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Preliminary questions from the European Commission’s 
representatives for an online consultation to be held on 1 March 2022 

in respect of the 2022 Rule of Law Report 

Answers provided by the President of the Curia of Hungary 

1. What are the main changes to the uniformity procedure, introduced as of 1 January 2022? 
In particular, can the high (regional appellate) court president propose in an ongoing case that 
the preliminary ruling procedure in the interest of uniformity be initiated by the Curia’s head 
of department [Section 27, subsection (2) of the Courts Act)? 

In the context of the Venice Commission’s examination of the legislative amendments to Act 
number CLXI of 2011 on the Organisation and Administration of the Courts (Courts Act) and Act 
number CLXII of 2011 on the Legal Status and Remuneration of Judges (Judgeship Act) adopted 
in December 2020, the amendment to the Courts Act that entered into force on 1 January 2022 
have integrated the uniformity procedure into the proceedings of the uniformity complaint 
panel, based on the model of the “preliminary ruling” procedure. As a result, such cases will no 
longer be dealt with by the former uniformity panel, consisting of the head of the uniformity 
panel and six other Curia judges chosen according to the field-of-law based section(s) 
concerned [or, in exceptional cases, including all the judges of the Curia chamber (kollégium) 
concerned], but by the Curia’s uniformity complaint panel on the basis of the rules for the 
adjudication of uniformity complaints, in accordance with the derogatory provisions of sections 
37-41 of the Courts Act. Following the recommendation of the Venice Commission, the Curia 
has set up, as of 1 January 2022, two permanent uniformity complaint panels which are 
composed of a large number of members (including 21 of them), exceeding the statutory 
minimum of nine members. The composition of the uniformity complaint panels is set out in 
point VII.1 of the Curia’s case allocation order, which stipulates that their members are the 
Curia’s heads of panels and senior court leaders. The Courts Act entitles the uniformity 
complaint panel, based on the latter’s discretion, to decide on the complaint in an enlarged 
form involving all the judges of the Curia chamber concerned or to refer the case to be dealt 
with by the Curia’s Plenary Session. Thus, only a panel of Curia judges is allowed to issue a 
jurisprudence-harmonising decision with binding force on the courts, since only a Curia judge 
can be a member of both the uniformity complaint panel and the enlarged form thereof. [In 
contrast to the previous version of section 34, subsection (4) of the Courts Act, having been in 
force until 31 December 2021, according to which, if the purpose of the uniformity procedure 
was to modify or quash a previous uniformity decision or to decide a question of principle in 
order to further develop the courts’ case-law, then the Curia’s uniformity panel could act in the 
form of the full Curia chamber concerned, whose members also involved judges from outside 
the Curia, namely the heads of chambers of the regional appellate courts and, in the case of 
the Curia’s Administrative Chamber, the heads of the administrative chambers of the high 
courts.] 

In line with one of the key recommendations of the Venice Commission in 2021, one of the 
possible legal grounds for initiating a uniformity procedure has also been removed. From 1 
January 2022, no uniformity procedure can be initiated in order to further develop the courts’ 
case-law and to take a position on questions of principle. The only grounds for launching a 
uniformity procedure may, therefore, be to ensure the uniform adjudication of cases and – 
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based on an unchanged provision – to enable the Curia’s adjudicating panels to deviate, on a 
point of law, from an earlier decision published in the Curia’s Collection of Court Decisions. 

The scope of the persons having the right to initiate a uniformity procedure has changed: the 
right of the Curia’s deputy heads of chambers and of the presidents of the regional appellate 
courts to initiate a case has been withdrawn. However, the presidents of the regional appellate 
courts and the high courts may, if it is deemed necessary in order to ensure the uniformity of 
the courts’ case-law, propose to the head of the Curia’s relevant chamber that the latter make 
a preliminary ruling request in the interest of the uniform adjudication of cases in order to 
motion for the launch of a uniformity procedure. This possibility is available only under the 
conditions laid down in section 32, subsection (1), point (a) of the Courts Act – id est not in a 
pending case – when it is necessary to issue a uniformity decision to ensure the uniformity of 
the courts’ case-law, or to modify or quash a uniformity decision previously delivered. In a 
pending case, only the Curia’s adjudicating panels are entitled to initiate a uniformity 
procedure, if they seek to deviate, on a point of law, from the earlier and published decision of 
the Curia. In such an event, the panel hearing the case submits a preliminary ruling request in 
the interest of the uniform adjudication of cases and suspends the proceedings pending before 
it until the delivery of the uniformity decision. If the uniformity procedure has been initiated by 
one of the Curia’s adjudicating panels, a new rule set forth in section 37, subsection (3) of the 
Courts Act gives the parties to the main proceedings as well as the accused persons and the 
defence attorneys the opportunity to be informed of the preliminary ruling request and to 
make a statement thereon. 

The above rules do not, evidently, affect the right of any judge of any other court to deviate 
from an earlier decision of the Curia by duly stating their reasons. The Curia may review the 
other court’s justification for a derogation only on the basis of a remedy petition (primarily, a 
petition for judicial review) submitted by any of the parties to the proceedings. 

2. Does the Curia's case allocation scheme allow the parties to be informed – at the time of 
allocation – about the composition of the judicial panel to hear their case? Are parties capable 
of verifying whether any discretion has been applied in the course of case allocation? 

First of all, it has to be pointed out that, to the best of the Curia’s knowledge, the case allocation 
system of the Curia is the strictest one in the European Union, including in comparison with 
that of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU). 

The Curia is not aware of any European Commission’s examination concerning the detailed 
rules or the very existence of the case allocation orders of the supreme courts in all or at least 
in the majority of the member states. The official website of the Curia contains not only the 
supreme judicial forum’s current case allocation order, but the previous ones as well. The 
substantive elements of the case allocation order are regulated by law. The Courts Act 
stipulates in general terms – id est not only for the Curia, but for all Hungarian courts – that, in 
order to ensure the implementation of the right to have access to a lawful judge, the case 
allocation order must be drawn up in such a way that it can be established in advance which 
panel will act in the case in question, including which panel or panel member will act as a 
substitute one if the original panel or a member thereof is prevented from acting. According to 
the relevant legal provisions, the case allocation order has to indicate the composition and 
number of the panels in the court, the category of cases which the judges, seconded judges 
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and judicial panels have to deal with, who is to replace them if they are prevented from doing 
so, the court leader authorised to allocate cases and the manner in which cases are to be 
allocated. The case allocation order also includes the range of cases to be heard by court 
leaders conducting hearings and the manner in which they are to be assigned [section 10, 
subsection (1) of the Courts Act]. The Curia’s case allocation order is drawn up in accordance 
with the aforementioned statutory provisions, specifying the composition of the panels, the 
groups of cases to be heard by them and the method of the allocation of cases in each chamber 
of the Curia. There are a number of legal methods for the allocation of cases, which are listed, 
by way of example, in the relevant decree of the Minister of Justice issued 20 years ago, the 
case allocation methods contained therein has been unchanged for the last 12 years: the 
allocation may be based on the even or odd last digit of the cases’ registration number, on 
specific groups of numbers, on the initial letter of the name of the defendant or accused 
person, on specific geographical areas (cities, districts, other communities), on certain time 
periods (with all cases to be assigned to the same judge or judicial panel within a one-week, 
two-week or one-month long timeframe), on specific fields of law, on specific groups of cases, 
on the subject matter of cases, on the length of the judicial service of judges or on a 
computer-assisted automatic process. The legislation in force since 2002 stipulates that several 
methods of case allocation may be used jointly. Under the Curia’s current case allocation order, 
cases are, in principle, allocated to the various judicial panels within the specific groups of cases 
in a fully automated manner. The case allocation order of the Curia – which is to be opinionated, 
voted and approved by the Curia’s chambers and elected Judicial Council – and a detailed 
explanatory note thereto are publicly available on the Curia’s website, thus they may be 
consulted by anyone. As of 1 January 2022, the case allocation order determines the 
composition of the panels even more clearly, in addition, it provides for the possibility of setting 
up a panel composed of five professional judges instead of a three-member panel if the 
extreme complexity of the case to be heard requires it. Furthermore, as of 1 March 2022, due 
to a legislative amendment to the Code of Administrative Litigation, the Administrative 
Chamber of the Curia will act, as a general rule, in the form of a panel composed of five 
professional judges instead of three of them in administrative cases. The head of panel may, 
however, exceptionally refer the case to a panel composed of only three professional judges. 

Litigants can consult the case allocation order and learn about the number of panels and the 
panel members on the Curia’s website. The composition of the three-member adjudicating 
panels within the five-member administrative panels (igazgatási tanács), which normally 
consist of two heads of panels and three judges, is also clearly set out in the case allocation 
order. The procedure and the possibility of deviating from the pre-established order and the 
identity of the court leader (head of panel, head of chamber) entitled to do so are also clearly 
regulated. The extensive right of access to the case file guaranteed for the parties and their 
legal representatives allows them to check at any time, even online, whether a deviation has 
been made and the legal or regulatory grounds therefor. 

The assignment of cases and the composition of the panel acting in a particular case cannot be 
publicly challenged, as such challenge would violate judicial independence. Such challenge can 
be made only by the parties to the proceedings concerned, including even by means of a 
constitutional complaint. 
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3. Could you please explain the role of the Curia in the parliamentary election procedure? 

Act number XXXVI of 2013 on Election Procedures (Election Procedures Act) refers the task of 
the adjudication of applications for judicial review submitted against the decisions of the 
election commissions to the competence of the Curia. Election commissions are independent 
bodies of constituents, subjected only to the law. Their primary tasks are to register candidates 
and lists, conduct the voting process, determine the election results and decide on remedy 
petitions. In the election of the MEPs, the National Election Commission, the regional election 
commissions, the parliamentary single-mandate constituency commissions and the ballot 
counting commissions perform their duties as defined by the law. 

According to the general rules of the Election Procedures Act, natural persons, legal persons 
and organisations without legal personality concerned may file an application for judicial review 
against the second instance decision of the election commission (for example, against the 
decision of the regional election commission) and against the decision of the National Election 
Commission. To submit an application for judicial review, the applicant must have exhausted 
his/her right of appeal or the appeal must be excluded under the Election Procedures Act (for 
example, no appeal may be lodged against the decision of the National Election Commission). 
In the application for judicial review, the applicant has to indicate the legal provisions governing 
the election procedures and/or the fundamental principles of the elections and the election 
procedures which, in his/her opinion, have been infringed by the decision of the election 
commission. The Curia shall decide on the application for judicial review no later than on the 
third day following the receipt thereof, in a non-litigious proceeding and by a panel of three 
professional judges. An application for judicial review may be examined on its merits only if it 
was lodged within the prescribed time limit, was submitted by the person entitled to do so and 
contains the mandatory elements provided for in the Election Procedures Act. The Curia may 
either uphold or modify the contested decision. There is no further appeal against the Curia’s 
decision, however, the latter may still be challenged through a constitutional complaint. 

In addition to the general rules on judicial review, the Election Procedures Act also lays down a 
number of special provisions for certain types of remedy procedures. There is no right of appeal 
against the decision of the election commission on the approval of the data content of the 
ballot paper. The Curia has to decide on an application for judicial review submitted against 
such decision no later than the day following the receipt thereof. There is no separate legal 
remedy against the drawing of lots for the order of candidates and lists, the legality of the draw 
may be challenged in an application for judicial review submitted against the election 
commission’s decision approving the data content of the ballot paper. 

The results of the election in respect of the national list are determined by the National Election 
Commission on the basis of a summary of the partial results. An application for judicial review 
may be lodged against its decision on the grounds that the aggregation of the partial results is 
unlawful or that the rules for determining the results have been infringed. The Curia shall 
decide on the application for judicial review no later than the day following the receipt thereof. 

If the National Election Commission fails to comply with its procedural obligation within the 
prescribed time limit, the Curia shall establish the fact of the violation of law within three days 
of the receipt of an objection in that respect and shall order the National Election Commission 
to conduct its procedure as a matter of priority. 
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Cases are to be dealt with by the various panels of the Administrative Chamber of the Curia. 
The allocation of cases is fully automatic, with each panel receiving two cases respectively. 

A constitutional complaint may be lodged against the decision of the Curia within three days of 
the date of the notification of the decision. 

4. How does the Curia intend to follow up on the CJEU’s judgment in case C-564/19-IS (in which 
the prosecutor general has submitted an extraordinary remedy petition in the interest of 
legality to the Curia against a lower instance criminal court decision making a reference for a 
preliminary ruling)? 

Under Hungarian law, the Curia is not entrusted with the task of following up on the judgments 
of the CJEU. 

The question itself is difficult to interpret, since the CJEU expressed its position on a preliminary 
question, not admitting the questions that did not belong to the criminal case pending before 
the Hungarian court. 

Consequently, the CJEU’s judgment has no further impact on the judicial practice in Hungary. 

The so-called follow up may – evidently – concern the national courts’ compliance with the 
rules on the appointment and use of interpreters. 

The Curia takes the CJEU’s judgments into due account and duly applies the national legislation 
adopted on the basis of or amended in accordance with the EU’s relevant directives. 
Furthermore, pursuant to Article 25, paragraph (1) of the Fundamental Law of Hungary, the 
country’s supreme judicial body is the Curia, which – inter alia –, based on paragraph (3) of the 
aforementioned Article, shall ensure the uniformity of the adjudicating activities of the courts. 

Section 27, subsection (1) of the Courts Act empowers the Curia’s chambers to follow up on 
the judicial practice of the courts in order to ensure the uniformity thereof and to issue opinions 
on disputed questions in respect of the application of law. Subsection (2) stipulates that the 
presidents of the regional appellate courts and the high courts may, if it is deemed necessary 
in order to ensure the uniformity of the courts’ case-law, propose to the head of the Curia’s 
relevant chamber that the latter make a preliminary ruling request in the interest of the 
uniform adjudication of cases in order to motion for the launch of a uniformity procedure. 
Subsection (4) sets forth that the President of the National Office for the Judiciary (NOJ) shall 
inform the President of the Curia if the former considers that a uniformity procedure should be 
initiated in order to ensure the uniformity of the courts’ case-law. In conclusion, the Curia has 
the sole competence to ensure the uniform application of law. This can also happen if the 
CJEU’s decision entails that an earlier decision of the Curia can no longer be followed. No such 
issue has arisen so far. 

The Curia has not breached the principle of the primacy of EU law, in fact, it has rather been 
explicitly encouraging lower instance courts to apply it in accordance with the law. In addition, 
all the bodies of the Hungarian State have been duly ensuring the full implementation of the 
EU’s legal norms. 
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The Curia’s encouragement to the lawful exercise of rights does not limit, but rather promotes 
the effectiveness of the cooperation between the various national courts within the preliminary 
ruling mechanism. 

The jurisprudence-harmonizing activity of the Curia is an obligation deriving from the 
Fundamental Law of Hungary. The Curia’s decisions must be followed by the lower instance 
courts and they can be challenged only in a manner laid down by law. 

5. What is the role of the Curia’s judicial council? Who can propose candidates to be elected? 

The Curia has no official information on whether the European Commission has so far 
conducted any investigation – in its reports on the rule of law in respect of other EU Member 
States – into the powers (the term “role” may refer to that) and election of the judicial council 
of a national court, including the judicial council of the supreme judicial forum (in Hungary, the 
Curia’s Judicial Council). The election of the members of the Curia’s Judicial Council has been 
the subject of no domestic public debate, the decision on the election of the members of the 
Judicial Council for the next six years (for the period between 2022 and 2028) was taken by the 
Plenary Session of the Curia in closed session, the details of which are, evidently, not public, 
and at the time of the drafting of the European Commission’s questions, the final version of the 
minutes of the session had not yet been available. Hence, there is due reason to wonder how 
the above questions came to be of interest for the European Commission’s visiting delegation?! 
It is also reasonable to wonder whether the CJEU and the General Court of the European Union 
have a judicial council and how it is elected and how it differs from that of the Member States? 
There is no indication of the foregoing on the websites and in the statutes of the 
aforementioned institutions. 

Judicial councils are regulated by sections 147-152 of the Courts Act, a piece of legislation that 
has been examined by the CJEU on several occasions and is well known to it. The 
aforementioned sections have essentially been unchanged for the last almost ten years. The 
law does not provide for any exceptions to the general rules in respect of the Curia. 

The essence of the above rules is that the judicial council is a body the members of which are 
chosen from among and by the judges themselves. The members and alternate members of 
the Curia’s Judicial Council are elected by the Curia’s Plenary Session (plenary meeting of 
judges) for a term of six years, and the Judicial Council elects its president and vice-president 
from among its members. The President and the Vice-President of the Curia or a judge who is 
the subject of disciplinary or criminal proceedings, the subject of a final disciplinary decision or 
the subject of proceedings for a declaration of unfitness to perform judicial duties may not be 
elected as a member of the Judicial Council. Membership in the judicial council shall cease upon 
termination of the judge’s service relationship, resignation, removal from office, expiry of the 
term of office or if the condition of ineligibility occurs subsequently during the term of office. If 
a member of the judicial council ceases to be a member or is permanently incapacitated, an 
alternate member appointed by the judicial council shall act, the general conditions for the 
appointment of an alternate member being otherwise determined by the judicial council itself. 
At the Curia, alternate members shall also be elected by the Curia’s Plenary Session by way of 
secret ballot. 
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The judicial council, which meets as often as necessary, but at least four times a year, has a 
number of important powers, some of which are related to the court’s personnel (it may hold 
a closed session when expressing an opinion on such matters) and some of which are of an 
organisational nature. On one hand, it gives an opinion on the appointment of judges and on 
the assignment, transfer or secondment of judges (except in cases where the assignment, 
transfer or secondment is made with the consent of the judge concerned). On the other hand, 
it gives an opinion on the annual budget plan of the court and on the use of the approved 
budget, in addition, it also gives an opinion on the rules of organisation and operation and the 
case allocation plan of the court. More than half of the members may propose the convening 
of a meeting of the judicial council in writing, in which case the meeting must be convened, the 
meeting of the Curia’s Judicial Council is open to the judges of the Curia, the President of the 
Curia attends it as a permanent guest, and, according to the Curia’s rules of organisation and 
operation, the place, agenda and time of the meeting must be published on the Curia’s internal 
website (Curia Intranet). The quorum for a meeting of the judicial council is more than two 
thirds of its members (five members in the case of the Curia). The judicial council shall take its 
decisions by a majority of votes, in the event of a tie, the president of the judicial council shall 
have a casting vote. 

Neither the relevant legislation nor the Curia’s rules of organisation and operation contain any 
detailed rules on the election and thus on the nomination of the members of the Curia’s Judicial 
Council, the nomination and election of such members fall within the organisational autonomy 
of the Curia’s Plenary Session (plenary meeting of judges) and the personal autonomy of the 
judges included therein, and the specific process of nomination and election is covered by the 
secrecy of deliberation due to the closed nature of the meeting. The nomination and election 
process is open to all Curia judges, any of whom can be nominated and elected, and the Plenary 
Session (a body of all Curia judges) is entitled to decide on both the candidates and the 
members. 

As to the merits of the Curia’s answer to the questions raised, the followings have to be noted. 
Traditionally, the President of the Curia is not personally involved in the nomination process – 
similarly to the good practice in many international organisations, such as the nomination 
process by the so-called Committee of Wise Persons within the Venice Commission –, the 
members of the nomination committee propose the candidates for the Judicial Council, the 
members of the nomination committee being the Curia’s heads of chambers on the occasion 
of the last nomination process. Nomination proposals are available to the Curia’s judges and 
are explained separately at the plenary meeting. The proposed persons are put on the ballot 
paper upon the Plenary Session’s prior agreement. Further nominations have always been and 
are still possible at the plenary meeting as well. The additionally nominated persons, if there 
are any, may also be placed on the ballot paper with the prior agreement of the Plenary Session. 
It is also possible for a person to propose either himself/herself or a fellow judge for nomination 
at the Plenary Session, although the nomination of a fellow judge may raise some concerns 
with regard to the eventuality of a hierarchical service relationship between the nominator and 
the candidate. The Plenary Session votes on the candidates by secret ballot on the basis of the 
ballot paper. On the occasion of the last secret ballot, all the judges elected to the Curia’s 
Judicial Council were elected with a majority of 80-90 percent in favour of them. 
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6. Does the requirement to be represented by a lawyer before the Curia [for example, section 
27, subsection (1) of Act number I of 2017) affect access to court of civil society organisations 
in environmental cases? Is the legal aid scheme (including the assistance of a court appointed 
lawyer) effective in practice as regards civil society organisations? 

In proceedings before the Curia – which, as a superior judicial forum for legal remedies, 
primarily deals with legal issues –, legal representation is, in general, mandatory pursuant to 
section 72, subsection (1) of Act number CXXX of 2016 on the Code of Civil Procedure (Code of 
Civil Procedure) and section 27, subsection (1) of Act number I of 2017 on the Code of 
Administrative Litigation (Code of Administrative Litigation). This also means that, for example, 
within the framework of administrative disputes initiated by NGOs as plaintiffs, a petition for 
judicial review to be submitted to the Curia by a plaintiff NGO has to be drafted and signed by 
a legal representative, as legal representation is mandatory for the petitioner in proceedings 
before the Curia. 

The requirement of mandatory legal representation can also be fulfilled in the context of legal 
aid, if the relevant legal conditions are met. The latter are provided for in Act number LXXX of 
2003 on Legal Aid. It is currently a matter of legislative regulation to clarify whether legal 
representation can also be provided to non-natural persons in the context of legal aid, as the 
provisions and conditions of the aforementioned act of law are to be applied and interpreted 
only in respect of natural persons. No exception to the rule of mandatory legal representation 
can be granted by a differing interpretation of the law, the reason for mandatory legal 
representation in proceedings before the Curia being the professional presentation and 
enforcement of claims. 

Specifically examining whether the provision of mandatory legal representation in proceedings 
before the Curia [as set forth by section 72, point b) of Act number LI of 2021 to maintain 
mandatory legal representation in proceedings before the Curia in the context of the 
application of the Code of Administrative Litigation] has affected the right of NGOs to go to 
court in environmental matters, the following conclusions can be drawn from the data of the 
Curia’s Collection of Court Decisions1. 

 
1 elbírált környezetvédelmi ügyek száma = number of concluded environmental cases  
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Appeals rejected for lack of mandatory legal representation occurred only in 2019, during the 
period immediately following the entry into force of the Code of Administrative Litigation. It is 
also noticeable that, even after the entry into force of the Code of Administrative Litigation, the 
number of concluded environmental cases involving NGOs has not decreased. The number of 
the cases concerned shows an increasing trend. In the Civil Chamber of the Curia, there have 
been no judicial review proceedings in environmental matters, nor have there been any civil 
cases in which the Curia has rejected the petition for judicial review of an NGO on the grounds 
of lack of legal representation. 

It can therefore be concluded that the requirement of mandatory legal representation in 
proceedings before the Curia does not affect the right of NGOs to bring environmental cases 
before the courts. 

In addition to the above, it has to be pointed out that the authors of the Aarhus Convention, 
which was drafted with the active participation of environmental organisations and was 
adopted in 1998, left it to the contracting parties to determine what requirements they had to 
meet in order to ensure the implementation of the right to have access to justice. 

Access to justice, as a key requirement of the Aarhus Convention, in proceedings before the 
Curia is duly guaranteed for NGOs, and the legislator is increasingly careful about ensuring the 
implementation thereof. For instance, it explicitly privileges NGOs in court proceedings, id est 
it provides a kind of safety net in case they are, for some reason, excluded from the possibility 
of bringing an action because they are not covered by the personal scope of the term “client” 
as defined by section 10 of Act number CL of 2016 on the Code of General Administrative 
Procedure (Code of General Administrative Procedure). 

For the sake of completeness, it also has to be mentioned that volunteer centres are available 
in every county, which provide, among others, pro bono legal advice and assistance to NGOs 

 

visszautasított fellebbezések száma (Közigazgatási perrendtartás 27. § (1) bekezdése) = number of rejected 
appeals [section 27, subsection (1) of the Code of Administrative Litigation] 

 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

elbírált környezetvédelmi ügyek
száma

2 0 2 2 2 0 4 3

visszautasított fellebezések száma
(Kp. 27. § (1))

3 0 0

0

0,5

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

4,5
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that turn to them to request their help. As of 1 March 2022, appeals – to which the question 
relates – will be heard not by the Curia but by the Regional Appellate Court of Budapest. The 
Curia is to conduct only judicial review proceedings in which legal representation has always 
been mandatory. 

List of the cases concerned 

 

 
Year List of environmental cases 

dealt with by the Curia 
List of appeals rejected by the Curia 
(with reference to section 27, 
subsection (1) of the Code of 
Administrative Litigation) 

2014 Kfv.II.37.651/2014/5 

Kfv.III.37.826/2014/6 

- 

2015 - - 

2016 Kfv.III.38.105/2016/7 

Kfv.II.38.177/2016/7 

- 

2017 Kfv.III.37.589/2017/5 

Kfv.VI.37.598/2017/8 

- 

2018 Kfv.VI.37.020/2018/7 

Kfv.VI.37.960/2018/7 

- 

2019 - Kfv.II.37.207/2019/5 

Kpkf.VI.37.810/2019/2 

Kpkf.III.37.843/2019/3 

2020 Kpkf.VI.39.114/2020/5 

Kpkf.V.39.274/2020/2 

Kfv.II.37.714/2020/2 

Kfv.II.38.024/2020/15 

- 

2021 Kpkf.VI.39.405/2021/4 

Kfv.III.37.438/2021/7 

Kpkf.VI.41.126/2021/3 

- 


