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A35 0©18 - avaoTroAn &ekTéEAeonc¢ npwrTodiknG ano@aonc -
aoknon é€@eonc - Odikovouia - oup@urn eg&ouoia - OeTIKN
UNoxpEwon - EEAIPETIKEG NEPIOTAOCEIC - avenavopOwTtn BAapn -
gnifoAn opwv - 100fUuyI0 - OUU@EpovTa TG dikaioouvng -
karaxpnon - diarayuara Grepe v Loam (restraint orders) -

avaoToAn ektéAgong Norwich Pharmacal - Ttaxeia ekdikaon 1ng

EQEeoNG

H avaAuon nou akoAouBei apopd Tnv duvaToTNTA AVACTOANG TNG EKTEAEONG Miag
npwTodIkNG ano@acng OTav Exel kataxwpnbei €@eon kaTt’ auTtng. Avagopdg
KATWTEPW TUuyxAvouv anogdoei¢ Twv Enapxiakwv AikaoTnpiwv kal Tou AvwTaTou
AikaoTnpiou TnG Kunpou, w¢ kai Twv Aikaotnpiwv TnNG aAhodannc. O1 ano@aaceig Tou
AvwTdTou AikaoTnpiou €ival dEOPEUTIKEG VIO Ta KATWTEPA AlkaoTrpia 6gov apopd To
ratio decidendi Toug, evw Ta ev napodw AexOevra Touc (obiter) ouvioToUv pn
OEOHEUTIKEG -NANV OMWC KATEUBUVTAPIEG- avapopeG (BA. PeTa&U aAAwv Kayka v.
AngokparTiag (1989) 3 AAA 262, Maupoyévng v. BouAng k.a. (Ap. 3) (1996)
1 AAA 315, ANAOOPIKA ME THN AITHZH EKAOzZH TOY VICTOR
NICOLAEVICH MAKUSHIN (AP. 1) (2012) 1 AAA 20, Practice Note (Judicial
Precedent) [1966] 3 All ER 77, To AyyAiko Koivo Aikaio, o1 Kavoveg TnG
Enigikelag kai n Epappoyn Toug otnv Kunpo» (1981) tTou I'. M. MikR, ogA. 21
et seq.). O ano®acsig Twv NPWTOdIKWYV AlkaoTnpiwv €ival kaBodnynTIKEG yia Td
ouoBabua AikaoThpla, Ta onoia Teivouv va TIC akoAouBouv evowel TNG OIKAOTIKAG
aBporntac (judicial comity), ekTOC apa undapxel enapkng Aoyoc yia T avTifeto (BA.
STaupivou v Ztaupivou kal AAAou, Ap. Aywyng 579/03, nu. 16.1.06,
MAAEKKOZ k.a. v. BAZIAEIOY k.a., Ap. AymyRAc: 6547/12, 31/12/2018,
Halsbury’s Laws of England, Civil Procedure (Volume 11 (2015)), nap.
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32. «Decisions of co-ordinate courts.>»). H vopoAoyia Xwpwv nou epapuolouv
TO ayyAlko koivo dikaio €ival kaBodnynTikAG onuaaciac yia Ta AikaoTnpid pag, Ta
onoia duvavTal va Tnv akoAouBnoouv, OTNV €KTAon nou n vouoBeoia pag n n
vopoAoyia Tou AvwTatou AikaoTtnpiou (ratio decidendi Twv anopdacswv) dOev TEeivVEl
o€ avTifeTn kaTeubuvaon. MaAaidTepa, evoow n Kunpog ntav ayyAikn anoikia (colony)
- nepiodoc 05.11.1914 puexpr 16.08.1960 (BA.Halsbury's Laws of
England/Commonwealth (Volume 13 (2017), nap. 651. «Republic of
Cyprus.»), Ta Aikaotnpia pag dsopevovTav and TIC anopdoel TwV ayyAlKwv
Aikaotnpiov (BA.Queen v. Erodotou 19 CLR 144 g uloBeTeital OTIG
KoAokaagidng v. Anpokpariag (1992) 2 AAA 252 kal Mout{ioupng & aAAog v.
AngokpaTiag (1990) 2 AAA 309) kal ol anopAacelg Tou AvwTAaTou AIkaoTnpiou pag
UMNEKEIVTO Ot £@peon oTo AvaktooupBouAio (Privy Council) (BA. Halsbury’s
(avwTeépw) nap. 607 kai 612 kai evdeikTika TNV APHRODITE N. VASSILIADES v.
ARTEMIS N. VASSILIADES AND ANOTHER (V18) 1 CLR 10, apopwaoa akUpwon
00Alac petaBiBaong, nou ekdikaoTnke oTo AvakTooUuppBoUAlo and Toug Lord
Macmillan, Lord Wright and Lord Clauson.). 'Exel nA€ov vopoAoynBegi 0TI o1 ano®Aaceig
TV ayyAIKoV, IpAavOIKWV Kdl OKWTIKWV AlkaoTnpiov akoAouBouvTtal Baosl
OIKaoTIKAC aBpdTNTAC WG NapoucialouoeC TO KOIVO dikalo, eVEXOUV € anAwG MeIOTIKO
(persuasive) xapaktipa kal Oev e€ival OeOueUTIKEC (BA. METAEU AAAMwv THE
REPUBLIC v. PHIVOS PETROU PIERIDES (1971) 2 CLR 181, Antonis
Mouzouris and Another v. Xylophaghou Plantations Ltd. (1977) 1 C.L.R.
287, Adamtsas Ltd. (In voluntary Liquidation) v. Republic (Minister of
Finance and Another) (1977) 3 C.L.R. 181, Hassanein Kamal v. "Hellenic
Island" and/or "Island" ka1 AAAwv (Ap.2) (1994) 1 AAA 578). Eival BEBala
BEUITO O NEPINTWOEIC OEPATIKAC OUYYEVEIAG va dakoAouBouvTal €kTOC €dv Ta
AlkaoTnApia pag neioTouv OTI Ol ANOPACEIC AUTEC eival AavBaopeveg (BA.SOLOMOS
STYLIANOU v. THE POLICE (1962) 1 CLR 152) i av ol Tonikec ouvonkeg (local
conditions) Teivouv npog¢ Tnv anokAilon an’ auta nou vopoAdynoav (BA.THE
REPUBLIC v. PHIVOS PETROU PIERIDES (1971) 2 CLR 181, Erodotou
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(avoTépw), KEM (TAXI) LIMITED v. ANASTASSIS TRYPHONOS (1969) 1 CLR
52). >toug Halsbury’s (avwTépw), Civil Procedure (Volume 11 (2015)), nap.
39 «Overseas decisions» ypda@eral akoun OTI &va AikaotApio Ouvartalr va
avaTpegel eupUTEpA OTIC aANOPACEIlC Twv AlkaoTnpiwv OAWV TwV XwPWV Mou
gpappolouv To KOIVO dikalo Je okono va avtAnoel kabodnynon («the decision of an
overseas court in a common law country [...] may be useful as a guide to the court
to which it is cited as to what its decision ought to be»). O avayvwoTng KaAsital

AoINOV KATda TNV avayvwaon Tou NapovTog va £XEl Ta avwTEPW unoywn Tou.

O1 O@sopoi MoAimikAg Aikovopiag (Or1A), otn Alarayn 35, Osopo 18, (A35
©18), npovoouv «An appeal shall not operate as a stay of execution or of
proceedings under the decision appealed from except so far as the Court appealed
from or the Court of Appeal, or a Judge of either Court, may order; and no
intermediate act or proceeding shall be invalidated, except so far as the Court
appealed from may direct. Before any order staying execution is entered, the person
obtaining the order shall furnish such security (if any) as may have been directed.
If the security is to be given by means of a bond, the bond shall be made to the

party in whose favour the decision under appeal was given.».

EE anowewc dikovopiag n aitnon yia avaotoAn duvartal va AdaBel Tov TUMO TNG
Hovopepouc (BA. A.48 ©8(1)(ee)) kal ouvenwc va pnv €nidoBei oTov €NITUXOVTA
gvayovTa, kad’' ou n aiTnon oTnv aiTnon, Kkata napekkAion TnG BepeAiakng apxng audi
alteram partem. EvtouToIg, To AlkaoTrplo diaTnpei TNV euxepeia va diatagel onwg n
aiTnon avaoToAnG vivel oTo TUNo TnG d1a KANCEwG Kal enidoBei oTa AaTopa nou rnbeAs
kpivel kataAAnAo (fit) (BA. A48 O8(3) kal kaTt’ avaloyia Ti¢ Cyprus Sulphur k.a.
v. NapapAdapa ATd. (1990) 1 AAA 1051, Brookemil Ltd (2012) 1 AAA 897,
TPANEZA KYNMPOY AHMOZIA ETAIPEIA ATA v. AEZNQ ZTYAIANOY, MoAITikn
‘Eqpeon Ap. 354/13,4/12/2015, ANA®OPIKA ME THN AITHZH TOY ABPAAM
AIZNMYPOY, NOAITIKH AITHZH AP. 32/2017, 7/3/2017, NikoAdidn Zwn A.
(2002) 1 AAA 435 kal Zpupviog Kwortag (2000) 1 AAA 43). Xapiv

g€olkovounong (01kaoTikou) XpOVOU N NPAKTIKA NMou akoAouBeiTal o€ NEPINTWAON Nou
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To AIKAoTnpIO Kpivel npénov va epapuoocel Tn A48 O8(3) cival va diatacoeTal n
enidoon TNG HOVOMEPOUG aiTNONG, XWPIG va KaTaxwpEeiTal €K VEOU n aitnon otov TUMNo
NG 01a kKANOsw¢ (BA. KENTPIKH TPAMEZA THZ KYNMPOY k.a., MoAimikn Aitnon
Ap. 178/2015, 12/1/2015). To npwTOdIko AIKaoTAPIO €ival apPodio va ekdIKACEI
TNV aiTnoNn avaoToAnG akopa Kai av €ival autd nou EkKOWOE TNV anod@aacn rnou cuvioTa
avTikeigevo TnG aitnong (BA. TAFCO (NO. 2) v. "SHIP ""LAMBROS L""" (1977)
1 CLR 159). Eniong, dev aitioAoyeiTal aitTnua €€aipeong Tou/TnG AikaoTn anAd kail
MOVOo €neidn ATav auTtog/n nou ekdwaoe TNV ePeCIBAAAOPEVN andpaacn yia Tnv ornoia
(nTeital n avaoToAn ekteAeong (BA. MAPIOZ MEYKAPOX v. KYMNPIAKOY
OPrANIZMOY TOYPIZMOY k.a, Zuvekd. YnoOéoeig Ap. 593/2007 kai
613/2007, 22 Iouviou 2010). To AvwTato AIKAGoTRpIO OTO onoio Aayeral aitnon
avaoToAnc dev aokei deutepoBabduia dikalodoaoia pe TNV onoia 6a avabewpnosl TNV
opBoTNTa TNG NPpWTOdIKNG (anoppINTIKAG) andgacng oTnV aiTnon Kal ouvenwg Ogv
neplopifeTal and TIC VOUOAOYIAKEC APXEC NMou JlENoUV TNV duvaToTnTa enéupfacng Tou
oTnV aoknon TnG OIAKPITIKNG EUXEPEIAC ToUu NpwTOdIkou AlkaoTnpiou (YIa AUTEC TIC
apXEC napanopnn MWNopei va yivel YeTa&u aAAwv oTic AvaoTaoiou MapkiTavn V.
AnooTtoAou MoutloUpn (2000) 1 AAA 923, TolavTng Fewpylog v. Hellenic
Bank (Investments) Limited (2001) 1 AAA 2029, Poltava Petroleum
Company v. Mexana Oil Ltd kai AAAwv (2001) 1 AAA 1301,
ECLI:CY:AD:2020:A391, TAYAIAHZ v. DEPFA BANK PUBLIC LIMITED
COMPANY «k.a., MNoAmxkn 'Egpeon Ap. 198/2014, 18/11/2020,
ECLI:CY:AD:2015:A213, XAPHZ ZTAYPAKHZ k.a. v. AHMOZ AEYKQZIAZ,
MNOAITIKH E®EZH AP. E 68/2013, 24/3/2015 «kal ECLI:CY:DOD:2021:10,
r.K. v. E.Z.,, E®OEZH AP. 8/21, 13/5/2021 ortnv onoia pdAiota Ta nepibwpia
ENEPPAONC XAPAKTNPIOTNKAV «OTEVA»). AVTIOETWG AOKei NpwTORABUIA, NPWTOYEVH
dikaiodoaoia, akpodTadl TnNG aiTnong €€’ unapxng kai de deoPeVETAl anod TNV anogacn
Tou katwTepou AikaoTtnpiou (BA. Boyaliavou Mpa&ITéAng v. NFlevikoU EicayyeA£a
TNG AngokparTiag (1997) 1 AAA 591, Ynoupyog AikaiooUvng kal Anpooiag
Tagewg (w¢g Kevrpikn Apxn ME Baon 1o Nopo 11(III)/91, UoTepa ano
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€EouaiodoTnon TnG XpioTtivag Zappa), Imavvng Zappa v. (Ap. 1) (2002) 1
AAA 195 «ka ECLI:CY:AD:2016:A163, ZYNEPIrATIKO TAMIEYTHPIO
AMMOXQZITOY-AAPNAKAZ AIMITEA (NMPQHN ZYNEPIrATIKOZ OPrANIZMOZz
«MPQTOBOYAIA NYNAIKQN>» KYIMPOY ATA) v. XPIZTOXZ AYZENTIOY k.qa.,
MNoAimikn ‘Epeon Ap. E125/2015, 23/3/2016. >nuciwveral €nionc n MAPIOZ
TZIATTAAOZ k.a. v. AAEEANAPA MAPKANTQNH, NMoAimkn "Egeon Ap.
E151/2017, E152/2017, 29/1/2018 6nou 10 AvwTaTo AIKAOoTNpPIO NAPEUPRNKE
OTO TPOMNO AoKNONG TNG dIAKPITIKNG EUXEPEIAG TOU NPpwTOdIKOU AIKAOTNPIoU WOTE vda
MeETABaAel To UWOG TNG €yyunong, n onoia npwTtodika TEBNKE wg OPoOG yia TNV
avaoToAn TNG €KTEAEONC TNG AnNoPaAonc nou cixe ekdobei. 'Enpa&e TouTO 0TNn Bdon
TWV Napanavw -eupuTeEPNC ONUaciac- apxwv nou pubuifouv Ta nAaioia en€PBaong
Tou E@eTeiou oTnv doknon TNG OIaKPITIKNG EUXEPEIAC TOU KATWTEPOU AlkaoTnpiou.
Ep@avwg n TeAeutaia unobeon oudOAwG PeTaBAAAel Tnv npwToBaduia dikalodoaia
nou aokei To AvwTtaTto AikaoTtnplo otn Baon Tng A35 ©19 (os cuvduaouod Pe To ©18)
AOYw Tou OIaOpPETIKOU aVTIKEIMEVOU MNou €EeTalel, NTOl €Qe0n KATA TWV OpwWV
avaoToAng kal oxI dikalodocia Bacel Tng A35 ©19 €ni anoppINTIKAG anopaong o€
aitTnon yia avacTtoAr. H aitnon avaoToAng npensl va ouvodeUsTal and €vopkn
ONAwaon OTav Ta oToixeia nou Tn ortnpidouv dgv NEPIEXOVTAl OTO (PAKEAO TNG
unoBeong, wc ival n ouvndng nepintwon (BA. Lord Jeans Ltd. v. Orbit - kazoulis
Ltd (2003) 1 AAA 808 nou agopouce Tn A35 ©18, kal —PeTa&U AAAWV- UI0BETNOE
Tnv Atkins v. Great Western Railway [1886] 2 TLR 400 kal Tnv avagopd oTo
"The Conflict of Laws", 10n 'Ekdoon, ogA. 175 Twv Dicey kal Morris). >Tnv
Orbit n aitnon yia avaoTtoAn dev cuvodeudTav and £vopkn ONAwon Kal Kauia
avagopd os yeyovoTa yivoTav oto cwpa Tng (oto Baduod nou Ba nTav eniTpenTtod), HE
anoTéAeopa va anoppi@Bei. Opoiw¢ n aitnon avaoToAng anoppipbnke oTn
Anpokparia v. Ypapidn & daAAdou (Ap.1) (1993) 3 AAA 280 AOyw N
KaTaxwpnong &vopkne ONAwonc. To AvwTato AIKAOTAPIO aAVEPeEPE OTI napd Tn
OIKOVOMIKN duvaToTnTa Oonwc n aitnon otn Baon Tou unown copou de ouvodeubEi

and evopkn ONnAwon (BA. A48 OO 8 kal 9), Ta yeyovoTa nou dev NPOKUNTOUV anod
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TO QPAKEAO TNG UNOBEONC NPEMElI va NEPIEXOVTAl O Evopkn ONAwaon. =Tn Baon Tng
A35 ©19 n aiTnon npenel va kataxwpnbei npwta oTo NPpwWTOdIKO AIKAOTHPIO Kal
KaTtoniva, e&@ooov auTto ekdwoel anoppinTikn anogaon (BA. MINEPBA
AZ®DAAIZTIKH, MoAimkn Aitnon Ap. 137/2020, 2/10/2020 kal MoAITikA
AitTnon Ap. 156/2020, 23/10/2020), oto AvwTaTto Aikaotnpio (BA. EuBupiou
Avdpéag (2011) 1 AAA 1040, MixanA Xpiorakng kai AAAog (2001) 1 AAA
247, KATERINA GEORGHIOU PAOUROU AND OTHERS v. ANDRIANI PANAYI
KASPI (1970) 1 CLR 194, ECLI:CY:AD:2019:A137, NISDAL IMPORTS-
EXPORTS LIMITED k.a. v. OEO®IAOY k.a., MoAimikn ‘Epeon Ap. 167/2018,
10/4/2019, Lindos Constructions Ltd. v. Aleubuvt) TuAHaTog Koivwvikov
Ao@palicswv (1994) 1 AAA 669, Thanos Club Hotels Ltd v. Adikng Kunpiakng
Tpanelac ka1 AAAwv (2003) 1 AAA 312, Otto v. Lindford (1881) 18 Ch.
D. 394 kal Annual Practice 1954, Mépog I, ogA. 1283). >1n Cropper v Smith
(1883) 24 ChD 305 10 Court of Chancery €kpive yia TIG TOTE 1I0XUOUCEG AYYAIKEG
NPOVOIEG OTI AUTEG Npocoedidav napaAAnAn dikalodoaia oTo NpwTodIKo AIKACTAPIO Kal
oto E@eTeio TNG AyyAiag npog avaoToAn €kTEAEONG, NANV OPwG n d1kalodoaia Tou
dcuTEpoU Ba pnopouoe va aoknBei povov pOCOV N AiTNON KATAXWPEITO OTO NPWTO
(AlkaoTApio) To onoio ackwvTag Tnv dikalodooia Tou TNV anéppinte. Kat’ avaloyia
BA. Bibby v Partap [1996] UKPC 13; [1996] 1 WLR 931; (1996) 48 WIR 371
kal Allandale Blue Metal Pty Ltd v Roads and Maritime Services (No 7)
[2015] NSWLEC 82. Eival BguiTd, epOcov auTh €ival n nEpinTwan, va kataypageTal
oTnVv €vopkn dNAwon OTI N a@iTnon avaoToAnG anoppipOnke NpwTddIka Kai yI’ auto
KATaxwpeitTal €k véou oTo AvwTato AIKAoTnplo, ®WOTE va dlagaiveral eubuc n
oUPpOPPWON pE TN A35 ©19 (BA. M. MAPKOY k.a. v. TPAMEZA KYMPOY
AHMOZIA ETAIPEIA ATA, NoAimikn ‘Epeon Ap. E50/2019, E51/2019 kai
E52/2019, 21/12/2020). O1 evopkeg dnAwaoelg de XpelaleTal va nepiAauBavouv
EKTEVIC VOUIKOUC I0XUPIOPOUC, OTOUG OMoiouc va unayayovtal Ta YeyovoTa Tng
unoBeong. Mia &vopkn dNAWON WG NPOKUNTEI and To AekTIKO TnG A4801 ouvioTd

YEVIKWC TO JEOCO NMPOooKOMIonG papTupiac. Kat’ eEaipeon n vopoBeaia r n vopoAoyia
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MNOPEi va anaiTei o€ pia oUYKEKPIPEVN NEPINTWON TNV Napabeon Hiac VOPIKAG UPNG
onAwong. Eni napadeiyyaTi, o€ aitnon yia €kdoon GUVONTIKAG andépaong and To
AikaoTnpio duvapel TnNG A.18 Twv OMNA, nNpenel va NEPIEXETAl OTNV EvVopkn ONAWON
MouU TNV ouvodeUel —PeTAEU AAAwV- dNAwaon OTI 0 evayouevoc/kab’ ou n aitnon d&v
EXEl KAAN unepaonion oTnVv aywyn nou Kivnnke ano Tov evayovta (BA. A.18(1)(a)
«... stating that in his belief there is no defence to the action...» kar peTa&u aAAwv
Nedapyxou kai AAAou v. EBviknGg Tpanefag Tng EAAGdo¢g (Kunpou) (2005) 1
A.A.A. 818 «kal Tnv VvopoAoyia nou avagepesl, nTol Kunplavidng v.
Iwavvou (1966) 1 A.A.A. 265, Spyros Stavrinides v. Ceskoslovenska
Obchondi Banka A.S. (1972) 1 C.L.R 130, Hermes Insurance Co Ltd v.
Joulios Theodorides (1983) 1 C.L.R. 333, Trans Middle East Trading
(T.M.E.T) Limited v. Abdul Aziz Tlais (1991) 1 A.A.A. 239, AGnvoUAAa
AnunTtpiou v. Tpanefag Kunpou ATd (1997) 1(B) A.A.A. 782, Rck Sports v.
Persona Advertising Ltd (1996) 1 A.A.A. 1074, Subotic v. ZTuAiavidn (1998)
1 A.A.A. 22, EuayyeAog Aalapou kai AAAoG v. lMNavvn M. Makedova (1999) 1
A.A.A. 817, NavayiwTnG ZepBog v. Euroinvestment & Finance Ltd., (2003)
1(IF) A.A.A. 1968 kal Sigma Radio T.V. Ltd. v. Apxng PadioTtnAsopaong
KUnpou (2005) 1 A.A.A. 408). l'evikOTEPA, €nionc, €xel AexOei OTI pia avapopad ev
gid€l OUPNEPAONATOC WG MPOC TNV VOMIKN NTUXN TNC unoBeong pnopei va yivelr ano
Tov opvuoavTa Xapiv TnG puoikng dikaioouvng, NTol, 0€ ouvOUAOUO HE TN VOMIKA
Baon TnG aiTnong, va eMITpEWel oTnV AAAN NAeupd va avTiIAngeOei TI a&iwvel 0 aITNTAG
(BA kat’ avaloyia Tnv IakwBidn, uno Tnv 1810TNTa TOUu WG MpOoowpivou
ExkaOapiorn Tov Evayovrov Soboh Petroleum (Cyprus) Ltd v. Abdallah
K.d., Ap. AYywynG: 5432/2010, 29/11/2018 (k. Eppaiy MEA) «Za@wg VOMIKN
enixeipnuaToAoyia dsv nepIAauBaveral o€ pia €vopkn dNAwon n onoia neplopileral
o€ YeyovOoTa, NANV OPwG autd Oev eE0UdeTEPWVEI TNV avaykn &eidikeuong, und Tnv
g€vvola TnG napdabeonc kai avagopdg, Tou AOyou oTov onoio ornpileTalr Kanoio
aITnTIKO [...] Xwpic enixelpnuaToAoyia n onoia 6a yivel oTa nAaiola Twv ayopeUoewy,

oUTWC WOTE va yvwpilel eykaipwg Kair n aAAn nAgupda tn Baon Tou aITnUaAToc Kai va
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gival oge B€on va TonoBeTnBei €ni ToUTOU...».). Z€ KABE OPWC NEPINTWAON N oudia TNG
VOMIKNG BEwpnonG Tou npdyuaTog Napapevel Npoc TEAIKN Kpion and To AikaoThplo
(BA Pell Frischmann Consultants Ltd v. Anpokpariag (2001) 1 AAA 33). 310
Injunctions Twv David Bean, Isabel Parry kai Andrew Burns, 12n €kdoon,
Sweet & Maxwell, Practitioner Series, ogA. 88, nap. 5-16 svtonileTal cuvapwg
«A statement should not contain legal argument (Alfred Dunhil Ltd v Sunoptic
SA 1979 FSR 337), nor quotation from the opinion of counsel or the author of an
article in a learned journal. Such opinions do not constitute evidence (Gleeson v J
Wippell & Co Ltd [1997] 3 All ER 54; [1977] 1 WLR 510).». ZTnVv napanavw
ogAida Tou pnBEvVTOC ouyypaupaToc n dnAwaon nAnpogopiwv f niotng («statement
of information or belief>) avayvwpileTal w¢ €va PECO NPOOKOMIONG HapTupiac

(«evidence») og evOIAUETEC AITNOEIC KATA TNV ayYAIKN veEOTepN dIKOvouid.

MapaTtnpeital 0TI 0 Nepi AikaoTnpinv NOpog Tou 1960 (N. 14/1960), ap6po 47,
uno Tov TiTAo «H ano@aaoic 6a gival SECHEUTIKN AVEU AVAKOIVOOEWG», MNEPIEXEI
ouvageic npovoleg P’ autec TG A35 ©18. >t NTEMIAN kKk.a. v. TEAFTAPIAHZ
K.a., MOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 36/2018, 22/6/2018 To AvwTaTo AikaoTrpio -napa
TNV Nponyoupevn Bewpnon Tou npayuaToc- enifeBaimwoe 0TI To AikaoTnplio EAEyxou
EvoikiGoswv €xel €€ouaia duvapel Tng A35 ©18 va avaoteilel andpaon nou Exel
eEKOWOEI EKKPEPOUONG TNG EPECNG NOU ACOKNBNKE KAT’ AUTNG KAl OX0AIaoE yia Tn OXE0N
Tou N.14/1960 kal Twv OMNA 6oov apopad To eEsTaldopevo {NTNUa oTl «Ta dikaoThpla
TNG Kunpou [...] €xouv yevikn €€oucia va avacTeAAouv Tnv eKTEAEON OIKAGTIKNAG
anogaong duvauel Tou apbpou 47 Tou nepi AikaoTnpiov Nopou Tou 1960
(N.14/1960). 'Otav n ano@acn danoTeAEi QVTIKEIJEVO €QeOnG, n AokKNon TNG
eEouaiac autnc puBuileTal dikovouika and Tn A.35,0.18.». >t WHITE KNIGHT
HOLDINGS LTD v. NEW WORLD INVESTMENTS LTD, NMoAimikn ‘Epeon Ap.
230/2014, 12/7/2016 cniong onueiwdnke OTI «[T]o apBpo 47 Tou Nopou 14/70
npoodidel Yia YEVIKAC HopPnc e€ouadia oTo E@eTeio va diata&sl Tnv avacToAn MIAg
anopAcewg, N ornoia anoTeAE avTIKEIJEVO €PETnG, N Aoknon TNG onoiag pubuileTal

OlkovouIika anod tn A.35, 6. 18..». ZTnVv €v AOyw unobson 1o AvwTaTto AIKAaoTnplo
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KANBNKe va €EETACEl TNV AVAOTOAN EKTEAEONC ano@aAonc €kkabapiong €Taipeiac,
{ATnHa nou dieneTal ano 1o apbpo 243(1) Tou Kep. 113. ZTnv Oppavidng k.a. v.
AnpokpaTiag (1992) 3 AAA 44 avayvwpioTnke yia Tnv A35 ©18 611 ouvioTa Tn
«poOvn Bgouikn d01aTa&n nou dIENEl TNV AvaoToAn dIKACTIKWV anopacswv». And Tnv
NManakokkivou k.a. v. Fevikég Ao@daAsieg Kunpou (1997) 1B A.A.A. 692
npokUNTel OTI e@apuoleTal n idla EPUNVEUTIKA NPOCEYYION Yia To apBpo 47 kai Tn
A35 ©18. O napandvw nepi avaoToAng MPOVOIEG NMOU MEPIEXOVTAl OTN MOAITIKN
dikovopia Oev e@appolovTal, ceteris paribus  mutatis mutandis, otnv noivikn
diadikacia (BA. FOTIOU BROS SHIPPING LTD v. EXANTAS MARINE
ENTERPRISES LTD, Moiviki Egeon Ap. 44/2014, 10/7/2015) 1 omn
dladikaoia €kdoonC NPOVOMIAKWYV €&VTAAPNATwv Bdoesr Tou apbpou 155.4 Tou
>uvtayuaTtoc (BA. Siberia Airlines kai AAAo1 (Ap. 3) (2001) 1 AAA 1501),
MEAANH TENAIPITH v. EPITOAABQ2N OIKOAOMQN KQZTAZ IMANAIH
(AYZIQTHZ) ATA, NoAmkh ‘Epeon Ap. 416/2012, 21/11/2014 «ai
EpnedokAng EuayyeAog kai AAAol (Ap. 3) (2009) 1 AAA 529).

MNa tn o€ ocupeuUTN €€ouoia Tou AikaoTnpiou oTo eEsTalOPeEVO NAAIOIO, OCNUEIWVETAI
o0TI oTn @eoniorog NMNarocalooaBBng v. AieubuvTn Tou THAHATOG ECWTEPIK®V
Mpocodwv (1989) 1E AAA 45 yiveral avagopd oTto Halsbury’s Laws of England
OMou n avaoToAn piag d81kaoTIKAG ano@aong KETA TNV UMNOPBOAN KAl EVW EKKPEUEI
Epeon avayvwpileTal w¢ Mia KAaolkn nepinTwon Aaoknong TETolAG €&ouaiag
(oupeuTNCG) and To Aikaotnplo. Kat’ avaAoyia napanounn yiveral otn Merck & Co.
Inc. k.. v. Medochemie Ltd. (1998) 1 AAA 2184. >tnv EpnedokARng
EuayyeAog kai AAAor (Ap. 3) (avwTepw) To AvwTaTto AIKAOTNPIO EKPIVE OTI N
oup@uNG e€Eoucia dev aokeital ad libitum vyia va dnuioupyei oTnv anouacia
OIKOVOMIK®WV KAvVOVWV HINXaviogpoug d1EE000U yia To {nToUEevo. AUTH n unobeaon eivail
0pB0 va a&oloynbei kal neploploTei oTOo nNAaioclo yeyovoTwv TnG. MpwTddIKOG
AikaoTng dlopioTnke OTN BAon TNG OXETIKNG vVopoBeaiag (ke®. 12) wg €E€TA0TAC vIa
TN AnNWn JapTupiag and Tov EpnedokAn kal eE€dwaoe Tn OXETIKN napakAnon (letters

of request). EvavTiov TNG napakAnong kataxwpnbnkav dUo aiTnoeig yia Anyn adsiag
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yla karaxwpnon aitnong yia certiorari kal prohibition nou opwc¢ anoppipbnkav.
Evowel TOUTOU, kaTaxwpnbnkav OUO0 NOAITIKEG €PECEIC Npog ekdikaon anod To
AvwTaTo AIKaoTnpio, wG €nionc JHOVOUEPEIC AITNOEIC OMoiwG 0To AvwTaTo AIKaoThplo
(ka1 dn evwniov Tou AIkaaoTr nou Ogv £dwOe AJEIA OTIC NPOEIPNUEVEC AITAOEIG) ME TIG
onoiec {nTeiTo d1IATAYNA AVAoTOANC TNG NApAKANONG HEXP! TNV €KOIKAON TWV EPETEWV
nAnv OPWG anoppipdnkav pYe ex tempore anogaocn. EnavaAngénke To idlo aitTnua
avaoToANG evwniov Tou EgeTeiou nou eniong anoppipOnke eAAEiWel BIKOVOUIKNG AAAd
Kal eupuTepNG €€ouaiag (oUPPUTNG) va diaTa&el Tnv avacToAn Tng diadikaoiag evog
aAlou AikaoTtnpiou. En’ oudevi oguvayeralr an’ autnv Tnv unoBeon OTI N GUHQUNG
geEouaia Ogv NPOOPEPETAl CUHUNANPWHATIKA TWV MNpovolwv Twv OMNA wOoTeE OTIC
KATAAANAEC NEPINTWOEIC TO AIKAOTAPIO VA EKNANPWOEI TO POAO TOU WG AIKAOTHPIO
Aikaiou. AVTIBETWC n oUppuTtn €foucia Tou AikaoTnpiou (mMepi avaoToAnc)
ouvunapyel Je Toug OMA kal govo pnTn VOMOBETIKN npovola nepi To avTiBeTo Ba
aveTpene autnv Tn 6€on (BA. kat’ avaloyia Tnv Admiral Taverns (Cygnet) Ltd v
Daniel [2008] EWCA Civ 1501; [2009] 4 All ER 71; [2008] All ER (D) 251).
Kar naAlv opwg 1o AlkaoTtnpio 0gv €xel oUPQUTN €€ouaia va avaoTeilel 0AeC TIg
anogdocei¢ n diatayyara nou ekdidel (BA. Halsbury’'s Laws of England, 40

‘Ekdoon, Topog 17, nap. 451 et seq.).

Ano Tn AekTikn diatunwon TnG A35 ©18 kabioTaTal ca@eg 0TI N Aoknaon £peong d€
MMNoOpEei va avaoTeilel TNV eKTEAEON Miac andgaonc ekTOC av AAAWC KAl wG NOeAe
d1aTa&el To appodio Aikaotnpio (BA. kat’ avaioyia Civil Appeals 2nd Ed., Stay of
Execution, nap. 5-208 kar Zuckerman on Civil Procedure: Principles of
Practice 3rd Ed., Mainwork, Chapter 24 - Appeal, Stay of Execution Pending
Appeal, nap. 24.270). zxetikn €niong n National Westminister Bank Plc v
Kitch [2001] EWCA Civ 743 (9 May 2001) otnv onoia 1o EpeTeio TnNGg AyyAiag
avapepopevo oTIC Npovoleg Tou CPR 52.7 anekAive anod Tnv 6€on Tou aITnTi 0 onoiog
gixe eionynBei 0TI N avaoToAn €npene uno TIC NEPIOTACEIC va d0B¢ei auTodikaiwc («as
of a right»). 2To Halsbury's Laws of England/Civil Procedure (Volume 12A
(2015)), nap. 1527 ps TitAo «Appeal not generally operating as a stay» kai
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napanopnn otn Hyams v Plender [2001] 2 All ER 179; [2001] 1 WLR 32, CA,
agopwaoa aitTnon yia Anwn adsiag yia €@eon kata TnG npwtodikng andgaong,
avaypagertal «Unless the appeal court or the lower court orders otherwise [...] an
appeal does not operate as a stay of any order or decision of the lower court.». BA.
eniong Fiona Trust & Holding Corporation & Ors v Privalov & Ors [2011]
EWHC 1312 (Comm) (25 May 2011) kal Patley Wood Farm Lilp v Brake &
Anor [2013] EWHC 4035 (Ch) (18 December 2013). EEunakoUeTal ENOPEVWC
N aoknon OJlakpITIKNG cuxepelag (discretion) and To Aikacotinpio (BA. kai Tnv
ANA®OPIKA ME THN AITHZH THZ NETPIAOY, MoAimikn Aitnon Ap. 90/2018,
10/7/2018 (7o ratio Tng onoiac enikupwbnke otnv MoAimikn ‘Epeon Ap.
225/2018,13/11/2018) kai Tn Hammond (2001) EWCA Civ 2065, nap. 22).
'Onw¢ oe kKABe AAAN nepinTwon nou To AIKAOTAPIO KAAEITAl va evepynoel KaTd
d1akpITIkA euxepela (BA. evdeikTika To Annual Practice Tou 1964, Mépog 1, oeA.
104, 491, 1005, 1242, 1483, 1726, 1999/215, 1999/218, 1999/219,
1999/227), €T01 KAl N EUXEPEIA AVAOTOANG Npenel va ackeiTal dikaoTika (judicially)
oTn Baon Twv apXxwv TnG vopoAoyiac (BA. WORLD TIDE v. VASSILIKO CEMENT
(1989) 1 CLR 273). >tnv Okafor v. Nnaife [1987] NGSC 2; (1987) 10 NILR
16 (16 October 1987) onucsiwveral cuvapws «The Courts have an unimpeded
discretion to grant or refuse a stay. In this, like in all other instances of discretion,
the Court is bound to exercise that discretion both judicially as well as
judiciously and not erratically.». NMpoo€TI apevog eveka Tou OTI To dikalo dianAdBeTal
aevawc (BA. kat’ avaloyia METAQUOTES SOFTWARE LTD k.a. v. DABABOU,
MNoAimikn Egpeon Ap. E324/2016, 14/11/2018) JuvAauevo TOIOUTOTPON®WG Vd
avTanokpiveral oTig JeTaBaAAopeveg ouvonkeg («to meet the changing conditions»)
(BA. Allen v Synder [1997] 2 NSWLR) kal a@eTépou eAAsiyel pnTou
npoadIopIoPoU KpPITNPiwV oTo Keigevo TNG A35 ©18, To AIKAoThplo €XEl dUVNTIKWEG
gupeia OIAKPITIKN EUXEPEIA MPOC avaoToAn TNG €KTEAEONC TNG €PECIBAAAOMEVNG
anopaonc (BA. EONIKH AZ®AAIZTIKH (KYMPOY) ATA v. ®QTIOY, MoAITikRA
‘Eqpeon Ap. 269/2020, 16/7/2021 kai TEXNOAOIIKO TNMANENIZTHMIO
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KYMPOY v. AHMHTPHZ I ZYKOMNETPITHZ AIMITEA, NoAimkn ‘Epeon Ap.
E214/19, 29/9/2021).

©a pnopouoce va AexBei O6TI undpyxouv JUO adNPITEG TUMIKEC MNPOUNOBECEIC
anokpuoTAAAWMPEVEC and Tn VvouoAoyia nou npenel va nAnpouvTal, WOTE vd
npoxwpnoel To AIkaoTnplo va €EETACEI TNV ouadia TnG aitnong: (a) kata Tnv akpoaon
TNG aiTnoNG va €xel kataxwpnbei €peon katd Tng andgaong n d1IaTayhaTog TNG
EKTEAEONG Tou onoiou {nTeital n avaoTtoAn (BA. ZYNEPFATIKO TAMIEYTHPIO
AMMOXQZTOY-AAPNAKAZ AIMITEA (avwTépw) PE avagopd oTic EHnedokAng
EuayyeAog kai AAAor (Ap. 3) (2009) 1 AAA 529 kai CHRISTOPHI AND
OTHERS v. IACOVIDOU (1985) 1 CLR 713) kai (B) n avaoToAn va {nTeital yia
anogaon n oldtayda nou eniBAaAAel BETIKN unoxpeéwon n Kadnkov kair va pnv
anoBA&nel oTnv avakonn Tng d1kaoTikAG d1adikaaciag nou dev £XEl CUMNANPWOEI oTov
npwTto Babuo wodv va ATav aitnon yia €ékdoon Npovouiakou evTaApaTog prohibition
(BA. peTa&u GAwv AUpag NTivog M kair AAAor v. Aaikn Kunpiakn Tpaneda
(Xpnuatodotnoeig) ATd (Ap. 1) (1997) 1 AAA 1384, NEPATIKOY k.a. v.
AOIZIAH, NAPAAHMTHE KAI AIAXEIPIZTHZ THE K.X. MEPATIKOZ AIMITEA
K.a., MoAimikn ‘Eqpeon Ap. E207/2017,4/9/2018, NMNanakokkivou Bepeyyapia
M. ka1 AAAn v. FTevikég AopalAeieg Kunpou (1997) 1 AAA 692, Xat{niwonY
AvtloAétTa v. Avvag Merpixou (1998) 1 AAA 364, Aftomata Elaiourgia
Lydrodonta Ltd. v. Holy Monastery of Machera (1986) 1 C.L.R. 524, FOTIOU
AND ANOTHER v. PETROLINA LTD. (1984) 1 CLR 708, IN RE E.S. (AN
INFANT) (1986) 1 CLR 119). MvnuoveUeTal NApEPNINTOVTWG OTI TO AvWTATO
AIKaoTApIO KATAa TNV aoknon Tng E@eteiakng, dsutepofdaduiag, dikaiodoaiag Tou
duvapel apBpou 25(1) Tou N.14/1960 kal TnG NPovopIakng dikalodoaoiag Tou SUVALEI
Tou apBpou 155.1 TOU ZuvTaypaTog, Ot duvaTal va eKOWOEl ANAYOPEUTIKA
dlaTAayNaTa nou a@opoUv TO AVTIKEIMEVO AYWYNC Yiad TO Ornoio acknBnke &geon.
Avaokonnon TnG VvopoAoyiag yiverar otnv npéoceatn MAXIMENKO AAAQZ
MAKSIMENKO v. TPAMNEZAZ KYNPOY AHMOZIA ETAIPEIA ATA, MoAiTikn
‘Epeon Ap.E127/2021, 29/7/2021. 3’ auTtnv n e@eoceiouca/evayouevn oTnv
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aywyn 5150/2014 nou eyepbnke ano Tnv Tpanela kATaXwpnoe avtanaitnon kai
aiTnon yia npoowpivo diataypa Bacel Tou apBpou 32 Tou N.14/1960. H aitnon
anoppipbnke NpwTodika apou kpidnke oOTI O nNAnpeiTo n TPITN NpolnoBson Tou
pnOEvTOoC VONOU. H epeociouca KaTaxwpnoe €Qeon nNpooBAAAouca TNV npwTodikn
andépaon wc eoPaipevn. NapaAAnAa kaTtaxwpnoe aiTnon Ye TNV onoia {nTouoe ONwc
To Avwtato Aikaomnpio ekdwoel O1dTayya TO OMoio va avaoTeEAAEl Tov
NPOYPANMATIOUEVO MAEIOTNPIACKO TOU AKIVATOU HWEXP!I TNG NMAAPOUC anonepATwong
TNG aoknBeiong Epeong. To AvwTaTo AikaoTrnpio KaTteAn&e oTI dev €dUVATO VA ACKNOEI

Tnv d1kalodocia Tou KaTa Tov TPONo nou {NTEiToO Kal aneppIYe TNV aitnon.

Q¢ eniong npokuNTel and TNV vopoAoyia To AIkaoTApIo KaAeiTal oTo nNAdicio Tng
ekdikaong piag aitnong avacToAng va otaduiosl ouciaoTika dUO NapAyovTeG: aPevog
TNV avaykn onwg o eniTuXwv 01adIkog dpeWEl APESA TOUG KApNoug TNG OIKACTIKNAG
EMITUXIQG Tou PE yvwuova Tnv TeAeaIdikia TNG avTidiKiag kAl apeTEPOU TNV avaykn
ONwc n €Qeon Nou acknbnke katd Tnc unown dIKAoTIKAC andpaonG YNV KATAOTEI
aveu avTikelyévou (nugatory). Mapanounn pnopei va yivel PeTa&u AAAwv OTIC
Katarina Shipping. v. The Ship "POLY" (1978) 1 C.L.R. 355, Iomongdakng v.
ApioTodnuou (1990) 1 AAA 284, E.Y.R.I.K. & Others v. Kotsonis (1986) 1
A.A.A. 617, Kyproxil Designs Ltd. v. Panos Englezos & Co. Ltd. (1988) 1
A.A.A. 546, London and Overseas (Sugar) Co. and Another v. Tempest Bay
Shipping Co. Ltd. and Others (1978) 1 C.L.R. 367, GRUNO v. "SHIP
""ALGAZERA""" (1980) 1 CLR 595, CHARALAMBOUS v. NICOLAIDES &
NEOPHYTOU (1985) 1 CLR 737, Scheepswerf BodewesGruno v. The Ship
"Algazera" (1980) 1 C.L.R. 595, Essex Overseas Trade Services Ltd. v. The
Legent Shipping Co. Ltd. (1981) 1 C.L.R. 263, "Phoenix" Greek General
Insurance (a. S.A. v. Al Khalaf Exhibition (1981) 1 C.L.R. 673,
MAVROCHANNA AND ANOTHER v. MICHAEL (1984) 1 CLR 760, REPUBLIC v.
LIVERDOS (1985) 3 CLR 936, Public Service Commission v. Savvas
Petrides (1981) 3 C.L.R. 246, EuayyéAou v. Dorami Marine Ltd (1991) 1 AAA
172; 87/1977, 12/02/1991, Ros Estates Ltd. ka1 AAAo1 (Ap. 2) (2001) 1
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AAA 147, Lord Jeans Ltd. v. Orbit - kazoulis Ltd (2003) 1 AAA 808, Nana
Avdpéacg v. Novag A. Oikovopidou kair AAAwv (2010) 1 AAA 58, P & MA
Restaurant Limited k.a. v. Eric John Wakeham (2011) 1 A.A.A. 1239. >1n
Republic v. Liveros (1985) 3 CLR 936 710 AIkaoTnpio Bewpnoe TNV avaykn n
£(PEON VA PNV KATAOTEI AVEU QVTIKEIJEVOU WC TOV ouoIwdETTEPO napayovrta («...this
seems to be the most material consideration»). EvTouToig, dAAn vopoAoyia Exel
ONMEIWOEI, avaPpePOPEVN OTOV NPOEIPNHUEVO Kal ' auTOV TNG APEoNG andAauong TwvV
Kapnwv Tng OIKAOTIKNG Vikng, OTI npokeiral yia dUo napdyovteg <«e&ioou
onuavTikouc» (BA. Mavayiwta Neo@uTou Vv. XpuoavOng Anunrtpiou (1989)
1 C.L.R. 592) oc oxeon pe Toug onoioug To dikalov TNV aitnon AIKaoTnpIo KAAsiTal
va Bpel TNV «xpuon Toun» (BA. The Governor and the Company of the Bank of
Scotland v. Tou nAoiou S. S. Sapphire Seas (2001) 1 AAA 955) 1) va smiTUxel
Mia «dikain, und TIC nepioTacelg, 1oopponia» (BA.Miavvog MaluAou k.a. v
MapoUAAag Neo@uTtou NikoAdou k.a., MNMoAimikn ‘Egpeon Ap. 373/2016,
10.10.2017), «ue yvwpova Ta cupgepovTa TnG dikaioouvne» (BA. Imongakng v.
Ap10TOdNHOU (AVWTEPW)).

>Tn MAPKOY k.a. v. TPAMEZA KYINMPOY AHMOZIA ETAIPEIA ATA (avoTEpw)
nou uloBeTeiTal kal en’ autou otnv KOZMOZ AZDAAIZTIKH ETAIPEIA AHMOZIA
ATA v. TYPIMOZ k.a., MoAiTikn "Egeon Ap. 87/2019, 9/6/2021 AexOnke OTI
yla va eykpiBei aitnua avaotoAnc 6a npenel va kartadeixBouv gEaipeTIKEC
NMEPIOTACEIC OI OMNoie¢ va To dikalohoyouv. Opoiwg otnv Op@gavidng k.a. v.
Anpokpartiag (1992) 3 AAA 44 1o AvwTaTo AIKAoTnplo KATEANEE OTI «n avaoToAn
[...] napéxerar HPOVO E€QPOCO OUVTPEXOUV €EAIPETIKEG MEPIOTACEIC MOU TN
dlkaloAoyouv.». H evandBeon Tou BApouc anodeiEnc Twv €EAIPETIKWV NEPIOTATEWV
oTov aiITnTh eniBeBaiwveral otn Musarri & Anor v Director of Public Prosecutions
& Ors [2002] WASCA 28. H A.35 018 nepiexel npovoleg ouvageic he Tnv 058 r.16
TNG ayyAIkng dikovopiag nou katoniva avapiOunenke oe r.12 (BA. evdeikTika Caspi
Shipping Ltd. k.a. v. Tou nAoiou Sapphire Seas (Ap. 3) (1998) 1 AAA 994,
KYPROXIL DESIGNS v. PANOS ENGLEZOS (1988) 1 CLR 546, Alter-M
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Limited k.a. v. Rapsody Travel Limited, Ap. Aywyng: 2834/11,
30/11/2017). >1o Annual Practice Tou 1956, Mépog I, oeA. 1284 e TiTAO
«Grounds for Stay» avaypdagperai yia Tov napanavw ayyAikd dIKovouikd kavova e
napanopnn ornv Annot Lyle (1886) 11 PD 114- «The Court will not make a
practice at the instance of an unsuccessful litigant of depriving a successful one of
the fruits of his litigation until a further appeal is determined except in special
circumstances. ZTnv npopeTwnida TNG Annot Lyle avayvwpileTtar oOTI «..an
application by the appellant to stay execution pending the appeal will not be granted,
unless special circumstances are shewn by affidavit.». =’ autfiv Tnv unoBeon €ixe
ekdoBei andpaon pe TNV onoia emdikaoTnKav npog o0peAog Tou nAociou Nenuphar
anolnNUIWOEIC yia TNV {nuia nou uneoTn €EAITIAC TNG ANEAEIAC TWV OTEAEXWV TOU
nAoiou Annot Lyle. H aitTnon avaoToAnC TNG EKTEAEONC TNG andépaonc anoppipinke
agou dev ouvodeuoTav He evopkn dnNAwon desikvuouoa OTI Ba ATav aduvaTto vda
ENIOTPAPEI TO NOCO AUa n unown ano@acn avaTtpeneTo kat' €peon. Kata Tov Lord
Esher, M.R. edv €010e oTnv evwniov Tou unoBeon Tnv €€aIToUPEVN aAvVAOTOAN
dedopEVNC TNC anouaciac €EalpeTIKwV nepioTacewyv («special circumstances») 6a
ENpaTTe ep@avwg («clearly») avTiBeTa Pe TIC NPOVOIEC Kal TOV OKoMno Twv Kavovwv
Tou AikaoTnpiou («Rules of Court»). O1 eunaidcuTol CUYYPAPEIC TOU OUYYPAUNATOC
oxoAlalouv eniong TNV NpoeipnueEVN aeAida 0TI 0 avapepbeig kavovag («same rule»)
epapuoleTal oe «applications for new trial» (Monk v Bartram [1891] 1 QB 346),
«an order for payment out of a fund» (Bradford v Young (1885) 28 Ch D 18 «ai
Re Queensland Merchantile Agency Co (1892) 61 L.J. Ch 48), «an order for
inquiries» (Shaw v. Holland [1900] 2 Ch 305), «an order for an account of
profits» (Coleman & Co v. S. Smith & Co Ltd [1911] 2 Ch. 572). A&ilel n
avagopd o€ KAMoIEG ek TwV unobeoswv autwv. O Lord Esher MR oTtn ggA. 346 Tng
andégaong Tou otn Monk v Bartram (avwTépw) onueiwoe «It has never been the
practice in either case to stay execution after the judge at the trial has refused to
grant it, unless special circumstances are shewn to exist.». 2tn Shaw v. Holland

(1900) 2 Ch 305 evTonileTtal «A stay of inquiries directed by a judgment pending

>eAida 16 ano 56



an appeal will be granted only under very special circumstances.». X' auTAv unnpxe
HapTupia pe Tnv onoia Onuioupyeito unowia OTI ol OIEUBUVTEG TNG €TaIpEiag
napafiaoav Ta kKaBAKOVTA TOUC OXETIKG HE pia npda&n petaBifaonc HETOXWV
(allotment of shares), TIg onoieg kal eveypawav ¢’ autoug o€ XaunNAOTEPN anod Tnv
avTIKEIYeVIKN Tou¢ a&ia Tiun (at an undervalue). TouTou d0BEvTOC, TO AIKAOTAPIO
OIETa&e TNV €vopkn napoxn nAnpo@opiwv (inquiries) OXETIKA HE TIC WETOXEC. Me
aitnon ¢nTNOnNKE n avaoToAn TNG anopaong EKKPEPOUONG TNG EPECNG KUPIWG AOYW
Tou uywnAouU koaToug dieEaywyng Twv inquiries (BA. oeA. 313 Tng andgaong). O Lord
Alverstone oup@wvouvTog Tou Rigby L.J. dexBnke OTI wg BEUa apxng anaiteital n
KaTadeIEN €10IKWV MEPIOTACEWV YIA TNV AVAOTOAR, yia Ta O€ EVWMIOV TOU YEYOVOTA
oxoAiaoe yia va kataAn&el ornv anodéppiyn TnG aitnong, ot «Of course, there are
many cases in which the expense involved in inquiries might be so great, and the
uncertainty as to the necessity of prosecuting them so great, that it would be
desirable to stay the prosecution of the inquiries pending an appeal. ... I am not
satisfied that, if they are rightly undertaken, these inquiries as to the market value
of the shares need be of any great length, and under these circumstances I do not
think that any sufficient ground has been shewn for a stay of proceedings.». ZTnv
Coleman v. Smith [1911] 2 Ch 572 &yepBnke aywyn oTn BAon Tou daoTikoU
adIknUATog Tou aBEuITou avtTaywviopou (passing off) ye Tnv onoia o evayovTtag
(NTnoe peTa&U AaAAwv Tnv €kdoon diataypatog (injunction) kar anodoon
Aoyaplacpwv yia kepdn (account for profits) kai, apoTou ekdOONKAV, 0O EVAYOUEVOG
(NTNOE TNV avaoToAn €KTEAEONG TOUC €KPEPOUONG TNG £PECNC NOU AaokKNONnkKe kat’
autwv. To Aikaotnplo (Swinfen Eady J.) apvA®nke Tnv avaoToAn €KTEAEONC Tou
diatayuato¢ aoculnTnTi napd Tnv ava@opd Tou epeoeiovTog OTI OI' auTtoU TOU
d1aTayuaTtog n napouciacn/edgavion Tou MNPOIOVTOG TwV EPECEIOVTWY AAAale
oAokANpwTIKA (entire alteration). Eniong apvnénke Tnv avaoToAn TnG anodoong
Aoyaplaopwy, onueiwvovTag «It is not the practice of the Court to stay such an
account, unless irreparable injury would otherwise be caused : Nerot v. Burnand

(1); Hyam v. Terry. (2) The plaintiffs will proceed with the account at their own risk
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as to costs. It would unduly protract litigation if an account could not be proceeded
with until after the decision of the ultimate appeal in the case.». Kata avaioyo Tpono
BA. Tn Bradford v Young otn oUvown TnG onoiag avayvwpiletal «In the absence of
special circumstances it is not the practice of the Court to retain in Court pending
an appeal a fund which has been ordered to be paid out...». 2Tn Wilson v. Church
(No. 2) (1879) 12 Ch.D. 454 n onoia €Tuxe avagopdag otnv Bradford v Young
anogaacioTnke OTI NTav opB06 va diataxBei n avacToAn TnG NpwTodikng anogpaongc,
a@ou ol dikalouxol 0ToUG onoioug dlaTaxdnke va yivel n dlavoun TwV €nidiIKwv Noowv
nou dlaTnpouvTo o€ pnxaviodo fund, ATav noAudpiBuol kal ol NAgioTol dIEPEVAV OTO
eEWTEPIKO Kal, Aua avaTpENETo N NPWTOdIKN AnO@PAcn aTNV EPECN, N ENICTPOPI TWV
dlaveunBevTwy Ba nTav npakTika aduvarn i dUokoAn. Yn' auTeG TIC OUVONKEC TO
Court of Chancery vopoAoynoe (katd nAsioyngia) oTI «when a party is appealing,
exercising his undoubted right of appeal, this Court ought to see that the appeal, if
successful, is not nugatory». A€ov va TovioTei OTI N ayyAikn vouoAoyia avayvwpios
o€ NApOPOIEG WE TNV und €EETaon NeEPINTWOEIG Nou (NTEiTO avacToAn anogacng,
akoun Kair Apiv TNV €10aywyn TnG OXETIKNG OIKOVOMIKAG npovolag, OTl n €&ouaia
avaoToAnc dev AoKeiTAl oTNV anoucia EaipeTIKwV NepioTacewv («an order for stay
of execution was not made in the absence of special circumstances shown») (BA.
Becker v. Earles Court Ltd. (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 206, C.A, Anderson & Coltman
Ltd. v. Sonco Canning Ltd. (1982) ]JSC 325, Thorn Domestic Appliances
(Export) Ltd. v. Alpan (Takis Bros) Ltd. (1983) JSC 544). lNa tnv Unapé&n
€EAIPETIKWV MNEPIOTACEWY CUVNYOPEI Kal n anogacn Tou AlkaoTnpiou TnG BikTwpia
otn Scarborough v. Lews Junction Stores Pty. Ltd. [1963] VicRp 20; (1963)
V.R. 129 6nou o Adam J €kpive «The rule says that an appeal does not operate as
a stay of execution. That is so, and an application for a stay of proceedings is not
granted as of course. There must be special circumstances existing to justify an
order staying the execution of the judgment — some special circumstances which
must be relevant to the purpose for which the stay is granted.» (BA. kal Kelly and
Kelly [1980] FamCA 88; 48 FLR 42; (1981) FLC 91-007; 6 Fam LR 741 «...a
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stay is not granted as of course and that appropriate (or if one likes the term
"special") circumstances must be shown.», aAAad kal Tn Siglin v Choules & Ors
[2001] WASCA 308 «A stay of execution is only granted in special
circumstances».). 2Tn Federal Commissioner of Taxation v Myer Emporium
(No 1) [1986] HCA 13; (1986) 160 CLR 220 evtonileral «It is well established
by authority that the discretion which it confers to order a stay of proceedings is
only to be exercised where special circumstances exist which justify departure from
the ordinary rule that a successful litigant is entitled to the fruits of his litigation
pending the determination of any appeal.». O Dawson ] &€dwoe WG KAAOOIKO
napadelyha unap&nc eEAIpETIKWV MEPIOCTACEWY TNV KAKI OIKOVOMIKN KATAOTACN TOU
gvayovTa, o onoioc dev Ba pynopeosl AOyw auTnG va eNIOTPEYEI To €NIdIKATOEV Noaod
OTOV €VAYOMEVO AMA n NpwTOdIKN ano@aAaon avaTpansl oTnv €Qeon. ZUPNARPWOE
OMWG OTI «...special circumstances are not limited to that situation and will, I think,
exist where for whatever reason, there is a real risk that it will not be possible for a
successful appellant to be restored substantially to his former position if the
judgment against him is executed: see McBride v Sandland [No 2] [1918] HCA
59; (1918) 25 CLR 369, at p 375.». AuTrj n ouAAoyIoTIKn uloBeTeiTal oTnv Prasad v
Prasad [1997] FJHC 30. >tnv Okafor v. Nnaife (avwTépw) avapéperal «What
will constitute these "special" or "exceptional" circumstances will no doubt vary from
case to case. By and large [...] such circumstances will involve "a consideration of
some collateral circumstances and perhaps in some cases inherent matters which
may, unless the order for stay is granted, destroy the subject matter of the
proceedings or foist upon the Court, especially the Court of Appeal, a situation of
complete helplessness or render nugatory any order or orders of the Court of Appeal
or paralyse, in one way or the other, the exercise by the litigant of his constitutional
right of appeal or generally provide a situation in which whatever happens to the
case, and in particular even if the appellant succeeds in the Court of Appeal, there
could be no return to the status quo"». Mapa To 0TI oTnv Okafor To AikaoTnplo AEyel

OTI To dikaiwua TnG £€@Qeonc €ival ouvTaypaTiko (constitutional), evvowvTtag oOTI
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nnyadel €k Tou ZuvTtayuaTog, otnv Kunpo 1o dikaiwya autod npoBAEneTal and vOopo
(BA. apBpo 25 Tou nepi AikaoTnpiwv Nopou N. 14/1960). =tn Metropolitan Real
and General Property Trust Ltd v Slaters and Bodega Ltd; Regal Property
Trust Ltd v Slaters and Bodega Ltd; Freehold and Leasehold Investment Co
Ltd v Slaters and Bodega Ltd [1941] 1 All ER 310 £kd06nke npwTOdIKA AnNoO@aon
nou OIETAOCE TOV &vayouevo, €€ anopdaoewc xpewortn (judgement debtor), va
NANPWOEl TO €€ anoPACEwWG XPEOG OToV evayovtd. O evayOHEVOG CUMHOPQWONKE
NANPWG HE TNV NPpwTOdIKN anoégacn nAnpwvovtag To unown noco. O SIR WILFRID
GREENE MR. pe Tn ocUh@wvn yvwun Tov CLAUSON LJ. kai GODDARD LJ. aneppiye
TNV €QE0N NOU AoKNONKe KATa TNG NPWTOdIKNG Ano@aonc BewpwvTac 0TI N NANPWHN
Mou &YIVE ano TOV EVAYOHUEVO OUUPWVA HE TA NPpWTOJIKA anoPpacicOEVTa KATECTPEYE
oAOkANpN TN Baon TnG £peonc («destroys the whole basis of this appeal»). A&éxOnke
d€ OTI «As soon as he pays, the judgment is satisfied, and the substratum of the
case is irretrievably destroyed.», €€ou kal To AIkaoTApPIO OXOAiaoe OTI OE TETOIEG
NEPINTWOEIG €ival GpOVIUO va d1aTAgoeTal N avaoToAn npog diapuAagn Tng £peong.
Me avagopa inter alia otnv nio navw undéBeon n vopoAoyia pag avayvwpiler OTI
«avAPEDA OTIC €I0IKEG NEPIOTACEIC MOU TO AIKAOTNPIO MNopei va AdBel undywn Tou yid
TNV £YKPION AITAPATOC AVAOTOANG EKTEAEONC andpacnc, AnoTEAEI To yeyovocg OTI uno
TIC NEPIOTACEIC TNC UNOBEONC TUXOV WN €yKplon Tou aiThuaTog [...] 6a kabioTouoe
TUXOV €nITuxia TnG €@eong daveu avTtikelgevou (nugatory)» (BA. XapdaAapnog
Iwakeip HpakAéoug v. Phar Lap Estates Limited, Ap. Aywyng: 285/07,
11/12/2009, Ronald Brian Morrell k.a. v. Keith William Massey k.a., Ap.
AywyYAG: 1936/2007, 4 MapTiou 2011, TAZOY ANAZTAZIOY v. XPIZTINAZ
IQANNIAOY, Ap. Aywyng: 96/2008, 5 Mdiou 2011, Simon George Penney
k.a. v. F K S (Varosia) Properties Ltd, Ap. Aymyng: 46/07, 29/6/2011,
JAMES ALAN KERR COLVILLE k.a. v. OCEAN REEF PROPERTIES LTD péAog
™G eTraipeiagc P P PHILIPPOU PROPERTIES LTD, Ap. Aywyng: 2177/09,
21.2.2012, Emitponng KepaAaiayopag Kunpou v. MnouAouTa, Ap. AYywyngG:
6843/2014, 31/5/2018 kal Tpanelag Kunpou Anupooia Etaipeia ATd v.
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Iwavvidn k.a., Ap. AywynG: 7671/2009, 11/2/2020), 1, G EXEl
avadiaTunwoOei, ol «€IOIKEG NEPIOTACEIC [...] anoTeEAOUV NEPINTWOEIG ONOU N £yKpIoN
Tou aiTnuaTtoc Oa kabioTouoe TuXOV eniTuxia TnG 'Epeong aveu avTikeigevou» (BA.
Maipng KoutookoUpvn v. Nwpyou Oikovopou k.a., Ap. Aywyng 2635/06,
18/10/2013 kai Avagopika pe TNV MpwTtoyevn aitnon 978/2013 TOU
Enapxiakou AikaoTnpiou Agpgeocou, Ap. Tlevikng Aitnong 1019/13,
5/2/2014). ZupnA&el Je TA Mo NAVW KAl AAAn aAAodann vopoAoyia. Z1n NB v
London Borough of Haringey [2011] EWHC 3544 (Fam) (07 October 2011)
To High Court Tng AyyAiag uioBeTei WG nepiexouoa BonbnTikn ouvoywn TwV
EQAPHUOCTEWY APXWV YIa TNV avacToAn ekTeAeong Tnv andgacn Tou High Court Tou
Xovyk Kovyk otn Wenden Engineering Services Co Ltd v Lee Shing UEY
Construction Co Ltd, HCCT No. 90 of 1999 6nou o ApxidikaoTtng (Chief Judge)
Ma J avayvwplioe JETAEU AAAwV 0TI «The demonstration of an appeal being rendered
nugatory is one example albeit a common one.» NouU ouvnyopei, UV TWV AAAWV
ouvlnkwv TnNG undBeang, Npog TNV avaoToAn ekTteAeonc. 2TiC Fresh Fish Exporters
(Fiji) Ltd v Wasawasa Fisheries Ltd, [1996] FJHC 124 kai [1996] FJHC 25 T0
AikaoTtipio avagépel «An example of "special circumstances” is that an appeal
would be nugatory if stay was refused...». =tn Siglin (avwTépw) To AIkaoTnplo
npoadiopilel To {nTOoUPEVO A€yovTac «Special circumstances justifying a stay will
exist if the appellant shows that, if a stay is not granted, the appeal may be
nugatory, or a serious injury will result to the appellant..». 3Tn Vintage
Hardwoods and Skinner [2005] WASAT 315 cnidokiyaletai n GFS
Management Services Pty Ltd v Ground and Foundation Supports Pty Ltd &
Ors [2001] WASC 280 oTtnv onoia (0eUTepn) ONUEIOVETAI OTI Ol KATAAANAEG (Npog
avacoToAn) NePIOTACEIC ugioTavTal €av deixBei OTI n &€peon Oa KATAOTEI XwPIC
AVTIKEIJEVO XWPIC TNV avaoToAn ekTeAeong («may exist if it is shown that if a stay
of execution is not granted, the appeal may be nugatory»). 2tn Dorami Marine
Ltd (avwTepw)) avapepbnke OTI povo €av kKatadelxBoUv €EQIPETIKEC MEPIOTATEIC

duvaral n avaykn Tng diapUAA&NG Tou avTIKEIMEVOU TNG £PECNG va uneppalayyioel
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TNV APEON €KTEAECTOTNTA TNG NPWTOJIKNG andpaons. Q¢ NPooPATwWS KPibnke oTnv
EAENITZA KQNZTANTINIAH v. MAPIA KQMOAPOMOY, uno Tnv 1810TNTA TNG
diaxeipiorpiag TnG nepiouciag Tou HABIB SAID HISSIN, NMoAimikn ‘Epeon ap.
283/2015, 23/3/2016 «[p]ovo n Unap&n €EalpeTIKWV MEPIOTACEWY, ONWC EXEI
vopoAoynOei, ival duvaTto va kAivel Tnv NAAoTiyya unep Tng 0eUTEPNG APXNGC.». €
oup@wvia kal Ta vopgoAoynBevra orn DEMETRIADES GROUP OF COMPANIES
LIMITED (v. APM ITALIAN TYPE ICE-CREAM LIMITED, (MoAimikn Egpeon
Ap. 372/2015), 15/02/2017), otnv onoia anavrtaralr OTI O AITNTAG <PEPElI TO
Bapog va BepeAiwoel unapén €€alpeTIKWV MNEPIOTACEWY, MPOKEINEVOU VA KATAOTEI
duvaTo va KAIVEI n NAAOTIyya unep TnG apxnc OTI To €vOIKO PECO TNG €PeONC, TO
ornoio, ONwc¢ AEXONKe, aokeiTalr JIKAIWUATIKA, O&v NPENEl va AMNOCTEPEITAl TNG
anoTeAEOPATIKOTNTAC Tou.». [lOIEC MEPINTWOEIC PMOPoUV va XApakTnpioToUuv wC
eEQIPETIKEG €ival dUOKOAO kal aveniBuunTto va npocdiopioTouv e€avrAnTika (BA.
Ooukudidou v. AiguB. TuNH. TeEAwveinv (1992) 4 AAA 3096). >Tnv Ozden v
Commonwealth Bank of Australia [2013] VSCA 195 ps avagopa otn Maher v
Commonwealth Bank of Australia [2008] VSCA 122 1o AvwTaTto AIKaoThplo
TNG BikTwpla avayvwpioe 0TI «special circumstances justifying a stay will exist where
it is necessary to prevent the appeal, if successful, from being rendered nugatory...»
Kal eNoAPAve OTI N €peon eVOEXETAl VA KATAOTEI XWPIG AVTIKEIMEVO HE OIAPOPOUG
Tponoug (in a variety of ways). Ep@avwg OpwG n €vvola Twv €EAIPETIKWV
NEPIOTACEWY AOYIKWG «anokTa &va €10IKO NePIEXOUEVO OTav &vag OIAdIKOG EXEI
EUNAAKEI 0 NOAUXPOVEC DIKAOTIKEG O1adIKAOiec oTnV Npoondabsia Tou va diKkalwoeEi.»
(BA. EAENITZA KQNZTANTINIAH (avoTépw)). Zuvenwg napd Tnv eVvOEIKTIKNA
NEPINTWaIoAOYia N VOPoAoyia EXEl OpiCEl YEVIKWG TIG EEQIPETIKEG NEPICTATEIG APVNTIKA
napd OeTikd. =1n Monk (avwTépw) nou uloBeTeiTal yiI’ autd To okonod otnv Aristidou
v Aristidou (1985) 1 CLR 649 ava@epeTal «It is impossible to enumerate all the
matters that might be considered to constitute special circumstances; but it may
certainly be said that the allegations that there has been a misdirection, that the

verdict was against the weight of evidence, or that there was no evidence to support
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it, are not special circumstances on which the Court will grant a stay of execution.».
O1 €EQIPETIKEG MEPIOTACEIC OEV €ival AQUTEC MOU ANTOVTAl TNG EYKUPOTNTAC N TNG
opboTnTac («not those which go to [the] validity or correctness») Tncg
ePeoIBaAAOPeEVNC anopaong n e (nTAPATa rnou Ba pnopouoav va €VEPYNOOUV WG
unepaonion cUPP®VA JE To VOO N JE TNV enicikela (as a defence in law or relief in
equity) nAnv opwc dOev eyepbnkav otnv aywyn (BA. Halsbury’s Laws of England,
fourth edition, Volume 17>», napa. 451, uno Tov TiTAo «Stay of execution
generally>»). Evowyel Aoinov OAwv Twv nio ndvw To AIKaoTnplo KaAeitalr va
avapwTnBei Noleg ival ol eEAIPETIKEG NEPIOTATEIG OTNV Evwniov Tou unoBeon («What
are the special circumstances in this case?») nou, a&oAoyoUpevec oTo €UpUTEPO
npayudaTikd nAaicio, ouvnyopoUv yid TNV avacToAn TNG EKTEAEONC TNG NPWTODIKNG
anogaong (BA. Katarina Shipping v. The Ship "POLY" (1978) 1 C.L.R. 486).
EvtoniCeTal wg 181aiTepa evdlapEpouca n okeWn nou &edinAwoe To Opoonovdiako
AikaoTtnpio TNG MaAaiciag otnv Kosma Palm Oil Mill Sdn [2003] MYFC 10 (22
August 2003) pe avagopd o€ paAdioiavr Kdl ayyAlkry vouoAoyia Kal oToug
Halsbury’s Laws of England yia Tn oxeon nou €xouv ol €EAIPETIKEG NEPIOTATEIG UE TN
d1aTAPNON TNG ANOTEAECUATIKOTNTAG TOU OIKAIMPATOC TNC £PEONC, NTOI KATA NOCOV
gival auToanokAEIOPEVEG I OIAOUVOEOHEVEG £VVOIEC. To analuyaopa €xel w¢ €ENG «It
is therefore clear beyond doubt that there are many factors that may constitute
special circumstances and the fact that an appeal would be rendered nugatory if
stay was refused is the most common one. It is an example of special
circumstances. In other words special circumstances is the genus of which
nugatoriness is a species. If it has been shown that an appeal would be rendered
nugatory if stay was refused what it means is that a special circumstance has been
established. Thus they cannot be treated as separate heads and one cannot be an
alternative to the other. Neither can one be accepted or rejected in favour of the
other as they are inter-related [...] Any attempt to restrict the grant of a stay to
nugatoriness, quite apart from its impropriety, will severely restrict the grounds on

which an applicant may rely.». MepaivovTag, pveia yiveral -yia 6noia onuaacia Jnopei
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va £xel- otnv Alexander v Cambridge Credit Corporation Ltd (1985) 2 NSWLR
685 oOnou peta&u AaA\wv TO E@eteio Tng NeEag NoTmiag OuaAiag €kpive OTI O
npoadIopIoHOC TWV KATACTAGEWY NOU AITIOAOYOUV TNV avaoToAn wG «eEAIPETIKEG» N
«€IDIKEC» €ival AavBaopevog kal dev ouvadel Je Tn cuyxpovn Taon. H cuAAoyIoTIKN
Tou AikaoTtnpiou €dpaletal oe TpPeic AOyoug, w¢ dlagaiveral and Ta akoAouba
anoondaoparta: «First, there is no suggestion in the rule that 'special' or 'exceptional’
circumstances must be established before the discretion conferred upon the Court
will be exercised. This is significant because, where the Act or the rules contemplate
the need for special or exceptional circumstances to warrant a particular course they
generally say so. [...] The absence of such a provision implies, at least in the practice
of this Court, that no such requirement exists. Secondly, the principle and the like
expression of it in Barker v Lavery (1885) 14 QBD 769 and in Monk v Bartram first
appear in decisions of the courts when the facility of appeal (which was not generally
available at common law) was still relatively novel. In these circumstances the
courts might more readily look upon appeals as an exceptional process. Today this
is not the case. Far from being exceptional, appeals are common. Particularly is this
so in commercial matters, where large sums are at stake. [...] These modern duties
of appellate courts, or at least of this Court, involve an historic change in the facility
of appeal, particularly when compared to the position in the late 19th century when
such facility was doubtless still considered by some judges to be novel, so that they
were reluctant to interfere with verdicts by granting stays. Thirdly, recent decisions
of this Court, reflecting the language of the rules and the frequency and nature of
appeals, have expressed the approach to be taken without reference to the need for

'special' or 'exceptional' circumstances to justify a stay.».

H vopoAoyia €xel dexBei eniong OTI o aITnTNG npenel va Oc€i&el 0TI Ba unooTEi
avenavopbwTtn BAdBn e€av de d000ei n avaoToAn. ZTnv npoogartn Cornerstone
(North East) Adoption And Fostering Service Ltd (t/a Cornerstone), R (On
the Application Of) v The Office for Education, Children's Services And Skills
[2020] EWHC 2031 (Admin) To High Court onueiwvel «The case law (summarised
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in the White Book) makes clear that the general rule is that a stay will not be
granted, and that it is for the applicant to show irremediable harm. Temporary
inconvenience will not suffice.». Ynayayovrac oTnv VOMIKN ATUXN Ta €VWMIOV TOU
yeyovoTa To AIKaoTnpio KaTteAn&s 0TI n and®aacn nou €ixe eKOWOElI NPONYOUNEVWC,
ME TNV onoia aveyvwpile O0TI N gpyaTikn noAITikn (policy) TnG evayopevng nepisixe
aBepiTec Ol1AKPIOEIC NpPoC TO QPUAAO Twv epyalopevwyv, O Ba ene@epe TETOIA
avenavopdwTn {nuia epooov dev avAoTEAAETO N EKTEAEDT TNG, ANA AVATPEMNETO OTNV
£QEON, aPou 0 €pyodOTNG Ba HNopoUCE va eNavaPePEl TNV NPOTEPA —NAEOV aUVVOUN
KaTa Tnv ano@acn Tou E@eTeiou- €pyaTtikn nNoAITikn Tou. Mpog Tnv idia kateuBuvon
KIVEITal kal n nuedann vopoAoyia (BA. MAPKOY k.a. v. TPAMEZA KYMNPOY
AHMOZIA ETAIPEIA ATA, NoAimikn ‘Epeon Ap. E50/2019, E51/2019 kai
E52/2019, 21/12/2020, AIZA AOYKAIAOY-OEO®DANOYZ v. AEQNIAAZ
FEQPriOY k.a., NMoAimikn ‘Eqpeon Ap. 251/2014, 19/2/2016, Aristidou v
Aristidou (avwTépw), EAENITZA KQNZITANTINIAH (avwTépw)). ZTIG
avagepbeioeg unobeaelg (NAnv TNG TeAeuTaiag) To AIKaoTrnpio OTIGC ano@Acel nou
EKOWOE aPOTOU ava@epOTAVE OTNV avaykn KaTadelEng €EAIPETIKWY MNEPIOCTACEWV
XPNOIUOMNOIOUCE TO OUVOECHO EMINPOOBETA 1 NEPAITEL® YIA VA avapepOei ev guvexeia
oTNV avaykn oToIXel08£€TNoNG and Tov aiTnTn avenavopdwtng BAGBNG. O1 ev Adyw
EVVOIEC EVOEXETAl OPWC VA CUUNAEKOVTAI KAl OE APKETEG MEPINTWOEIC N MIA va PNV
NPOOoQEPEl KATI napanavw and Tnv daAAn. 'Eva TeETol0 napddeiypa e€ivar n
AHMHTPAKHZ I'. ZYKONETPITHZ AIMITEA (avwTEpw) oTnv onoia To AvwTaTo
AIKAoTNpIO QVECTEIAE TNV EKTEAEDON TNG €PECIBAANOUEVNG anopaong NANV Opwcg dev
odiANoe via €€aipeTikéG nepioTdoelg dlaxwpllOPevne TG avenavopbwTtng BAABNG,
aAAd yia «€EQIPETIKEC NEPIOTACEIG, UNO TNV £vvold NwG av vauaynoel n Aitnon, 6a
TouGg npokAnBei avenavopbwTtn PBAABn kal adikia». BA. eniong Tnv napopoid
npooéyyion kai ot NAVARINO WINE LODGE LIMITED v. TCN HOLDING
COMPANY LTD, NOAITIKH E®EXH AP. 105/2020 , 30/10/2020. AkOMN
onueiwveTal n Goldsmith v O'Brien [2015] EWHC 510 (Ch) (29 January 2015)

otnv onoia To High Court Bwpnos OTI o xapakTnpiopoc «solid grounds» nou
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nepiexeral oto White Book unod tnv €vvola TnG avenavopBbwTtng ¢nuiag apa dg dobei
n avaoTtoAn, O0ev npocbeTel oTiIdNNoTe oTa IoXUovTad WG NPoG TIC CUVONAKEC Mnou
EMITPENOUV TNV andkKAION and TOV KAvOva TNG €KTEAEOTOTNTAG TNG MPwTOdIKNG
andépaonc. H B€on auTh iowg eniong va BeBaiwveTal av KAnoioc avaAoyioTei 0TI napa
TNV avagopd Tou Aikaotnpiou otn Coleman v. Smith o avaykn katadei&nc
avenavopdwtnc BAABNG, n ev Adyw andpaon KAtaypapnke oTnv OXeTIkKA ETnoia
MpakTikn (EuPavwg d10TI KAT' auToOv ToVv TPOMO €YIVE avTIANNTA and TOUG VOMIKOUG
TNG €noxnG) w¢g kabpenTifouoa Tov kavova nou nnyadel and Tnv Annot Lyle (BA.

napanavw).

H npoonTikn eniTuxiag ) anoTuxiac avTioToixa TN EPeCNC NOU AoKNONKeE KATA TNC
npwTodIkNG andpacng, Kaitol NApapevel OXETIKOG napdayovtag, Ot diadpapaTilel
oucalaoTIKO pOAo oTnv kpion Tou AlkaoTnpiou, neplopileTal dnAadn o€ opiakng
onudaciag napdyovTa, €KTOG Apa n npoyvwaon TnG €niTuxiag n anotuxiag pnopei va
vivel pe BeBaiotnta (BA. Nautikog ‘OpiAog Magou v. ApXAG AIHEVEV
KUnpou (1991) 1 A.A.A. 1147). To AikaoTrpio dUvaTal va avaTpEEel oToug AOyoug
£peonG w¢ anotunwvovTtal otnv Eidonoinon ‘Epeong (Tunog 28) via va e&supel 10O
oulnTNOoIJO N KN TNC uNoBeong, akOPa Kal €av oTnV €vopkn dOAAwGON Nou ocuvodeUEl
TNV aiTnon avaoToAng dev ekppaletal n (TEKUNPIWKEVN) MioTn TOU OMVUOVTOG YId

14

TV enmiTuxia Tng é€@eong. [MMMapanopnn €n’ autou unopei va yivel oTtnv
KQNZTANTINOY XATZHIQANNOY k.a. v. ELLINAS FINANCE PUBLIC
COMPANY LTD, NMOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 255/2014, 22/12/2016 o6nou TO
AvwTaTto AIKaoTAPIO av Kal napathpnoe OTI OTIG EVOPKEG ONAWOEIG NoU ouvodeuav
TNV aitnon Osv nNapeExXovTav AENTOMEPEIEC TOU IOXUPIOKOU TWV aITNTWV OTI £XOUV
«KAAN unoBeon», averpeEe ortnv €1donoinon €@eonc and Tnv ornoia &Kpive OTI
anokaAunTovTav ouoiacTika {nTnuaTa yia culnTtnon. Eniong, To AiIkaoTrnpio Kata Tnv
gE€Taon TNG aiTnong yia avaoToAn Oev Ba npoxwpnoel o€ JlAnIOTWOEIC Kal
OUMNEPAOUATA €Ni YEYOVOTWYV NOU agopouv oTnv ouacia Tng unodeong kai, BeBaiwg,
d0ev avapeveral 0TI 6a eniAUCEl ¢’ ekeivo To 0TAdIO TA €ni TNG ouaiag enidika BepaTa

(BA. P & MA Restaurant Ltd ka1 AAAol (avwTéEpw)). TNV Avagopika HE TOV
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Avdpéa Makpn, Ap. Aitnong: 133/2015, 14/4/2016 uloBeteital n
Zkuponoicia «Aewvik» AIpITES, Ap. AitTnong 153/2010 ekdikacBeioa and Tov
K. MNaogun M.E.A (OnNwc¢ nNTav TOTE) 0 0ONoIoG €ixe OXOAIAOel yia Tn OUVAMIKR TOU
napayovrta Tn¢ €niTuxiac TnG €geonc: «Eival, 8a €Aeya, napadofo va Pnopei To
ekdIKAoav dIKaoThnpIo und KAvoVvIKEC OUVONKEC va eKPpEPEl anoywn 6ocov agopd To
Bcpa autd. EkTOG, BEBala, kair av undpxel kanola MEIOTIKN VOMoAoyia.». XTn
CHRISTAKIS PILIDES CONSTRUCTION LTD v. PHILPOOL LTD, NMOAITIKH
E®EZH AP. 185/2019,12/6/2020 10 AvwTaTo AIKAOoTNPI0 €EETACE TNV NPOONTIKN
EMITUXIAG TNG EPEONG KAl EKPIVE OTI OTNV €KTACN Nou €dpaleTal o€ «vouIka ¢nThuarta
Ta onoia dienovTal and To NOPo Kal nayliwuevn vopoAoyia» nTav opb0 va avaoTaAsi
N €KTEAEON TNG €@PeoIBaAAopevng anogaonc. Kar auto JI0TI PJE TNV MPpwTOdIKN
andpaon o evayouevocg d1aTacooTav va dwaoel anolnUIwaeIC oToV evayovTa oTn Baon
oUphBaong ouvagBeicag PeTa&U TNG evayopevNG €Talpeiag Kal Tou evayovTog un
EYYEYPALUEVOU gpyoAdBou, Napd Tn YeVIKA Bewpnon TnG VopoAoyiag OTI auTeg ol
oupBaosig €ival akupeg ab initio (BA. xxx XpioTou K.d. v. xxx xxx Migpidou
AiwaxeipioTpiag Tng Nepilouciag Tou Anopiwoavra Kwora MapaykoU, MoAITikn
‘Eqpeon Ap.311/2011, nuep.18.12.2017, Fpnyopiou K.d. v. OIKOOUVOEODEIG
ATd (2010) 1(IN) A.A.A. 1932, Chr. Mavrikios Constructions Ltd v.
Xar{nkwvoTtavra (2009) 1(B) A.A.A. 1093, EpyoAnnTikn ETaipeia Avdpéag
Kaokavng AT1d v. APEKA Etaipeia Karaokeuwv ATd (2009) 1(A) A.A.A.
507, EYXPIZQ EpyoAnntikn Etaipegia ATd v. OtepioTrokAéoug (2008) 1(A)
A.A.A. 456, MuAwva v. Meoapitn (2003) 1(B) A.A.A. 700, ZKOUTEAAG V.
Ayaniou (2003) 1(A) A.A.A. 338). XTn Owpa v. levikoU EiocayyeAéa (1997)
1 AAA 797 10 AvwTaTo AIKAoThPIO EKPIVE OTI dEV uNNpxav nibavoTnTeg eniTuxiag
TNG €PEONG aPOU 0 ePeaciovTacg dev €ixe eyeipel NpwTOdIKA TO OXETIKO AOYO EPEONC
KAl CUVENWG auTog O ynopouoe va eEeTaoTei anod 1o EgeTeio. SupnAnpwveTal OTI 0
AOYyOC €peonG otn OwHa (avwTepw) dev anToTtav Tng dnuooiac Ta&nc woTe va
edUvaTo va eyepbei ex proprio motu o€ onolodnnote otadio Tng d1adikaciag akoun

kal kat' €peon (BA. yia napadsiyya TNV vopoAoyia yia Ta I{ntAparta dikaiodoaiag
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NavayioTtou v. X'Kupiakou (1991) 1 AAA 362 kal lNewpyiou v. Nlewpyiou
(2001) 1(r) AAA 1592).

To AikaoTnplo KaAeiTal TEAIKWG, anoTigwvTag oAa Ta nepiBaAAovta TV evwniov
TOU unoBeon yeyovoTa, va anogavBei noia nopeia, autn TNG avaoToAng i TnNG HWn
avaoToANng, evexel Tov kivouvo adikiag og OAa n o€ kanolo and ta d1adika PeEpN. TN
Hammond (avwTepw) AeyeTal oxeTika ano Tov Clarke L] (wg T0TE NTav): «Whether
the court should exercise its discretion to grant a stay will depend upon all the
circumstances of the case, but the essential question is whether there is a risk of
injustice to one or other or both parties if it grants or refuses a stay. In particular,
if a stay is refused what are the risks of the appeal being stifled? If a stay is granted
and the appeal fails, what are the risks that the respondent will be unable to enforce
the judgment? On the other hand, if a stay is refused and the appeal succeeds, and
the judgment is enforced in the meantime, what are the risks of the appellant being
able to recover any monies paid from the respondent?». BA. enionc Blackstone's
Civil Practice, 2013, The Commentary (OUP, Oxford 2012), ogA. 1211, nap.
71.46. H ano@aon oTnv napandavw unobeon £xel akoAouBnOei kal and Ta AikaoTnpia
hac (BA. evoeikTika ONEWORLD LIMITED v. 0JSC BANK OF MOSCOW, MoAITikn
‘Epeon Ap. E32/15, 2/2/2016 (anogacn peiowyngiag), AIZA AOYKAIAOY-
OEO®DPANOYZ v. AEQNIAAZ FEQPIIOY k.a., MoAimikn ‘Eqpeon Ap. 251/2014,
19/2/2016, KYPIAKOY XPYZOXOY v. KYPIAKOYAAAZ IQANNIAOY , ‘Epeon
Ap. 7/2017, 10/10/2017, DEMETRIADES GROUP OF COMPANIES LIMITED
(avwTépw)). ZTnV TeAeuTaia undbeon TO AvwTaTto AIKAOoThApPIo XapakTnpilel To
oToixgio Tng adikiag onwg TEBNke orn Hammond w¢ «Bacikd KpITApIO» Kal
«0uOlaoTIkKO  epwTnpa». 2T New South Wales Bar Association v
Stevens [2003] NSWCA 95 T10 Court of Appeal tTng Neéag NoTiag Oualiag
avayvwpilel «the overriding principle in an application for a stay is to ask what the
interests of justice require». H B6¢on autnl akoAouBeitar kai orn Cudgegong
Australia Pty Ltd v Transport for NSW (No 2) [2014] NSWLEC 36.
>nueiwveTal napepnintovrog n Latiff v Hakim - Ruling [2020] FJHC 173 otnv
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onoia BewpnBNKe OTI TO OTOIXEIO TNG adIKiag Kal ENNPEACHOU JIKAIWKATWY EKTEIVETAI
Kal o TpiTa npoéocwna un d1adikoug otnv aywyn. XTn Leicester Circuits Ltd v
Coates Brothers Plc [2002] EWCA Civ 474 10 EpeTeio TnG AyyAiag enaveAaBe oOTI
KaTd YeVIKO kavova n avaoTtoAn Osv napaxwpeital, kaitol ensonuave ot (a) 1o
AikaoTnpio diaTnpei pia anepiopiorn €uxépeia avaoToAng, (B) kapia auBevtia dev
MMOpEi va opicel anap&ykAITO Kavova yia TNV acknon TnG v Adyw suxépeiag, (y) n
opOn npooeyyion yia To AlkaoTnplo €ival n €kdoon diaTayng nou va npowbdei To
ouupepov TnG dikaioouvng, (0) To AIKAOTNPIO €XEl va 100pPONNCEl TIG JIABETIUEG
EVAAANGKTIKEG YIO va anogacioel nola an’ auTeg ival AiyoTepo mibavo va npokKaAeoel
adikia kai (g) os nepinTwon nou sival aupiBoAo eav 6a diaveunBei dikaloouvn Aaua
E£PAPPOOTEI 0 YEVIKOC Kavovac, n avaoToAn f N gn avaoToAnc pnopesi va eéaprnbei
and TNV npoonTikn MTUXiac TnG €peonc. 2Tn Mahtani v Sippy [2013] EWCA Civ
1820 napartnpouvTal ohoouasleG avaPopeg. EIdiIkoTEpa, an’ auTnv ouvayeral oTi (a)
N aoknon €peong dev avacTEAAEl AP’ EQUTAG TNV EKTEAECN TNG NPWTOSIKNG andpacng
(B) n avaoTtoAn anoTeAei Tnv €€aipeon napd Tov kavova (y) o aiITwv TNV avaoToAn
npenel va O¢€i&el ikavouc Aoyoug («solid grounds») (8) TETolol AOyol Pnopei va eival
n avenavopbwTn {nuia («irremediable harm») nou Ba unooTei 0 AITNTAC €av d€ dOBEI
n avaoTtoAn (g€) To ouoiwdec epwTnua mou Xpndlel anavtnong svowel OAwV TwV
YEYOVOTWV TNC unobeonc €ival noia nopeia evexel Tov Kivouvo adikiac oe OAa 1 o€
kanolo and Ta d1adika pepn. =Tn Hart v Large [2020] EWHC 2159 (TCC) T0 High
Court Tnc AyyAiag uiobetnoe 1o Aoyo Tn¢ Hammond (avwTépw), TNV onoia kai
XAPAKTAPIOE wC aubevTia yia TNV euxeEpela Tou AikaoTnpiou Oocov agopd Tnv
avaoToAn eKKpeEPOUONG TNG peang («leading case on the court's discretion to direct
a stay pending an appeal») - o idlo¢ XxapakTnpiohog evrtonileTal kar otn NB v
London Borough of Haringey (avwTépw). To Aikaotnpio orn Hart v Large
onueiwoe eniong 0TI akOpa Kai €av yivotav dekTo OTI n €peon Ba eunodileTo (stifle)
apa Oev €0ideTo n avaoTtoAn, 0a diatnpoucs TNV euxépeia (Ba €xel «residual
discretion») w¢ Npoc To €av 6a aveaTeAAE ) OXI TNV EKTEAEON TNC anogaonc. Eni Tou

TeEAEUTaiou, avaloyika pveia pnopei va yivel otnv Eastland Technology Australia
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Pty Ltd & Ors v Whisson & Ors [2003] WASCA 307 (17 September 2003) otnv
onoia To AvwTtaTto AikaoTrnplo TNG AvaToAlkng AuoTpaAiag avayvwpioe 0TI akOUa Kal av
O AITOUPEVOC TNV avaoToAn O€iel NePIOTACEIC NOU AITIOAOYOUV anokAIon ano To ouvnon
Kavova, To AikaoTnplo dlaTnpei KaTapxnv TNV EUXEPEIa Apvnong Napoxng TNG avaoToAnG
ekTeAeonc. Mapanounn yiverar eniong oTic ayyAikéc Food Standards Agency v
Bailey [2020] UKFTT WA_2019_0038 (20 February 2020), British Sky
Broadcasting Ltd v Virgin Media, Inc [2013] CAT 4 (27 February 2013),
Secretary of State for Environment Food and Rural Affairs v Georgina
Downs [2009] EWCA Civ 664 kai Camarthen County Council v M & JW
(SEN) [2010] UKUT 248 (AAC) ano TIG onoiec npokUNTEl ohoiwg OTI yia va doBei
N avacToAn npénel va katadeixbouv anod Tov aiTnTn solid grounds, kaBoTI N avacToAn
ouvioTa Tnv €€aipeon kar OxI Tov kavova, aAAd, akopa kai va kartadeixbouv, To
AikaoTtnpio B6a npoei og pia aoknon rooluyiong (balance exercise) e€etalovrag Tov
KivOuvo adikiag nou evOEXOMNEVWG VA NPOKAAEITO 0€ KABE NAgUpPA O€ NEPINTWON NOU

JIETAoOE N OXI TV avacoToAn.

To AIKaoThAPIO OTNV OPJOAOYOUHEVWG «dUOKOA[N]» 100ZUyIoON TwWV avTIHAXOUEVWV
dikaiwpaTtwyv (BA. MEYKOY k.a. v. IEPOZ NAOZ MNANAIFIAZ ®ANEPQMENHZ
MEPA NMNEAIOY 3i1a Tou NMNpo&dpou TG EkkAnoiaoTikng Emitponng Népa MNediou
BagiAgiou k.a., MoAimikn "E@peon Ap. 137/2019, 8/7/2021 ¢xel TNV €uUpsia
EUXEPEIO va B€0el TETOIOUC OPOUC WC KPIiVEI NPOCPOPOUC €Mi TOU OKOMou. XTnV
E.Y.R.I.K. AND OTHERS, v. ANGELOS KOTSONIS, (1986) 1 CLR 617
onueiwveTal oTI «Wide discretion is conferred to the Court in the matter, and there
is power to impose appropriate terms apt to do justice to competing claims within
the framework of our adversary system.». 3tn Carlin, In Marriage of, [1977]
FamCA 92; [1977] FLC 90-320; 29 FLR 497 uiofeTeital n ayyAikn auBevTia
Attorney General v. Emerson (1889) 24 Q.B.D. 56) sni Tw 0TI «...the court has
an absolute and unfettered discretion as to the granting of or refusing a stay and
the terms upon which it will grant it..». Ztn NISDAL (avwTépw) AexBnke «H

e€looppoONNON ouvnBWC EMITUYXAVETAl HWE TNV €nBOAN TETOIWV OpwV Mou va
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e€aopaAifouv €va uylEG 100CUYIO PETAEU TWV OUYKPOUOHEVWV CUUQPEPOVTWV TWV
d1adikwv>» (BA. kal Imongakng v. ApiocTodnuou (1990) 1 A.A.A. 394, MAPIOZ
TZIATTAAOZ k.a. v. AAEEANAPA MAPKANTQNH, NMoAimkn "Egeon Ap.
E151/2017, E152/2017, 29/1/2018, MAVROCHANNA AND ANOTHER v.
MICHAEL (1984) 1 CLR 760, Sewing Machines Rentals Ltd v. Wilson, [1975]
3 All E.R. 553). >tn XapaAapnoug v. A. Panayides Contracting Ltd (2001)
1 A.A.A. 1978 avayvwpioTnke €niong OTI aua To AikaoThnplo npooavaTtoAileTal va
avaoTeiAel TNV €QPeaIBAAAOPEVN anopacn €xel kabnkov va BEoel Toug KaTaAAnAoug
0pOUG. Z€ NEPINTWOEIG dIATAYHATWY anokaAuyng &vag 0pog nou €ival poviho va
TiOeTal €ival ONwc n Evopkn AnoKAAUWN E0WKAEIOTEI 0 OPPAYIOUEVO PAKEAO Nou Ba
KataxwpnOei oTto AIkaoTnpio npoc¢ GUAA&n Tou nepiexopevou Tou (BA. X Ltd and
another v Morgan-Grampian (Publishers) Ltd and others [1990] 2 AlER 1
(House of Lords) kai [1990] 1 All ER 616 (Court of Appeal) kai PJSC T Plus v.
OEOXAPOYZ k.a., Ap. AywyngG: 1522/19, 20/7/2021). Xapiv anAw¢ avapopdac
onuelwveTal 0TI To EAAA Bewpnoe 0TI Ta enidika diaTayuaTta nou ekdobnkav oTn
Morgan-Grampian (Publisher) Ltd (avwTépw) (ocupnepiAauBavopevou Tou
dlaTaypaTtoc anokaAuwnc) napapialav 1o dikaiwua oTtnv eAeubepia Tou AdGyou Tou
aiTnTn, aokKoUWEvVoU OJdnuocloypd@ou TOTE OTov TUMo <«The Engineer» (BA.
GOODWIN v. THE UNITED KINGDOM (Application no. 17488/90) 27 March
1996 nou akoAouBnbnke otn FINANCIAL TIMES LTD AND OTHERS v. THE
UNITED KINGDOM (Application no. 821/03), 15/03/2010). Towc cival
BeuiTd, UuNd NeEPIOTACEIG, AKOWN KAl OTNV NEPINTWAON Nou To AIKaoThplo NpoTiBeTal va
anoppiwel TNV aitnon va 8£osl 6pouc yia va dIaPpUAAEEl TO AVTIKEINEVO TNG EPEDTNC
nou aoknebnke. Ztn FAR EAST LAND BRIDGE LIMITED, Aitnon ap.: 235/2017,
12/6/2018 1o AIKaoTnpPIO AV KAl ANEPPIYE TNV aiTnNOn £€0€0€ TETOIOUG OPOUC WOTE
«0l ENIPAXEC METOXEG [...] va diaTnpnBouUV 0To Nedio EAEYXOU AUPOTEPWV TWV HEPWV>»
yia va d1aopalioel «To avTIKEIJeVO TNG [...] Epeonc». ZxeTikéG ol APIZETOAHMOY v.
DELOITTE LTD, Ap. Aitnong: 961/13,8/1/2021 kai ANTQNH XATZHMNANAIH
v. MANATIQTH AY=ZENTIOY, MNMoAmikA 'Eqpeon ap. 151/2017, 9/11/2017. O
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Opol OJWG Nou Ba TeBoUV npenel o€ KABE NepiNTwon va PNV neplopifouv TNV Aoknon
N ouvexion TnG €peong. 2Tnv Goldtrail Travel Ltd v Onur Air Tasimacilik AS
[2017] UKSC 57; [2017] 1 WLR 3014 10 AvwTtaTto Aikaotnpio TnG AyyAiac,
EXOVTAC avaAUOEl TIC OXETIKEC APXEC, avAPEPEl, HETAEU AAAwV, OTI €av aoknOei Epeon
«It is wrong to impose a condition which has the effect of preventing him [Tov
epeoeiovta] from bringing it or continuing it.» kai «There will seldom be a “fair
hearing” within article 6 if a court which has permitted a litigant to bring an appeal
then, by indirect means, does not permit him to bring it.». A&iCel va pvnuoveuBei OTI
o€ avTIdlaoTOAN ME TO KATApXAV anepiopioTo JdIKAiwPa €QPEONG OTO NMEIPWTIKO
ovuotnua (BA. Fevikog EicayyeAéag (Ap.7) (1993) 1 AAA 793), n £peon OTO
Kolvo dikalo dOev aokeital 10iw dikaiwPaTi aAAd ouvapTartal PJE TIC NPOVOIEC TOU
£KAOTOTE I0XUOVTOC VOpou (BA. Tn Fpnyopiou Avdpéag v. Tpanelag Konpou ATd
(Ap. 2) (1999) 2 AAA 174 kai Tn vopoAoyia nou avageper). Mo npoéopaTta oTn
ECLI:CY:AD:2019:B70, MONOMEPHZ AITHZH AINO TON KAKAPANTZA,
MNoivikn Eqpeon Ap. 281/2018, 1/3/2019 10 AvwTaTo AIKACOTAPIO CUHUNANPWVEI
«...0TI 0ev avayvwpileTal and To ZUvTaypa, ouTe and Tnv Eupwnaikn Zuupaocn
AvBpwnivov AIKAIWPATOV, G dikaiwua, n duvarotTnTa Aaoknong £@eonc. TETold
duvaToTnNTa PNopei va npoadiopIoTEl KAl va pUBUIOTEI HE VOUO, XWPIC TOV oroio Ogv
XWPEI €Pean ...». AP’ NG OTIYNNC NpoBAENeTaAl dia VOUOU, N AOKNON £PEONC EUNINTEI
YEVIKWG OTO €UPOG TNG NpoaTtaciag nou npoodidel To dikaiwpa yia dikain dikn (BA.
PLATAKOU v. GREECE, (Application no. 38460/97), 05/09/2001 kai ZUBAC
v. CROATIA, (Application no. 40160/12), 5 April 2018), oTo onoio nepiEXeTal
«gyyevwe» (inherently) To dikaiwpa Tng npdéoBaong oto AikaoTtnpio (BA. GOLDER v.
THE UNITED KINGDOM (Application no. 4451/70), 21 February 1975).

Mapda Tnv aoknon €Peonc KAt auTtng, n NnpwTodikn anopacn BewpeiTal TEAETIOIKN
WG NPOC TA €VVOUA AMNOTEAEOUATA MOU NAPAYElI JEXPI TNV AvaTponn n Tpononoinon
TnG and 1o Epeteio (BA. BAaxou Aéva v. Mapkou Népgou Oikovopou (2012) 1
AAA 1520) kal TO KUPOGC TNG O0udOAwG peiwvetal (BA. KQNZITANTINOY
XATZHIQANNOY k.a. v. ELLINAS FINANCE PUBLIC COMPANY LTD,
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NMOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 255/2014, 22/12/2016). >1nv KYPROXIL DESIGNS
LTD. (avwTEpw) evronileTal ouva@wc «The principle permeating every aspect of our
judicial system is that first instance judgments are final; an attribute they retain
unless reversed on appeal. Even in that situation, the reversal operates
retrospectively. The appellate process is not an extension of the trial or a
continuation of it. It is a forum for the review of the soundness of the adjudication
and the judgment, in no way designed to diminish the finality of first instance
judgments». MapdaAAnAa opwg onueiwvetal kal n Enterprise Gold Mines NL v
Mineral Horizons NL (No1) [1988] NTSC 5; (1988) 52 NTR 13; (1988) 91
FLR 403 oTtnv onoia To AvwTtato AikaoTtnpio TnG Bopeiag nepioxng tTng AuoTtpaAiag
aneppIYe TNV E€I0NYNON TOU OUVNYOPOU Tou Ka®’' ou n aitnon OTI N nNpwTodikn
andégaon TekpaipeTar opbn (Pe napanopnn otnv Annot Lyle (avwTépw)) -
«Nowhere did the Court refer to any presumption that the judgment under appeal
was correct.». H ev AOyw undBeon npeEnel va €pUNVEUTEI NPOCEKTIKA EVOWEI TNG
KUMNPIAKNG VouoAoyiag nou opilel diauywg OTI €va AlkaoTnplo w¢ Bgpa apxng o€
duvatal va enavegeTadlel Ta anopaocliofevta vog 106Babuou P’ autd AlkaoTnpiou n
va npartrel w¢ E@erteio Tou e€autou Tou. XTn AOIZIAH, NMAPAAHNTH KAI
AIAXEIPIZTH THZz K.X. NEPATIKOZ AIMITEA k.a. v. NEPATIKOY k.a.,
MoAimikin Aitnon Ap. 32/2019, 17/4/2019 AéyeTal «Eni Tng ouadiacg, n vopgoAoyia
Tou AvwTaTtou AikaoTnpiou cuykAivel aTo 0TI dev €ival duvaTo yia eva AIkaoThApIo vda
avabewpei anopdacsic opoBabpou AlikaoTnpiou pe dedopevo OTI To Enapyxiako
AikaoTnpio BswpeiTal eviaio yia okonoug anovoung Tng dikaioouvng kal dev Exel
oxean, oUTe kal 6a pnopouoe VOUINA va anoTeAoUoe napdyovTta nou ennpeadel yid
anogaon, n Katd nepinTwon oUvVOEOn ToUu KATWTEPOU AlkaoTnpiou. Aegv PNOpEi, HE
aAAa Aoyia, e@Ooov £xel ano@acioTei &va opiopevo {ATNMA KaTta €va Tpono, oTn
OUVEXEIO €va AAAO opOBabuo AikaoTrhplo 0To onoio avaAoyloe n undBeon oTnV Nopeia
Tng diadikaciag, va anogacilel kaTad dAaAAo Tpono.». Kat’ avaloyia BA. evOeIKTIKA
Avdpovikou Iwavvng kai ‘AAAol v. Angokpatiag (2008) 2 AAA 486,
NaTarapng Xpiorakng Nérpou v. Aotuvopiag (2012) 2 AAA 46, ANADOPIKA
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ME THN AITHZH TQN 3IAKOAA k.a., MNMoAmki Aitnon Ap. 208/2019,
23/12/2019 n onoia enikupwBnKe eni TNG avapepopevng apxng otnv ANA®OPIKA
ME THN AITHZH TQ2N ZIAKOAA, NEO®YTOY KAI NEODYTOY EK AEYKQZIAZ,
MOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 7/20, 7/6/2021 kai ANA®OPIKA ME THN AITHZH
TOY xxx ALSHEIKO INMA THN EKAOzZH ENTAAMATOZ HABEAS CORPUS v.
APXHIOoY AZTYNOMIAZ k.a., MOAITIKH AITHZH AP. 64/2020, 9/7/2020.
>Tnv TanakkouUdn v. FevikoUu ElcayyeAéa TnG Anpokpartiag, Ap. AYWYNG:
9019/07, 24/2/2020 o k. zavtng MNEA (wg ATav T0TE) OXOAiaoe «H nmpwtn
enionuavon, oxXeTiCeTal JE TNV apxXn NwG €va npwTodiko AikaoTnpio dev PNopEi va
EVEPYEI WG EPETEIO TOU €auToU Tou 1 AAAou opoBaBuiou Aikaortnpiou [...] kai va

KATAANYEl TOUTECTIV O€ O1APOPONOINUEVA EVOEXONEVWC CUUMEPAOUATA. .

H kataxpnon Tng dikaoTikng diadikaaiag ival noAuaxIdng evvola npocAauBavouoa
NOIKIAEG HOPPEG KATA TO PAcpa Tou dikaiou (BA. ARTESA TRADING CO. LIMITED
K.a. v. CREDIT BANK OF MOSCOW, lNoA. 'Eqpeon ap. 147/2012, nuep.
03/04/2018 kal TNV VOPoAoyia nou avageEpel) Kai n €nikAnon TnG oTo uno E€Taon
nAaiolo nTav avapevopevn. 2tTn MINEPBA AZ®AAIZTIKH (avwTEpw) avapepOnKe
OTI «AAAN @iTnON Yyia avaoToAr eKTEAEONG MEXPI TNV €kdikaon Kal anonepaTtwaon TNG
EQPEONG EKKPEPOUOAC TNG NpwTNG 6a ouvioToUoE €eVOEXOMEVWG KATAXPNON TwV
diadikacliwv». Ta pnbevTa epeidovTal aTn yvwaoTn apxn 0TI ol napaAAnAeg 01adIkaagieg
nou anoBAEnouv oTo 010 ANOTEAECHA OUVIOTOUV KaTtaxpnon TnG OIKACTIKNAG
diadikaciac (BA. Thames Lauches v. Trinity House [1961] 1 ALL ER 26, Wright
v. Bennett and Another [1948] 1 All E.R. 227, Re Apxieniokonog
KUnpou (1993) 1 C.L.R. 248, AnpokpaTtia v. Ywapidn (avwTépw) kai Re
Beogradska D.D. (1996) 1 A.A.A 911). >Tnv Iwon@akng (avwTEpw) N aitnon
avaoToANC KaTaxwpnonke a@oTou 0 EvayovTag KaTaxwpnoe, Kata Tou aiTnTn, aitnon
yla napakon kal kata@povnaon Tou AikaoTnpiou, AOyw PN CUPPOPPWONG TOU HE TNV
NpwTOdIKN andgaacn, napa To OTI n &PeOn KATA TNG anogaonc €ixe aoknBei ndn npo
EVOG €TOUG. To AvwTaTo AIKaoThHpIo ano@Acice va anoppiYel TNV aitTnon avaoToAng

ONMEIWVOVTAG: «ZTNV MPOKEIYEVN NEPINTWON n KabuoTepnon oTnv unoBoAn TNnG
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aiTnoNG yla avaoToAn TnG eKTEAEONC TNG NPWTOdIKNG andpacng Nou ENEKTEIVETAI O€
gEva oxedov xpovo, dev eEnyeital. EUAoya ouvayeral and Ta yeyovoTa Tng unobeong
OTI NPWTAPXIKOC 0oKoNOC Tou egeociovTta Oev  e€ivar n Oiaoc@aAlion TNG
anoTEAEOUATIKOTNTAG TOU JIKAIWHKATOG £PeoNG, aAAd n napakapwn Tng diadikaaoiag
yla TNV TIJWpPia ToOU Npoc ano@uyrn TwV CUVENEIWV TNG AVUNAKONG Tou d1aTayuaTog
NG 29/3/1989». EMINpO0BeTa, To OTI 0 AITNTNG KATOMIV TNG ANOPPINTIKAG NPWTOdIKNG
andpaong kataxwpnoe kat’ epappoyn Tng A35 ©19 aitnon oto AvwTaTto AIkaoTnpIo
ey@avwg Og ouvioTa kataxpnon TngG OikaoTikng Oladikaciag (BA. Penderhil
(kaTWTEPW)). ZTN Wilson v. Church (No. 2) (avwTépw) To AIKAoTAPIO TOVICE OTI
Ornou n &Peon aokeiTal kakoniora dsv 6a NapEPBEl WOTE va AVACTEIAEI TNV EKTEAEON
TNG NpwTOdIKNG anogaong («But the Court will not interfere if the appeal appears
not to be bona fide...»). To AikaoTripio kaAeiTal va AdBel undéywn Tou KATd noco n
epeon eival «obviously destined to fail or obviously merely for purposes of delay» n
«wholly unmeritorious or wholly unlikely to succeed» (BA. Sewing Machines
Rentals v Wilson [1975] 3 All ER 553). >tnv Croney v Nand [1998] QCA 367
(nap. 38) Aéyetal «Making an assessment of whether the appellant has an arguable
case is undertaken to ensure the appeal has not been lodged simply to delay
execution». H eipnuévn uloBeteital otn GFS Management Services Pty Ltd v
Ground and Foundation Supports Pty Ltd & Ors [2001] WASC 280 o6nou oTn
napaypago 21 Tng TeAeuTaiag evroniletal 0TI «Before weighing other factors the
court needs to be satisfied that there is an arguable case for an appeal to ensure
that the appeal has not been lodged simply to delay execution...». Eival w@&Aipo
noTelw va napatnpnBei ev napodw OTI napd Tnv enaveiAnuuévn napouacia Tng
KaTtaxpnong Tng dikaoTikNG diadikaoiag oTnv Kunplakn Taén, dev evronileTal unobeon
nou Ta AIKAoTnpiad PAg va €Xouv MPpayudaTeuTel ouoIaoTIKa Ta yvwoTd diatayuara
Grepe v Loam, w¢ peTe€eAixbnkav ot restraint orders. EvronieTal evOEIKTIKA OTN
Padiopmwviko Idpupa Kionpou v. KOUMIDES PRODUCTIONS LTD k.a., Ap.
Aywyng: 3914/15, 3/9/2015 pe avagopa oto Halsbury's Laws of

England, 5" ékdoon, nap. 52, ggA. 46 pia yevikn povo vUE&n o1 «Certain acts of
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a lesser nature may also constitute an abuse of the process as, for instance,
initiating or carrying on proceedings which are wanting in bona fides or which are
frivolous, vexatious or oppressive. In such cases the court has extensive alternative
powers to prevent an abuse of its process ... by making a civil restraint order.». (BA.
Kal Tnv avagopd otnv Manakokkivou k.a. v. ZYNEPIrATIKHZ ETAIPEIAZ
AIAXEIPIZHZ MNEPIOYZIAKQN ZTOIXEIQN ATA k.a., Ap. Aywyng: 332/20,
30/9/2021). Autd Ta dIATAyMATa €AKOUV TnV NpoEAEucon Touc and Tn Grepe v
Loam (1887) 37 Ch D 168. O Lindley L.]J. €xovTag kpivel (CUMPWVOUVTOG TOU
Lopes L.J.) Tnv aitnon nou nx6n evwniov Tou wg «wholly unfounded» kai dedopevou
TOu OTI €ixav kataxwpnOei and Tov aiTnT NPOoNYOUNEVEC AITHOEIC PE TOV idI0 OKOoMo
ekdwoe diaTtaypa nou opile: «That the said Applicants or any of them be not allowed
to make any further applications in these actions or either of them to this Court or
to the Court below without the leave of this Court being first obtained. And if notice
of any such application shall be given without such leave being obtained, the
Respondents shall not be required to appear upon such application, and it shall be
dismissed without being heard.». H ev A0yw undBeon €xel Ta XApAKTNPIOTIKA MOU
aveépepe o LORD CROSS OF CHELSEA otn Norwich Pharmacal Co v Customs and
Excise Commissioners [1974] AC 133; [1973] 2 All ER 943; [1973] 3 WLR
164; [1973] FSR 365; [1974] RPC 101 yia TNV Karaypa®rn TwV UNoBETEWV TOU
Chancery Tng T0Te €noxng- «often take the form of brief notes, which may have
been useful to those for whose benefit they were published but mean very little to
the modern reader.». H apxn TnGg Grepe (avwTepw) €xel NAEov kabiepwBei o€
apkeTeG Olkalodooieg (onwg A.X. kalr Tng Ivdiag (BA. Uma Shankar Pandey
President of Was v Uoi & Anr - Contcas (CRL) 17/2008 [2013] INDLHC
4989), cupcia 0g avaAuon Tng unobesong evroniletal otn Bhamjee v Forsdick &
Ors (No 2) [2003] EWCA Civ 1113 kal cuvenwg ol apxXeg TNG €ival yVwoTEG Kal
oTo ouyxpovo dikaio. ZTnv Kunpo Ta ev Adyw diatayuaTta 6a pnopouoav va ekdobouv
otn Bdaon Tou apBpou 29(1)(y) Tou N.14/1960. XapakTnploTIK MEPINTWON

aiTiohoyouoa TNV €kd0ONn TOoug evOEXOMEVWC va ATAv TA yeyovoTta otn LOUKOS
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TRADING CO LTD k.a. v. PEINMIMNMOOY NAHTZIHIK KAI NTAIlNK KO. ATA
(2000) 1 AAA 1014 6nou o0 aITNTAG KATAXWPNOE aiTnon TPIG yia Tov idlo oKono
XWpPIic kKanoiov anoxpwvTta Adyo, otnv Perihan Mustafa Korkut 1 Eyiam Perihan
v. AnootoAou Tleswpyiou 3i1d TOU nNAnpe€ouciou avtTiNPOOWNoOU TOU
XapaAapnou X. Zonnou ( Ap. 2) (2007) 1 AAA 1333 6nou Kataxwpndnke Tpig
n idla ouoiaoTIKA aiTnon Kai &vopkn ONAwon nNAnv Opwc KABe (opd AaAAale To
VOHOBETNHA Tou onoiou ¢nTeiTo n epunveia, n otnv Eupinidn Poupna, Eidonoinon
NToxeuong Ap. 107/12, 27/2/2013 oOnou kataxwpnobnke TpIG aitnon HWE TNV
ornoia OKOMEeiToO 0 napapepionog Tng €1donoinong NTwxeuong. ZTnv AyyAia n
duvaTtoTnTa €kO00NC TWV UNown JIATAYNATWV EXEl MAEOV PUBUIOTEI TNV MOAITIKNA
dikovopia (BA. Halsbury's Laws of England/Civil Procedure (Volume 11
(2015)), nap. 503 kai 523). H sicaywyn Twv veéwv OMA kar €idIkOTEpA O
Kavoviopog 3.2 (w¢ evTonileTal 0TOUG NPOTEIVOUEVOUG) nou didel pnTa Tnv €€ouaia
oTo AIkaoTAplo va €kdidel auTenayyeATa d1aTAYNATA NoU YEVIKWG £XEl dikalodoaia va
ekdwoel, o onoiog avanapayayel Ta Aapfavopeva oto CPR 3.3 kal TIG
unonapaypagouc autoU (BA. oxetikd kai Halsbury’'s (avwTépw), nmap. 509),
EUEANIOT® Vva OIEUKOAUVEI TNV €kdoon Twv restraint orders kair ornv KUnpo oTIg

KATAAANAEG NEPINTWOEIC.

'ONEG O MPOEIPNMEVEG APXEG AV KAl HE KAMOIEG €NOUCIWOEIC NAPEKKAICEIG €ival
YEVIKWC OgPeAIWPEVEC OTN VOMIKA TAEN. En’ autwv TNG avaoTtoAng To AvwTaTo
Aikaotipio orn DEMETRIADES GROUP OF COMPANIES LIMITED (avwTEpw)
avayvwplioe OTI «nayliwdnkav peoa and dlaxpovika subuypapuiohéVn YPARHN TNG
vopoAoyiag» kal OTI €ival «naciyvwoTeg». AnAadn n Bswpia yUpw and Tnv avacToAn
EKTEAEONC Miac nNpwTOdIKNG anogaong otn Baon Tng A.35 ©18 e€ival v noAAoic
AnoKPUOTAAAWMEVN. ZNUEIWVETAl OJWG OTI N PeTaBaon and Tnv Bewpia oTn Npagn
gival n diatpdvwon Tng idiag TnG Bswpiac (BA. kaTt’ avaloyia Tnv opiAia Tou K. ZT.
NaBavanA MN.E.A. (wg NTo TOTE) PE TiTAO «A&IoAOynon kail AITIoAdynon oTIG
AikaoTikéG Ano@daoceig He 101aitepn avagopa oto Koivodikaio», nuep.

17.10.2007). KaT’ enéktaon n OIkAVIKN Kpion €ni TNG aiTnong yia TNV avacToAn n
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MN €EapTaTal anod Ta yeyovoTa kaoTng unobeong (BA. evdeikTika Vassiliko Cement
(avwTépw), VOUROS HEALTHCARE LTD, NMOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 207/2015),
TEMPEST BAY SHIPPING (1978) 1 CLR 367 (avwTépw) kai ABP Holdings Ltd
kal AAAol v. Avdpéa KitaAidn kai AAAwv (Ap.1) (1994) 1 AAA 287). Exel
gniong AexBei OTI «To kATA nooov n avaoToAn e€ivar duvaTrn ouvapTatal KaTtd
NEPINTWON PE TO AVTIKEINEVO TNG» (BA. AnUNTPOUdNG MiIXAaAng v. Avdpéa Nikou
NAouykpidn (2011) 1 AAA 687). To idio papTupei kalr aAAodanr vopoAoyia. ZTn
Chow Chun Tin v Chow So Ngor [2010] HKCFI 2185 ava@epbnke OTI TO
AIkaoTApIO KaAgiTal NpwTioTwg va AdBel unown Tn @uon TnG €@eciBAnbeioag
anogong («the court must of course first have regard to the nature of the order that
is the subject matter of the appeal»). Q¢ eUoToxa avaypageralr ano To Court of
Appeal Tng Bopeiou IpAavdiag otnv Convery v The Irish News Ltd [2007] NICA
40 «previous indications as to how that discretion has been exercised are instructive
but not prescriptive and each case will depend on its own unique circumstances».
MNapenopeva ol YVWOTEG apxeG Tou Olkaiou pag npenel va a§loAoyouvTtal €X0OVTAG
navtote unown TIC 101IAITEPOTNTEC TNG kKABe undBeong (dnAadn Tnv @uon TNG
andépaong TnG onoiac {nTeiTalr n avaoToAnl €KTEAEONC, WG KAl TO OUVOAO TwV
YEYOVOTWV Mou TNV nepPIBAAAOUV) MOU UMOCTUAWOAV TNV €KACTOTE CUAAOYIOTIKN

(rationale) Tou AikaoTnpiou.

KaTtd €va yevikeUPevo TpoOno kal oto Babud Tou eniTpenTou didovTal Ta duo
akoAouBa napadeiypara. ‘Otav n anogaon Tng onoiag {nTeiTal n avacToAn d1aTAcoEl
TOV evayopevo va kataBdalel éva nood, o evayouevog kabioratalr dnAadn wg €€
anopAcews XPEWOTNG, Ol MEPIOTATEIG NMOU EVOEXONEVWG VA AITIOAOYOUV TNV avacToAn
nepiAapBavouv (ox1 €€EavTAnTikG oapwc) TNV aduvapia Tou €nITUXOVTOC EVAYOVTOC
vVa €NICTPEWYEI TO €€ ANOPACEWC XPEOC OTOV EVAYONEVO aua n npwTodikn andgaaon
avaTtpanei kat’ épeon. (BA. evdeikTikd VOUROS HEALTHCARE LTD, (avwTEpw),
X"Iwavvou v. Gordian Holdings Limited, MOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 273/2019,
8/9/2020, KQNZTANTINOY XATZHIQANNOY k.a. v. ELLINAS FINANCE
PUBLIC COMPANY LTD, NOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 255/2014, 22/12/2016,
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ECLI:CY:DOD:2019:3, TIMINNHZ k.a. v. ZIAGA, 'Egpeon Ap. 4/2017,
28/2/2019). MaAioTa To anodeIKTIKO BApog -dlaxwpI{OPJEVOU TOU VOUIKOU BAPOUG-
TNG anodeIENG TNG OIKOVOMIKNG KATaoTaong Tou evayovTa/e@eociBAnTou evanoTiBeTal
oTov id10 apou BpiokeTal g KAAUTEPN B€on va Tnv yvwpilel (BA. Gordian Holdings
Limited (avwTépw)). H nio ndvw npooteyyion ¢ Npoc TIC NEPIOTACEIC MNOU
anaiToUvTal ¢’ auTou Tou €idouc TIG UNOBETEIC kKaBpenTi(eTal o€ AyYYAIKEC QUOEVTIEC
ekdlkaoBeioeg npo ekaTtovTasTiac. =Tn Barker v. Lavery (1885) 14 QBD 769 Ta
€€00a TNG NpwTOdIKNG dladikaciag emdikacbnkav uneEp Tou EvayovTog Kal eneidn dev
NnapouciaoTnNKE HapTupia nou va e€deikvue OTI APa €NITUXEl N €QPECN KATA TNG
napandvw anoégaonc o evayovrac 6a aduvatoUos va €MNIOTPEYElI TO NOCO OTOV
gvayopevo/e@eociovta 1o Aikaotnpio Ot diETa&e Tnv avaoTtoAn. >tnv Atkins v.
Great Western Railway (1886) 2 TLR 4000, apopwaoa €niong €€ ano@pacswg
XPEOG, ONMEIWVETAl OXETIKA OTI KATA YEVIKO KAvova n avaoToAn 6a diataxBei epooov
dev ugioTartal Aoyikn nBavoTnTa (no reasonable probability) va enioTpagei To noocod
aua enITUXEl n €Qeon. ZXeTikn kal n Annot Lyle (avwTépw). BA Opwg kar Tn
LINOTYPE-HELL FINANCE LTD v BAKER (1992) 4 All E.R. 887 nou @aiveTal va
AuBAUVE TNV auoTnpn NPOCEYYIoN TNG NAAAIOTEPNCG vopoAoyiac. Ano Tnv aAAn, oOTIC
NEPINTWOEIC NMPOOTAKTIKWV dIATAYNATWV -TA ANAYOPEUTIKA €€ opiohoU anokAsgiovTal
agou Otv eniBAAAouv BeTIKN unoxpewon- BapUvwv napayovrtac evOEXETAl va &ival
OTI N €peon Ba kaTtacoTei €k TNG PUONG TNG ePeaIBAnBeiocag ano®aong ypaupa Kevo.
>7n Chow Chun Tin v Chow So Ngor (avwTEpw) YiveTal napanounn oTnv ano@aacn
Tou Apxidikaotry Ma ] otn Star Play Development Ltd v Bess Fashions
Management Co. Ltd, HCA 4726/2001 oTtnv onoia (o ApxI3IkaoTng), av Kai
avEPEPE OTI YEVIKWCG AVEEAPTNTA TNG PUONG TNG £PeCIBAAAONEVNG andpaong kanoia
MapTupia npénel va doBsi 0TI N ano@aacn oTnV £Qeon 6a KATAOTEI XWPIG AVTIKEIPEVO,
unouvnoe «In determining the question whether or not an appeal would be rendered
nugatory, the court must of course first have regard to the nature of the order that
is the subject matter of the appeal. If the order appealed against is a money

judgment, the court will require evidence as to why the levying of execution will
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result in the appeal being rendered nugatory, such as, for example, an appreciable
risk that the respondent to the appeal would not be able to repay in the event of a
successful appeal. Sometimes, though, the nature of the order will by itself almost

be determinative of the question. Where the relevant order is, for example, an

injunction (and particularly so if it is a mandatory injunction), it may well be that,

without a stay, an appeal would be rendered nugatory in the event of a successful

appeal.». EvOeIKTIKN napanounn Jnopei va yivel kal otnv International Shipping
Bureau (USA) Inc v. ®oupvapn Kk.d., Ap. Aywyng: 2072/2014, 31/7/2018
onou To Aikaotnpio Ot dexONKe va avaoTeidel Tnv ekTéEAeon Tou dIATAYHATOG
EKMOINONG KIVATWV OTNV anouacia KatadeiEng TnG apepeyyuoTNTAG TWV EVAYOVTWV (€€
anopAcsws NIOTWTWYV ), KAiTOl ONUEIWOE «AIAPOPETIKA aoPaAwc 8a avTigeTwmloTav
To {NTNMA av n Quon Tou dIaTayuaTog ATav d1IanAacTIKoU XapakTnpad Kal UNoXPEWVE
TV €vayouoa o€ Mia npdagn n napdAsiyn, n onoia 6a &@epve APEca €vvopa
anoTeAéoparta. TETola nepinTwon 6a ATav n.x. n €nioTpo®n KivnTou NPAypartocg, N
EKKEVWON UNooTaTikoU PeE okonod Tnv Kateda@ion Tou N TNV avaoToAn AEIToUpyiwv
MIag €UMNOPIKNG ENIXEIPNONG. Z€ TETOIEC NEPINTWOEIC iI0WG va OIKAIOAOYEITO UMO
OPIOPEVEC NpoUnoBETEIC N avaoToAn €KTEAEONC yia ToVv AOYO OTI av €KTEAEITO N
andégaon (n.x. anoBoAr ano unooTaTIkKO Kal KAaTedAa@ion Tou) TOTE N £peon Ba £xave
Tnv onuacia kar Tnv a&ia TnG...». =Tn Siglin (avwTépw) €niong ano®acioTnke OTI
uUQioTavTo EEAIPETIKEG NEPIOTACEIG APOU n evayopevn ouoe and 1o 1979 oto €nidiko
akivnTo, NTav KaTtda Tnv €kdoaon TnNG ano@aonc 79 eTwv Kai, Aua ekTeAEITo N andépaon,
KAl oOUVENWG NWAEITO To akivnto, 6a ATav -wg kpibnke- aduvarto yI’ autn va To
avakTtnoel. Kalr naAlv opwg kabe unodBeon e€aptdatal PJe Ta MEPIOTATIKA TNG. TN
AOIZOY v. KQNZTANTINOY k.a., MOAITIKH E®EZH AP. 29/2019,
23/10/2019 B=wpnBnke 0pOBO va avaoTaAei n eKTEAEON TNG NPpwTOdIKNG andpaong
eneidny o€ avTiBeTn nepinTwon n Katedd@ion Tou €nidIKou aKIVATOU Kal n
avolkodounon Tou, €Av EMITUYXAVE N €PEON, £0TW Kal PYE €000 TWV EPECEIOUOWY,

B8a npokaAouoe TaAainwpia kai dUoXEPEIa 0’ OAOUG TOUG ENNAEKOUEVOUG. AEV UNNPXE
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gupnua OTI aha enITUyXave n €@peon auTtn 6a kabioTaTo XwpiG avTiKEiWeVo, aAAd n

OUOXEPEIQ KAl TAAQINWPIa ENETPEYAV TNV AVACTOAN TNG EKTEAEONG.

J€ QUVEXEIQ TWV MO NAVW €ival ENAVAykKeg va kaboploTei nola €ival n npoogyyion
TNG VOMOAOYIag yia TNV avaoToAn TnNG €KTEAEONC Twv OIaTaydaTwyv anokaiuywng
Norwich Pharmacal (e@e€ng Odiarayuara anokdAuwng) kali napa To Kivouvo
enavaAnywnc napaTiBevTal EKTEVH anoonaopaTa TwV OXETIKWY UNOBECEWY YIa va Yivel
avTIANNTO €nakpIBwg TI anogacioTnke ¢’ auteg. 2Tnv Penderhil To npwTtodiko
AikaoTnpio €€€dwoe Pe TNV anodégaon Tou nuep. 15.7.2011 diataypaTta anokaAuyng.
Ta yeyovoTa nou odnynoav otnv €kd0o0n ToOU ouvioTavTtal, wG KkataypapovTal otnv
andégaon Tou E@eTeiou, oTo OTI 0 evayovTtac «ioxupileTar Tn dianpa&én diapopwv
adikonpa&iwv evavTiov Tou, 101AiTEPA ano Tov evayopevo 7 MavayiwTtn [XXXX],
KaBw¢ kal AAAEG KATADOAIEUTIKEG EVEPYEIEG AOYw dladoxIkwV HeTapiBdocewv 0ANG TNG
aKIVATOU MeEpIlouciag Tou O VOMIKA npoowna and Tnv EAAAda, dnAadn Toug
EVAYOMEVOUC 8 kal 9 pe okonod va napeunodiocsl Tnv Ikavonoinon andégaonc nou
ekd0OONKe evavTiov Tou ano eAAnviko dikaoTtnplo. H Kunpiakn €raipeia evayopevn 1
Penderhil Holdings Limited e€ivai, oUu@wva pe Tov eQegiBAnTo/evayovra, o
HovadikOC PETOXOC TwV evayopevwyv 9 Salix AkivaTwv A.E». H anogaon nuep.
15.7.2011 e@eoifAnBnke kai napaAAnAa kataxwpnBnke aitnon, oTto Enapxiako
Aikaotnpio (PENDERHILL HOLDINGS LIMITED, ek AgpecoU, Ap. AYwyngG:
2047/2011), ys okono TNV avaoToAn TnG EKTEAEONC Tou JIATAYNATOC ANOKAAUWNC.
H 8€0n Twv evayopEvwY Npog unooTnpIEN TNG avaoToANG ATAV, WG ANOTUNWVETAl OTO
KEiEVO TNG andpaong oTn pnbeioca unobeon, 0TI «0€ NEPINTWON Nou dev ekJ0BE TO
aiIToUpevo d1ATayua Kal ol evayouevol anokaAUWouyv Ta ev AOYw oTolxeia ye Baon To
didtayua Tou AlkaoTtnpiou nuep. 15.7.2011 T6Te n €@eon Oa kataoTel Aveu
avTIKEIJEVOU Kal ol idiol 6a unoaTouv avenavopbwTn BAABN...» Kal «av Ta €yypaga
nou anokaAu@BouUv kal PETA NETUXEl N £peon Ba undpxel anoTuxia Tou VOMIKOU
OUOTANATOC VA NPOOTATEWElI TO ATOUO TOU OMOIOU Ol EUMICTEUTIKEG NANPOPOPIEC
anokaAugbnaoav». O evayovTag eVIOTAMEVOG €l0NYNONKE TNV andppiyn TNG aiTnong

Kal ol oXETIKoi Adyol en’ auTou cuvowilovTal (a) oTnv unap&n kKakonioTiag Kal Nw¢ o
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aITNTAG ep@opeiTal and aAAOTpla KivnTpa oToxeUovTAG TNV NApakwAuon TNG
dladikaagiag, (B) otnv Unapén nevixpwv NiBavoTATWV €niTuXiag Tng epeong, (y) oTnv
anouoia BAGBNc kar {nuiac oTouc aITNTEC and TNV AnokKAaAuyn TwV NMANPoOQPoOpPIwV
oUhewva Pe To didtayha anokdaAuwng, (0) ornv anoucia €EAIpeTIKWV AOYwV Kal
OUVENWC TUXOV €yKplon TNG aiTtnong 6a anooTtepoUos Toug Kab'wv n aitnon, Xwpic
ouUOIaoTIKO AOYO, and Tov Kapno TnNG €nITUXiag Toug oTnV NpwTOdikn andgpaacn, ol
npolnoBeaeic TNG onoiag €ixav Ndn kp1B&i, oTn Baon Twv NAPAPETPWV NouU £TEBNCAV
anod apeOTEPEG NAEUPEG evwniov Tou AlkaoTnpiou. To npwTodiko AlkaoThnplo yia va
KaTtaAn&el pe Tnv andégacn Tou nuep. 23.08.2011 otnv anoppiyn TNG aiTnong Kai
Twv BO£0twv TOU aITNT WG AEyovTal avwTepw Tovilel oTi (a) dev evronileral
«ouaoiaoTikn[...] BAGBN[...] N daAA[a] Oedopév[a] mou va OTOIXEIOBETOUV EIOIKEC
nepIoTAacsic ...», (B) «OAec ol NePIOTACEIC NOU €KTiBovTal €ival NEPIOTACEIC MOU
€TEONKAV EvNIoV TOU AIkaoTnpiou Katd Tnv aoknon Tng JIAKPITIKNG TOU EUXEPEIAG
otnv aitnon nuep. 10.5.2011 kai ol avTioToIxXo!l IoXUpIGHoi a&loAoyndnkav akpiBwg
ota €101ka nAaiola Tou apBpou 32 Tou N. 14/60 kal OTIGC €I0IKEG APXECG NOU APOPOUV
diatayuata Norwich kail 1 aAAa cuvaen diatayparta», (y) ol BECEIC TWV AITNTWV «JEV
ouvioTouV [...] KAt nepioodTEPO Ano ANAEC avnouxieg kal dgv £xouv apBei oTo LYo
TNG €vvolac TV €IOIKWV MEPIOTACEWY Nou opilel n vopoAoyia», (0) ol unoBeoeic X.
V. Morgan Grampian [1991] 1 A.C. 1, Megaleasing U.K. Ltd, and others v.
Vincent Barett and others [1991] 1 Irish Reports 219 JdiaxwpilovTal kaboT o’
QUTEC UQIioTavTo <«E&IBIKEG MEPIOTACEIG» MOU 0dnynoav oTnv €ykpion aimnuaTtwy
avaoToAng kar (g) av avatpansi n andégacn Tou AlkaoTnpiou nuep. 15.7.2011
evdexXOMevVa va pnv diveTal eukalpia otov Evayovta va xpnoigonoinoel 81adikaoTika
Ta anokaAu@pBevta oToixeia. Ta w¢ Aavw ENIXEIPAPATA  €KATEPAG NAEUPAG
npowbndnkav oto AvwTtato Aikactipio (BA. Penderhil Holdings Limited kai
AAAoi v. Iwavvn KAoukiva kai AAAwv (2011) 1 AAA 1921). To AvwTaTto
AlkaoTnpio kKata Tnv diaudp@won TNG Kpiong Tou, METAEU AAAwvV, 1000TABUIOE TNV
avaykn o niTuxwyv d1adIkoG va PNV OTEPEITAl, XWPIC ouaiaoTIkO AOyo, Tou Kaprnou

TNG €MITUXiAC Tou, APEVOC, Kal, apeTépou, TN OIaPpUAA&n Tou €vOIKOU HECOU TNG
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EQPEONG, TO OMNoio aoKeiTal JIKAIWHKATIKA Kal Oev MPENEl va aAnOOTEPEITAl TNG
anoTEAECNATIKOTNTAG TOU, KAl kaTéAn&e va dia@oponoinBei and Tnv npwTtodikn
andépaon w¢ ouvTauTi(oTav HE TIC B€0eIC TNC KaB’ n¢ n aitnon. TouTto d10TI, apou
avayvwpioe OTI Ta YEYOVOTA TNG kKaBe undBeoncg naiouv ouaiaoTiKO pOAO wC NPocC
TNV aoknon TnG JIaKPITIKAG EUXEPEIAG TOU JIKAOTNPIoU, EKPIVE, YIA TA EVWMNIOV TOU
YEyovoTa, OTI n €ykpion anAwc Ba npokaA&oel kanoiou Babpou kabuoTEpnon oTnv
€€EaoPAAIon TwV NANPOPOPIWY KAl EYYPAPWV NOU Ol aITNTEC/Evayouevol diaTaxdnkav
va O0WwOoouV OToV EQECiBANTO yia okonoug eVTONIoUOU OAWV Twv adikonpaynoaviwy
yia npowbnon TnG aywyng Tou otnv Kunpo kar Tnv EAAGda. Evw, oTnv nepintwon
anéppiYPnc TNG aiTnoNnNG KAl CUVENWC PE TNV ANOKAAUWN TwV OTOIXEIWV and Touc
aITnNTEC (O10TI AAAWC Ba BpioKOVTO O NAPAKON), TUXOV ENITUXIA TWV EPECEWV TOUC
Ba eival aveu avTikelgévou. MNa va kataAn&ésl ora napandvw, To AvwTaTto €AaBe
unowyn Kai TIG ano@Aceig OTIG ONOoiEG Napan&UPOnKe Nou apopouV €IdIKA NEPINTWOEIG

dlataypaTtwyv Tunou Norwich Pharmacal.

Stnv 0JSC BANK OF MOSCOW v. ONEWORLD LIMITED, Ap. Ay®YAG:
6029/2012, 12/3/2015 «kataxwpndnke aiTnon oOKOMNOUWEVN TNV AVACTOAN
EKTEAEONC OlaTayuaTog anokaAuywng. O1 ekei evayopevol unootnpi€av ot (a) «n
EQPEON €ival «ouolaoTikn» e MOAU KaAeg niBavoTnTeg eniTuxiag [kar OTI O]e
nepintwon nou [..] cuppopPwBoUV KAl anokaAUuwouv Ta aiToUpeva oTolxeia, Ba
dnMioupynBoUV PN avaTpEWIPEC KATAOTACEIC. TO AnoTEAEOUA TNG €peonc Ba sival
EVTEAWG «BewpnTikO» Kal «akadnuaiko».» kal (B) Ye Tnv anokaAuyn napaBialovral
SuVTaypaTika dikaiwpaTa nou apopouv «To anoppnTo Kai TpiTouc», BEon Tnv onoia
gixav npoBaAel kal o geyaAn €KTaon OoTnNV €voTacn Nou KAaTaxwpnoav ota nAdiola
TNG KUPIWG aiTnong.». ZTov avTtinoda, ol evayovTeg npowbnaoav wg AOyoug evoTaong,
oxedOV TAUTOONHUOUC WE auToug Twv aitnTwv otnv Penderhil, dnAadn o1 (a) dev
undapyouv €EaIpETIKOI I €napkeic Aoyol mou va JOikaioAoyoUv Tnv avaocToAn TNnG
EKTEAEONC TNG anogaaonc, (B) n aitnon avacToAnG ival KaTtaxpnoTIKA KAl anookKonei
OTO va KAaTtaoTnoel To dIATaypa «avanoteAeouartiko», (y) Ta BEuaTa nou gyeipovTal

otnv AiTnon €xouv Ndn e€eTaoTei kal anoppiPBei and To AikaoTApIlo oTa NAaiola TnG

>eAida 43 ano 56



Kupiwg aitnong, (8) To AikaoThplo €xel NON anogacioel 0TI Ta diaTayparta 6a enpene
va anokaAu@pBouv OTO OUYKEKPIMEVO aTAdIo KaBoTI Ba nTav dUOKOAO va anoveunodei
dIkaloouvn O PJETAYEVEDTEPO OTAdI0, (€) av ol NnAnpogopiec anokaAupbouv oe 3-4
Xpovia HYETA TNV €kdikaon TNC €Peonc Ba npokaAeosl avenavopBbwTtn {nUId OTOUC
EVAYOVTEC O10TI Osv Ba HNOPEOOUV VA EVTOMIOOUV KAl va eEac@alioouv Tn diaTrnpnon
TWV TEPACTIWV XPNUATIKWV NOCWV Mou une€aipednkav, evw, ol AITNTEG-EVAYOUEVOI
oudepia CnuIGd 1/ BAABn Ba unooToUV Ot NEPINTWON MOU avaykaoTouv vad
OUMMOpQWOBOUV pE TNV anogacn, KkaboTi ol evayovTeg unoxpeouvTal va
anolnMIWOooUV TOUG €VAYOMEVOUG Yia onoladnnote {nuid unooToUv Ol TEAEgUTaiol,
AOYW TNG OUUNOPPWONG TOUC ME To €nidiko diataypa. To Enapyxiakd AikaoThplo
gnavéAaBe Tnv nayia apxn nou ekppacTtnke otn Dorami nepi UNAp&NG €EAIPETIKWV
NEPIOTACEWVY KAl AVAYVWPIOE OXETIKWE TO EVOEXOUEVO OTI €AV Oev £3I0ETO N AVACTOAN
n mbavn snmiTuxia otnv €@eon 6a kabioTaTto Xwpig avTikeipyevo. EvTouToIg €KpIve
EVOWYEI TNG KaBuoTEPNONG Nou NapaTneninke atnv oAokKANpwaon Tng ekdikaong TnG
evOIldueonG ano®aong yia TNV onoia CUVETEIVAV KAl Ol ApKETEC avafoAec TNG
unoBeong OTI N NePAITEPW KaABuoTEPNON OTN ANWN TWV NAnpogopiwv Ba £0eTe TOV
KEVTOMIONO TWV TEPAOTIWV KEPAAQIWV MOU €XOUV ANoonacTei ano Tnv Tpanela
dUokoAo kal i aduvaTto.». TouTou JOOEVTOC KAl €VEKA TOU OTI Ol MANPOQPOPIEC NOU
dlaTaxbnkav va anokaAu@BoUv apopoucav APeca TOU aITNTEC Kal OXI KAMNolo TPiTo
npoowno, eUpnua nou Bewpndnke OTI diaxwplle TNV and@acn Tou AVWTATOU OTNV
Penderhil, odrynos 1o AikaoTnplo oTnv anoppiyn TnG aitnong. AKoAoUBwg n aitnon
yia avaoToAn nxen oto AvwTtatou Aikaotnpiou (BA.ONEWORLD LIMITED v. 0]JSC
BANK OF MOSCOW, MNMoAitikn '‘Eqpeon Ap. E32/15, 2/2/2016). H skaTepwbBev
enixeipnuaToAoyia ATav ouciacTika n idla pge autAv Tng diadikaciag evwniov Tou
EnapxiakoU AikaoTnpiou. To AvwTtato AikaoThplo cuvowilovTac avagepel yia To
EVOMIOV TOU NAdiolo yeyovoTwv <«To npwTodiko AikaoTnpio £E€dwoe AldTayua
Tunou Norwich Pharmacal evavTiov Twv Evayopevwv Pe To onoio d1aTacoovTo ONwg
EVTOC KABOpPIOPEVOU XPOVOU MpoBouUv ot €vopkn anokaAuywn OAwV TwV gyypapwv

nou €ixav oTnv katoxn n €€oucia Toug Kal napadwaoouv avTiypa@a oToug dIKNyopouc
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Twv Evayovrtwv yia okonouUg evrtoniopgoU OAwv Twv adikonpaynoavtwyv Kal
neploudiac nou eixe d0oAiwg peTafiBaoTei kal ano&evwBei woTe va npowbdnbouv
aywyéeg otnv Kunpo kal EAAGda yia enavaktnon Tng.». Eni Tng ouadiag Tng aitnong
anekAive ano Tnv NnpwTtodikn andpaaon, OIO0TI ekpiBn OTI Ta yeyovoTa TNG napouodag,
WG Mo Navw avagepovTal, «npooopoialav o€ ApKETA PeEyYaAo Babuo» Pe auTd TNG
Penderhil ka1 kat’ enékTaon, os ouunvoia pe Tnv Penderhil, pe Tnv €ykpion Oa
npokaAeiTo kanoiou BaBuou kabBuoTEpnon oToug kab’ wv n AiTnon, aAAa o€ avTiBeTn
nePIiNTwon, TUXOV eniTuxia TnG €@eong, Ba €ixe kaTtaoThoel TNV TEAEUTaia Aveu
avTIKeIgEvou. To AvwTaTto AIKaQoTApIo UI0BETNOE TOo akOAouBo andonacpa ano Tn
Megaleasing UK Ltd and others v. Vincent Barrett and others (1992) 1 IR
219: "If the order stands without any stay of execution, then the compliance by the
defendants with its provisions will end that case as a reality. Any further
proceedings in it by way of appeal or otherwise will be a moot as the determination
of the notice of motion in favour of the plaintiffs determines the action. On the other
hand, it is said that there is urgency in the compliance with the order because of
the need to pursue the defendants and, perhaps others, so as to recover the
money. Such an argument presupposes success on all fronts for the
plaintiffs. Granting a stay of execution on the order of the High Court does no more
than allow for the possibility of the appeal being successful on the procedural
issue. I am quite satisfied that the interests of justice demand that such a stay

should be granted and I would order accordingly."

>TiIGc AIZA AOYKAIAOY-OEODANOYZ v. AEQNIAAZ FEQPIIOY k.a., MoAiTikn
‘Eqppeon Ap. 251/2014, 19/2/2016 «kai KYPIAKOY XPYZOXOY .
KYPIAKOYAAAZ IQANNIAOY, ‘Epeon Ap. 7/2017, 10/10/2017 10 AvwTdTO
AikaoTtnpio diaxwploe Tnv Penderhil -kal dev peteBale Ta ¢’ auTrv anopaciocbevTa-
EVEKAQ TOU OTI ol ka®’ wv n Aitnon e€ixav vopigo dikaiwua va yvwpilouv TIG
NANPOPOPIEC Nou ol aITnTEG diaTaxdnkav va anokaAuyouyv, aTn Hev NpwTn BAoel Tou
OUVETAIPIOPOU nou €ixe dnuioupynbei (BA. oxeTika kar Tn ANA®OPIKA ME TON
AIEYOYNTH KAI TrPAMMATEA THZ YINO AIAXEIPIZH ETAIPEIAZ SOLTERRA
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DEVELOPERS & CONSTRUCTIONS LTD v. ANA®OPIKA ME THN ETAIPEIA
SOLTERRA DEVELOPERS & CONSTRUCTIONS LTD, Aitnon Ap.: 80/2015,
24/3/2016), otn d< deUTEPN BACEl TNC PNTNG Npovoiac TNG vouoBbeaoiag (apbpo 14A
Tou nepi PuBpicswc Twv Meplouoiakwyv ZToixeiwv NOpPou), evw, wc ndn eAExON, oTnv
Penderhil n anokdAuwn diataxdnke katoniv aoknong OIaKPITIKNG EUXEPEIAC TOU
AlkaoTnpiou oTn Baon Twv apXwVv TnG vopoAoyiag nou apopad Ta Norwich Pharmacal,
Kal OUVENWG O€ Kapia nepintwon Odikaiwuartikd. Ztnv npoogatn Jofa Ltd and
another v Benherst Finance Ltd and another [2020] 1 AIll ER 849
empBefaiwbnke OTI 0 aiITwv To OldTaypa Oev €XEl €K TOU VOMOU npoadokia
anokdAuwng, UATE o0 kadb’ ou €k Tou vopou unoxpéwon (legal duty) anokaAuwng,

aAAd, avTIBETWC, N anokAAuwn ouvapTartal UE TNV Kpion Tou AikaoTnpiou.

MapepuminTOVTwG n unobeon Shaw (avwTépw) -nou anavTatal o€ anogpdoelg
NpwTOdIKWV AIKAoTnpiwVv NoU NpaypatelovTal TNV avacToAn KTEAEONG dlaTayHATWV
anokAaAuwng- av kal agopd Tnv &vopkn napoxn nAnpo@opiwv (inquiries) Oev
NPOCQEPEl KATA TNV Anown Hou kanoia €dikn kabodnynon oto AIKaoThplo yia TNV
avaoToAn TwV v AOYw dIaTaypaTwy. To AIKaoThplo O Kaveva onueEio TNG andpaong
Tou oTn Shaw @aiveTal va eEETaos, - CUYKEKPIPEVA, YIA VA KPIVEI KATA NOCO UPioTATo
N oxl,- TNV neavoTnTa Onwg ME TNV anoppiyn TNG AVACTOANG N €QeOn nou
KaTaxwpnonke katd Tng NpwTodIknNG anogpaong 6a KATAoTel XWPIG avTIKEINEVO. Q¢
AAAWOTE onUEIWBNKE O napandvw OnUeio, 0' authv TNV unobeon €PaApuOOTNKE

oUp@wva pe To Annual Practice Tou 1956 o kavovag Tng Annot Lyle.

>Tnv Oneworld (avwTépw) Odlaca@nvileTal OTI «..O0TIC MEPINTWOEIC MOU N
avaoToAn agopa Aiatayua Tunou Norwich Pharmacal epapudlovTal ol idIEC VOUIKEG
apXEC ONWG Kal OTIG AAAEG NEPINTWOEIG OIAPOPETIKNG PUOEWG AlaTayHATwV.». OHoiwg
otnv KYPIAKOY XPYZOXOY v. KYPIAKOYAAAZ IQANNIAOY, '‘Egpeon Ap.
7/2017, 10/10/2017 evtoniletal «n Penderhil [...] dev anocTaacionoinbnke ano
TIC NAYIEG VOUOAOYIAKEG APXEG €Ni TOU BEPATOC». AUTEG Ol NAYIEG VOUOAOYIAKEG APXES
nou AEXBnKe OTIC MO NAVW OTI €PAPHOCE TO AVWTATO Kal OTIC MEPINTWOEIS TWV

dlaTayNaTwyV anokaAuwncg anaitouv (eav NNnopoUcape va TIC OUVOWIOOUNE) yia TNV
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BeTikn €kBaon TNG¢ aitnong (a) Tnv unap&n Kanoliwv NePIOTAcEwV (NOeAe
XapakTNPIoOTOUV WG €EAIPETIKEG, avenavopBbwTn BAABN 1 solid grounds) kai (B) n
adikia nou Ba npokAnBei anod Tn Pn avaoToAn va €ival yeyaAuTepn an’ auTtn nou Oa
npokAnOei pe Tnv avaoTtoAn. Mapatnpeitai otnv Penderhil o611 dev €yive pntn
avagopda o€ TETOIEC NEPIOTATEIC, NOCO HaAAov npoondabsia npoadiopiouoU TOUC, aAAd
To AvwTaTo AIKaoThplo apkeoTNKe anAwc va iooluyioel Tnv {nuia nou 6a enepxoTav
oTov kKAabe d1adiko and Tnv anogacn Tou. Eival éva ep@avég evOEXOUEVO N EKTEAEDN
Tou dIaTAypaTog anokAAuyng va B€oel TNV €QEOn XWPIG avTiKEiPeEVo, agou ol
nAnpogopieg Ba €xouv NdN anokaAu@Bei oTov evayovTa Kal eVOEXOHEVWG VA £XOUV
a&lonoinBei an’ autov PEXPIC OTOU va €kd0Bsi n anogaon Tou E@eTeiou. EvdéxeTal de
va Bpebei o EvayouevoC npo TETEAEOPEVWV evepyeliwv dlevepynBeiowv and Tov
EvayovTa XpnoigonoiwvTac TIC MANPOPOPIEC NOU TO EQETEIO EKPIVE -EK TWV UOTEPWV-
OTI Napavouwc KpartouvTal anod Tov evayovTtad, BETovTag, €101, O axpnoTia Tnv
anogaon Tou E@eTeiou. AkOpa kal €av diataxbei n kataoTpoPn TNG Evopkng dNAwang
anokdAuync Ta oTolxXEia nou anokaAu@énoav Ba napapeivouv OTn yvwon Tou
EVAYOVTOG-£ECiIBANTOU HE OTI QUTO WMNOPEI NPAKTIKA va Ouvenayeral. 2Tn
Chumachenko Alisa k.a. v. Bestlink Consultants Limited k.a., Ap. AymyRng:
6398/2012, 24/10/2013 10 Enapxiakd AikaoTnpio avayvwpilel 4 avapopa oTIg
ayyAIKEC ano@aAaosic nou dOONKE N avaoToAn «Eskabapa OTI NEPINTWOEIC dIATAYHATWV
Tunou Norwich Pharmacal e€ival xapakTnpIoTIKEG NEPINTWOEIC OMOU EYKpPIVETal
avaoToAn, kKaboTl xwpic avaoToAn n €peon Ba kabioTaTo BewpNnTIKN Kal akadnuaikn
aoknon, Xwpic kapia anoAUuTwc onuacia». 2tnv PISC T Plus v. GEOXAPOYZ k.a.,
Ap. Aywyng: 1522/19, 20/7/2021 T0 AIKAOTNAPIO E€KPIVE OHOIWG OTI «3€
nepinTwon 6nou n avacToAn dev eykpiBei kal n Evayopevn ap. 1 npoPei, wg oPpeilel,
oTnv &vopkn anokdAuwn Twv nAnpogopiwv, n ‘Epeon 6a kartaoTtei aveu
QVTIKEIMEVOU.». ZaPwC KAanolog eUAoya 6a pnopouce va €ionynbei, evowel Tng
avwTEPW BE0NG, OTI N EKTEAEON TWV JIATAYMATWY ANOKAAUWNG o€ KABE nepinTwon
NPENEl va avaoTeAAETAl, A@OoU, AAAWG, N anogacn oTnv &peon 6a JEeivel Xwpig

aVTIKEIYEVO, KAl w¢ €idape kamnoia vouoAoyia £xel dexOei To ev AOYw €VOEXOPEVO WG
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eEaIpeTIKN nepioTaon. AuTn n B€on €ival -ppovw- Aavbaopevn dI0TI N EUXEPEIQ TOU
AlkaoTnpiou dev eEavTAeiTal, wg €niong €idape, oTnv unap&n N PN €€aipeTikwyv (N
OMOEIdWV) NEPIOTACEWY CUVNYOPOUOTWV YIAd TNV avaoToAn. To AikaoTnpio 8a eEeTaoel
Tov napayovTta Tng adikiac (kar BAGBNC) nou 6a npokAnBei oTouc d1adikoug Kal TPIiTa
npoowna (kata Tnv Hammond kai Tig ouvageic unoBeoeic). AnAadn akopa kai €av n
andégaon Tou E@eTeiou €ival noAU nmBavd va kaTtaoTei xwpic avTikeiyevo, n BAABN
nou 6a npokAnBei and Tnv ano@acn avaoToAng ekTéEAeong duvaTtal va ouvioTda
ENAPKEG avTiBapo vyia va pn diataxBei n avactoAn. MNa napadelypa 1o Enapxlako
Aikaotnpio oTic AB PCO INVESTMENT LIMITED v. CAT GMBH Consulting
Agency Trade & Company (Cyprus) k.da., Ap. Aywyng: 579/15, 3/3/2017 Kai
AHMAD M DABABOU v. Credit Libanais SAL k.a., Ap. Aywyfc: 5204/14,
23/9/2016 BeRaiwoe OTI n «...ano@aon Penderhill dev sicayel nayia apxrn dikaiou
OTI 0t oxeon Me kABe diatayua Tunou Norwich npenel va €kdideTal kalr didTaypa
avaoToANG EKKpeEPOUONG TNG EQeong [...,] n AiTnon Ba e&eTaoTei oTn Bdon Twv ApxXwVv
TNG A.35 pe Bdaon Ta dIkA TNG YEYOVOTA KAl ONWCG €XEl VOUoAoynOei yovo n unapén
eEAIPETIKWV NEPIOTACEWY €ival duvatd va odnynoel woTe n OeUTEPN apxn va
UNEPOKEAIOEI TNV NPpWTN.». KATa Tnv unaywyr av kai avayvwpioe oTI N €peon nibavo
va kabiotato Xwpic avTikeiyevo av O OIaTACOETO N AVAOTOAN KAl CUVEN®C
napeixovro ol nAnpogopieg, €kpive OTI n BAABn nou ©Ha unooToUv Ol
gevayovTeg/kab’wv n AiTnon O€ NeEPINTWON MOU aVACTEAAETO N EKTEAECN TOU
dlaTAYNATOC anoKAAUWNC UMNOOKEAIOE TNV napandvw nibavoTnTa, Kal n aitnon
anoppipBnke. To Nnwg eva AikaoTnplo 6a acknoesl autn Tn dIAKPITIKA €uxEpEla Oev
gival opBo —kal npayuaTika aduvaTto- va npokabopIioTel EVEOTWTWG NOU KIVOUNAOTE
o€ €va BewpnTiKO €ninedo Xwpig eva oTabepod unoBabpo yeyovoTwv. AVAAOYIKWG
npooappolopevn ¢’ auto nou €dw oulnTeiTal n avagopd Tou AlkaoTnpiou OTN
Morgan-Grampian (Publishers) Ltd (avwTépw) o611 «It would be foolish to
attempt to give comprehensive guidance as to how the balancing exercise should

be carried out.» €ival anoAuta oxXeTIKNA.
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'OJwGg a&iCel va napatnpndei To €€N¢. '‘Evag and Toug Adyoucg nou oxoAlaleral OTI
«Ta OIKAoTNpIa Npenel va e€ival noAU @eidwAd oTo va ekdidouv diatayuarta
anokdaAuync ano Tnv Jia kar ano Tnv aAAn va avaoTeEAAOUV TNV EKTEAEDT TOUGC» €ival
n ooBapn kabuoTepnon nou evOEXeTAl va NPokANnBei (BA. To OXETIKO KepAAAlo OTO
«Alaraypara-Injunctions», 2016, EpwTokpiTou kal ApTéUN.). ZTnv Penderhil
n anoégaon oTnv &@eon €kO0ONKe HPETA napodou Tpiwv £TwvV ano To Oidtayua
avaoToAnG TnG ekTeAeong. MpaypaTti n kabBuoTeEpnon Kal ol €€ aAUTNAG OUVEMEIEG
TUYXAvouv ouxva €nikAnong wg avTioTaduiopa Tng avaoToAng Tou O1aTaypaTog
anokaAuwng. Kata tTnv anoywn pou OPwG n in abstracto enikAnon Tng kabuoTEpnong
TNG €kdiKAONG TNG EPEDNG €ival v hia €vvola eninAacTog AOYoG yia TnV anoppiyn TG
aiTnonc avaoToAnG. 21n ®@aAaocoivog Fpnyopng v. Anpokpariag (Ap.4) (1990)
3 AAA 3517 o kog MikAg A (ToTe) avapépel «KaTtavow NAAPWG TIC AvNOUXIEG TOU
FevikoU ElgayyeAea wg npog TIG CUVENEIEG NOU WMNOPEI va NpokUWOoUV O NEPINTWON
nou n ekdikaon TNG €peong KABUOTEPNOEI KAl TO ANOTEAECHA €ival EUVOIKO YIa TOUG
epeoeiovteg. H Bepancia €ykeiral oTn ouvToun €kdikaon TNG €PeonG a@ou Yivel
aiTnon npo¢ ToUuTo OTnNV oAopEAEla Tou AvwTdaTou AIKaoTnpiou kKai €pooov KpIOEei
dikalohoynuevn.». Mapopola napatnpnon nepieXeTal enionc¢ oTic EuoTtaBiou v.
AngokpaTtiag (1991) 4 AAA 1579 kai EnioTnHovike TeXviko EnmipeAntnpio
KUnpou 31a Tou npo&dpou autoU v. Kunpiakng Angokpariag (1999) 4 AAA
623. To yeyovog OTI ol Nio Navw ano@aceig ekdobnkav £xovrag unoywn OTI N €Peon
yla avaotaA&gioa anoégaon nou €kOwoe To AloIkNTIKO AlkaoThplo, I0IKWC, gival opBo
va NEPATWVETAlI TAXIOTA AOYW TOU OTI AIWPEITAI N VOMIMOTNTA TNG npa&nc Tng
dioiknong (BA. EmioTnHovike Texviko EmipeAntipio Kinpou (avwTépw)), o€
MEIWVEI TNV avaykn onwg N €peon Kal 0’ AAAeC KATAAANAEC NEPINTWOEIG NEPATWOEI
EVTOG TOU KATAAAnAou xpovou. Mia TETola NeEPINTwON €VOEXETAl v CUVIOTA KAl TO
didTayua anokdAuwng. INUEIMVETAI oUVAPWES N ayyAIKN NPakTikn nou dgIKVUEl OTI
oTNV KATaAAnAn nepintwon Ta AikaoTtnpia 8a evepynoouv HYe Tn d€ouoa TaxuTnTa.
MNa napadeiyua otnv Koo Golden East Mongolia v Bank of Nova Scotia & Ors
[2007] EWCA Civ 1443 (19 December 2007) aoknobnke &@eon kaTta Tou
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dlaTaypaTog anokaAuwng nou eixe ekdwoel To High Court katoniv adesiag nou
napaxwpnénke and Tov Buxton L], o onoioG €niong aveéoTeIAE TNV EKTEAECN TOU
unown d1aTAyNaToc HEXPIC OTOU NepaTwOei n aoknBbeioa epeon. To EpeTeio akUpwoe
TNV €kdoon Tou dIaTAyNaAToC anokaAuwnc. ‘Eggaon npenel va doBei oto oUVTOPO
XPOVIKO 31a0TnHa nou anaitnénke yia tn dieknepaiwon TnG 81adIkaoTIKAG dlapaxng
(e€aipoupevng TnG [2008] EWHC 1120 (QB) nou agopouce aitnon yia wasted
costs, ey@avwg Hn APECA OUVAPTWHEVN ME Ta &veoTwTwG). H €kdoon ToOU
dlatayuartog anokaAuywng €yive Tnv 10.12.2007, n akpdacon TnG £PEoONG KATA Tou
d1aTayuaTog anokaAuywng gyive Tnv 17.12.2007, To E@eTeio enipuAa&e Tnv anogacn
TOU MEXPI Kal TNV 19.12.2007 kal TEAIKA NpoXwpnoE KeE TNV €kdOON TNG ANOPPINTIKNAG
andégaong Tou Tnv 19.12.2007. To E@eTeio eviipynoe TAXIOTA WG AVWTEPW EMEION TO
AVTIKEIJEVO TNG EPeonG NTav eneiyov (urgent). AKOPN, WG EAEXON, EXEI AVAYVWPIOTEI
vouoAoylaka OTI To AIKQOoTAPIO €XEl €upeia suxepela va B€osl To didTayda Tng
avaoToAnG uno kaTtaAAnAoug opouc. 2Tn Wilson v. Church (No. 2) (avwTépw) n
onoia avaAubnke napanavw ypagetal oxeTika «...when the Court makes an order to
stay proceedings pending an appeal it will put the Appellants on terms to speed the
appeal». Aé¢ouoa n avagopad enionc oTo OTI ANOTEAEI oCUVTAYHATIKN €MTAYR ONWC TA
dIKalwpPaTa evog ekaoTou kKaboploToUv evtdc euloyou Xpovou (BA. apBpo 30 Tou
SuvTayuaTtoc kal apbpo 6 EXAA). To dikaiwpa ortn dikain dikn KATOXUPWVETAl aTNV
Kunpo Baoel Tou apbpou 30 Tou ZuvTaAyhaTog Kal Tou apBpou 6 TnG Eupwndikng
Zuvenkng yia Tnv MpooTacia Twv Alkaiwpatwyv Tou AvBpwnou (EZAA), n onoia €xel
KUPWOEI PE OXETIKO VOUO Kal eVOWEel Tou apBpou 169(3) TOU ZUVTAYMATOC EXEI
auénuevn 1oxU €vavTl TnG nuedannc vopobeoiac (BA. kat’ avaAoyia Christou v.
Christou, 1964 C.L.R. 336, COSTAS ANDREOU KOKKINOS v. THE POLICE
(1967) 2 CLR 217, PANAYIOTIS FOKA KANNAS ALIAS POMBAS v. THE
POLICE (1968) 2 CLR 29, ISAAC MIZRAHI v. REPUBLIC (COUNCIL OF
MINISTERS) (1968) 3 CLR 406, LEFCOS GEORGHIADES v. REPUBLIC
(PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION) (1969) 3 CLR 396, ALKIVIADES
CHRYSANTHOU v. THE POLICE (1970) 2 CLR 95, ADAMOS CHARITONOS
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AND OTHERS v. THE REPUBLIC (1971) 2 CLR 40, PHOTINI POLYCARPOU
GEORGHADJI AND ANOTHER v. THE REPUBLIC (1971) 2 CLR 229, KANTARA
SHIPPING LIMITED v. REPUBLIC (DIRECTOR OF INLAND REVENUE) (1971)
3 CLR 176, PHOTINI M. PAPADOPOULLOU AND OTHERS v. REPUBLIC
(COUNCIL OF MINISTERS AND ANOTHER) (1971) 3 CLR 317, ANDREAS G.
HJISAVVA ALIAS KOUTRAS v. THE REPUBLIC (1976) 2 CLR 13, GEORGHIOS
HJINICOLAOU v. THE POLICE (1976) 2 CLR 63, KYRIACOS NICOLA KOUPPIS
v. THE REPUBLIC (1977) 2 CLR 361, REPUBLIC (MINISTER OF FINANCE AND
ANOTHER) v. DEMETRIOS DEMETRIADES (1977) 3 CLR 213, FOURRI &
OTHERS v. REPUBLIC (1980) 2 CLR 152, PAPADOPOULLOS v. REPUBLIC
(1980) 2 CLR 10, POLICE v. EKDODIKI ETERIA (1982) 2 CLR 63). Q¢ éxel
AexBei otn Fevikog EiocayyeAéag TnG Anpokpartiag v. XapaAapnou Kawou
(2004) 2 AAA 127 -kai kat’ enavaAnyn eniBefaiwbei and WPETAYEVEOTEPEG
ano@aoccig- «To ApBpo 30.2 eival Tautdéonuo He To apbpo 6.1 TnG Eupwndikng
ZUPBaonG. Q¢ ek ToUTOU N vopoAoyia Tou AvwTdaTtou AikaoTnpiou €ival napaAAnAn
Kal napojola MPE TN VOMoAoyia Tou EupwnaikoU AikaoTtnpiou AvBpwnivwyv
AlKaiwpaTwyv. 2TV unobson FaBpinAidn (no navw) ava@epeTalr oTi «H €ni Tou
NMPOKEIJEVOU VOPOAOYia pacg sival Tautoéoonun HE ekeivn Tou EupwnaikoU AikaoTnpiou
AvBpwnivov AlkaiwpdaTtwv.». H vopgoAoyia Tou EAAA €ixe dexBei 611 To dikaiwpa yia
dikain dikn €vOEXOMEVWG va PNV epapuoletal o aitnon dla TnG onoiag {nTeiTal
evaigueoo d1ATaypa, ME TO OKENTIKO OTI ¢’ auToU Tou €idoug TnG dladikaagieg dev
kaBopilovtar («determined») Ta aoOTIKG OJIKAIWHPATA 1 UMNOXPEWOEIC TOU
evdlapepopevou/wv (BA. Apis a.s. v. Slovakia (2000) 29 EHRR CD 15 kai Tnv
nuedany ANAG®OPIKA ME THN AITHZH TOY ABYZOV, NOAITIKH AITHZH AP.
217/2019, 20/1/2020). >tn MICALLEF v. MALTA, (Application
no. 17056/06), 15 October 2009 T0 EAAA agouykpalohevo Tn OIKACTIKN
npaypaTikoTNTa TWV ouvonoypawavtwyv Tnv EZAA kpatwv KATeANEE OTI To unown
dlkaiwpa pnopei va epappoaTei o€ evdidpeoec d1adikaoiec (ONwG AuTEG ano TIG OMOIEC

gkdidovTal evdiapeoa OdiatayuaTta (injunctions)), vooupevou OTI (a) ¢’ autn TN
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dladikacia Ta dIkalwpaTa nou ennpeadlovTal €ival aoTika («civil») kar () n ¢uon Tou
evolaPeooU METpou (interim measure), o okondC Kal Ol CUVEMEIEG TOU OTA UMO
e€€Taon JdIKaAlwPATa O&€IkKvUOUV OTI auTto To METpo kKabopilel (determines) Ta
dlkalwpaTa auTtd. To AIKAaoTAPIO €KPIVE OTI TO €vwniov Tou e&vOiAueco didTtayua
antoTav Twv OIKAIWPATWY 10/0KTNOIA¢ TOU aITNTR Kal COUVENWG NANpoUuvTo Ol
napanavw npoinobeoeic. Kat’ avaioyia pe Tn MICALLEF (avwTEpw) €va didtayua
anokaAuywng €PNAEKETAl KATA TN OuvAOn nepinTwon ME METAEU AAAwV TNV
I0IWTIKOTNTA €VOG MPoownou nou ol {NTnBevTeg va anokaAu@Bouv nAnpoPopieg
agopouv. Eni ToUuTou OXETIKN N ano@aacn Tou AvwTaTou AikaoTnpiou Tng AyyAiag oTn
The Rugby Football Union v Consolidated Information Services Ltd [2012]
UKSC 55 (21 November 2012) o6nou anapibpouvTal pn €€avtAnTika d1agopol
napayovTeC Nou eVOEXETAl KATA NeEPINTwON va AauBavovTal unoywn yia Tnv €kdoon
Tou diIaTaypaTog anokaluywng, onwg «whether the order might reveal the names of
innocent persons as well as wrongdoers, and if so whether such innocent persons
will suffer any harm as a result; the degree of confidentiality of the information
sought; the privacy rights under article 8 of the European Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of the individuals whose
identity is to be disclosed; the rights and freedoms under the EU data protection
regime of the individuals whose identity is to be disclosed; the public interest in
maintaining the confidentiality of journalistic sources». Eninpoc6era, Ta diataypaTa
anokaAuync anoteAoUv auTtoTeAn aitia aywyng (casue of action) (BA. evOeIKTIKA TN
Harrington v. North Politechic (1984) 3 All E.R. 666, JOSEPH P LASALA k.a.
v. Taoou MartoaAidn k.a., Aywyn Ap. 2952/06, 8 deBpouapiou, 2007,
British Steel Corp v. Granada Television Ltd (1981) 1 All E.R. 417) «kal 0t
ouvIoTOUV Tn <«ouvnBiopevn Odiadikaocia avTinaAoTnTac», aAAd okonouUv OTNV
anokaAuwn nAnpo@opiwv npo¢ diacpdaAion Twv OdIKAIWPATWV Tou aitnth (BA.
ANA®OPIKA ME THN AITHZH TOY ABYZOV, NOAITIKH AITHZH AP.
217/2019, 20/1/2020). AvTioToixw¢ napatnpeital otnv Totalise plc v Motley
Fool Ltd [2001] EWCA Civ 1897, [2003] 2 All ER 872, [2002] 1 WLR 1233
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w¢G npoogata ulobeTeitar orn Cartier International AG and others v British
Telecommunications plc and another [2018] 4 All ER 373 ot «Norwich
Pharmacal applications are not ordinary adversarial proceedings...». Av kal auTd
{nTouvTal w¢ evdldPeoa dIaTAyHaTa HE aiTnon OIKOVOMIKA EVTAYHEVN OTNV aywyn,
EAKOUV EVOEXOHEVWG TNV EQAPHOYN TwWV apXxwVv TnG dikaing dikng. X€ avTiBeon Pe TNV
nepinTwon AaAAwv evdldpeowv OdlaTayhaTtwy, ortnv e€EetalOPevn NeEPINTWON TO
aVvTIKEIMEVO TNG anokaAuwng O Ba €EsTaoTei anod To AIKaoThApPIo TEAIKWG 0TO OTAJIO
kanolag kupiag diadikaciag kal ENOPEVWG N €kdoon Tou dIaTAyHaTog anokaAuywng
kaBopilel yia 0TI auTd agopd Ta dIKAIWKATA TWV EUNAEKOMEVWYV. lMepalTEpw, aTNV
PENDERHILL HOLDINGS LIMITED k.a. v. IQANNH KAOYKINA, MNMoOAITIKEG
Ep£oeig Ap. 319/11 ka1 320/11, 13/1/2014 1o npwTOdIKO AIKACTNPIO aKUPWOE
didTayua Qigwong (gagging order) Nou NPoNyoOUHEVWC EiXE EKOWOElI HOVOUEPWC OF
oxeon ME TNV aitnon pe kAnon dia Tng onoiag ¢nteito didtaypa anokaAuywng. To
AvwTaTo AIKAQOTAPIO EKPIVE ANOPPINTOVTAG TO OXETIKO NAPANOVO TWV EPECEIOVTWV
OTI N Unap&n Tou 81aTAYHATOG PiKWONG dev ANETPEWYE TEAIKA TOUG KAB'wv oI aitnon
(NpwTOdIKA) va €KPEPOUV TNV Anown Kai TIC BECEIC TOUG yia Ta €nidlka WOTE va
napapialetar To dikaiwua Toucg yia dikain dikn. Epgavwg n andégavon yia Tnv
napapaocn f Pn Tou JIKAIWPATOC €EUNAKOUEI TNV €(PAPUOYI TOU OTA YEYOVOTA TNG
unoBeonc. Enopévwe eival mibavo n Oiadikacia €kdoong &vog OIaTAyuaTocg
anokaAuwng Norwich Pharmacal va €Akel Tnv npooTacia f va €PninTel 0TO scope
materiae Tou dikaiwpaTog yia dikain dikn kal TIg EKPAvoelg Tou. O kKabopIiouog Twv
OIKaIWPATWV Tou atopou (kKair YE TNV NIo NAvw €vvold) O€ov ONwc YiVveTal €vTog
gUAoyou Xpovou, anoppolia Tng dikaing diknG. Ta kpdTn MEAN NPENEl va opyavwoouV
TIG DOMEG TOUG (ENPAVWG TIC OIKACTIKEG) UE TPOMNO WOTE VA CUUHOPPOVOVTAl HE TNV
no navw emTakTikn enirayn (BA. COMINGERSOLL S.A. v. PORTUGAL,
(Application no. 35382/97), 6 April 2000). H avdykn ekdikaong oe gUAoyo
XpOvVo epapuoleTal g’ OA0 TO PAoua TnNG JIKAOTIKAG diapaxng MEXP!I TNG NMARPOUC
nEPATWONG, KAl MMopei va nepIAauBavel Tnv aitnon avaoToAng eKTEAEONG TNG
npwTodIKNG andpaonc (BA. CENTRAL MEDITERRANEAN DEVELOPMENT

ZeAida 53 and 56



CORPORATION LIMITED v. MALTA (No. 2), (Application no. 18544/08),
22/02/2012 - epbdoOV N aiTnon €KTEAEoONG ouvioTa «a corollary of the execution
phase of that judgment which is an integral part of the proceedings determining civil
rights and obligations».) aAAd kal Tnv aoknBeica £peon (BA. kat’ avaloyia
KONIG v. GERMANY, (Application no. 6232/73), 28 June 1978). To sUAoyo
eEapTdaTal Ye TNV pUON TNG KABe unodBeong Kai N anavrnon oTo EpWTNHKA KAaTd nooov
n oikaoTikn diapaxn Oleknepaiwbnke o’ eUAoyo N OXI Xpovo cuvapTdaral Pe TNV
noAunAokdTnTa TNG unobeong, Tn cupnepipopd 1600 Twv dIadikwv 000 Kal TwV
apxwv Tou KpaTtoug kal To dlakuBeupa Tng unoBeong (BA. FRYDLENDER v.
FRANCE, (Application no. 30979/96), 27 June 2000, COMINGERSOLL S.A.
v. PORTUGAL (Application no. 35382/97) 6 April 2000, SURMELI
v. GERMANY (Application no. 75529/01) 8 June 2006, LUPENI GREEK
CATHOLIC PARISH AND OTHERS v. ROMANIA (Application no. 76943/11)
29 November 2016 «kai NICOLAE VIRGILIU TANASE v. ROMANIA
(Application no. 41720/13) 25 June 2019).

QoauTtwc, napartnpouvTal d1€E0d0I OTO YEVIKO I0XUPIOHO NeEpi kaBuoTEpnonc, Onwc,
HETAEU aAAwv, (a) To dikalov Tnv aitnon avacToAnc AikaoTtnplo va B€osl 6po OTO
d1dTayua avacToAnG Onwg n epeon Tebei TaxioTa evwniov Tou AvwTaTou AikaoTnpiou
npog npodikacia (B) o€ kdaBe nepinTwon, To AvwTaTo AIKACTAPIO EVOWElI TNG
1I01aiTEPNG PUONG TNG UNOBEONG €XEI TNV EUXEPEIA VA MEPIMVAOCEI ONWG N €QEON
nepaTwOei evrog ouvTouou XpOovou, umnod Tov yvwpova TnG eupUTeEpNG OePEAIOKNAG
avaykng Tou dIkalwpaTog yia dikain dikn aAAd kal €10IKwG —epOooV anaiTeital- orn
Baon Twv unoBECEwv Nou npaypartevovTal diatayparta anokdAuwnc (BA. Koo
Golden East Mongolia). Za@wc¢ Opwc 0 ouvenayetal 0TI OUOENOTE N AVTIKEIHEVIKWG
npokAnBeioa kabuaoTepnon AOYw TNG KATAXWPNONG TNG EPeonc (EJPAVWC EVTOC TWV
nAaiciwv Tou €UAoyou XpOvou) Ba anoTeAEoel enapkeg avTiBapo yia va un 606s&i n
avaoToAn TNG ekTEAeoNC TNG anogaonc. Kaitol n 10oluyion auTh Npenel va yivel in
concreto, AaupBdavovtag unown OAa Ta enakoAouBa TNG kabuoTepnong kail oOxl

YEVIKEUMEVA Kal aopioTa, nibavoAoywvTag yia To nNoTe 6a oAoKANpwOei n €peon.
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MaAioTa Bewpw OTI €av emiTeuxBei N TAxIoTN €kdikaon Twv ePecewv o€ diaTayuaTa
anokaAuwng 0g 6a unapxel anoxpwv Adyog va ¢nteital (eni pakpo XpoOvo) n avacToAn
EKTEAEONC TOUG, anocoBwvTag TNV oUCIACoTIKN avTidiKia ni aIToewv avacToAnG nou
€Ni TOU NApovToC anoTeAei ouxvo ¢paivopevo. >1n VEGARDIA HOLDINGS LTD v.
CRANSSETA INVESTMENTS LTD, Ap. Aitnong: 595/15, 7/3/2017 cuoTOXWC
AEXONKe and Tov £vTiyo Mpoedpo o oxEon WE Ta diaTAyHATA anokAaAuywng oTi «To
AvwTaTto AIKaoTnplo UIOBETEI TeAeuTaia TNV nNpakTikn MAAAov avti va ekdikadlel
diaBnuaTa avacToAng va enioneudel Tnv €kdikaon TNG ouaiag KaT ' €Qeon EpOOOV Td
MEPN ouvaivouv anodexopeva oTo PeTa&u avaoToAn. Eival evag npdo®opog Tponog

va g€icopponouvTal Ta JIKAIWPATA TWV HEPWV.».
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