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Review of the National Legislation on Immunities of Elected 
Individuals 
 

1. The Constitution of Ukraine vests the inviolability right only to three categories of people, 
namely the members of parliament of Ukraine (Article 80), the President of Ukraine (Article 
105), and judges, including the judges of the Constitutional Court (Article 126, 149). 
Analysis of the Ukrainian legislation shows that the President enjoys the broadest 
inviolability rights, while the judges – the narrowest. 

2. According to Article 80 of the Ukrainian Constitution, the parliamentary inviolability has 
two components: the right of immunity (MPs cannot be brought to the criminal account, 
detained or arrested without the consent of the Verkhovna Rada) and the right of indemnity 
(MPs are not held legally liable for the results of the voting or their statements in the 
parliament or its bodies, excluding the liability for offence of defamation). The President 
and judges have no indemnity right. Article 105 does not specify the essence of the 
President’s inviolability, The judges’ inviolability, according to Article 126 of the 
Constitution, means that a judge cannot be detained or arrested before the court before 
the court awards a sentence without the consent of the Verkhovna Rada.  

3. On 27 October 1999, the Constitutional Court issued an official interpretation of Article 80 
of the Ukrainian Constitution according to which bringing a member of the Ukrainian 
parliament to the criminal account means charging such a member with a crime. The 
Verkhovna Rada is supposed to give its consent to bringing its member to the criminal 
account before such member is charged with crime.  

4. Article 27 of the Law on Parliamentary Status considerably broadens the content of Article 
80 of the Constitution. Thus, Part 2 of Article 27 sets that the personal belongings and 
luggage, transport and service office of a member of parliament can be searched and 
inspected, as well as violation of the privacy of correspondence, telephone 
conversations, telegraph and other correspondence and other actions that, according 
to the law, restrict rights and freedoms of a member of parliament are allowed only 
when the Verkhovna Rada has given its consent to bringing its member to criminal 
account and if it is impossible to get information by other means. Thus, Part 2 of Article 
27 of the Parliamentary Status Law makes it actually impossible to take important 
investigative actions without the consent of the parliament at the stage when criminal 
proceedings have been instituted and before a member of parliament is charged with a crime.  

5. On 10 December 2003, the Constitutional Court issued its decision in the case on the 
President’s inviolability and impeachment whereby it provided an official interpretation of 
Part 1 of Article 105 of the Constitution. According to this interpretation, while being in 
office, the President of Ukraine shall not be held criminally liable, no criminal 
proceedings can be instituted against the President, and the President is impeached from 
the office without criminal proceedings being instituted. Due to the impossibility to 
institute criminal proceedings against the President, it is impossible to conduct any 
investigative or procedural actions envisaged by the Code of Criminal Procedure. 
Consequently, a special procedure should be established by a special law to establish any 
criminal features in the actions of the head of state.  

6. The impeachment procedure for the President of Ukraine is established by Article 111 of the 
Constitution. The current impeachment procedure makes its extremely difficult, if not 
impossible to impeach the head of state, even if state treason or any other crime 
committed thereby is proved. In addition, the practical application of Article 111 requires 
a special legal regulation for the status of the special investigation commission to examine 
the actions of the President in terms of presence of any criminal features in them, just like 
the status of the special public prosecutor and special investigators, their procedural rights 
and mechanisms of action.   
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7. The content of the constitutional provisions related to the scope of the judicial immunity is 
elucidated in Article 13 of the Law on the Status of Judges. According to this Article, a 
judge cannot be detailed on a suspicion of a crime or forcibly delivered to any public 
authority in accordance with the procedure established for the administrative 
infringement proceedings. Part 4 of this Article sets that penetration into the place of 
residence or office of a judge, the judge’s personal or service transport, conduct of 
inspection, search, and seizure in the indicated places, tapping of the judge’s telephone 
conversations, personal search of a judge, as well as inspection and seizure of the judge’s 
correspondence, things, and documents can be done only on a motivated decision of the 
court, as well as on the consent of the judge should the chief justice of the relevant court 
decide on the necessity to take special security measures.  

 

International Standards on Immunities  
 

8. For a long time, there were no international standards on the acceptable limits of immunities 
of elected individuals and the procedure for lifting such immunities. Appearance of 
international standards in this area should be connected first of all with the activated fight 
with corruption at the supranational level, which is proved by the reflection of the issues 
related to the immunities in the international documents considered below, each of which is 
aiming to fight corruption.  

9. According to Article 30, Para 2, of the UN Convention Against Corruption1 ratified by 
Ukraine on 18 October 2006, each state party shall take such measures as may be necessary 
to establish or maintain, in accordance with its legal system and constitutional principles, 
the proper balance between any immunities or jurisdiction privileges accorded to its 
public officials for the performance of their functions and the possibility, when necessary, 
of effectively investigating, prosecuting and adjudicating offences established in 
accordance with the cited Convention. 

10. Principle 6 of the Twenty Guiding Principles for the Fight Against Corruption approved 
by Committee of Ministers Resolution (97)24 requires that countries limit immunity from 
investigation, prosecution or adjudication of corruption offences to the degree 
necessary in a democratic society.2 

 

Regulation of Immunities in Europe 
 

11. In the GRECO member states immunity is, as a rule, enjoyed by the following categories 
of individuals: members of parliament, the head of state, members of government, judges, 
prosecutors, candidates participating in elections, and the ombudsman. Normally, only 
members of parliament enjoy both indemnity and immunity, while all other categories are 
provided only with the immunities (excluding Albania (members of government), Croatia 
(judges), the Czech Republic (the President), and Hungary (candidates to parliament), as 
well as various monarchies in European where the monarch enjoys both the indemnity and 
immunity at the same time). Many countries, which establish a broad list of subjects that 
enjoy immunities, have been recommended by GRECO, on the results of the first and 

                                                 
1 UN Convention Against Corruption - http://www.unodc.org/pdf/corruption/publications_unodc_convention-r.pdf  
2 Resolution (97) 24 on the twenty principles for the fight against corruption, adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 
6 November 1997 at the 101st session of the Committee of Ministers. - 
https://wcd.coe.int/ViewDoc.jsp?id=593789&BackColorInternet=9999CC&BackColorIntranet=FFBB55&BackColorL
ogged=FFAC75  
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second evaluation rounds, to narrow the relevant lists (e.g. Albania, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Poland, and Macedonia).  

12. The practice of complete cancelation of parliamentary immunity from criminal 
prosecution is not typical for the majority of European countries: it is practiced in the 
countries with Anglo-Saxon legal system (e.g. in the UK where immunity extends only to 
the arrest within the framework of civil proceedings). Instead, the majority of European 
countries have fixed the parliamentary immunities at the constitutional level or in 
individual laws.  

13. In many European countries the parliamentary immunity has a limited nature. In 
Belgium, Greece, Luxemburg, Portugal, Sweden, and Finland it extends only to the period 
of parliamentary sessions, while no immunity can protect a member of parliament against 
a prosecution or sanctions established for the crime if it is committed thereby in an inter-
session period.  

14. In some countries, the immunities cover only the time when the member of parliament is 
present at a parliamentary meeting and is on the way to or from the parliament 
(Iceland, Norway, Ireland); however, should an MP commit any felony or state treason in 
this period, no immunity can be applied to such cases.  

15. In the majority of the European countries immunities do not cover the cases of flagrante 
delicto, when a member of parliament is detained either when committing crime, or 
(Germany) on the next day after the crime has been committed. Such countries include 
Austria, Albania, Belgium, Bulgaria, Greece, Denmark, Spain, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxemburg, Germany, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, France, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, and Sweden (if an MP admits his/her guilt).  

16. In some European countries, the parliamentary immunities are not extended to certain types 
of delinquencies: either minor delinquencies or crimes which envisage no imprisonment 
(e.g. France, Luxemburg), or, vice versa, the crimes that incur deprivation of freedom for 
a certain period of time. In Sweden, detention of a member of parliament while 
committing any crime that entails imprisonment for up to 2 years cannot be protected by the 
parliamentary immunity. The same approach is applied in Finland (commitment of a crime 
punished by 6 months of imprisonment), Portugal (crimes punished by 3 and more years of 
imprisonment), Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Slovenia (crimes punished by 
5 and more years of imprisonment). 

17. Over 1990s, the legislation of a number of European countries was amended with provisions 
allowing investigation actions in criminal cases against members of parliament without 
the parliamentary consent (or consent of the House to which the relevant MP belongs). 
The countries where the immunity does not protect members of parliament against 
investigation actions include Belgium, Greece, Finland, France, and Portugal.  

18. Different countries have different procedure for the lifting of parliamentary immunity. 
The final decision is always made by the majority of votes in the parliament, which, in the 
majority of cases, is done on the recommendation of the profile parliamentary committee. 
The initiative to life the immunity may come from different subjects: the Prosecutor General, 
the minister of justice (Denmark, Luxemburg, France, Germany), the chief justice of the 
supreme court (Spain), or the investigation officials and bodies (Finland).  

19. Heads of states often have much broader immunities than members of parliament. 
Sometimes, the immunity of the head of state cannot be lifted at all (mainly in monarchies).  

20. The grounds for the criminal prosecution of the head of state is usually either the 
termination of his/her powers, or impeachment initiated on the grounds that the head 
of state has committed certain defined crimes while being in office.  

21. In the majority of the countries of Europe commitment of the state treason or a felony by 
the head of state is the grounds for lifting his/her immunities and impeachment; in some 
countries impeachment can be initiated on the basis of a simple fact of having violated the 
oath or the constitutional requirements.  
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22. Impeachment can mainly be initiated by a certain number of members of parliament or on 
the submission of the prosecutor general, the minister of justice, or ombudsman etc. 
Accusations are brought against the president, normally, by a qualified number of 
MPs (of both houses or one house) – in this case, the final decision on the impeachment 
of the head of state is made by the supreme court, the constitutional court, or another 
court established by the constitution. In some countries, courts do not participate in 
the impeachment procedure – in this case the final decision would as a rule be made by 
a qualified number of members of parliament.  

23. Different European countries have different impeachment procedures, just like the list of 
grounds for lifting the presidential immunity. In Albania, the president can be impeached 
for the serious violation of the constitution or a felony; the final decision is proposed by ¼ 
of the parliament and made on the support of 2/3 of the members of parliament. In Belgium, 
Denmark, Spain, Luxemburg, Norway, the Netherlands, and Sweden, the monarch 
cannot be deprived of the immunity at all. In Bulgaria, the president and vice-president can 
be impeached for the serious violation of the constitution or state treason; impeachment is 
initiated by no less than ¼ of all members of the National Assembly; within one month upon 
after the impeachment procedure is initiated, the constitutional court shall check if the 
actions of the president or vice-president have any features that qualify them as the grounds 
for impeachment; the final decision is made by 2/3 of the National Assembly. In Croatia, 
should the head of state commit any crime punishable with 5 years of imprisonment, no 
consent is needed to being such head of state to the criminal account. In case of minor 
crimes with a lesser period of imprisonment, the president can be arrested on the decision of 
the constitutional court or subjected to the criminal prosecution. The president of Cyprus 
may be subjected to criminal prosecution in accordance with the general procedure in the 
case of the state treason and some other felonies committed over the term of presidential 
powers and, in case of less serious crimes, - upon termination of presidential powers. In 
Estonia, the president is impeached on the submission of the Prosecutor General if the 
relevant decision is support by the absolute majority of the Estonian parliament. In Finland, 
the president is no liable for crimes over the period in office, excluding the cases of state 
treason or crimes against the humanity; in the latter cases, ¾ of the parliament can bring 
accusations against the president on the submission of the minister of justice, ombudsman of 
the government; the investigation is conducted by the prosecutor general, and the case is 
tried in the High Court for Impeachment. In France, the president is not liable for crimes 
over the period in office, excluding the state treason; in the latter case, the accusation against 
the president is brought by the majority of votes of the members of both houses through an 
open voting; the head of state is impeached on the decision of the High Court of Justice. In 
Germany, the scope of the immunity of the head of state and impeachment procedure is the 
same as scope of immunities and the immunity-lifting procedure established for the 
members of parliament. The immunity does not cover the cases of flagrante delicto, in all 
other cases, the immunity from the head of state is lifted by the parliament. In Greece, the 
head of state enjoys immunity only over the period in office, but the immunity does not 
cover the cases of the state treason and violation of the constitutional requirements; in the 
two latter cases, the accusation is brought by 1/3 of the parliament shall be supported by 2/3 
of the parliament, whereupon the president is impeached by a special court. In Hungary, the 
president is immune against the criminal prosecution while being in office, excluding the 
cases when the president commits a deliberate crime; accusations in this case are brought by 
a special parliamentary prosecutor, the case is considered in the constitutional court in 
accordance with the procedure established by the procedural legislation; thereupon the head 
of state may be impeached concurrently with the pronouncement of the sentence envisaged 
by the criminal law. In Latvia, the head of state can be subjected to criminal prosecution by 
the decision of 2/3 of the parliament. In Lithuania, should the president ruthlessly grossly 
violate the constitution, the oath or commits a crime, he/she can be impeached by 3/5 of the 
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parliament. In Moldova, the head of state can be impeached upon having committed a crime; 
accusations are brought against the president by 2/3 of the parliament, while the final 
decision is made by the Supreme Court. In Poland, should the president commit a crime, 
violate the constitution or the law, 140 member of parliament may initiate the impeachment 
procedure; accusation is brought by 2/3 of the parliament (by both houses at a joint meeting), 
and the final decision is made by the Supreme Court. In Portugal, should the president 
commit a crime, 1/5 of the parliament may initiate the impeachment procedure, 2/3 of MPs 
may bring the accusation, and the final decision is made by the Supreme Court; in this case 
the ex-president cannot be elected to this post again. In Romania, should the president 
commit state treason, 2/3 of both chambers at their joint meeting may bring accusations 
against the head of state; the final decision is made by the Supreme Court. In Slovakia, the 
impeachment procedure may be initiated by 3/5 of MPs if the president grossly violates the 
constitution or commits state treason; the case is considered and the final decision is made 
by the constitutional court. In Macedonia, should the president violate the constitution or 
commit a crime, 2/3 of the parliament may initiate the impeachment procedure; the final 
decision is made by 2/3 of the constitutional court.  

24. Immunities of judges are established by the constitutions of mainly Eastern European 
countries, while in Western Europe judges either have no immunity against criminal 
prosecution, or such immunities are provided only to certain categories of judges (e.g. in 
Sweden). No constitutional immunity of judges exists in the UK, Greece, Denmark, Cyprus, 
Ireland, Luxemburg, Malta, the Netherlands, Germany, Norway, Turkey, and France. To the 
contrary, the judicial immunity is established in the constitutions of Bulgaria, Estonia, Spain, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary, the Czech 
Republic, and Croatia.  

25. Different countries establish different scopes of judicial immunities. In the majority of 
cases, a judge cannot be arrested or subjected to any other actions that limit his/her freedom 
of movement without the consent of the body that is in charge of lifting the judicial 
immunity.   

26. Exclusion of flagrante delicto from the judicial immunity is not so widespread as with the 
parliamentary immunity. It is envisaged in the relatively small number of countries – in 
Spain, Poland, Portugal (for crimes punished by 3 years of imprisonment), Slovenia (for 
crimes punished by 5 years of imprisonment), Hungary and the Czech Republic (for the 
judges of the Constitutional Court).  

27. In different countries different bodies decide on lifting immunities. In Poland, Spain, 
and Sweden this issue is decided by the court (either a trial one (Poland), or a higher court). 
In some countries the immunity is lifted by the parliament (Slovenia, Lithuania, Latvia), the 
head of state on his/her own initiative or on the submission of the High Board of Justice of 
the Supreme Court (Estonia, Lithuania (in the intersession period), Hungary), the Ministry 
of Justice (Romania), the High Board of Justice (Bulgaria, Croatia), those who are in charge 
of appointing judges (the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Latvia (justices of the peace). 

28. European countries normally establish a special procedure for lifting immunities from 
the judges of higher courts, in particular those of the Constitutional Court. In a number of 
countries, immunities from the judges of constitutional courts are lifted by the constitutional 
courts (Slovakia, Slovenia, Latvia, Bulgaria, Hungary), the parliament (Slovenia) or the 
senate (the Czech Republic).  

 

GRECO Recommendations to Ukraine to Limit the Immunities of 
Elected Individuals  
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29. As concerns limitation of the immunities of elected individuals, the following 
recommendations are done to Ukraine in Paragraphs 9 and 10 of the GRECO Report on the 
Joint First and Second Evaluation Rounds: 1) to consider introducing measures to ensure 
the securing of evidence in situations where persons enjoying immunities are caught in 
the act of committing a serious crime, including corruption; and 2) to consider 
reviewing the system of immunities in such a way as to provide for speedier decisions 
of the lifting of immunities. 

30. The above recommendations are based on Paragraphs 103 and 104 of the Evaluation Report 
respectively.  

31. In Paragraph 103 of the above mentioned Report it is mentioned that immunities provided 
are absolute in their character. There is no exception in the respect of situations where 
officials are caught in the act of committing a crime. In particular with regard to serious 
crime, including corruption, this provides officials with an unnecessary high level of 
protection.  

32. Paragraph 104 of the Report stresses that the procedure for lifting immunity may be 
rather lengthy and may well take more than a month, and even longer, as a request 
must be submitted for each and every measure requested in the same case. Some 
criteria in the form of guidelines should be established in order to provide for the reasoned 
decisions in the relevant area.   

 

Review and Analysis of Draft Laws Aiming to Limit Immunities 
 

33. On 27 December 2007, MPs I. Kyrylenko and V. Kyrylenko submitted for the parliamentary 
consideration Draft Law No. 1294 of 27.12.2007 proposing to exclude from the Law on the 
Parliamentary Status its Article 27 specifying the content of the parliamentary immunity. 
The bill itself was incompliant with Article 80 of the Constitution, and therefore it was 
impossible to adopt it without making the relevant constitutional amendments first. On 18 
March 2008, members of parliament voted against inclusion of this bill into the 
parliamentary agenda.  

34. On 18 January 2008, same members of parliament (I. Kyrylenko and V. Kyrylenko) filed 
Draft Law No. 3175 proposing to amend the Constitution by limiting the parliamentary 
immunities. The bill suggested excluding from Article 80 of the Constitution the provisions 
that (1) grant immunities to the members of parliament; and (2) make it impossible to bring 
a member of parliament to criminal liability, detain or arrest an MP without the consent of 
the parliament. This bill was passed and on 20 March, in accordance with the procedure 
established for the amendment of the Constitution, sent to the Constitutional Court to 
check its compliance with Article 157 and 158 of the Constitution. In case of a positive 
opinion of the Constitutional Court, this law will have to be supported by 2/3 of the 
constitutional composition of the Ukrainian parliament.  

35. On 8 February 2008, MPs V. Yanukovych, O. Lavrynovych, O. Lukash, 
Yu.Miroshnychenko, and S. Lyovochkin submitted Draft Law No. 3175-1 aiming to amend 
the Constitution in terms of the guarantees of the immunities enjoyed by certain public 
officials. By this bill it was proposed to cancel the parliamentary immunity and keep the 
parliamentary indemnity, as well as supplement Article 105 of the Constitution with a 
provision establishing that the President of Ukraine cannot be detained or arrested 
before the accusation sentence is issued by the court without the consent of the 
parliament. The bill was not included into the parliamentary agenda due to the adoption of 
draft law No. 1375. 

36. The very idea to cancel parliamentary immunity as set forth by bill No. 3175 takes into 
account the GRECO recommendations on the results of the first and second evaluation 
rounds. However, the practice of absolute cancelation of the parliamentary immunity is 
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generally not typical for the majority of European countries. As it has been mentioned 
above, many European countries have established parliamentary immunities at the 
constitutional level. Taking into account the level of democracy in Ukraine, and also 
insufficient independence of the prosecution and investigation authorities from political 
influences, absolute cancellation of the parliamentary immunities does not appear to be 
advisable. The prospects to get 300 votes to support bill No. 3175 seem to be rather 
illusory. Thus, parliamentary forces need to find compromise on the scope of the 
parliamentary immunity.  

37. The idea to cancel the presidential immunity in the form suggested by bill No 3175-1 does 
not seem to be productive as it actually brings down the impeachment procedure 
established by Article 111 of the Constitution. In addition, the very approach to the 
definition of the scope of the immunities of the head of state and the method proposed to lift 
is not compliant with the European practice and contradicts the principle of checks and 
balances.  

38. In its recommendations, GRECO suggested reviewing the entire system of immunities and 
introducing the mechanisms for speedier lifting of immunities and securing the evidence. 
Instead, the above bills do not offer anything to specify the impeachment procedure, as 
well as the possibility to detain or arrest judges without the consent of the parliament 
should a judge be caught while committing crime (flagrante delicto). 

 

Proposals for Improvement 
 

1. As absolute deprivation of MPs of their immunities is not typical for the majority of 
European countries, it does not seem advisable to cancel the parliamentary immunities in 
Ukraine.  

2. As it has been mentioned above, many European countries have excluded from immunity 
the cases when a member of parliament is caught while committing crime (flagrante delicto). 
In Ukraine, this principle should be fixed in constitutional Articles 80 and 126 which 
establish the scope of parliamentary and judicial immunities. In addition, the relevant 
provision should also be included into the Law on Parliamentary Status and the Law on the 
Status of Judges.  

3. The current Law on Parliamentary Status not only prohibits bringing MPs to criminal 
account, their detention and arrest without the consent of the parliament, it also does not 
allow, without the sanction of the parliament, a number of investigative actions which, 
according to the Code of Criminal Procedures, are supposed to be performed after the 
initiation of the criminal proceedings, before the accusation is charged, and do not limit the 
freedom of movement of the member of parliament (Part 2 of Article 27 of the Law). Thus, 
the Law actually broadens the scope of the parliamentary immunities established by the 
Constitution; therefore, Part 2 of Article 27 of the Law on Parliamentary Status should be 
brought into compliance with the Ukrainian Constitution.  

4. Taking into account the trends observed in the development of the legislation on immunities 
in a number of European countries, the Constitution of Ukraine should establish a clear 
principle according to which the parliamentary immunity should not prevent the inquiry and 
pre-trial investigation authorities to take their investigation and procedural actions without 
the consent of the parliament so far as such actions do not limit the freedom of movement of 
the member of parliament. In addition, the light of the CRECO recommendations and the 
European practice, it does not seem advisable to preserve the parliamentary immunity 
against criminal liability.  
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5. In such a way, Article 80 of the Constitution should be worded as follows: “Members of 
Parliament are not legally liable for the voting results the statements that they make in 
Parliament and its bodies, excluding the liability for offence or libel. Members of Parliament 
cannot be arrested, detained, or otherwise limited in their freedom of movement, excluding 
the case when they are caught while committing a crime”.  

6. It is hardly possible that the problem of speedier consideration by the parliament of the 
issues related to the lifting of immunities, in view of the operation peculiarities characteristic 
of the Verkhovna Rada, could be solved through establishment of more specific dates for the 
initiation of the issues related to the lifting of immunities, preparation of such issues by the 
profile parliamentary committee, and their consideration by the Verkhovna Rada. In our 
opinion, the relevant GRECO recommendation can be fulfilled by fixing one of the 
following mechanisms in the Constitution: 1) parliamentary and judicial immunities should 
not cover medium-gravity, grave crimes and felonies (including corruption); 2) the 
parliament should solve not the issue on the possibility to limit the freedom of movement, 
but rather the other way round – the impossibility to do so (i.e. a member of parliament or a 
judge can be limited in their freedom of movement, including arrested or detained, 
excluding the cases when, within the established period of time (e.g. 24 or 48 hours upon 
detention or arrest), the parliament decides to prohibit arrest, detention or limitation of 
movement in any other way).  

7. The constitutional regulation of the impeachment procedure does not meet the approaches to 
the regulation of such procedure in other European countries. Article 111 of the Constitution 
should be amended in order to envisage that (1) the final decision on the impeachment of the 
President should be made by the Supreme Court on the accusation presented by 2/3 of the 
constitutional composition of the parliament; or that (2) the final decision should be made by 
2/3 of the constitutional composition of the parliament on the basis of the conclusions and 
proposals of the temporary investigation commission.  

8. Implementation of the impeachment procedure established by Article 111 of the 
Constitution needs adoption of a special law that would establish (1) the status of the special 
prosecutor, special investigators and a special temporary investigation commission; (2) the 
dates of investigation; (3) the procedural rights of the investigation participants, in particular 
the President of Ukraine; and (4) the stages and mechanisms of investigation (including, the 
procedure for the investigation actions). No such law has been passed so far.   
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