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The article examines the legal framework for the use of artificial intelligence in
administrative proceedings, emphasizing the significance of risk classification for effective
regulation. The EU Al Act distinguishes between prohibited, high-risk, transparency-risk, and
minimal-risk Al systems. Al tools designed to support judicial decision-making are generally
classified as high-risk due to their potential effects on fundamental rights, procedural fairness,
and legal certainty. The article analyzes the principal legal requirements for such systems,
including risk management, data governance, technical documentation, transparency, human
oversight, and cybersecurity.

The issue of human oversight in the judicial context receives particular attention. Although
judges may formally participate in human oversight mechanisms, they should not hold primary or
exclusive responsibility for monitoring high-risk Al systems. Article 14(4) of the EU Al Act
requires a degree of technical competence and operational control that cannot reasonably be
expected from judges. Consequently, a more balanced model is proposed in which judges retain
responsibility for legal assessment and final decisions, while technical experts and court
administration assume responsibility for system-level supervision and operational control.

The article further explores the potential integration of Al into Ukraine's administrative
proceedings via the Unified Judicial Information and Telecommunication System. Should Ukraine
enact legislation similar to the EU Al Act, the legal status of the State Judicial Administration of
Ukraine will depend on the development and implementation of relevant Al modules, potentially
qualifying it as either a provider or a deployer. The article concludes that any future Ukrainian
model for Al use in administrative proceedings should ensure clear role allocation, risk-based
differentiated regulation, and a realistic assessment of the limits of judicial involvement in
technical oversight.
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Introduction. The rapid development of Artificial Intelligence (Al) technologies
has become a central feature of digital transformation, significantly affecting various
sectors of public life, including the justice system. Within contemporary digital society,
the implementation of Al is widely recognized as a key mechanism for enhancing the
efficiency and objectivity of judicial processes, reducing procedural delays, and
mitigating corruption risks. In Ukraine, the digitalization of administrative proceedings
holds particular importance due to its connection with the need to ensure consistent
judicial practice and to meet the country’s European integration commitments. However,
the integration of Al into the judiciary presents complex legal and ethical challenges,
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particularly regarding procedural fairness, the protection of fundamental rights, and the
preservation of substantive human oversight in judicial decision-making.

State of Research. In the international legal doctrine and the framework of
Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 June
2024 (hereinafter referred to as the EU Al Act) [1], the discourse on "trustworthy Al"
and the implementation of risk-based regulation has been shaped by a multidisciplinary
group of scholars. Much of the literature addresses risk assessment methodologies, as
examined by C. Novelli, F. Casolari, A. Rotolo, M. Taddeo, L. Floridi [2], [3], Jonas
Schuett [4], H. Fraser, J-M. Bello y Villarino [5], Cornelia Kutterer [6], Martin Ebers [7],
Tiago Sérgio Cabral [8], among others. Isabel Kusche explores the sociological
implications of conceptualizing potential harms as risks to fundamental rights,
identifying communicative paradoxes in the EU’s efforts to establish trustworthiness
through legal standards [9].

Technical and industrial challenges related to compliance are documented in the
works of M. Wagner, Q.Song, M. Borg [10], Isabella Banks [11], A. Buscemi,
T. Deckenbrunnen, K. Mishchenko [12], and others. Despite the breadth of international
scholarship, the practical application of these doctrines continues to be debated as global
standard-setting bodies seek to bridge the gap between abstract legal norms and technical
realities.

Within Ukrainian legal scholarship, the digitalization of justice and the role of
artificial intelligence in administrative proceedings have been examined by numerous
researchers, including O. Barabash [13], Y. Bernazyuk [14], M. Bielikova [15], V. Krat
[16], M. Vasylenko, V. Slatvinska [17], I. Mishchenko [18], T. Proskurnia [19], N. lichyshyn
[20], L. Kovalenko, M. Soloninka [21], O. Melnyk, I. Yurko [22], among others.
Nevertheless, the legal status of Al in Ukraine remains fragmented and requires a more
comprehensive regulatory framework to align with international standards.

The purpose of this article is to analyze the legal framework governing the use of
artificial intelligence in administrative proceedings, with particular emphasis on the risk-
based approach of the EU Al Act, the classification of judicial Al systems as high-risk,
and the issue of human oversight in their application. Additionally, the article evaluates
the prospects for future implementation of Al regulation in Ukraine, taking into account
both European experience and the institutional characteristics of the Ukrainian judicial
system.

Results and Discussion. In December 2020, the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine
approved the Concept for the Development of Artificial Intelligence [23], which
outlines limited tasks concerning the prospective use of Al in the justice sector. On 26
June 2024, the Ministry of Digital Transformation of Ukraine introduced the White
Paper on Al Regulation in Ukraine [24]. This policy document recommends that
Ukraine develop and adopt legislation broadly modeled on the EU Al Act [1], while
deferring the implementation of certain Al-related provisions, particularly those that
impose obligations on relevant stakeholders. Instead of an immediate, comprehensive,
mandatory regime, the White Paper advocates a phased approach to Al regulation.

Under this approach, Ukraine would initially rely on non-legislative instruments and
soft-law initiatives during a transitional period, and adopt a specialized legislative act on
artificial intelligence only at a later stage. Accordingly, the proposed regulatory model
consists of two phases: a preparatory phase focused on building institutional, legal, and
practical readiness, followed by a phase dedicated to adopting and implementing
legislation analogous to the EU Al Act.
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Given Ukraine's intention to implement a legislative framework analogous to the EU
Al Act, a thorough and critical assessment of this regulatory model is essential. This
evaluation is warranted not only because the EU Al Act represents the first
comprehensive legal instrument of its kind, but also due to the ongoing development of
its practical application within the European Union. For Ukraine, the challenge extends
beyond formal alignment with EU law and necessitates a nuanced understanding of the
model's practical functioning, the challenges encountered during implementation, and the
identification of elements that may require adaptation.

The EU Al Act is based on a risk-based regulatory approach, under which Al
systems may be broadly divided into four categories based on the level and nature of the
risk posed to individuals, society, and fundamental rights. These categories include
prohibited Al practices, high-risk Al systems, Al systems presenting systemic (limited)
risks, and low-risk or minimal-risk Al systems [3, c. 2493], [5, c. 1]. Cornelia Kutterer
observes that, while the regulation of advanced Al models maintains a risk-based approach,
it remains complex and uncertain, particularly in identifying specific risks, establishing
benchmarks, and clarifying the roles of standards and codes of conduct [6, c. 13].

Isabel Kusche argues that the EU Al Act’s risk-based approach, predicated on Al's
potential to harm fundamental rights, introduces conceptual challenges. The framework
simultaneously treats fundamental rights as legal principles, political values, and a
foundation for trust in Al, resulting in ambiguity and occasional circularity. Kusche
further suggests that, although the EU Al Act will impose substantive obligations on
companies and yield practical effects, it may fall short of its primary objective of clearly
identifying and managing Al risks. Instead, the Act is likely to increase reliance on legal
and political judgments in individual cases, leaving many decisions subject to
interpretation, value conflicts, and power dynamics rather than objective risk assessment
[9, c. 10-11].

The EU Al Act establishes unacceptable risk as its most restrictive category,
resulting in the prohibition of certain Al practices (art. 5) [1]. This category encompasses
uses of Al that are incompatible with fundamental rights and freedoms. In the public
sector, particularly in administrative proceedings, this category is highly relevant. For
instance, it includes social scoring by public authorities or other entities based on an
individual's behaviour or irrelevant personal data, which is subsequently used to justify
restrictions or adverse treatment. Another prohibited practice involves the untargeted
collection of facial images from the internet or CCTV footage to create or expand facial
recognition databases. These examples demonstrate that, under the EU Al Act, certain
practices are deemed unacceptable not because of potential algorithmic inaccuracy, but
because even highly accurate systems could facilitate state or institutional actions that
violate fundamental rights standards.

The second category under the EU Al Act is high-risk Al systems (chapter IlI,
Art 6-49). These systems may be placed on the market or used only if they meet stringent
legal and technical requirements. In the administration of justice, this category is
especially significant. Annex Il of the EU Al Act specifically includes high-risk Al
systems intended for use by judicial authorities, or on their behalf, to assist in researching
and interpreting facts and law, as well as applying the law to specific cases.
Consequently, Al tools that support adjudicative or quasi-adjudicative functions are
generally classified as high-risk due to their potential effects on procedural fairness, legal
certainty, and the safeguarding of fundamental rights.

Examples relevant to the judiciary include Al tools that analyze case materials and
generate recommendations regarding legal classification, applicable rules, evidentiary
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structures, or likely conclusions. Additionally, this category encompasses outcome-
prediction systems that estimate the probable outcome of a case, the likelihood that a
claim will be upheld, or the expected amount of recovery, particularly when such outputs
inform judicial assessments of facts and law. Accordingly, Al systems involved in
decision-making or decision prediction should be classified as high-risk.

Recital 61 of the EU Al Act states that Al tools may support judicial decision-
making or reinforce judicial independence, but must not replace human judgment; final
decisions must remain human-driven [1]. Consequently, any Al tool deployed in the
judicial context should be designed so that judges can clearly understand its function,
purpose, and the meaning of its outputs. The system should not operate as a “black box”
whose recommendations cannot be interpreted or critically assessed by the judge. Only
when the logic, limitations, and practical significance of the system’s operation are
sufficiently transparent can judges exercise genuine control over its use and maintain
independent judicial reasoning.

The EU Al Act establishes strict obligations for high-risk Al systems. These
obligations include risk management throughout the system’s lifecycle, requirements for
data quality and data governance, technical documentation, logging and traceability, and
the provision of adequate information and transparency to users or deployers. The Act
further mandates human oversight and sufficient levels of accuracy, robustness, and
cybersecurity. Collectively, these safeguards demonstrate the EU’s position that Al may
be used in sensitive domains such as judicial decision-support only within a
comprehensive framework of legal and technical guarantees.

Given the requirements for high-risk Al systems, a judge, as a potential user, might
be positioned primarily within the domain of human oversight. This prompts the question
of whether a judge should be solely responsible for overseeing such systems. According
to Isabella Banks, while judges may formally appear in the human oversight chain, they
should not be expected to serve as the sole overseers of high-risk judicial decision-
support systems. Banks contends that the scope of oversight is too extensive for judges
alone, as many associated risks require broader structural and institutional measures
beyond the capacity of individual judges. She therefore advocates for shared oversight
responsibilities between judges and technical experts. In this model, judges retain
authority over the decision-making process but do not bear exclusive responsibility for
monitoring and controlling the Al system [11, 20].

In my view, judges should not bear primary responsibility for the human oversight
of Al systems in use. Although Article 14(4) of the EU Al Act formally outlines the
capacities required of a human overseer, these requirements assume a level of technical
understanding and operational control that a judge cannot reasonably be expected to
possess. Judges are neither appointed nor trained to master the technical architecture,
performance limitations, anomalies, or dysfunctions of complex Al tools. The judicial
office should not be transformed into a hybrid technical-supervisory role.

This is particularly evident in the requirements set out in Article 14(4). The
individual responsible for oversight must be able to understand the system’s capacities
and limitations, detect anomalies and unexpected performance, remain vigilant regarding
automation bias, accurately interpret outputs using available methods and tools,
determine when to override or refrain from using the system, and, if necessary, intervene
in or halt its operation. These responsibilities extend beyond procedural or legal tasks and
demand technical literacy, operational familiarity, and institutional support. Assigning
this burden solely to judges is unrealistic and risks creating an accountability gap, where
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responsibility for Al-related failures is shifted to the judicial user rather than being
shared with providers and deployers.

Accordingly, judges should remain responsible for legal assessment and the final
court decision, but not for the full scope of human oversight in the technical sense
described in Article 14(4). A more balanced approach would assign oversight
responsibilities to technical experts and the court administration, who would ensure the
system's safe and reliable operation. Judges would retain the authority to disregard,
override, or refuse to rely on Al outputs in specific cases.

Recent empirical research demonstrates that, from an industry perspective, the most
challenging obligations under the EU Al Act for high-risk Al systems relate to data
quality and governance (Art 10), accuracy, robustness, and cybersecurity (Art 15), risk
and quality management systems (Art 9, 17), and transparency (Art 13) [10, c. 108067].
The participating companies in that study did not identify human oversight as a
particularly difficult requirement to operationalize. The authors explicitly note that no
votes were attributed to the human oversight requirement as being especially challenging
[10]. The study attributes this to the fact that the human—machine interface tools used by
respondent companies were highly product-dependent, and interviewees generally
expressed confidence in the interfaces already implemented within their organizations.

Administrative proceedings may involve not only high-risk Al systems but also the
integration of lower-risk Al services. The EU Al Act differentiates among Al
applications in the judicial sphere based on the function performed and the level of risk
posed to fundamental rights, procedural fairness, and legal decision-making.

Certain Al tools used in court administration or in communication with court users
may be classified as limited-risk or transparency-risk Al. Although the EU Al Act does
not formally define “limited-risk systems,” Article 50 imposes specific transparency
obligations in defined situations, such as human interaction with Al systems, synthetic
content, deepfakes, emotion recognition, and biometric categorisation. In administrative
justice, this may include a chatbot on a court website that provides citizens with
procedural information regarding claim filing, court fees, or stages of proceedings. In
these cases, individuals must be clearly informed that they are interacting with an Al
system, unless the context makes this evident. Similar transparency obligations apply
when Al is used to generate or modify synthetic audio or video content, or when voice
assistants are employed to receive calls, process requests, or arrange appointments within
courts or public service centres.

Certain Al applications used within judicial infrastructure are generally considered
to pose minimal risk and, as such, typically do not trigger additional specific obligations
under the EU Al Act beyond the general requirements of other applicable legal regimes,
such as data protection law. In administrative proceedings, these tools may include
optical character recognition (OCR) systems for scanned documents, automated file
sorting, technical routing of correspondence, spell-checking or formatting tools for
drafts, and internal cybersecurity or anti-spam filters for court networks and email
systems. These systems can enhance the technical efficiency of judicial administration
without directly influencing the assessment of facts, the interpretation of law, or the
outcome of cases.

In Ukraine, the Unified Judicial Information and Telecommunication System
(UJITS) functions as an organisational and technical system comprising interconnected
modules. These modules automate judicial processes, including document management,
automated case allocation, document exchange between courts and parties, recording of
court proceedings, participation in hearings via videoconference, preparation of



. 3abonomHa
ISSN 2078-4503. BicHuk JlbBiBCbKOrO yHiBepcuTeTy. Cepis topuanyHa. 2026. Bunyck 82 187

operational and analytical reports, and provision of informational support to judges. In
this context, integrating Al systems into administrative proceedings would most logically
involve supplementing existing modules with Al-based functions or introducing new
dedicated modules. Such modules could include Al tools for processing and analysing
evidence, structuring case materials, or preparing draft judicial decisions.

The State Judicial Administration of Ukraine (SJA) is responsible for the
organisational and financial support required for the creation and functioning of
individual subsystems and modules of UJITS, as well as for their proper operation and
information security. If high-risk Al modules are introduced into the system of
administrative justice, the legal status of the SJA under the Al regulatory framework will
depend on how the relevant software is developed and implemented. When the SJA
commissions or controls the development of such software and deploys it under its own
authority, it may be classified as a provider. Conversely, if an external entity develops
the Al system and the SJA primarily integrates and uses it within ESITS, its role may
align more closely with that of a deployer. This distinction is significant because the
scope of legal obligations, including those related to conformity, oversight,
documentation, and accountability, will depend on the precise allocation of these roles.

If Ukraine were to enact legislation similar to the EU Al Act, and the SJA were
designated as a provider of a high-risk Al system within the judicial infrastructure, it
would be subject to a comprehensive set of legal obligations. The SJA would be required to
ensure that the system meets all substantive requirements for high-risk Al systems,
including risk management (Art. 9), data and data governance (Art. 10), technical
documentation (Art. 11), record-keeping and logging (Art. 12), transparency and
information provision to deployers (Art. 13), human oversight (Art. 14), and standards for
accuracy, robustness, and cybersecurity (Art. 15). Additionally, the provider would need to
establish and maintain a quality management system encompassing compliance strategies,
design control, testing, change management, and post-market monitoring (Art. 17).

Moreover, as a provider, the SJA would be obligated to prepare the required
technical documentation and implement appropriate logging and traceability mechanisms
to demonstrate compliance (Arts. 11-12). Prior to placing the system on the market or
putting it into service, the provider must complete the relevant conformity assessment
procedure (Art. 43). If the necessary conditions are satisfied, the provider must issue an
EU declaration of conformity (Art. 47) and apply the CE marking (Art. 48). Where
registration is mandated, the provider must also register the high-risk Al system in the
EU database (Art. 49).

The provider’s responsibilities extend beyond the system’s deployment. If a high-
risk Al system is determined to be non-compliant with the Regulation, the provider must
implement corrective actions, which may include achieving conformity, withdrawal,
disabling, or recall of the system (Art. 20). The provider is also required to cooperate
with competent authorities by supplying all necessary information and documentation to
demonstrate compliance (Art. 21). Furthermore, the provider must establish a post-
market monitoring system based on a monitoring plan included in the technical
documentation (Art. 72) and report any serious incidents or malfunctions that could
constitute a breach of obligations under the Regulation (Art. 73).

Conclusions. The analysis demonstrates that integrating artificial intelligence into
administrative proceedings should not be regarded solely as technological modernization.
Under the EU Al Act, Al systems that participate in or influence judicial decisions must
be assessed according to the risks they present to fundamental rights, procedural fairness,
and judicial independence. High-risk Al systems, which include tools designed to assist
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judicial authorities in interpreting facts and law and applying legal norms to specific
cases, represent the most sensitive category. In contrast, administrative justice may also
use lower-risk Al services, such as chatbots, optical character recognition tools, or
technical routing systems, which require a distinct, more proportionate regulatory
approach.

A principal finding is that, although judges may formally be included within the
framework of human oversight, they should not bear primary or exclusive responsibility
for supervising high-risk Al systems. The obligations set out in Article 14(4) of the EU
Al Act require technical expertise, operational monitoring, and institutional control that
cannot reasonably be expected of judges. Judicial responsibility should therefore remain
centered on legal assessment and the final human decision, while technical oversight and
system-level supervision should be allocated to specialized experts and court
administration. This division of responsibilities preserves the human-centered character
of adjudication and upholds the integrity of the judicial system.

From the Ukrainian perspective, implementing legislation analogous to the EU Al
Act will require not only formal legal reforms but also comprehensive institutional
planning. As Al systems are likely to be integrated into the existing Unified Judicial
Information and Telecommunication System, the role of the State Judicial Administration of
Ukraine becomes particularly significant. Depending on the development and
deployment of Al modules, the State Judicial Administration may assume the status of
either provider or deployer, which will directly determine its legal obligations.
Consequently, any future Ukrainian framework for Al use in administrative justice
should be based on a clear allocation of roles, risk-based differentiated regulation, and a
realistic assessment of the limits of judicial involvement in technical oversight.
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INTYYHUI IHTEJIEKT B AIMIHICTPATUBHOMY CYJAOYHUHCTBI:
KJACUPIKALIS PUSUKIB, TIOACBKUW HATJISIA
TA IEPCIIEKTUBHU IMIVNIEMEHTALII B YKPAIHI
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MprcBaYeHo aHanisy NpaBoBKX 3aca BUKOPUCTaHHS LUTYYHOrO IHTENEKTY B aAMiHICTpaTUBHOMY
CYLOUMHCTBI 3 ypaxyBaHHSM nonoxeHb PernameHTy €Bponericokoro Cotody 2024/1689 npo WTyYHUI
iHTENEeKT Ta MepcneKkTMBM YMPOBaKEHHA MOAIBHOrO MpPaBOBOrO perynioBaHHA B YKpaiHi.
AKTyanbHiCTb TemMM 3yMOBIiEeHa aKTMBHOK LIM(PPOBI3aLieto npaBocyaas, PO3BUTKOM iHCTPYMEHTIB
LUTYYHOrO iHTEMeKTy Ta HamipoM YKpaiHM rapmoHi3yBaTW HaLljioHanbHe 3aKOHOAABCTBO 3
€BpONeNCbKUMM Migxo4amm A0 peryrnioBaHHA Liei cdepu. Y cTaTTi BUXIOHUM € MOMNOXEHHS Npo Te,
O iHTerpauis LUTY4YHOrO iHTEneKkTy B CyAOBY AiSMbHICTb HE MOXe pO3rnsgaTucs BUKIHOYHO K
TEXHIYHE OHOBIIEHHS!, OCKIMbKM BOHa 0©e3nocepeaHbO 3adimae OCHOBOMOJSIOXKHI MpaBa JIOAVHW,
NPUHLMNM CnpaBeanmnBoro Cyay, NPaBoBOI BU3HAYEHOCTi Ta He3aneXHoCTi cyaai.

OxapakTepn3oBaHO pu3nK — OpiEHTOBaHWM niaxia PernamenTy €sponericbkoro Cotosy npo
WTYYHUA iHTENnekT, BiANOBIAHO OO SIKOrO CUCTEMWU LUTYYHOro iHTENeKTy noa4insTbCcs Ha
3a00pOHEHI NPaKTVKW, BUCOKOPU3MKOBI CUCTEMU, CUCTEMU 3 OODMEXEHWM PUINKOM i CUCTEMMU
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MiHiManbHoro puauky. OGr'pyHTOBaHO, O CUCTEMM, NPU3HAYEHi ANS BUKOPUCTAHHSA CyJOBUMMU
opraHamu 3 METOI AOCAIAXEHHS | TNyMaveHHs hakTiB Ta NpaBa, a TakoX 3aCTOCYBaHHSA npasa
[0 KOHKPETHMX 0OCTaBMH crpaBu, MatoTh kBanidikyBaTUCS sIk BACOKOPU3MKOBI. [1o Taknx cuctem
MOXYTb HanexaTun 3acobu aHanidy martepianis cnpasu, MPOrHO3yBaHHsSI MOXIMBOTO pe3yrnbTaTy
Cropy, OUiHKXU MMOBIPHOCTI 3340BOSIEHHS MO30BY YM (POPMYBaHHS MPOEKTIB CyAOBMX PillieHb.
BoagHouac y cdpepi agMiHICTpaTMBHOIMO CyAOYMHCTBA MOXYTb BWKOPUCTOBYBATUCHA i CUCTEMU
HWXYOro PiBHA PU3MKY, 30KpEMa eneKTPOHHI MOMIYHMKM ANS HagaHHA iHdopMauii yd4acHUKam
npouecy, 3acobu posni3HaBaHHA TEKCTY, IHCTPYMEHTM TEXHIYHOro pOo3noginy [OOKYMEHTIB,
nepeBipKy NpaBoNMCy Ta 3axMCTy CygOBUX MepeX Bif HebaxkaHMX NOBiAOMIEHb.

Okpemy yBary npugineHo 3micty obOB’si3kiB, siki €BPONENCHKUIN pernameHT MoKnagae Ha
0Ci0, L0 CTBOPIOIOTb, BNPOBaAKYOTh | BUKOPUCTOBYIOTb BUCOKOPU3MKOBI cnuctemu. MNpoaHaniso-
BaHO BMMOIU LLOAO YNpPaBniHHA PU3NKaMn MPOTAroM YCbOro CTPOKY PYHKLIOHYBAHHS CUCTEMM,
HanexHoi AKOCTi AaHWX, TeXHIYHOI AOKyMeHTaUil, dikcauii gii cuctemu, NPo3opocCTi, NOACHKOro
Harnsgy, TOYHOCTI, CTIMKOCTi Ta kibep3axucTy. Ha nigcrtaBi HaykoBMX Kepen i MoroXeHb
pernamMeHTy OOBEAEHO, Lo BMMOra INOACBKOrO Harnsgy B CydoBid cdepi He MNOBWMHHA
TNyMadmMTUCs K MOKMNafeHHs MOBHOI BiANOBIAANbHOCTI 3a Harnsg 3a CUCTEMOK Ha Cyaalo.
AprymeHTOBaHO, WO Ccyaaa mae 3bepiraTv BupilwanbHy porb y NpaBoOBii OLiHL O6CTaBvH i B
yXBaneHHi OCTaTOYHOro pilleHHs, OOHaK He MOBMHEH HEeCTU BUKIOYHY BiAMOBIAAmNbHICTbL 3a
TEXHIYHUA KOHTPONb 3a (YHKUIOHYBAHHAM CUCTEMW LUTYYHOrO iHTenekTy. Take TBepXeHHs
OOr'pyHTOBaHO TMM, LLO €EBPOMENCLKUNA Miaxia BuMmarae Big 0cobW, ska 3OIMCHIOE Harnsg,
PO3YMIHHSA TEXHIYHNX MOXIMBOCTEN | MEX CUCTEMM, 3AATHOCTI BUSIBNATM aHoManii, BpaxoByBaTtu
CXWMbHICTb A0 HaAMIpHOI AOBipY A0 aBTOMATUYHO CEOPMOBAHUX Pe3ynbTaTiB, HanexHo iX
TNymMaumMTn Ta, 3a notpebu, 3ynuHsaTM poboTy cuctemun. 3pobrneHO BMCHOBOK, LUO Li BMMOTU
nepenbayaloTb Takuil piBEHb TEXHIYHOT MIAFOTOBKM Ta iHCTUTYLINHOT NIATPUMKM, AKUA HE MOXe
PO3yMHO OMiKyBaTUCS Bif Cyaai Sk HOCisi Cy4oBOI Bnaau.

TakoX [OCniAKEHO YKpaiHCbKMA KOHTEKCT. Po3rmsHyTo KOHUenuilo po3BWTKY LLTYYHOTO
iHTenekty, biny KkHWry 3 perynioBaHHA LUTYYHOrO [HTENeKTy B YKpaiHi Ta MOXNUBICTb
ManbyTHBOrO MPUAHATTA 3aKOHy, MoAdibHOro 4O €BPOMENCHKOrO pernameHTy. 3a3HayeHo, Lo
iHTerpauis LITY4HOrO iHTENeKTy B agMiHiCTpaTUBHE CyAOYMHCTBO B YKpaiHi HaliMOBIpHilLe
BiabyBaTnmMeTbCcs 4Yepe3 €auHy CcyaoBy iH(MOPMALNHO-TENEKOMYHIKALNHY CUCTEMY LLNAXOM
[OOMOBHEHHSI HasiBHMX nigcMcteM abo CTBOPEHHS HOBWX MoAyniB Ans aHanisy [Jokasis,
yropsiAKyBaHHA MaTtepianie crnpaBu Ta MiArOTOBKM MNPOEKTIB MPOLECyanbHUX [LOKYMEHTIB.
OO6rpyHTOBaHO, WO B pasi 3anpoBafKeHHA noaibHOro npaBOBOro peryntoBaHHA ocobnvse
3Ha4yeHHs MaTumMe BU3Ha4YeHHsi poni [depxaBHoi cyaoBoi agMiHicTpauii YkpaiHn sik cyb’ekTa,
kM abo 3abesnevye CTBOPEHHSA Takoi cuctemu, abo BMKOPUCTOBYE ii Yy CBOIN AisnbHOCTI,
OCKiNbKW Bif, LIbOro 3anexartume obcsar it npaBoBMx 060B’A3KIB.

3pobneHo BMCHOBOK, WO ManbyTHE NpaBOBE PErynioBaHHS BUKOPUCTAHHS LUTYYHOrO
iHTenekTy B agMiHICTpaTMBHOMY CyAOYMHCTBI YkpaiHm Mae OygyBatucs Ha  YiTKOMy
PO3MEXYBaHHI MOBHOBAXEHb YYacCHWKIB, AMdepeHLiaLii NPaBoBOro pexunmMy 3anexHo Bif piBHSA
PU3MKY CUCTEMU, @ TaKOX Ha peaniCTUYHOMY PO3YMiHHI MeX y4yacTi cyaai B TEXHIYHOMY Harnsgi
3a WTy4HUM iHTenekTom. OnNTMManbHOK MOAENNo € Taka, 3a sKoi cyaas 36epirae npoBigHy
ponb y 3AiMCHEHHI npaBoCyAAs, ToAdi $SK TexHiyHi daxiBui Ta cygoBa agMmiHicTpauis
3abe3neyyoTb HanexHe pyHKLioHyBaHHS, 6e3neky Ta KOHTPOIb 3a BiAMNoBiAHNMMW CUCTEMAMMW.

Knroyoei cnosa: agMiHICTpaTMBHE CYAOYMHCTBO; Cyaas; BUCOKOPU3MKOBI CUCTEMM LUTYYHOTO
iHTenekTy; €guHa cygoBa iHpopmaliiHO-TENEKOMYHiKaLiiHa cucTeMa; agMiHicTpaTuBHa
I0CTULIA, LUMdpoBi3aLis CyaounHCTBA.
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