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ON THE CASE CONCERNING DETERMINATION 

OF THE ISSUE OF CONFORMITY OF THE PROVISION 

“IRRESPECTIVE OF THE OWNERSHIP” OF ARTICLE 224 

OF THE CUSTOMS CODE OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA

WITH THE CONSTITUTION OF THE REPUBLIC 

OF ARMENIA ON THE BASIS OF THE APPLICATION 

OF THE  ADMINISTRATIVE COURT OF APPEAL 

OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA

Yerevan                                                         3 June 2014

the Constitutional Court of the republic of armenia composed of 
G. Harutyunyan (Chairman), Justices K. Balayan, F. tokhyan, 
M. topuzyan (rapporteur), a. Khachatryan, V. Hovhanissyan, 
H. nazaryan a. Petrosyan, V. Poghosyan,

with the participation (involved in the framework of the written pro-
cedure) of the respondent: 

official representative of the ra national assembly, advisor to the
Department of Expertise of the ra national assembly staff: s.
tevanyan,

pursuant to article 100, Point 1, article 101, Part 1, Point 7 of the
Constitution of the republic of armenia, articles 25, 68 and 71 of the
law on the Constitutional Court of the republic of armenia,

examined in a public hearing by a written procedure the Case on the
conformity of the provision “irrespective of the ownership” prescribed
in article 224 of ra Customs Code with the Constitution of the republic
of armenia on the basis of the application of the administrative Court
of appeal of the republic of armenia.

DECISION OF THE RA CONSTITUTIONAL COURT 

IN THE NAME OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA

DECISION
OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT OF THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA



the examination of the case was initiated on the basis of the appli-
cation of the ra administrative Court of appeal submitted to the ra
Constitutional Court on 27.12.2013. 

Having examined the report of the rapporteur on the Case, the
written explanations of the applicant and the respondent, as well as
having studied the Customs Code of the republic of armenia and
other documents of the Case, the Constitutional Court of the republic
of armenia ESTABLISHES:

1. the Customs Code was adopted by the ra national assembly on
06.07.2000, signed by the ra President on 09.08.2000 and came into
force on 01.01.2001. article 224 of the ra Customs Code was amended
by the law ՀՕ-25-Ն on Making amendments and additions in the ra
Customs Code which was adopted by the ra national assembly on
22.12.2010,  signed by the ra President on 15.01.2011 and entered
into force on 05.02.2011 and the law ՀՕ-125- Ն on Making amend-
ments and additions in the ra Customs Code which was adopted by
the ra national assembly on 11.12.2013, signed by the ra President
27.12.2013 and entered into force on 07.01.2014. 

article 224 of the ra Customs Code (hereinafter Customs Code) is
challenged by the applicant at the ra Constitutional Court by edition
adopted by the national assembly on 22.12.2010 by the law Ðú-25-
Ն on Making amendments and additions in the ra Customs Code.

the challenged edition of article 224 of the Customs Code prescribes:
“the person from whom goods were taken by the order prescribed by
article 212 of the Code or to ensure payment of the fine and customs
payments irrespective of the ownership, may receive them within 15
days after payment of the fine, custom payments and performance of
obligations.” 

2. the background of the considered case is the following:  the
goods supplied to “Dino Gold Mining Company” llC were examined
in the customs storehouse on June 1, 2010 and it was revealed that
Kamo Petrosyan, the authorized representative of “Dino Gold Mining
Company” llC had made a wrong declaration of the goods. Pursuant
to article 203 of the ra Customs Code a protocol was filed against
Kamo Petrosyan on violation of the customs rules and the imported
goods were seized and stored in “trans alliance” llC customs store-
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house. on 12.08.2010 by decision of the Head of the investigation De-
partment of the state income Committee of the republic of armenia
adjunct to the Government was found guilty in violating the customs
rules prescribed by article 203 of the ra Customs Code and was fined. 

“Dino Gold Mining Company” llC applied to the ra state income
Committee adjunct to the Government on 09.02.2012 with the request
to release the seized goods. the latter replied to the applicant's appli-
cation stating that “...in accordance with article 224 of the ra Customs
Code irrespective of the ownership the goods seized for ensuring the
payment of the fine may be returned within 15 days after payment of
the fine.” 

“Dino Gold Mining Company” llC applied to the ra state income
Committee adjunct to the Government with the demand to recognize
the abovementioned administrative act as invalid and release the goods.
the appeal Commission of the state income Committee adjunct to the
Government left the complaint without examination and the challenged
administrative act was left without changes. 

the administrative Court rejected the submitted claim based on ar-
ticle 224 of the Customs Code.

at present the administrative Court of appeal  carries out the ad-
ministrative case  no. aC/6421/05/12 on the basis of “Dandy Precious
Metals Kapan” CsC (at the moment of submitting the claim “Dino Gold
Mining Company”) against the administrative act no.13-2/1350-12 of
17.02.2012 of the ra state income Committee adjunct to the Govern-
ment on recognizing the part  “simultaneously, it is declared that for
ensuring the recovery of the fine irrespective of the ownership the seized
goods, pursuant to article 224 of the ra Customs Code they may be
returned after the payment of the fine within 15 days”  as invalid and
changing the demands of the part “to permit “Dino Gold Mining Com-
pany” CsC to release the air conditioning pipes produced by the
FlEXaDuX PlastiCs British company with total weight of 854 kg
and imported to the ra from the Great Britain “. 

on 23.12.2013 the administrative Court of appeal held a decision
to terminate the proceeding of the case and apply to the ra Constitu-
tional Court to decide the conformity of the provision of “irrespective
of the ownership”  of article 224 of the ra Customs Code with the ra
Constitution. 
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3. the applicant states that the challenged provision “irrespective
of the ownership” contradicts articles 8 and 33 of the ra Constitution
as it deprives the owner of the property in constitutional legal meaning
by hampering the possibility of the owner, carrying no obligations, to
use the property  without the possibility to achieve the goals of the cus-
toms policy of the republic of armenia defined by law. the applicant
also finds that the challenged provision causes legal uncertainty. to the
applicant, according to the principles of responsibility in accordance
with  guilt and personal responsibility, as well as in the context of the
goal of administrative fine, the fine shall be paid exclusively on the ex-
pense of property of the wrongdoer meanwhile, by the force of the chal-
lenged provision, for ensuring payment of fine, customs payments and
obligations the release of those goods is restricted which are seized ac-
cording to the order subscribed by article 212 of the Customs Code
from the subjects who do not have any obligations. 

the applicant also mentions that in this case the interference with
the right to property cannot be considered as an effective and necessary
mean for achieving the goals pursued by the ra customs policy as by
interference with the right to property not any behavior is required
from the owner for achieving those goals.  Payment of the fine by the
third party who is considered as an independent subject is defined as a
prerequisite  for elimination of restriction to this right. 

4. the respondent, objected the applicant's arguments and finds
that the discussed regulation “is the mean which ensures implementa-
tion of the sanction by the power of which besides calling the offender
to personal liability, the company, by which this subject is authorized,
becomes the subject to the negative consequences of the illegal actions
of the latter.”  according to the respondent, “…in the condition, when
due to the illegal actions of the person authorized by the company, fine
is imposed by the competent bodies which, the person, who committed
the violation, shall pay in person, and the company,  by making the
appropriate formulations, shall be authorized to implement its right to
property without any hindrance and the latter will not only assist the
payment of the fine by the representative and not undertake means for
ensuring the performance of the sanction but also later not to undertake
means for evading these situations. Meanwhile, in the case of the cur-
rent legal regulations, the importing company, as an owner, is inter-
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ested in ensuring the payment of the fine for restoring the right to dis-
pose completely the good which it possesses by the right to 
property.” 

touching upon the applicant’s arguments on depriving the right to
property, the respondent mentioned that “…restrictions of the imple-
mentation of the owner’s powers, meanwhile, shall be differentiated
from legal depriving of the right to property, and take into consideration
the differences of the legal consequences  deriving from them…” 

5. For  resolving the issue of constitutionality of the challenged pro-
vision, the Constitutional Court finds it necessary to consider the chal-
lenged regulation in the light of combination with the relevant provisions
of the ra Customs Code, which are systemically correlated with the
challenged provision, in order to find out:

- to what extent the completeness of the legislative mechanisms of
exercise of the challenged regulation is ensured; 

- what is the constitutional legal content of the notion “deprivation
of the right to property”;

- to what extent the challenged legal regulation prescribed by the
challenged provision is included in the contextual scopes of the in-
stitute of “depriving the right to property” prescribed by article
31 of the ra Constitution;

- does the challenged provision cause restriction to the right to prop-
erty? Does it pursue legitimate goal? is it proportionate and nec-
essary for achieving the legitimate goal in the democratic society? 

- does the ra legislation prescribe necessary and sufficient guaran-
tees in the framework of ensuring effective defense of human
rights? 

6. as a result of the combined analysis of the challenged regulation
and the relevant provisions of the Customs Code systemically correlated
with the challenged provision, the ra Constitutional Court states that
the institute of seizure of the goods during the customs proceedings is
stipulated in Chapter 38 of Customs Code. Part 1 of article 212 pre-
scribes that the goods which are considered as direct object of violation
of the customs rules, the means of transportation used for shipment of
the goods across the customs boarder, caches constructed for the ship-
ment of the goods across the ra customs boarder, as well as documents
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necessary for the examination of the proceeding of the case on violation
of the customs rules are subject to seizure. 

it derives from the mentioned regulation that the legislator authorizes
the customs body to seize exclusively the following subjects: 

- goods considered as direct object of violation of the customs rules, 
- means of transportation used for shipment of the goods across the

customs boarder;
- caches constructed for the shipment of goods across the ra customs

boarder;
- documents necessary for the examination of the proceeding of the

case on violation of the customs rules.
in the same article the legislator prescribes the procedure of seizure

of the goods which, in this case, ensures the right of effective means of
legal defense of the physical person or legal entity before the state body.
as a result of the  observation of the Customs Code, the Constitutional
Court states that the mentioned article is the only one in the Customs
Code, which defines the list of the goods which can be seized by the
customs body and the order of their seizure. no other norm is prescribed
according to which other goods can be seized by the same or other pro-
cedure. 

simultaneously, the Constitutional Court states that the institute of
seizure of the goods is called to ensure the  effectiveness of the proceeding
of the cases on violation of the customs rules which provides the customs
body with the possibility to find and prevent customs violations. the latter
is public interest which justifies the necessity of restriction of the rights
of the persons who transfer goods. the Constitutional Court, taking into
consideration the circumstance that the article, titled “time limit of re-
turning the seized goods” prescribes that alleged goal of this article shall
be directed towards ensuring the logical development of exercise of the
institute of seizure of the goods prescribed by the Customs Code by the
means of prescribing the time limits for returning the goods. such a con-
clusion derives from the compared analysis of the norms concerned and
requirement of the regulation prescribed by Part 1, article 41 of the ra
law on legal acts, according to which “…Headings of articles must con-
form to the content of the articles…” this implies that in the framework
of the challenged article not only the time limits for returning the goods
in case of implementation of the regulation prescribed by article 212 of
the Customs Code are defined, but also another institution is stipulated,
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i.e. institution of seizure of the goods for ensuring the fees and customs
payments, though no any norm of the Customs Code regulates the rele-
vant authority of the customs body or the procedure of performance of
that authority.  as a result, an article including a procedural norm ded-
icated to the regulation of a certain concrete legal regulation stipulates a
procedural norm regulating another legal relation  in case of absence of
the material legal regulation of that relation. as a result, on one hand,
the situation of interference with the right to property of a person occurs
without the relevant authority of the customs body, and on the other
hand, it is exercised in the terms of absence of the necessary structures.
the Constitutional Court states that in such terms the person, in the
process of interference with his/her right to property, is deprived of the
possibility of effective defense of his/her right. 

7. Pursuant to article 8 of the ra Constitution, “the right to prop-
erty is recognized and protected in the republic of armenia.” Pursuant
to article 31 of the ra Constitution, “ Everyone shall have the right to
freely own, use, dispose of and bequeath the property belonging to him.
the right to property shall not be exercised to cause damage to the en-
vironment or infringe on the rights and legitimate interests of other
persons, the society and the state.

no one shall be deprived of property except for cases prescribed by
law in conformity with judicial procedure.

Private property may be alienated for the needs of the society and
the state only in exceptional cases of prevailing public interests, in the
manner prescribed by the law and with prior equivalent compensation.”

the ra Constitutional Court in its decision DCC-903 stated that
“article 31 of the ra Constitution prescribes four circumstances of dif-
ferentiation of restriction exercising the right to property: 

a) restriction of exercise of the right to property, by causing damage
to the environment or infringe on the rights and legitimate in-
terests of other persons, the society and the state (second sen-
tence of Part 1 of article 31);

b) deprivation of property (Part 2 of article 31);
c) alienation of private property for the needs of society and the

state (Part 3 of article 31);
d) restriction of the right to land ownership for the foreign citizens

and stateless persons …”
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in its decisions, the ra Constitutional Court expressed also legal po-
sitions on the institution of “deprivation of the property” (DCC-903,
DCC-1073, DCC-1142). in particular, in its decision DCC-903 of 13
July 2010, the Constitutional Court touched upon characteristic elements
of “deprivation of the property” and, in particular, stated that “…the
Constitutional Court states that the following obligatory elements are
distinctive/typical for the institution of  deprivation of the property:

- in case of deprivation of property suspension of right to property
towards certain goods is being executed beyond the will of the
owner and without any compensation; 

- deprivation of the property is implemented as a means of responsi-
bility;

- in case of  deprivation of property simultaneous and complete ter-
mination of owner’s authorities of possession, disposal and main-
tenance of the given property takes place without  guaranteeing
their continuity.”

For assessment of the challenged provision from  the perspective of
deprivation of  the property the Constitutional Court considers it nec-
essary to examine it in systemic correlation with other provisions, as
well as to reveal the goal pursued by the legal norm which involves the
challenged provision.  thus, the challenged edition of article 224 of the
Customs Code prescribes, that, in accordance with the procedure pre-
scribed by article 212 of the Code or for ensuring payment of customs
fees and customs payments, a person, from whom the goods have been
seized, regardless the ownership of property, may get them back within
a period of fifteen days after payment of fee, customs payments and
performance of obligations. in the context of the challenged regulation,
the aim of seizure of goods directly derives from the same regulation;
in particular, the goods are seized for ensuring the levy of fee and cus-
toms payments. it is obvious from the definition that it is not a means
of responsibility though it is performed beyond the person’s will as an
obligatory action (i.e. means of coercion implemented by the state) as
the goals of   deprivation of property and the challenged institution dif-
fer. Deprivation of property is considered as a means of responsibility
which causes undesirable  consequences to the owner in case if he/she
does not behave in accordance with the requirements of the law. the
challenged legal regulation is not a means of responsibility. it is intended
to ensure the performance of the person’s obligations prescribed by law.
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Besides, the circumstance that seizure of goods is performed for ensuring
the  fulfillment of the obligation, states that as a result of it  the re-
strictions of right to property will be abolished, i.e. in case of seizure
of goods restoration of the right to property is ensured, meanwhile,
deprivation of property is unconditional/definitive. the provision pre-
scribed in article 224 also states it, according to which, “… it can be
received within a period of fifteen days after payment of fees and cus-
toms payments and performance of obligations.” 

on the basis of the above mentioned, the Constitutional Court states
that the discussed interference with the right to property by its essence
is not a  deprivation  of property in the sense of article 31 of the ra
Constitution. 

8. By its decision DCC-1073, the ra Constitutional Court examined
the issue of restriction of the right to property of a person and men-

tioned that article 1 of the Protocol 1 оf the European Convention for
the Protection of Human rights and Fundamental Freedoms envisages
that every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment
of his possessions. no one shall be deprived of his possessions except in
the public interest and subject to the conditions provided for by law
and by the general principles of international law. it is also highlighted
that the preceding provisions shall not, however, in any way impair the
right of a state to enforce such laws as it deems necessary to control
the use of property in accordance with the general interest or to secure
the payment of taxes or other contributions or penalties.

the European Court,  in its turn, in  Case of sporrong and lönnroth
v. sweden, (CasE oF sPorronG anD lÖnnrotH V. sWEDEn,
application no. 7151/75; 7152/75) has envisaged that “article (P1-1)
comprises three distinct rules. the first rule, which is of a general na-
ture, stipulates the principle of peaceful enjoyment of property; it is set
out in the first sentence of the first paragraph. the second rule covers
deprivation of possessions and subjects it to certain conditions. the third
rule recognizes that the states are entitled, amongst other things, to
control the use of property in accordance with the general interest, by
enforcing such laws as they deem necessary for the purposes stated in
the second paragraph.”

the ra Constitutional Court states that although the challenged pro-
vision does not lead to deprivation of property, absence of possibilities
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to enjoy the authorities which comprise the content of the right to prop-
erty occurs as it is obvious that the seized goods, as an object of property,
in a certain time limit cannot be disposed, used or administered by the
owner. the Constitutional Court finds it necessary to consider the chal-
lenged regulation in the light of logics of the constitutional legal principle
of the harmonious exercise of right to property of protection of environ-
ment, rights of other persons, society and state and their legitimate in-
terests. as it is mentioned, the challenged regulation  pursues  an aim
to ensure payment of fine and customs payment within customs legal re-
lations, i.e.  it is called to ensure performance of payment of fine and
customs payment by the person responsible for the payment of fine and
customs payments. By examining the institution of arrest applied within
tax relations, which is called to ensure  fulfillment of tax obligations in
the decision DCC-1073 the ra Constitutional Court considered restriction
of right to property as legitimate in certain circumstances pursuant to
fulfillment of obligations prescribed in article 45 of the ra Constitution..
although, the challenged provision prescribes restriction to right to prop-
erty without the legal terms mentioned in the above mentioned decision
and simultaneously does not differentiate the property of the  wrongdoer
and other  persons.  the challenged restriction to right to property con-
sidered by the decision DCC-1073 is realized for ensuring  fulfillment of
the duties by the person on the account of his own property in size of
not performed obligation  while the regulation prescribed by article 224
of the Customs Code not always ensures the restriction of the right to
property of the wrongdoer as a a guarantee for performance of duties
prescribed by article 45 of the ra Constitution. in the terms of the chal-
lenged regulation two situations are possible: in first case, when the per-
son transfers the goods which belong to him/her,  in second case, the
goods which belong to another person or persons. in particular, such a
situation occurs when the transporter of goods enjoys the service of the
customs broker in the framework of the civil-legal obligations. if  in first
case the interference with right to property may be considered as legit-
imate as the person due to the fault committed by him/her is subjected
to administrative fine and as guarantee of its implementation his/her
right to property is restricted,  in the second case it carries negative con-
sequences regardless his/her fault due to improper behavior (action, in-
action) of another person, i.e. as a result of improper performance of
the civil-legal responsibilities taken over by the latter.
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in the decision DCC-920 of october 12, 2010 the Constitutional

Court stated that “the combined research of articles 9, 32 and 279
of the ra Code on administrative offences proves that “responsibility
for the fault” is one of the principles of administrative responsibility
which means that administrative penalty ( responsibility) may be im-
plemented only towards a person who committed an administrative of-
fence. this principle lies also at the basis of the responsibility for
infringement of customs rules. in particular, pursuant to article 189,
Part 2 of the ra Customs Code any natural or official person shall
incur liability for  deliberate or imprudent  violation  of customs reg-
ulations. Consequently, fault as an obligatory element of the subjective
side of the composition of administrative infringement is the only pre-
condition and prerequisite of the administrative responsibility. the
mentioned principle is tightly linked with another principle of admin-
istrative responsibility – the principle of personal responsibility pur-
suant to which the person is subject to liability only for the
infringement committed by himself.”  

Developing the legal positions expressed in the Decision DCC-920,
the ra Constitutional Court finds that as the person, who committed
infringement, is considered as the subject of responsibility, consequently,
the means for ensuring performance of obligations shall be implemented
exclusively on the expense of the person’s property who committed in-
fringement and is subjected to responsibility. the Constitutional Court
also finds that if the seizure of goods follows the goal of ensuring the
performance of obligations to pay the fine and customs payments, it
may not be implemented regardless ownership of the good subject to
seizure as the offender will be interested in performing consequent ob-
ligation properly in the case of the prospective of abolishment of  the
restriction of his/her right and evading carrying the negative conse-
quences towards his/her personal property; meanwhile the challenged
regulation does not ensure logical inter-agreement of the correlation be-
tween interest in fulfillment of the obligation and the restriction of the
right to property as  a correlation between a goal and a remedy. More-
over, due to this legal regulation, in reality the public-legal principles
(individualization, presence of guilt, etc) of realization of the institution
of legal responsibility are violated and as a result it cannot effectively
serve the aims pursued by them.
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Based on the aforementioned the Constitutional Court finds that the
restriction of the person’s right to property conditioned by another per-
son’s illegitimate behavior (action or inaction) to ensure the perform-
ance of the obligation by the offender is an illegitimate interference with
the right to property of the person who has not committed an offence
and has no relevance to necessity to ensure the due/normal process of
the preceding on the violations of custom rules.

9 Considering the issue of legislative guarantees necessary for appli-
cation of the challenged regulation, the Constitutional Court states that
the guarantees, in the light of which the ra Constitutional Court rec-
ognized the restriction of possibility of performance of the right to prop-
erty to be in conformity with the ra Constitution  as a form of the
constitutional-legal principle of performance of the right to property
prescribed by article 31 of the ra Constitution directed to guarantee
the fulfillment of the obligation stipulated by article 45 of the Consti-
tution are absent from the Customs Code. the guarantees pointed out
in the Decision DCC-1073 mainly mean that arrest/seizure of goods for
guaranteeing the performance of obligations  could be implemented after
exhausting all possibilities to ensure the fulfillment of obligation by other
means. Meanwhile, in the examined case the property is seized imme-
diately regardless ownership of the property, consequently, by illegiti-
mate manner. Besides, alternative structures of seizure of property are
absent from the Customs Code, although in the framework of the tax
legal regulations, while discussing the issue of constitutionality of the
institution of arrest, the Constitutional Court considered the availability
of the latter as a productive structure in ensuring protection of human
rights. the list of the property, the arrest of which is banned, is also
absent from the Customs Code. Meanwhile, the availability of such a
regulation in the ra law on taxes is also recognized as a significant
guarantee of performance of arrest by the ra Constitutional Court in
the Decision DCC-1073.

the Constitutional Court considers it necessary to mention that the
challenged provision of the Customs Code does not clarify whether in
case of imposing fine the owner of the property can pay the fine instead
of the subject who committed violation or not. the Constitutional Court
states that in case of absence of such possibility the risk of violation of
human rights increases as abolishment of the restriction of the person’s
right to property is conditioned with the other person’s behavior and
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in case of non-payment of the fine for a long-lasting time period by the
subject who committed offence, the owner of property may bear finan-
cial and other losses. 

the Constitutional Court finds that, although enjoyment of the right
to property may be temporarily suspended for ensuring payment of fines
and customs payments but on this grounds the legislative regulations of
interference with the right to property shall endow the person  with
possibility to protect his/her rights. interference with the right to prop-
erty shall derive from the necessity of ensuring payment of the fine and
customs payment, must be sufficient and necessary for achieving the
goal; the competent body’s  authority  and procedure of this  authority
must be envisaged legislatively taking into account the necessity of en-
visaging guarantees for the protection of the right to property stated in
this decision. 

the Constitutional Court concludes:
First, the challenged legal regulation is not in conformity with the

requirements of the ra law on legal acts (particularly, article 41,
Part1, article 36, Part 4),

second, the Customs Code does not prescribe procedure of seizure
of the goods for performance of the customs fines and obligations and
the term “seizure” in article 224, opposed to action concerning the di-
rect objects of violation of customs rules prescribed by article 212, refers
not to revealing and preventing the customs legal violations but to en-
suring performance of the payment of fines and customs payments and
obligations,

third, in case of implementation of the challenged legal provision,
such a situation may occur when the seized goods will later not become
the subject of confiscation in case of which seizure of the goods may
not follow the goal to ensure the obligation of the customs fines and
payments,

Fourth, the challenged provision, as far as it does not differentiate
the property of different owners and causes adverse consequences for
those subjects, whose behavour does not cause the fact of legal violation
brings to illegitimate interference with their right to property. 

Based on the results of consideration of the case and being governed
by article 100(1), article 102 of the Constitution of the republic of
armenia, articles 63, 64, 68 and 71 of the ra law on Constitutional
Court, the Constitutional Court of the republic of armenia HOLDS:

DECISION OF THE RA CONSTITUTIONAL COURT 



1. to recognize the provision “irrespective of the ownership” of ar-
ticle 224 of the ra Customs Code contradicting articles 8 and 31 of
the ra Constitution and void.

2. in accordance with article 102(2) of ra Constitution this decision
is final and enters into force from the moment of its announcement.

Chairman                                                   G. Harutyunyan

3 June 2014
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