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GENDERDOC-M v. MOLDOVA – STATEMENT OF FACTS AND QUESTIONS 



26 May 2008
FOURTH SECTION

Application no. 9106/06
by GENDERDOC-M
against Moldova
lodged on 7 March 2006

STATEMENT OF FACTS
THE FACTS

The applicant, Genderdoc-M, is a non-governmental organisation base in Moldova. It is represented before the Court by Ms N. Mardari, a lawyer practising in Chişinău.

A.  The circumstances of the case

The facts of the case, as submitted by the applicant, may be summarised as follows.

On 7 April 2005 the applicant applied to the Chişinău Municipal Council for an authorisation to hold a peaceful demonstration in front of the Parliament on 27 May 2005, inter alia, to encourage the adoption of a law against discrimination of sexual minorities.

On 27 April 2005 the Chişinău Municipal Council rejected the application on the ground, inter alia, that the applicant's demonstration was baseless since the law on national minorities had already been adopted.

The applicant challenged the refusal. However, its action was finally dismissed by the Supreme Court of Justice on 18 October 2006. In dismissing the action, the courts relied on arguments other than those relied upon by the Municipal Council for dismissing the application. In particular, the courts argued that the applicant association had failed to undertake in its application for authorisation a number of obligations provided for by the law on assemblies, such as to respect the law, designate persons in charge of the conduct of the demonstration, create together with the police a group of persons responsible for the maintenance of public order, mark the place of the demonstration with special signs, pay to the Municipal Council any fees related to the arrangement of the place of the demonstration, establish and respect the route to and from the place of the demonstration, provide the police with free access to the place of the demonstration and forbid the participation of certain persons. Moreover, the courts considered that there was a risk that the demonstration would cause a breach of public order.

COMPLAINTS

The applicant complains under Articles 6, 10, 11 and 13 and 14 taken in conjunction with Article 6 of the Convention.

QUESTION TO THE PARTIES

Has there been an interference with the applicant's right to freedom of assembly, within the meaning of Article 11 § 1 of the Convention? If so, was that interference “prescribed by law” and “necessary” within the meaning of Article 11 § 2?
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