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In the case of Bakhshiyev and Others v. Azerbaijan,
The European Court of Human Rights (First Sectimilting as a
committee composed of:
Peer LorenzerRresident,
Khanlar Hajiyev,
Julia Laffranquejudges,
and André Wampaceputy Section Registrar,
Having deliberated in private on 10 April 2012,
Delivers the following judgment, which was adoptedthat date:

PROCEDURE

1. The case originated in eleven applications rejaihe Republic of
Azerbaijan lodged with the Court under Article 34tee Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedttims Convention”)
by the following Azerbaijani nationals:

- Mr Bunyad Bakhshiyev, born in 1966, representedMry Azer

Humbatov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (apgaiicn
no. 51920/09, lodged on 19 September 2009);

- Ms Sofya Zudova, born in 1980, represented by MsilaAd
Mammadova, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (aggilon
no. 52329/09, lodged on 17 September 2009);

- Ms Gulzar Akbarova, born in 1949, represented by Nijat
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 65799/10, lodged on 26 October 2010);

- Mr Tofig Mammadov, born in 1954, represented by Mijat
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 65856/10, lodged on 26 October 2010);

- Mr Asim Gabulov, born in 1965, represented by MpaNismayilov,
a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (application 66864/10, lodged
on 26 October 2010);

- Mr llgar Ahmadov, born in 1977, represented by MijalN
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 65880/10, lodged on 26 October 2010);

- Ms Mahira Aliyeva, born in 1966, represented by Mijat
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 65886/10, lodged on 26 October 2010);

- Ms Sara Aliyeva, born in 1952, represented by MaiNsmayilov,
a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (application 66892/10, lodged
on 26 October 2010);

- Ms Almaz Akbarova, born in 1960, represented by Nijat
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 65906/10, lodged on 26 October 2010);
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- Mr Nazim Namazov, born in 1961, represented by MjatN
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 2354/11, lodged on 16 December 2010); and

- Ms Sehrada Bagirova, born in 1962, represented Iy Nyjat
Ismayilov, a lawyer practising in Azerbaijan (agplion
no. 2372/11, lodged on 16 December 2010).

2. The Azerbaijani Government (“the Government@rev represented

by their Agent, Mr C. Asgarov.

3. On 7 April 2011 the President of the First ®ectdecided to give
notice of the applications to the Government. Inoadance with Protocol
No. 14, the applications were allocated to a Cotemitlt was also decided
that the Committee would rule on the admissibil#tgd merits of the
applications at the same time (Article 29 § 1 & @onvention).

THE FACTS

I. THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CASE

4. All of the applicants have either tenancy rggtd their flats on the
basis of occupancy vouchergafayls satvsi order) issued by the relevant
executive authorities or ownership rights to them the basis of an
ownership certificate issued by the competent déimesuthority
(see Appendix - Table I).

5. In all cases, the applicants’ flats were unidlyf occupied by
internally displaced persons (“IDPs”) from diffeteregions of Azerbaijan
under occupation by Armenian military forces foliogy the
Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh

6. The applicants lodged separate civil actionforbethe domestic
courts seeking the eviction of the IDPs from tliaits.

7. On the dates indicated in the Appendix (Tablethe applicants’
claims were granted by various domestic courtsclwviordered the eviction
of the IDPs from their flats.

8. The respective judgments became final and ea&tnle. However, the
IDP families refused to comply with those judgmemisd despite the
applicants’ complaints to various authorities, thuglgments were not
enforced.

[I. RELEVANT DOMESTIC LAW

9. The relevant domestic law is summarised inGbeart’s judgment in
the case ofGulmammadova v. Azerbaijafno. 38798/07, 88 18-24,
22 April 2010).
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THE LAW

I. ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF ARTICLE 6 § 1 AND ARTICE 13 OF
THE CONVENTION AND ARTICLE 1 OF PROTOCOL No. 1 TO
THE CONVENTION

10. Relying on Article 6 8 1 and Article 13 of tl&nvention and
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, tapplicants complained
about the non-enforcement of the judgments in tlaiour. Article 6 8§ 1 of
the Convention reads, as far as relevant, as fellow

“In the determination of his civil rights and oldigpns ..., everyone is entitled to a
fair ... hearing ... by [a] ... tribunal ...”

Article 13 of the Convention reads as follows:

“Everyone whose rights and freedoms as set fortlthie] Convention are violated
shall have an effective remedy before a nation#thaity notwithstanding that the
violation has been committed by persons actingioféicial capacity.”

Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 reads as follows:

“Every natural or legal person is entitled to theageful enjoyment of his
possessions. No one shall be deprived of his psissesexcept in the public interest
and subject to the conditions provided for by lawd dy the general principles of
international law.

The preceding provisions shall not, however, in sy impair the right of a State
to enforce such laws as it deems necessary to atotite use of property in
accordance with the general interest or to secheepayment of taxes or other
contributions or penalties.”

11. The Court considers that, in accordance witeRI2 8 1 of the
Rules of Court, the applications should be joingyen their common
factual and legal background.

A. Admissibility

1. The Court's competenceationae temporisin applications
nos. 51920/09, 52329/09, 65880/10, 65886/10, 63892and
2372/11

12. The Court observes that in the cases of MryBdnBakhshiyev
(application no. 51920/09), Ms Sofya Zudova (amilan no. 52329/09),
Mr llgar Ahmadov (application no. 65880/10), Ms Ntah Aliyeva
(application no. 65886/10), Ms Sara Aliyeva (apgtiicn no. 65892/10) and
Ms Sehrada Bagirova (application no. 2372/11) tbeektic judgments in
the applicants’ favour were delivered prior to 1prin2002, the date of the
Convention’s entry into force in respect of Azejaai
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13. The Court notes that in the light of the autres’ continued failure
to execute the judgments in question, they remaimehforced for a long
period. Therefore, there was a continuous situatiod the Court is thus
competent to examine the part of the applicatidatirg to the period after
15 April 2002 (se&ulmammadovaited above, § 26).

2. Other admissibility criteria

14. The Court further considers that the applicetiare not manifestly
ill-founded within the meaning of Article 35 § 3 dfie Convention or
inadmissible on any other grounds. They must, theze be declared
admissible.

B. Merits

15. The Court points out that the factual circlanses of these cases are
similar and that the complaints and legal issuesedaare identical to those
in the Gulmammadovaase (cited above), in which it found violations of
Article 6 8 1 and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1.

16. Having examined all the materials in its pes&m, the Court finds
that the Government have not put forward any faa@rgument capable of
persuading it to reach a different conclusion ispeet of the present
applications.

17. In particular, the Court is prepared to actbgt, in these cases, the
existence of a large number of IDPs in Azerbaijaeated certain
difficulties in relation to the execution of thedgments in the applicants’
favour. Nevertheless, the judgments remained fanal enforceable, but no
adequate measures were taken by the authoritiessiare compliance with
them. It has not been shown that the authoriti¢sdawith expedition and
diligence in taking any measures necessary foretmi@rcement of the
judgments in question. In such circumstances, tbertCconsiders that no
reasonable justification has been advanced by thee@ment for the
significant delay in the enforcement of the judgtsen

18. As regards the applicants’ submissions commgrrihe alleged
violation of their property rights, it has not beestablished either in the
domestic proceedings or before the Court that gegiic measures were
taken by the domestic authorities in order to cgmpith their duty to
balance the applicants’ right to peaceful enjoymehtheir possessions
protected under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to fBenvention against the
IDPs’ right to be provided with accommodation. lrcls circumstances, the
failure to ensure the execution of the judgmentscémsiderable periods of
time resulted in a situation in which the applicanere forced to bear an
excessive individual burden. The Court consideas, tin the absence of any
compensation for this excessive individual burdee, authorities failed to
strike the requisite fair balance between the gdnéanterest of the
community in providing the IDPs with temporary hmgs and the
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protection of the applicants’ right to peacefulagment of their possessions
(seeGulmammadovecited above, 8§88 43-50).

19. There has accordingly been a violation of d&ti6 8 1 of the
Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to then@ention.

20. The Court does not consider it necessary l® oo the complaint
under Article 13 of the Convention because Artigles thelex specialisn
respect of this part of the applications (see, fexample,
Efendiyeva v. Azerbaijamo. 31556/03, 8§ 59, 25 October 2007).

[I. APPLICATION OF ARTICLE 41 OF THE CONVENTION

21. Article 41 of the Convention provides:

“If the Court finds that there has been a violatidrthe Convention or the Protocols
thereto, and if the internal law of the High Contiiag Party concerned allows only
partial reparation to be made, the Court shalheifessary, afford just satisfaction to
the injured party.”

A. Damage

1. Pecuniary damage

22. The applicants, except for Ms Sofya Zudova pliaption
no. 52329/09) claimed various sums as indicatatierAppendix (Table I1)
in respect of pecuniary damage.

- Mr Bunyad Bakhshiyev (application no. 51920/08aimed EUR 17,203,
which included the amount he allegedly paid fororetion works in his flat
and the amount he allegedly paid for renting ardiae

- Ms Gulzar Akbarova (application no. 65799/10), AMsim Gabulov

(application no. 65864/10), Mr llgar Ahmadov (apgation no. 65880/10),
Ms Mahira Aliyeva (application no.65886/10), Ms r&aAliyeva

(application  no. 65892/10), Ms Almaz Akbarova (apgmion

no. 65906/10), Mr Nazim Namazov (application ndb4£31) and
Ms Sehrada Bagirova (application no. 2372/11) atmireach EUR 22,757,
which included the loss of rent as calculated frdne date of the
Convention’s entry into force in respect of Azejaaiand as indexed
according to the National Bank’s interest rates.

- Mr Tofig Mammadov (application no. 65856/10) ok@d EUR 26,223,
which included the loss of rent as calculated frdne date of the
Convention’s entry into force in respect of Azejaaiand as indexed
according to the National Bank’s interest rates.

23. The Government submitted that Mr Bunyad Bakteshfailed to
submit any documents in support of his claims. Tavernment also
submitted that no award should be made to Ms AlmA&barova as
allegedly the renovation expenses the applicantidvbave incurred would
excede the amount she would gain from renting lde As to the claims
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submitted by the other applicants, the Governmemdicated their
willingness to accept the applicants’ claims focyr@ary damage up to the
respective amounts indicated in the Appendix (Téple

24. The Court considers that the applicants maget Isuffered pecuniary
damage as a result of their lack of control overrtflats and finds that there
is a causal link between the violations found amel pecuniary damage
claimed in respect of lost rent (comp&adanow v. Croatig no. 9056/02,
88 62-66, 21 December 2006). However, the Courtsidens that the
damage suffered by Ms Gulzar Akbarova (applicatiom 65799/10),
Mr Tofig Mammadov (application no. 65856/10), Mr iks Gabulov
(application no. 65864/10), Ms Almaz Akbarova (apgtion no. 65906/10)
and Mr Nazim Namazov (application no. 2354/11) $thdoe calculated
starting from the date of delivery of each respectjudgment in the
applicants’ favour. The damage suffered by Mr lli§amadov (application
no. 65880/10), Ms Mahira Aliyeva (65886/10), Ms &ailiyeva
(application no. 65892/10) and Ms Sehrada Bagirofapplication
no. 2372/11) should be calculated from the datthefConvention’s entry
into force in respect of Azerbaijan. The Court cégethe claim in respect of
the renovation expenses and for renting another dlabmitted by
Mr Bunyad Bakhshiyev (application no. 51920/09)hasfailed to submit
any documents in support of his claims.

25. Having examined the parties’ submissions inpliegtions
nos. 65799/10, 65856/10, 65864/10, 65880/10, 63886/65892/10
65906/10, 73346/10, 2354/11 and 2372/11 the Collrtake as a reference
point the amounts set forth in a local companytgvestes, submitted by the
parties.

26. In making its assessment, the Court takesdotount the fact that
the applicants would inevitably have experiencedage delays in finding
suitable tenants and would have incurred certaimter@ance expenses in
connection with the flats. They would have alsorbsabject to taxation
(seeProdan v. Moldovano. 49806/99, § 74, ECHR 2004-11l (extracts);
Popov v. Moldova (no. 1)just satisfaction), no. 74153/01, § 13,
17 January 2006; arifladanow, cited above, § 65). ). Having regard to the
foregoing, and deciding on an equitable basis, @wrt awards the
following amounts to the applicants:

- Ms Gulzar Akbarova, (application no. 65799/10AFE10,000

- Mr Tofig Mammadov (application no. 65856/10): EBR 00

- Mr Asim Gabulov, (application no. 65864/10): EBR 00

- Mr llgar Ahmadov (application no. 65880/10): EI9880

- Ms Mahira Aliyeva (application no. 65886/10): E\9F880

- Ms Sara Aliyeva (application no. 65892/10): EURSD

- Ms Almaz Akbarova (application no. 65906/10): EBR00

- Mr Nazim Namazov (application no. 2354/11): EUR(®

- Ms Sehrada Bagirova (application no. 2372/11)RE3.,)880
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No award is made to Mr Bunyad Bakhshiyev (applaratno. 51920/09)
and Ms Sofya Zudova (application no. 52329/09)tler reasons mentioned
in paragraphs 22 and 24 above.

2. Non-pecuniary damage

27. Each applicant, except for Mr Bunyad Bakhshiy@application
no. 51920/09) and Ms Sofya Zudova (application5&229/09) claimed an
amount of EUR 15,000 in respect of non-pecuniamaige.

28. The Government indicated their willingnessaitaept the applicants’
claims for non-pecuniary damage up to the respe@mounts indicated in
the Appendix (Table II).

29. The Court considers that the applicants mase tsustained some
non-pecuniary damage as a result of the lengthyemborcement of the
final judgments in their favour. However, the amizuclaimed in most of
the cases are excessive. Making its assessmenh @uqjlatable basis, as
required by Article 41 of the Convention, the Coawtards the following
amounts under this head, plus any tax that mayHaggeable on these
amounts:

-Ms Gulzar Akbarova (application no. 65799/10): EBROO;

-Mr Tofig Mammadov (application no. 65856/10): EBRO00;

-Mr Asim Gabulov (application no. 65864/10): EURQ@D;

-Mr llgar Ahmadov (application no. 65880/10): EURSQO0;

-Ms Mahira Aliyeva (application no. 65886/10): E\3F500;

-Ms Sara Aliyeva (application no. 65892/10): EURCR);

-Ms Almaz Akbarova (application no. 65906/10): EWR00;

-Mr Nazim Namazov (application no. 2354/11): EURM); and

-Ms Sehrada Bagirova (application no. 2372/11) RE3)600.

30. Moreover, the Court considers that, in so darthe judgments
remain in force, the State’s outstanding obligatmenforce them cannot be
disputed. Accordingly, the applicants in all cases still entitled to the
enforcement of those judgments. The Court reiterateat the most
appropriate form of redress in respect of a viotabf Article 6 is to ensure
that the applicants, as far as possible, are pahenposition they would
have been in had the requirements of Article 6 beén disregarded
(seePiersack v. Belgiunf{Article 50), 26 October 1984, § 12, Series A
no. 85). Having regard to the violation found, tBGeurt finds that this
principle also applies in the present cases. #retfore, considers that the
Government shall secure, by appropriate meansgetiiercement of the
judgments in the applicants’ favour.

B. Costs and expenses

31. Each applicant, except for Mr Bunyad Bakhshiyepplication
no. 51920/09) and Ms Sofya Zudova (application 5&329/09) claimed
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EUR 1,500 for the costs and expenses incurred éef@m domestic courts
and the Court.

32. The Government considered the claims to bestifipd.

33. According to the Court’'s case-law, an applicanentitied to the
reimbursement of costs and expenses only in sadat has been shown
that these have been actually and necessarilyret@nd are reasonable as
to quantum.

34 Mr Bunyad Bakhshiyev (application no. 51920/@®d Ms Sofya
Zudova (application no. 52329/09) did not submiy ataim for costs and
expenses incurred before the Court. Accordinglg, @ourt considers that
there is no call to award them any sum under tbalh

35. As for the claims for costs and expenses éyemaining applicants,
the Court notes that all the applicants were regmesl by the same lawyer
(Mr Ismayilov) in the proceedings before the Colitaving regard to the
services stipulated in the relevant contracts betwthe applicants and
Mr Ismayilov and the services actually rendered, @ourt considers that
the amounts claimed do not correspond to the laegaistance that was
actually provided and was necessary in the presesds. The Court further
notes the similarity of the complaints and legaumnents submitted in all
cases and observes that substantial parts of wheita submissions in all
cases were either identical or very similar. Inwief the above
considerations, the Court awards the total amotii R 2,000 jointly to
Ms Gulzar Akbarova (application no. 65799/10), Mofif Mammadov
(application no. 65856/10), Mr Asim Gabulov (apption no. 65864/10),
Mr llgar Ahmadov (application no. 65880/10), Ms Ntah Aliyeva
(application no. 65886/10), Ms Sara Aliyeva (apgiicn no. 65892/10),
Ms Almaz Akbarova (application no. 65906/10), Mr zZNm Namazov
(application no. 2354/11) and Ms Sehrada Bagirovappl{cation
no. 2372/11) in respect of the legal services resttiby Mr Ismayilov.

C. Default interest

36. The Court considers it appropriate that tHaweinterest should be
based on the marginal lending rate of the Eurofgamtral Bank, to which
should be added three percentage points.

FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT UNANIMOUSLY

1. Decidesto join the applications;
2. Declaresthe applications admissible;

3. Holdsthat there has been a violation of Article 6 & the Convention;
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. Holdsthat there has been a violation of Article 1 adtBcol No. 1 to the
Convention;

. Holdsthat there is no need to examine the complaineuAdticle 13 of
the Convention;

. Holds that the respondent State, within three monthsprding to
Article 44 § 2 of the Convention, shall secure dppropriate means, the
enforcement of the domestic courts’ judgments engpplicants’ favour;

. Holds
() that the respondent State is to pay the agppbc within three
months, in accordance with Article 44 § 2 of then@ntion, the
following amounts, to be converted into Azerbaijamnats at the rate
applicable at the date of settlement:
() in respect of damage:
- Ms Gulzar Akbarova (application no. 65799/10) EUWR,000
(ten thousand euros) in respect of pecuniary damage
EUR 3,600 (three thousand six hundred euros), ghystax that
may be chargeable, in respect of non-pecuniary dama
- Mr Tofig Mammadov (application no. 65856/10) EUR700
(five thousand seven hundred euros) in respect emumary
damage and EUR 3,000 (three thousand euros), plusaa that
may be chargeable, in respect of non-pecuniary dama
- Mr Asim Gabulov (application no. 65864/10) EUR'®) (five
thousand seven hundred euros) in respect of pagudanage
and EUR 3,000 (three thousand euros), plus anyhtaxmay be
chargeable, in respect of non-pecuniary damage;
- Mr llgar Ahmadov (application no. 65880/10) EUR&0 (nine
thousand eight hundred eighty euros) in respecpexfuniary
damage and EUR 3,600 (three thousand six hundnes)eylus
any tax that may be chargeable, in respect of remoHpary
damage;
- Ms Mabhira Aliyeva (application no. 65886/10) E9EB80 (nine
thousand eight hundred eighty euros) in respecpesfuniary
damage - and EUR 3,600 (three thousand six huredres), plus
any tax that may be chargeable, in respect of remoHpary
damage;
- Ms Sara Aliyeva (application no. 65892/10) EUR8®) (nine
thousand eight hundred eighty euros) in respecpesfuniary
damage and EUR 3,600 (three thousand six hundnes)eylus
any tax that may be chargeable, in respect of remoHpary
damage;
- Ms Almaz Akbarova (application no. 65906/10) EUBRL00
(three thousand one hundred euros) in respect otinpey
damage and EUR 1,500 (one thousand five hundremsgyslus
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any tax that may be chargeable, in respect of remoHpary
damage;
- Mr Nazim Namazov (application no. 2354/11) EUR( (five
thousand two hundred euros) in respect of pecumianyage and
EUR 2,400 (two thousand four hundred euros), pfustax that
may be chargeable, in respect of non-pecuniary dama
- Ms Sehrada Bagirova (application no. 2372/11) BJ$80
(nine thousand eight hundred eighty euros) and BI8RO (three
thousand six hundred euros), plus any tax thatlmeaghargeable,
in respect of non-pecuniary damage;
(i) in respect of costs and expenses, EUR 2,0@ thousand
euros), jointly for Ms Gulzar Akbarova (application. 65799/10),
Mr Tofig Mammadov (application no. 65856/10), Mr ks
Gabulov (application no. 65864/10), Mr llgar Ahmado
(application no. 65880/10), Ms Mabhira Aliyeva (apption
no. 65886/10), Ms Sara Aliyeva (application no.®%580), Ms
Almaz Akbarova (application no. 65906/10), Mr Naziamazov
(application no. 2354/11) and Ms Sehrada Bagirayaplication
no. 2372/11) plus any tax that may be chargeabtha@pplicants,
to be paid into the applicants’ representativeiskoaccount;
(b) that from the expiry of the above-mentionede¢h months until
settlement simple interest shall be payable onath@ve amounts at a
rate equal to the marginal lending rate of the Beam Central Bank
during the default period plus three percentagatppi

8. Dismisseghe remainder of the applicants’ claim for jugisfaction.

Done in English, and notified in writing on 3 Ma§12, pursuant to Rule
77 88 2 and 3 of the Rules of Court.

André Wampach Peer Lorenzen
Deputy Registrar President
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APPENDIX
Table |
Case Applicant’'s Document Date of Date of lodging of
no. name confirming delivery of the | the application with
the enforceable the Court
applicant’s judgment
property
rights
Mr Bunyat The Binagadi 19/09/2009
BAKHSHIYEV The ownership| District
51920/09 certificate of Court’s
16 May 2002 | judgment
4 November
1994
The occupancy The Yasamal
52329/09 '\gaggf{/i voucher of District
20 May 1993 | Courts’ 17/09/2009
judgment of
25 April 2001
Ms Gulzar The occupancy The Yasamal 26/10/2010
65799/10| AKBAROVA voucher of 15 | District
December Court’s
1997 judgment of 12
January 2004
Mr Tofig The Yasamal 26/10/2010
MAMMADOV The occupancy District
65856/10 voucher of Court’s
22 January judgment of
1998 8 November
2007
Mr Asim The occupancy The Yasamal 26/10/2010
65864/10] GABULOV voucher of District
25 February Court’s
2002 judgment of
17 September
2007
Mr llgar The occupancy The Yasamal
65880/10] AHMADOV voucher of District
3 August 1998 _Court s 26/10/2010
judgment of
21 December
1998
Ms Mahira The occupancy The Yasamal 26/10/2010
ALIYEVA voucher of District
65886/10 2 February Court’s
1998 judgment of

19 June 1998
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65892/10 The occupancy The Yasamal
Ms Sara voucher of District
ALIYEVA 4 August 1998 | Court’s 26/10/2010
judgment of 12
October 1998
The occupancy The Yasamal 26/10/2010
65906/10| Ms Almaz voucher of District
AKBAROVA 16 June 1998 | Court's
judgment of
18 June 2009
The occupancy The Yasamal 16/12/2010
2354/11 | Mr Nazim voucher of District
NAMAZOV 2 February Court’s
1998 judgment of 7
January 2008
The occupancy The Yasamal 16/12/2010
2372/11 | Ms Sehrada voucher of District
BAGIROVA 21 January Court’s
1998 judgment of 9
July 1998
Table 1l
Claim for Amounts Amounts accepted
Case no. | Applicant’s pecuniary accepted by by the Government
name damage the in respect of non-
(EUR) Government pecuniary damage
in respect of
pecuniary
damage
51920/09| Bunyad 17,203 - -
Bakhshaliyev
52329/09| Sofya Zudova - - -
65799/10| Gulzar Akbarova 22,757 EUR 7,775 1,200
65856/10| Tofig Mammado 26,223 EUR 1,300 1,200
65864/10| Asim Gabulov 22,757 EUR 988 1,200
65880/10| llgar Ahmadov 22,757 EUR 9,880 3,000
65886/10| Mabhira Aliyeva 22,757 EUR 9,880 3,000
65892/10| Sara Aliyeva 22,757 EUR 9,880 3,000
65906/10| Almaz Akbarova 22,757 - 1,200
2354/11 | Nazim Namazov 22,757 EUR 448 1,200
2372/11 | Sehrada Bagirovp 22,757 EUR 9,880 3,000




