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Judgments concerning Romania

The European Court of Human Rights has today notified in writing the following six Chamber 
judgments1 none of which is final.

Repetitive cases2 can be found at the end of the press release. The judgments in French are 
indicated with an asterisk (*).

The Court has also delivered today its judgment in the case of Öcalan v. Turkey (applications no. 24069/03, 197/04, 
6201/06 and 10464/07), for which a separate press release has been issued.

Beraru v. Romania (application no. 40107/04)
The applicant, Sorin Schumel Beraru, is an Israeli national who was born in 1949 and lives in Tel Aviv. 
The case concerned criminal proceedings against him in Romania for his alleged involvement in the 
bribery of a prosecutor in order to make her revoke an international arrest warrant against him in 
another criminal case. By a judgment of January 2004, eventually upheld in May 2004, Mr Beraru 
was convicted of bribery and sentenced to seven years’ imprisonment. Relying on Article 6 §§ 1 
and 3 (b), (c), and (d) (right to a fair trial) of the European Convention on Human Rights, he 
complained in particular that: five months after the beginning of the proceedings before the 
first-instance court, the judge in charge had been supplemented by a second judge after most of the 
evidence had been heard by the court, and the second judge had then deliberated and signed the 
judgment without hearing the evidence in person; the Romanian courts did not observe their 
obligation to disclose all the evidence and had not ensured that Mr Beraru’s lawyers had proper 
access to the file in order to prepare his defence; and, the taking of evidence had not been 
adversarial and the rules for the taking of evidence had not been respected.

Violation of Article 6 §§ 1 and 3 (b), (c) and (d)

Just satisfaction: 4,000 euros (EUR) (non-pecuniary damage) and EUR 3,000 (costs and expenses)

Just Satisfaction
Hagiescu and Others v. Romania (no. 7901/02)
The applicants, Mircea Dumitru Grigore Hagiescu, Andrei Alexandrescu and Domnica Manicatide, are 
Romanian nationals who were born in 1931, 1943, and 1944 respectively and live in Bucharest. They 
are the heirs of the former owners of a property in Bucharest that was nationalised.

In a final judgment delivered in 1994 the Romanian courts found that the nationalisation of the 
property had been illegal. In 2001 an action for recovery of possession brought by the applicants in 
March 1999 was dismissed on the ground that the building in question was public property 
belonging to the State, by virtue of a new special law of 8 February 2001 whose provisions were 
deemed applicable to pending disputes. Although the Romanian courts nevertheless indicated that 

1  Under Articles 43 and 44 of the Convention, Chamber judgments are not final. During the three-month period following a judgment’s 
delivery, any party may request that the case be referred to the Grand Chamber of the Court. If such a request is made, a panel of five 
judges considers whether the case deserves further examination. In that event, the Grand Chamber will hear the case and deliver a final 
judgment. If the referral request is refused, the Chamber judgment will become final on that day. Under Article 28 of the Convention, 
judgments delivered by a Committee are final.
Once a judgment becomes final, it is transmitted to the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe for supervision of its execution. 
Further information about the execution process can be found here: www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/execution
2  In which the Court has reached the same findings as in similar cases raising the same issues under the Convention.

http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/execution
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the applicants were entitled to an award of pecuniary compensation, they have so far not been 
granted restitution of the property or any other form of pecuniary compensation. Relying on Article 
6 § 1 (right of access to a court) and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (protection of property), the 
applicants complained that their action for recovery of possession had been dismissed and that it 
was impossible for them to obtain restitution of the building in question.

In its principal judgment of 13 November 2008 the Court found violations of Article 6 § 1 (right to a 
fair hearing) and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (protection of property). Today’s judgment concerned 
the question of just satisfaction (Article 41).

Just satisfaction: EUR 4,700 to the applicants jointly (non-pecuniary damage).

Stark v. Romania (no. 31968/07)*
The applicant, Joseph Stark, is a Romanian national who was born in 1954 and lives in Bucharest. The 
case concerned the poor conditions of his detention in Bucharest-Jilava Prison. In 2001 Mr Stark was 
accused of fraud associated with the sale and purchase of property in Bucharest. In September 2005 
he was sentenced to 12 years’ imprisonment for fraud, forgery and using forged documents. The 
sentence was subsequently reduced to ten years’ imprisonment. Mr Stark served his sentence in 
Rahova Prison until 2 December 2008 and then in Bucharest-Jilava Prison. He was released on 
29 June 2010. Relying on Article 3 (prohibition of inhuman or degrading treatment), he complained 
of the poor conditions of detention in Bucharest-Jilava Prison.

Violation of Article 3 – on account of the applicant’s conditions of detention in Bucharest-Jilava 
Prison between December 2008 and June 2010

Just satisfaction: EUR 4,000 (non-pecuniary damage)

Szabo and Others v. Romania (no. 8193/06)
The applicants, Ioan Szabo, Marin Rusu, and Ştefan Şopterean, are Romanian nationals who were 
born in 1962, 1964, and 1974 respectively and live in Târgu Mureş (Romania). The case concerned 
criminal proceedings against them, brought in 1997 on charges of a number of offences, including 
inflicting grievous bodily harm causing the death of the victim. Following the first-instance judgment, 
the case was sent back for retrial on several occasions and the proceedings were repeatedly 
adjourned. The applicants were eventually convicted of murder and sentenced to 12 years’ 
imprisonment by a final judgment of November 2005. Relying in particular on Article 6 § 1 (right to a 
fair trial within a reasonable time), they complained that the criminal proceedings had been 
unreasonably long.

Violation of Article 6 § 1

Just satisfaction: EUR 1,800 each to Mr Szabo and Mr Şopterean (non-pecuniary damage). The Court 
further rejected Mr Rusu’s claim for just satisfaction.

Repetitive cases
The following cases raised issues which had already been submitted to the Court.

Evolceanu v. Romania (no. 37522/05) – Just Satisfaction

The case concerned the applicants’ inability to recover possession of property that had been 
nationalised and subsequently sold by the State. In its principal judgment of 9 February 2010 the 
Court found a violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (protection of property). Today’s judgment 
concerned the question of just satisfaction (Article 41).

http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-89470
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-89470
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-89470
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Just satisfaction: EUR 3,000 to the applicants jointly (non-pecuniary damage), and EUR 5,000 jointly 
(costs and expenses).

Rednic and Others v. Romania (no. 123/08) – Just Satisfaction

The case concerned the applicants’ complaint that the domestic authorities had failed to enforce 
final judgments in their favour. In its principal judgment of 11 January 2011 the Court found 
violations of Article 6 § 1 (right to a fair trial) and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (protection of property). 
Today’s judgment concerned the question of just satisfaction (Article 41).

Just satisfaction: EUR 4,700 to the applicants jointly (non-pecuniary damage).

This press release is a document produced by the Registry. It does not bind the Court. Decisions, 
judgments and further information about the Court can be found on www.echr.coe.int. To receive 
the Court’s press releases, please subscribe here: www.echr.coe.int/RSS/en or follow us on Twitter 
@ECHR_Press.
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The European Court of Human Rights was set up in Strasbourg by the Council of Europe Member 
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