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ABSTRACT

The article examines the functioning of the modern customs regulatory
environment for the EU Member States, which is composed of three levels of sources:
international legal instruments, EU primary and secondary legislation and national

legislation of individual Member States. However, the practical application of these
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provisions is related to conflicts between the sources of national and international
law and even the different sources of international law itself. It should be noted
that at the present time, individual states have not yet formed a unified approach
on whether the WTO Agreements should have a direct effect in their national legal
system, as most of the states are following the doctrine of dualism and deny this
possibility, although the practices followed by the national courts of the Republic
of Lithuania have shown the elements of a monistic approach to this problem. The
increasing use of international preferential trade agreements and the prevalence
of agreements, which establish the customs unions, could also be regarded as a
challenge to the development of international economic law and international
trade system. Moreover, analysis of the judicial practices of national courts (in the
Republic of Lithuania) and the case-law of the Court of Justice of the European
Union has confirmed that an explicit approach to the relationship existing between
international, EU and national customs law has not yet materialized.

The key words: international trade, international customs law, World Trade
Organization Agreements, Union Customs Code, Republic of Lithuania.

Introduction

The modern system of customs regulations is deeply globalized within
the frameworks of supranational international economic organizations, such
as the World Trade Organization (WTO), the World Customs Organization
(WCO), as well as within regional international organizations, such as the
European Union (EU). For these reasons, the various levels of customs
regulations in international trade (unilateral, bilateral, regional and
multilateral) face complex issues in the relationship between international
and national law, the binding nature of individual sources of international
law and the division of competences between national and international
institutions (Leal-Arcas, 2011, p. 35-36).

The Republic of Lithuania became a full member of the WCO in 1993,
joined the WTO in 2001 and the EU in 2004. Therefore, Lithuania, as an
EU Member State, faces complex legal problems of the due application of
the sources of international customs law.

In this context, it is crucial to identify how effective interaction of
different levels of the customs law sources should be ensured by applying
respective rules in practice (for example, in resolving tax disputes). In
practical terms, in current conditions, the Republic of Lithuania, as a
member of the WTO and the EU, sets strategic goals to pursue a stable
and credible foreign trade policy, in line with the EU’s common trade
policy and WTO obligations, and to diversify the structure of foreign trade
due to potentially unstable existing traditional trading partners (see €. g.
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Order of Ministry of Economy on the Approval of the guidelines for the
development of Lithuanian Exports in 2014-2020, 2014).

Therefore, from a practical point of view, the question of challenges the
national legal system faces in applying international sources of customs
law remains important for the regulation of international trade in Lithuania
and demands clear answers that can be applied both by the courts and the
public administration authorities.

Methodology

The article examines, in particular, the peculiarities of the national
regulatory environment for customs duties and the specific features of
the sources of international environment as its integral part. To identify
regulatory problems and suggest solutions the focus is made both on the
legal doctrine and the emerging practice of international and national courts
and other dispute settlement bodies, including WTO dispute settlement
institutions and their decisions, decisions of the European Court of Justice
(ECJ) and Supreme Administrative Court of the Republic of Lithuania.
Within the analyses of the above-mentioned case-law, special attention is
paid to the adopted approach to the relationship between international and
EU and national Lithuanian customs law.

1. The Relationship Between EU Customs Law and Member

States’ National Customs Law

As it is observed in the doctrine of international trade and customs law
(Herdegen, 2013, p. 269, Lyons, 2008, p. 14-16), the realization of the
economic sovereignty of states in the field of legal regulation of foreign
trade in modern conditions raises the fundamental question, what is the
relationship between international economic (customs) law and national
law regulating customs issues and how is it realized? This problem is
further complicated by the existence of customs unions, as in such case as
the EU comprises several levels of regulation, i.e. WTO agreements, other
international agreements on customs matters (such as the Harmonized
System Convention, i.e. at the multilateral level), the Union Customs Code
(Regulation (EU) 952/2013) and EU legislation implementing it as well
as national law. Besides, the possibility of applying sources of “soft law”
and, in individual cases, the obligation to take them into account, is also
explicitly recognized, both in the case-law of the ECJ (France, 1995),
(Kawasaki Motors Europe NV, 2006), in the case-law of the Supreme
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Administrative Court of the Republic of Lithuania (UAB Kustodija
v. Customs Department of the Ministry of Finance, 2013), (UAB Kauno
MTA v. Customs Department under the Ministry of Finance, 2011) and in
legal doctrines (Wolffgang & Ovie, 2008, p. 4-5, Lux, 2007, p. 26).

Thus, the Republic of Lithuania, as EU Member State, faces the issue
of simultaneous application of international sources of customs law (WTO
agreements, preferential trade agreements, other international agreements
on customs matters), sources of international soft law and rules enshrined
therein in compatibleness with EU customs legislation and national
legislation in the event of their conflicts. In this respect, it should be
noted that the Article 28 (1) (a) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (TFEU) provides the exclusive competence of the EU, as
the customs union, to regulate customs duties in international trade (Terra
& Wattel, 2012, p. 255-256). The functioning of the customs union thus
falls within the exclusive competence of the EU, i.e. it is the EU that has
the competence to adopt binding legislation in this area, and the Member
States themselves can only do so under a Union mandate or if necessary to
implement Union legislation.

It should be noted that the case-law of the ECJ, which is quite extensive
in this respect, provides a detailed determination of the relationship
between national and EU customs law. Thus, it raises relatively fewer
issues of debate. In defining this relationship, it is assumed that the
application of the Union Customs Code is mandatory in all cases where
customs duties arise and that the principle of the primacy of the Code
must, therefore, be observed (Skoma Lux, 2007). In addition, the ECJ
has further noted that national administrations act on behalf of the EU in
administering customs duties and ensuring the taxation of imported goods
and must strictly comply with EU customs law (Denmark, 2004). It should
be noted that this principle has been consistently followed in the Republic
of Lithuania by national courts that have clarified that the rules established
in the Union Customs Code always take precedence over national law. For
example, such approach was stipulated in the decisions of the Supreme
Administrative Court of Lithuania concerning the application of the Law
on Tax Administration of the Republic of Lithuania (R. V. individuali imone
v. Vilnius territorial customs, 2008; L.O. komercine firma v. Customs
Department of the Ministry of Finance, 2012).

All this means that, throughout the European Union, the Union Customs
Code takes precedence over any conflicting provision of national law, and
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national law currently has only a complementary function in the field of
customs regulation (Wolffgang, 2007, p. 6).

On the other hand, the legal framework and its practice of implementation
do not preclude the right of Member States to adopt national customs
legislation, but following the basic rules of ECJ case law (Van Gend &
Loos, 1963; Costa, 1964; Internacionale Handelsgesellschaft GmbH,
1970), the scope of national customs legislation is to be determined by
respective provisions of EU legislation and cannot conflict with them.

However, as it is recognized in legal doctrine (Medeliene & Sudavicius,
2011, p. 596, Laurinavicius et al., 2014, p. 79), national legislation may
regulate matters not covered by EU law and may further define the practical
provisions of EU customs legislation, taking into account national socio-
economic aspects and cultural traditions (Hojnik, 2012, p. 137-138). For
example, the Law on Customs of the Republic of Lithuania establishes
the competence of national customs offices in the field of application
of customs legislation (Law on Customs of the Republic of Lithuania,
2004). It should be emphasized that on a practical level in the Republic
of Lithuania, legal disputes also raised issues regarding the compliance
of various norms of national law applicable to customs legal relations
(for example, defining their administration and recovery procedures) with
EU law (UAB “Energetikos tiekimo bazé” v. Customs Department of the
Ministry of Finance, 2008; (L.O. komercine firma v. Customs Department
of the Ministry of Finance, 2012).

Although in the above-mentioned cases the national courts did not find
a direct contradiction of the legal acts of the Republic of Lithuania with the
EU law, due to the insights of several authors, there are still specific areas
in the national customs law whose compliance with the EU law could be
questioned in the future. Such problematic aspects include, for example,
the application of specific rules for determining the customs value of used
cars in Lithuania (Radziukynas & Belzus, 2008, p.8) or separate dispute
resolution procedures with customs authorities that are not harmonized
with EU law (Valantiejus, 2013).

2. Application of International Customs Instruments

by Individual EU Member States

A much more complex and fundamental issue concerns the relationship
between international agreements on customs matters and EU and national
legislation and the power of these agreements at EU and EU Member
State levels. In this respect, it should be noted that the Lisbon Treaty has
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significantly enhanced the EU’s role in this area (see Article 217 TFEU)
by limiting the scope of the mixed agreement in this area of legal relations
and extending the EU Parliament’s powers in the common commercial
policy and EU trade agreements with third countries (Leal-Arcas, 2010,
p- 495). At the same time, it should be emphasized that the ECJ has clarified
in its case law that it is the EU that has replaced Member States in fulfilling
their obligations under the WTO multilateral trade agreements and other
major international agreements on customs matters, such as different WCO
instruments (I/nternational Fruit Company, 1972; Douaneagent der NV
Nederlandse Spoorwegen, 1975).

As recognized in the doctrine of EU law (Terra, 2012, p. 257), the
basic conflict-of-law rule in EU law, which ensures that EU customs law
complies with international agreements in the field of customs regulation,
was laid down in Article 1 (2) of the Union Customs Code, which states,
that “without prejudice to international law and conventions and Union
legislation in other fields, the Code shall apply uniformly throughout
the customs territory of the Union”. According to individual authors
(Heijmann & Mulder, 2005, p.14), this provision means that in cases where
an international agreement regulates a particular issue in detail or contains
stricter provisions than the EU Customs Code or other customs-related
legislation or directives, the rules of the respective international agreement
shall apply. It is debatable to what extent this formula, and in general the
rules set out in Article 2 of the Community Customs Code (which was
replaced by the Article 1 para. 1 of the Union Customs Code), can contribute
to resolving this conflict and to define precisely the relationship between
EU and international sources of customs law. Some authors (Medeliene,
2011, p. 594-595), place all international agreements in the hierarchy
of sources of customs legislation at a higher level in the hierarchy of
sources of EU customs legislation than directly applicable EU secondary
legislation (Community Customs Code (currently — Union Customs Code)
and other implementing legislation). On the other hand, there are some
authors (Lux, 2007, p. 19) who have analyzed the relationship between
EU customs law and international law have pointed to its complexity and
the fact that the implementation of international customs law in EU law
respects both monistic and dualistic principles. approach to international
law, which appears to be the general approach to EU law.

For example, from a monistic point of view, the mere fact of acceding
to an international agreement is considered sufficient for its provisions to
be directly applicable in the EU if the agreements are sufficiently clear
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and precise. This is generally the case for preferential trade agreements,
what is stipulated in a series of ECJ decisions (Kupferberg, 1982; Deutsche
Shell, 1993; Brita, 2010). Also, we can point out the opinion of Advocate
General Kokott in the ECJ case C-366/10 (The Air Transport Association
of America and Others, 2011, paras 57, 62).

On the other hand, the delegated EU institutions may link the conclusion
of the relevant international agreement to the adoption of the relevant
specific EU legislation (dual approach), as has been done, for example,
in the Uruguay Round and currently in force WTO agreements (Council
Decision 94/800/EC). Accordingly, the doctrine, in line with the case-law of
the ECJ, quite broadly emphasizes the distinction between the application
of WTO agreements in the field of customs law and all other international
agreements, as WTO agreements are not recognized in corpore as directly
applicable agreements, except for individual provisions (Vokietija, 1994;
OGT Fruchthandelsgesellschaft GmbH, 2001; IKEA Wholesale Ltd,
2007). This debate stemmed primarily from the application of WTO
law to ECJ cases challenging the legality of EU secondary legislation
restricting international trade (Bronckers, 2008, p. 895-896). It should
be noted that the jurisprudence of the ECJ has not provided, so far, any
clarification that would recognize the right of a particular applicant to
directly substantiate his claims during the dispute under the provisions
of the WTO agreements, i. y. it has not been recognized that any of the
rights enshrined in these agreements have the character of direct effect
(Lyons, 2008, p.17), (Herdegen, 2013, p. 271). This approach is reflected
in the case-law of national courts in the EU Member States (De Santa Cruz
Oliveira, 2015, p. 173), as well as in part in the Republic of Lithuania,
where national courts, although quite widely assessing the applicability
of WTO agreements (UAB “Transchema’ v. Customs Department of the
Ministry of Finance, 2013), do not equate them with bilateral preferential
trade agreements or other similar agreements on administrative cooperation
in customs matters, which are always directly applicable (UAB “Urlavila”
v. Customs Department of the Ministry of Finance, 2013).

On the other hand, some authors also distinguish in this group of
international agreements separate international agreements (for example,
the Harmonized System Convention), the implementation of which
requires the transposition of the relevant provisions into EU law, i.e.
the application of these agreements is not direct (Lux, 2007, p. 23-24).
However, neither the Community Customs Code nor legal doctrine or the
case-law of the ECJ and national courts (Racke, 1998) have so far provided
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completely clear criteria which international customs agreements do not
have the character of direct application (Lyons, 2008, p. 222-223). It
is clear that this rather complex conflict-of-laws relationship would, in
principle, require more detailed legal regulation in the Union Customs
Code. At the level of legal regulation, the issue of application of soft-law
sources remains unresolved, which is still solved only at the level of ECJ
case law, although legal doctrine emphasizes the need to legally define
their application cases (binding criteria), especially in the field of tariff
classification of goods (Rovetta, 2010, p. 130).

This means that there is currently no clear relationship between the
international, EU and national customs legal systems, and in many cases
this relationship needs to be addressed on an ad hoc basis, depending on
the specific nature of the applicable legislation. In any matter relating
to customs legislation falling within the EU’s competence, following
Article 1 (2) of the Union Customs Code, EU countries should first and
foremost apply the provisions of the Union Customs Code, which must
prevail over national law in all cases. If a specific (more detailed, stricter)
rule (lex specialis) is enshrined in an international agreement, the rules of
that agreement should apply, with the exception of WTO agreements (their
customs provisions) if they are not sufficiently specific and international
agreements not directly applicable.

Conclusion

Conflicts between national and EU sources of customs law in their
application are resolved on the basis of the principle of the supremacy of EU
law (Union Customs Code), which is recognized and applied inter alia in the
case-law of Lithuania. It means that national legislation cannot duplicate or
convey the provisions of directly applicable EU law and cannot contradict
them. However, the Union Customs Code (Article 1) does not currently
lay down specific conflict-of-law rules, which should be used to resolve
conflicts between applicable sources of EU customs law and international
customs law. It is dealt with individually in the case law of national courts
and the ECJ, distinguishing between international agreements with direct
application characteristics (eg preferential (free trade) agreements between
the EU and third countries) and non-international agreements (eg WTO
agreements, Harmonized System Convention) on customs matters. To
address this issue, it is proposed to define in the Union Customs Code
specific rules for resolving these conflicts applicable to certain categories
of sources of international customs law.
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AHOTALIA

Bananmueroc I. Konprikmu mixcHapoono2o ma HAUiOHANbHO20 MUHIHOZ0
npaea 3 mumnum npaeom €C: npuxnao Jlumoecvkoi Pecnyoniku. — Cmamms.

VY crarti po3rnsgaeTbes (YHKIIOHYBaHHS CYy4acHOTO MHUTHOTO PEryIsTOp-
HOTO cepeloBHUIIa ISl AepxaB-wieHiB €C, sike CKIaJaeThCs 3 TPhOX PIBHIB IKe-
pei: MiKHApOJHO-NIPABOBI IHCTPYMEHTH, MIEPBUHHE Ta BTOPUHHE 3aKOHOJABCTBO
€C 1 HalliOHAJIbHE 3aKOHOJIABCTBO OKPEMHUX Jep)kaB-uieHiB. OgHaK MpaKTUYHE
3aCTOCYBaHHS LIMX IOJIOXKEHb MOB’si3aHE 3 KOH(IIKTAMH MiX JDKEpellaMy Hallio-
HaJIbHOTO Ta MIXHapOJHOTO MpaBa 1 HaBiTh PI3HUMHU JPKEepeIaMH MiKHAPOIHOTO
npasa. CiiJl 3a3HAYUTH, 10 Ha TETEPINIHIA Yac OKpeMi JAepKaBH e He chopmy-
BaJI €IMHOTO IIXOLY 100 TOTo, un nmoBuHHI Yrogu COT marm GesnocepenHiit
BILIMB Yy 1X HAIllOHAJIBHIHM MPaBOBif CHCTEMI, OCKIIbKH OUIBIIICTh JIEpKaB JOTPHU-
MYIOTbCS JOKTPHUHHU Jyadi3My i 3amepedyloTh TaKy MOXJIMBICTH, XOda NMpaKTHKa
HallioHanbHUX cyAiB JIuToBchkoi PecryOniku mokasana €IeMEHTH MOHICTHYHOIO
nigxony a0 uiei mpoOiemu. [TocuieHHS BUKOPUCTAHHS MDKHApPOAHHUX IMiJIbrO-
BHX TOPTOBEIBHUX YTOJl Ta MOMUPEHICTh YTrOJl, IKi BCTAHOBIIOIOTH MUTHI COIO3H,
TaKOXK MOXYTh PO3IVISAATUCS K BHKJIHUK PO3BUTKY MI)KHAPOIHOTO €KOHOMIYHOTO
IpaBa Ta MIXKHapOJHOT TOProBeJIbHOI cucTeMu. Kpim Toro, aHami3 cyJaoBOi mpak-
THUKH HallioHanbHUX cyaiB (y JIuToBchkiii Pecy0uinii) Ta nmpeieeHTHOT MPaKTHUKU
Cyny €C niaTBepauB, OO0 YiTKUWA MiIXiA 10 BiJHOCHH, SIKi iCHYIOTh MIXK MiXHa-
POIHHM, €BPOMEHCHKUM Ta HAI[IOHATLHIUM MUTHHM 3aKOHOJaBCTBOM, 1€ HE MaTe-
piami3yBaBcsi. ABTOp pe3loMye, 10 KOH(IIKTH MK HAaIliOHATBHAMHU Ta €BPOICH-
CHKHMU JDKepeIaMi MUTHOTO IIpaBa MPH iX 3aCTOCYBaHHI BUPIIIYIOTHCS Ha OCHOBI
MIPUHITUITY BepXoBeHCTBa npaBa €C, KUl BU3SHAETHCS 1 3aCTOCOBYETHCS, 30KpeMa,
y npeueneHTHii npaktuui JlutoBebkoi PecnyOuniku. Lle o3Hadae, 1o HamioHajdbHE
3aKOHO/IABCTBO HE MOXKE AyOII0BaTH a0o MepeaaBaTy MOJO0XKEHHS MPSIMO 3aCTOCO-
ByBaHoro npasa €C i He Moxe cynepeuntu iM. Onnak MutHuit kogexc €C Hapasi
HE BCTAaHOBJIOE KOHKPETHUX KOJI3IHfHHX HOPM, SIKi CIIiJl BUKOPUCTOBYBATH JUISI
BHPIIICHHS KOJI31¥ MK YMHHUMH JPKepesaMu MUTHOTO nipaBa €C Ta MiXKHApO.I-
HUAM MUTHHUM TIPaBOM. Y CTaTTi MPOMOHY€EThCS BU3HAYUTH Yy MuTHOMY Kojiekci €C
KOHKPETHI MpaBuiia BUPIMICHHS TaKUX KOHQIIKTIB, 10 3aCTOCOBYBATUMYThCS J10
NEBHUX KaTEeropiil Jxepes MiXHapOJHOIO MUTHOTO IIPaBa.

Knruosi cnosa: MikHapoHa TOPTiBJIsL, MKHApOJHEe MUTHE 1paBo, yrogu COT,
Muntauit xoneke €C, JlutoBerka Pecmy6imixa.
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AHHOTALUSA

Bananmuerwc I. Kongnuxmer mexcoynapoonozo u  HAyUOHATIbLHOZ0
mamodcenno2o npaea ¢ mamoxycenuvim npasom EC: npumep Jlumosckoii
Pecnyonuku. — Cmamps.

B crarbe paccMmarpuBaercs (PyHKIIMOHUPOBAHUE COBPEMEHHON TaAMOXKEHHOI pery-
JIATOPHOU cpeabl Ui rocynapcTB-wieHoB EC, KoTopast cOCTOMT M3 TpeX ypOBHEH
HCTOYHHMKOB: MEXIyHapOIHO-IIPABOBbIC HHCTPYMEHTBI, IEPBUYHOE U BTOPUYHOE 3aKO-
HozxarenbcTBO EC M HallMOHAIBHOE 3aKOHOJATENIbCTBO OTAEIbHBIX IOCYlapCTB-uile-
HOB. OJTHAKO MPAKTHYECKOE MPUMEHEHUE ITHX IMOJOKEHHUH CBSI3aHO ¢ KOH(IMKTaMU
MEX/y MCTOYHHUKAMH HAlMOHAILHOTO M MEXIYHApPOJHOTO TpaBa M JIaKe pa3HbIMHU
MCTOYHMKAMHU MEXyHapogHoro npasa. Cieayer OTMETUTh, YTO B HACTOAIIEE BPEMs
OTZIeNIbHBIE TOCYAapcTBa elle He C(HOPMUPOBAIM EJHHOTO ITOIXO0Ia OTHOCHUTEIBHO
Toro, 1okHb I Cornamenns BTO uMeTs HenmocpecTBEHHOE BIMSHHUE B MX HALMO-
HaJIbHOM MPaBOBOM CHCTEME, TIOCKOIBKY OOJIBIIMHCTBO TOCYAAPCTB IPHACPKUBAIOTCS
JOKTPUHBI AyaJu3Ma U OTPULAIOT TaKyk BO3MOKXHOCTD, XOTS IMPAaKTUKa HallMOHAJIb-
HBIX cynoB JIuToBCcko# PecnyOnauKu MOKas3bIBae€T 3JIEMEHTHI MOHHCTHYECKOTO IOJI-
X0J1a K 3TOi mpobieme. YcuieHue UCTIONIb30BaHUS MEXKTyHAPOIHBIX JIbIOTHBIX TOPTO-
BBIX COIVIAIIEHUH U PaCIpOCTPAaHEHHOCTh COINIANICHUH, yUPekKIA0NX TaMOKEHHbIE
COI03bI, TAKJKE MOTYT PACCMaTPUBATHCS KAK BBI30B PA3BUTHIO MEKAYHAPOAHOTO HKOHO-
MHYECKOTO IpaBa U MEX/yHAPOIHOI TOProBoii cucrembl. Kpome Toro, aHanus cyzeo-
HOW MPAKTHKKM HAIlMOHAIBHBIX cynoB (B JIuToBCcKO#l PecnyOnuke) u npakruku Cyna
EC nonrBepani, 4To 4YeTKUH MOAXO K OTHOUICHHUSIM, CYILIECTBYIOIIUM MEKIY MEXKTY-
HApPOJHBIM, €BPOINEHCKUM U HAIlMOHAJIbHBIM TaMO)KEHHBIM 3aKOHOIATEILCTBOM, €Il
HE MaTepraIn30Baics. ABTOP PE3IOMHUPYET, YTO KOH(MIMKTHI MKy HAIIHOHATbHBIMH
U eBPONEHCKUMH NCTOYHUKAMHU TAMOYKEHHOTO TIpaBa IPH WX MPUMEHEHUHU PEIIAIOTCS
Ha OCHOBE NPUHIIMIA BepXOoBeHCTBa mpaBa EC, KOTOpHIM MpU3HACTCS W MPUMEHS-
eTcsl, B YaCTHOCTH, B MpeLeNeHTHOH nmpakTuke JlutoBckoil PecryOnuku. Oto o3Ha-
YaeT, YTO HAIMOHAJIBHOE 3aKOHOJATEIbCTBO HE MOXET JyOIMpoBaTh UM IEpelaBaTh
MOJIOKEHHS NTPAMO rpuMeHnMoro npasa EC u He MoxeT npotuBopednuts uM. OTHaKo
Tamoxennbit konekc EC moka He ycTaHaBIMBaeT KOHKPETHBIX KOJUIM3UOHHBIX HOPM,
KOTOpBIE CJIEAYET MCIOIb30BaTh /IS Pa3peIeHUs KOJUIU3UNA MEXIy ICHCTBYIOIINMHI
HUCTOYHMKAMHU TaMoOxeHHoro mpaBa EC M MeXIyHapoJIHBIM TaMOXXEHHBIM IPaBOM.
B crarbe mpennaraercs onpenenuts B TamoxeHHOM Kozekce EC KoHKpeTHBIE Ipa-
BUJIA pa3peLICHUs TAKUX KOH(IMKTOB, KOTOPBIE Oy/1yT IPUMEHSTHCS K OTPEICIICHHBIM
KaTeropusiM HCTOYHUKOB MEXyHApPOIHOIO TAMOXKEHHOT'O 11paBa.

Knrouesvie cnosa: mexayHapoiHas TOPTOBIS, MEXKIYHApPOTHOE TAMOXXEHHOE
npaBo, cornamienus: BTO, Tamoxennsiii koneke EC, JIutoBckas PecrnyOnuka.



