supranational

36 BE3BEJHOCT 1/2026



IMPEIJIENHV HAYYHN PAJT

prosecutor’s reliance on national procedural rules creates legal uncertainty
and fragmentation of the single EU legal space, where the level of protec-
tion of the rights of the defence varies from state to state (Mitsilegas, 2021).

The implementation of single investigations by the EPPO under dif-
ferent national rules also results in operational differences in the applica-
tion of procedural instruments. Although the normative framework of the
EPPO obliges Member States to establish a mechanism that enables Euro-
pean Delegated Prosecutors to order or request certain investigative mea-
sures, if not in full capacity, at least for those criminal offences for which a
minimum prison sentence of at least four years is provided, the conditions
for the use of these powers are not very clearly defined and by their nature
represent a “grey area”.

When we talk about search powers, we distinguish between coun-
tries where the prosecutor independently issues a search warrant and those
where the warrant is issued by the judge for the preliminary proceedings
(investigating judge) within the time limit prescribed by law, which creates
unequal efficiency within the same body, with different implications for
EU citizens who are searched, even though they are de lege prosecuted by
a prosecutor from Luxembourg. The complexity of searches is particularly
evident in cases with a cross-border element, as the judge in the country
where the proceedings are conducted does not have the right to issue a
search warrant in another country, while the judge acting abroad often acts
automatically without a comprehensive view of the case file, which seri-
ously undermines the rule of law and the right to review the legality of acts
(Tavassi, 2024).

Additionally, the basis for the application of special evidentiary ac-
tions (secret surveillance) is uneven; in some countries, their scope is lim-
ited exclusively for the most serious crimes (e.g. terrorism), which makes
the rules inapplicable for investigations under the jurisdiction of the
EPPO. The unequal application of the rules of secret surveillance condi-
tions the unequal efficiency and outcome of the procedure. When it comes
to cross-border investigations, the normative framework arranged in this
way leaves the possibility for the EPPO to direct its investigations to those
countries with lower criteria for their approval, but at the same time it pro-
vides the possibility for criminal groups to operate in those countries that
have set a higher threshold for its application.

Furthermore, the collection and exchange of evidence are hampered
by different privacy standards and admissibility criteria before national
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courts. Although the normative framework of the EPPO establishes a gen-
eral rule on the admissibility of evidence from another country, it never-
theless leaves sufficient scope for the court to freely assess the evidence
(EPPO Regulation, Article 37). This leaves sufficient scope for the exclu-
sion of evidence by the national court, a position shared by Mazza, who in
his analysis points out that the “laconic regulation” of evidence in the Reg-
ulation fails to override the application of national law, thus maintaining
legal uncertainty regarding the admissibility of evidence in cross-border
proceedings (Mazza, 2024).

Furthermore, the conditions for the temporary seizure of assets per-
haps most clearly reflect the differences in national laws; while in some
countries the prosecutor has the authority to freeze assets immediately due
to urgency, in others this is the exclusive jurisdiction of the court, subject
to the provision of solid evidence. In concrete terms, this allows a group
or individual operating across borders to localize their financial assets in
those countries where the freezing conditions are stricter, thus providing
them with a system of rapid action and new allocations if freezing proceed-
ings are initiated. A certain group of authors criticizes the complexity of the
asset freezing procedure, risking the destruction of evidence and the con-
fiscation of assets, undermining the effectiveness of the EPPO. Thus, Dorel
Herinean and others, from a prosecutorial perspective, believe that the role
of the EPPO would be reduced to a mere formality if the rapid freezing of
assets was not enabled (Herinean, 2024). Another group of authors explains
that the existing non-harmonized legal framework is characterized by the
absence of an adequate system for reviewing the legality of asset freezing
decisions, that national regulations do not provide sufficient guarantees
against intrusion into the suspect’s private sphere (Tavassi, 2024), and that
investigative actions must be fully in accordance with the EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights (Salazar, 2024). Certain gaps in national systems and
their unification are expected with the implementation of Directive (EU)
2024/1260 on the recovery and confiscation of assets, the full implementa-
tion of which will be carried out by the end of November 2026.

The application of different procedural rules in the Member States,
conditioned by the hybrid structure of the EPPO, leads to the fact that the
rules and outcome of the procedure, as well as the degree of protection of
the accused, depend on the geographical location, and not on the gravity
of the offence, which poses a serious threat to the rule of law in such a
fragmented European area. A single normative regulation of the work of
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a supranational body that relies on fragmented national procedural rules
generally generates systemic inequality in a single European legal area. Al-
though the Regulation itself attempted, in a rather “shy” way, to unify the
minimum standards of investigative and other measures that would en-
able the EPPO to work effectively, especially in cross-border investigations,
in practice there was almost no deviation from the national normative
framework.

Independence of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office
and political pressures

The hybrid structure of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office
(EPPO), as a model for organizing supranational action through national
resources, does not stem from a primary doctrinal belief in the effective-
ness of such a solution. It is primarily a consequence of the political com-
promise of the Member States and their unwillingness to delegate sover-
eignty to a supranational body (Stankovi¢ & Otasevi¢, 2024). Contrary to
the original proposal that envisaged a centralized and strictly hierarchical
structure, the EPPO was established by the founding act as a collegial and
decentralized body. In this process, operational speed and efficiency par-
tially gave way to the protection of the sovereign rights of the Member
States through the strengthening of their legal and political control mech-
anisms. States, although aware of the risk of harm to financial interests in
areas financed by the EU (agriculture, regional development, social policy,
etc.), have failed to establish a criminal justice system of protection that,
in the author’s opinion, would necessarily have to accompany policy areas
that have reached a higher level of integration: investigations, indictments
and sentencing can be legally and politically controlled and directed by
national authorities.

Although the strategic intention of the legislator, expressed through
the normative framework, defined the EPPO as an independent body, the
Regulation in functional terms contains a number of provisions that allow
for the return of state control, especially in politically sensitive cases. Given
that the protection of the EU’s financial interests is inseparable from related
criminal offences under national law (such as forgery of documents, abuse
of office, money laundering or tax fraud), the key issue remains the precise
demarcation of jurisdiction between “European” and “national” crime. The
Regulation resolves this issue with a seemingly simple criterion: the na-
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tional authority retains jurisdiction if the damage caused to the national
budget is greater than the damage caused to the EU budget, or if the related
criminal offence is punishable by a more severe penalty under national law
(Article 25 of the EPPO Regulation).

In relation to other institutions and bodies of the Member States and
the European Union, the EPPO is conceived as an independent prosecuto-
rial body resistant to any external influence; European and delegated pros-
ecutors may not receive or seek instructions from anyone or any institution
outside the EPPO system. The independence of the EPPO can be critically
observed through the system of election of European Prosecutors and Eu-
ropean Delegated Prosecutors, as well as through the fact that the judge
acting in a specific case is an integral part of the national judiciary. The
states retain direct insight into the work of the institution: the procedure
for proposing candidates for European and delegated prosecutors is the
exclusive competence of the Member States, which opens up space for the
nomination of politically suitable personnel and indirect influence on the
work of the body (according to Articles 16 and 17 of the EPPO Regulation).

As some authors rightly note, the hybrid selection model under Ar-
ticles 16 and 17 of the Regulation creates the risk of the so-called “insti-
tutional capture”, where national filters can undermine the operational
autonomy of the EPPO upon nominating candidates, turning formal inde-
pendence into functional dependence on national power structures (Bacan
Zalinschi, 2021). Although conceived as an independent body, resistant to
pressure from either national or EU institutions, practice has shown that
the complexity of the EPPO prosecutor selection process can cause ob-
struction in its work. Thus, in Slovenia, the selection of delegated prose-
cutors lasted for several months and was marked by legal and political dis-
putes, and the method of selecting prosecutors itself was characterized as a
serious interference in the judiciary, the rule of law and the independence
of the prosecutor’s office (Rep, 2021).

Political influence on the selection of European prosecutors has also
occurred in other countries, such as Bulgaria and Belgium, but a case in
Portugal has attracted much more public attention due to the irregularities
of the selection process. Namely, the biography of one of the nominated
candidates contained information that was not true, which was later jus-
tified by the Portuguese Government as an administrative error. The na-
tional selection of European and delegated prosecutors, along with the dis-
regard for basic principles in the selection process, calls into question the
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independence and impartiality of prosecutors and their influence on their
work by the executive or other authorities in the member state. In theory,
this is explained by the fact that the selection of, for example, a Portuguese
prosecutor could be accompanied by a smaller number of investigations or
by the targeting of investigations for certain cases of corruption and fraud,
turning formal independence into functional dependence on national
power structures (Bacan Zalinschi, 2021).

However, despite political resistance, the European integration pro-
cess has managed to undermine the concept of absolute sovereignty of
states in this area, giving a supranational body the authority to initiate pro-
ceedings and order the deprivation of liberty of citizens of sovereign states.
The European Public Prosecutor’s Office was established on the principle
of enhanced cooperation of 22 EU member states; in 2024, Sweden and
Poland joined, which at the time of writing had not fully implemented the
EPPO mechanism. Of the EU member states, Denmark, Hungary and Ire-
land are still outside the reach of the EPPO, which indicates that sover-
eignty continues to be an obstacle to the full implementation of the EPPO
even when it comes to protecting the financial assets of Union citizens,
because if the EU cannot freeze assets in Hungary, Ireland or Denmark,
there is no point in cross-border investigations due to mobility and more
sophisticated methods of fraud, most often by organized criminal groups.
The incomplete territorial jurisdiction of the EPPO in the prosecution of
cross-border crimes leads to the fact that criminal activities mostly end in
those states that are not members of the EPPO system, so in such circum-
stances the EPPO relies on instruments of interstate legal assistance, which
is why there is a risk of loss of evidence and a longer investigation period.
This issue and the problems associated with it are not only of a functional
nature, but also a clear position of non-participants in the EPPO system
that the transfer of criminal prosecution jurisdiction to a supranational
level is unacceptable, so the issue of sovereignty is imposed as a central
issue (Cvorovi¢, 2022).

These problems are not of an operational nature, but rather reflect
the political resistance of certain Member States to the transfer of jurisdic-
tion in the field of criminal prosecution and the acceptance of an indepen-
dent supranational prosecution, thus imposing the issue of sovereignty as a
central structural barrier in the work of the EPPO.
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Conclusion

The European Public Prosecutor’s Office represents a qualitatively
new integration model within the legal order of the European Union, and
its establishment marked a turning point in the development of EU crim-
inal justice. It emerged as an instrument for the protection of values in
those areas in which the Union has reached the highest level of economic
integration.

Although the EPPO has recorded significant statistical results, par-
ticularly with regard to asset recovery, in practice it faces concrete prob-
lems arising from structural deficiencies. These deficiencies are a direct
consequence of the institutional framework, which emerged as a political
compromise between the functional need for effective protection of the
EU’s financial interests and the Member States” aspiration to preserve na-
tional sovereignty.

The key criticisms advanced in this paper — relating to the hybrid
legal nature of the EPPO, the tension between supranational competences
and national constraints, procedural fragmentation, and issues of indepen-
dence — point to the risk of long-term institutional exhaustion and legal
uncertainty. In this sense, the EPPO is positioned as a form of organization
situated between international cooperation and full judicial integration,
without a clearly defined final status.

Given that the European Union builds its integration processes
within real political circumstances, the hybrid model of the EPPO rep-
resents a product of such a historical process and was established as a prag-
matic solution. However, this pragmatism has in practice resulted in legal
uncertainty, as the reliance of a supranational prosecutor on fragmented
national procedural rules directly affects the outcome of proceedings. This
leads to the paradox that, in proceedings before the EPPO, the decisive
factor is often related to where the proceedings are conducted, rather than
which offence is at issue.

Accordingly, in light of the long-term process of European integra-
tion, the EPPO may be viewed in two ways: either as a transitional form to-
ward a higher level of integration, or as the upper limit of currently achiev-
able integration. We take the view that the EPPO emerged as a necessity at
a given political moment, and that its current hybrid structure represents
only a phase in an evolutionary process toward more comprehensive su-
pranational criminal prosecution.
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In conclusion, it may be stated that the EPPO has justified the pur-
pose of its existence through the results achieved and that its future trans-
formation is not only desirable, but necessary. Two key preconditions must
be fulfilled for the EPPO to evolve from its current hybrid model into a
more integrated form: (1) the establishment of uniform procedural rules
(or a significantly higher degree of harmonization) for criminal offences
within the EPPO’s competence, and (2) the willingness of the Member
States to relinquish an additional part of their sovereignty in the field of
criminal justice in favor of the European Union.
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CTpyKTypHH HeOCTalM XMOPUTHOT MOfeIa
EBponckor jaBHOT Ty>KMTalITBa

Ancmpaxm: Ocnusawe Esponckoe jasHoe mymunawmea (Eu-
ropean Public Prosecutor’s Office — EPPO) 2017. eo0une 6uno je npahero
CHAXCHUM OMNOPOM U 0YO6oKum cnoposuma mehy Opiasama unaHuyama,
Wmo je pesynmupanc OpojHUM KOMNPOMUCUMA Y 6e3U Ca CHAamycom
0802 op2ana. Vnax, mume je HauurbeH 3HA4AjaH UCKOPAK Y UCMOPUjU
e6PONCKUX UHMezpauuja, PoPMUPAHo je camocmanto HAOHAUUOHATIHO
mesno, CNeUUjanu3o06aHo 3a cy3bujarve KPUSUHHUX 0eld YcMepPeHUX NPOMUe
punancujckux unmepeca Eeponcke yHuje, u ocmeapen je npenazax ca
X0pu3oHmante capaore y 061acmu kpusuuHoz npasocyha Ha eepmuxany
unmeezpayujy. EIIIIO je ocHosax no npunyuny nojauate capaore opiasa
unanuya (y rwez080M pady He yuecmayjy cée Opicase unaHuue), na cy
He2068U UHCMUMYUUOHATIHU U ONeparmueHiy 00Memu 0CManu 02parHuveHu.
Vaumajyhu y 063up 3uauajue ycnexe y docadauirvem paoy (6poj ucmpaea
u ocyhyjyhux npecyoa, nospam umosune), EIIIIO ce cyouasa ca 6pojrum
U3A306UMA YCTI0B/bEHUM CUCIEMCKUM HeOOCMAauuma XubpuoHoz mooena
u npasHe @paemenmayuje. Llum o060z pada jecme 0a ce aHAnUIOM
HOPMAMUBHO2 OKBUPA, HAy4uHe U CMpPYuHe Aumepamype u usseuimaja
mena EY ykasce na najsnauajnuje cmpykmypHe u pyHxuyuonante éapujepe
y pady EIITIO. Kombunayuja ¢paxmopa (HopmamueHoz 0KeUupa, ycmasHux
ozpanuverba, ppazmeHmayije npasa u cysepeHumema opxasa YIAHUUA
y obnacmu KpusuuHoz npasocyha) Koju y3pokyjy cucmemcke 6apujepe
Yy pady 060z opzana moxce yepo3umu 671a0asuHy npasa Kao jeoHy oo me-
memHUux eépeoHocmu Eeponcke yHuje u uzaseamu 0omuHo-edexam oase
eposuje npasHoz cucmema. Aymop 3axmwyuyje oa he, ynpkoc ocmeaperum
pesynmamuma, nocmojehu xubpuonu mooen EIITIO mpajHo ocmamu
HeoOpHUB 6e3 CYWMUHCKUX NPOMEeHA HOPMAMUBHOZ OK8UPA 0e106atba, a
KOju 0aHac yMHO20Me 3a8UCU 00 NONIUMUYKE BOTbE.

Kmwyune peuu: Esponcko jasno mymunawmeo (EIIIIO), xubpu-
OHU MOOes, NpasHa ppasmeHmanija, He3asuUcCHOCH MyHUraummaea, cykoo
HaonexcHocmu, Ypeo6a (EY) 217/1939.

46 BE3BEJHOCT 1/2026



