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In the case of Ignaccolo-Zenide v. Romania, 

The European Court of Human Rights (First Section), sitting as a 

Chamber composed of: 

 Mrs E. PALM, President, 

 Mr J. CASADEVALL, 

 Mr GAUKUR JÖRUNDSSON, 

 Mr R. TÜRMEN, 

 Mrs W. THOMASSEN, 

 Mr R. MARUSTE, judges, 

 Mrs A. DICULESCU-ŞOVA, ad hoc judge, 

and Mr M. O'BOYLE, Section Registrar, 

Having deliberated in private on 14 September 1999 and 

11 January 2000, 

Delivers the following judgment, which was adopted on the last-

mentioned date: 

PROCEDURE 

1.   The case was referred to the Court by the Romanian Government 

(“the Government”) on 27 January 1999, within the three-month period laid 

down by former Articles 32 § 1 and 47 of the Convention for the Protection 

of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (“the Convention”). It 

originated in an application (no. 31679/96) against Romania lodged with the 

European Commission of Human Rights (“the Commission”) under former 

Article 25 by a French national, Mrs Rita Ignaccolo-Zenide (“the 

applicant”), on 22 January 1996. 

The Government's request referred to former Articles 44 and 48 and to 

the declaration whereby Romania recognised the compulsory jurisdiction of 

the Court (former Article 46). The object of the request was to obtain a 

decision as to whether the facts of the case disclosed a breach by the 

respondent State of its obligations under Article 8 of the Convention. 

2.  Following the entry into force of Protocol No. 11 to the Convention 

on 1 November 1998 and in accordance with the provisions of Article 5 § 4 

thereof read in conjonction with Rules 100 § 1 and 24 § 6 of the Rules of 

Court, a panel of the Grand Chamber decided on 31 March 1999 that the 

case would be examined by a Chamber constituted within one of the 

Sections of the Court.  

3.  In accordance with Rule 52 § 1, the President of the Court, 

Mr L. Wildhaber, subsequently assigned the case to the First Section. The 

Chamber constituted within that Section included ex officio Mr C. Bîrsan, 

the judge elected in respect of Romania (Article 27 § 2 of the Convention 

and Rule 26 § 1 (a)), and Mrs E. Palm, President of the Section (Rule 26 § 1 
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(a)). The other members designated by the latter to complete the Chamber 

were Mr J. Casadevall, Mr Gaukur Jörundsson, Mrs W. Thomassen and 

Mr R. Maruste (Rule 26 § 1 (b)). 

4.  Subsequently Mr Bîrsan, who had taken part in the Commission's 

examination of the case, withdrew from sitting in the Chamber (Rule 28). 

The Government accordingly appointed Mrs A. Diculescu-Şova to sit as an 

ad hoc judge (Article 27 § 2 of the Convention and Rule 29 § 1).  

5.  The applicant's representative filed his memorial on 

19 February 1999. After being granted an extension of time, the Agent of 

the Government filed his memorial on 5 July. 

6.  On 28 May 1999, in accordance with Rule 61 § 3, the President gave 

leave to the AIRE Centre and Reunite associations to submit joint written 

observations on certain aspects of the case. Those observations were 

received on 1 July 1999. 

7.  On 28 July 1999 the applicant's representative filed additional 

observations. On 30 July 1999 the Government submitted their comments 

on the intervening parties' observations, under Rule 61 § 5. 

8.  In accordance with the Chamber's decision, a hearing took place in 

public in the Human Rights Building, Strasbourg, on 14 September 1999. 

 

There appeared before the Court: 

 

(a)  for the Government 

Mr C.-L. POPESCU, Adviser, Ministry of Justice, Agent, 

Mr M. SELEGEAN, Ministry of Justice,  

Mr T. CORLĂŢEAN, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Advisers; 

 

(b)  for the applicant 

Mr J. LAGRANGE, of the Nancy Bar, Counsel. 

 

The Court heard addresses by Mr Lagrange and Mr Popescu. 

THE FACTS 

I.  THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CASE 

9.  On 7 May 1980 the applicant married D.Z., a Romanian national. The 

couple had two children, Maud and Adèle, who were born in 1981 and 1984 

respectively. 
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10.  In a judgment of 20 December 1989 the Bar-le-Duc tribunal de 

grande instance granted the spouses a divorce and approved the agreement 

they had concluded to deal with the consequences of the divorce, whereby 

parental responsibility was given to the father and the applicant was granted 

access and staying access. 

11.  During 1990 D.Z. moved to the United States with his daughters. 

12.  On 3 September 1990 the applicant lodged a complaint against him 

for failure to hand over the children to her. She asserted that at the 

beginning of September D.Z. had breached her right of access as, without 

informing her, he had kept them in the United States beyond the midway 

point of the school holidays. 

13.  On 4 September 1990 the applicant brought urgent proceedings 

against D.Z. in the Metz tribunal de grande instance, applying for parental 

responsibility and a residence order in her favour, together with an order 

prohibiting D.Z. from removing the children from France without her 

consent. 

14.  The matrimonial causes judge of the Metz tribunal de grande 

instance dismissed her application in an interim order dated 11 September 

1990. 

15.  The applicant appealed against that order to the Metz Court of 

Appeal, which set it aside in a judgment of 28 May 1991. The Court of 

Appeal gave parental responsibility to both parents, ordered that the 

children should live with their mother and granted D.Z. access and staying 

access. 

16.  D.Z. did not comply with the judgment and did not hand the children 

over to their mother.  

17.  On an application by D.Z., who had been living in Texas for over a 

year, the Harris County Court of the State of Texas set aside the judgment 

of the Metz Court of Appeal in a judgment of 30 September 1991 and 

awarded custody of the children to the father. The applicant, who was 

neither present nor represented before that court, was granted only access. 

After consulting a psychologist, who found that the children had no distinct 

memory of their life with their mother before the divorce and were delighted 

to live with their father and stepmother, the court held that the children were 

happy and well integrated in Texas, where they were receiving special 

protection and attention from the authorities. 

18.  In December 1991 D.Z. moved to California with his two children. 

19.  In a decision of 24 February 1992 the investigating judge of the 

Metz tribunal de grande instance committed D.Z. for trial on a charge of 

failure to hand over a child to the person entitled to its custody, an offence 

under Article 357 of the French Criminal Code. The applicant joined the 

proceedings as a civil party. 

20.  On 18 September 1992 the Metz tribunal de grande instance, having 

tried D.Z. in absentia, convicted him and sentenced him to a year's 



4 IGNACCOLO-ZENIDE v. ROMANIA JUDGMENT  

imprisonment for failure to hand over the children and issued a warrant for 

his arrest. 

21.  The warrant could not be executed as D.Z. was not on French 

territory. 

22.  On an unknown date D.Z. lodged an appeal on points of law with the 

Court of Cassation against the Metz Court of Appeal's judgment of 

28 May 1991. 

23.  In a judgment of 25 November 1992 the Court of Cassation pointed 

out that the jurisdiction of the tribunals of fact to assess the weight and 

effect of the evidence was exclusive, dismissed D.Z.'s appeal and sentenced 

him to pay a civil fine of 10,000 French francs. 

24.  The applicant, who had started proceedings in the United States for 

the recognition and execution of the judgment of 28 May 1991, obtained 

five judgments between 1993 and 1994 from California courts ordering 

D.Z. to return the children to her. Thus on 10 August 1993, for instance, the 

Superior Court of the State of California granted authority to execute the 

judgment of the Metz Court of Appeal and ordered D.Z. to return the 

children to their mother.  

25.  In a report of 17 August 1993 an expert in family psychology 

registered with the California courts, L.S., stated after interviewing the girls 

that they did not want to go back to live with their mother and were happy 

with their father and his new wife. While Maud did not seem to have any 

particular feelings towards her mother, Adèle told L.S. that her mother was 

“ugly and nasty” and did not love them but only wanted to show them off to 

others and buy them toys. 

26.  In a judgment of 1 February 1994 the California Court of Appeals 

held that the Harris County Court in Texas had no jurisdiction to set aside 

the Metz Court of Appeal's judgment of 28 May 1991. In a judgment of 

29 April 1994 the Superior Court of the State of California once again 

affirmed the judgment of the Metz Court of Appeal, holding that the 

children should reside with the applicant and that their removal from the 

State of California without the court's express permission would be illegal.  

27.  D.Z. did not comply with the California judgments. In March 1994 

he left the United States and went to Romania with his children. 

28.  In July 1994, relying on the Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 

on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction (“the Hague 

Convention”), the applicant applied to the French Ministry of Justice – 

France's Central Authority for the purposes of that instrument – for the 

return of her daughters. 

29.  In November 1994 the United States' Central Authority requested the 

Romanian Ministry of Justice (Romania's Central Authority) to return the 

children pursuant to Articles 3 and 5 of the Hague Convention. 
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30.  In December 1994 France's Central Authority requested Romania's 

Central Authority to return the children pursuant to Articles 3 and 5 of the 

Hague Convention. 

31.  Relying on Article 2 of the Hague Convention, the applicant made 

an urgent application to the Bucharest Court of First Instance for an order 

requiring D.Z. to comply with the court decisions in which a residence order 

had been made in her favour and the children's return ordered. 

32.  The court delivered its judgment on 14 December 1994. It noted, 

firstly, that the Metz Court of Appeal, in its judgment of 28 May 1991, had 

ordered that the children should live with their mother and that the 

California courts had ordered the return of the children. It went on to note 

that D.Z. had abducted the children in breach of those judgments and that he 

had been sentenced to a year's imprisonment for failure to hand over a child. 

It held that the applicant's application satisfied the requirement of urgency, 

as her right might be irreparably affected in the event of delay. Moreover, 

the measure sought was a precautionary one, which did not prejudge the 

merits of the case but was designed to protect the applicant's right, which 

any delay would have jeopardised. Lastly, a prima facie case, which was a 

requirement for urgent proceedings to be admissible, had clearly been made 

out. As to the merits, the court held that the provisions of the Hague 

Convention were applicable to the case, as that convention had been 

incorporated into Romanian law by Law no. 100/1992 providing for 

Romania's accession to that instrument, and in particular, Article 14 of this 

convention, which enabled the court to rely on foreign court judgments 

directly without any need for a registration procedure. In a judgment 

enforceable without notice the court therefore ordered that the children 

should be returned to the applicant.  

33.  That judgment could not be executed as D.Z. had hidden the 

children. 

34.  On an unknown date in December 1994 D.Z. removed the children 

from school and took them to an unknown location. 

35.  D.Z. appealed against the judgment of 14 December 1994. On 

9 June 1995 the Bucharest County Court adjourned the case to 30 June 1995 

and ordered that the children be heard. 

36.  On 30 June 1995, in the absence of the representative of the Ministry 

of Justice, which was intervening, and of that of the District Council of the 

second district of Bucharest, which was responsible for monitoring and 

ensuring compliance with the obligations of divorced parents, the court 

adjourned the case. It also granted an application by D.Z. for a stay of 

execution of the judgment pending the outcome of the appeal. No reasons 

were given for the latter decision.  

37.  On 23 August 1995 the Ministry of Justice asked Bucharest City 

Council to carry out a social inquiry at D.Z.'s home. 
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38.  On an unspecified date the mayor of Bucharest informed the 

Ministry of Justice that a social inquiry had been carried out by the District 

Council of the second district of Bucharest in September 1995. The mayor 

of that district submitted the findings of the inquiry, signed by him, the town 

clerk and an inspector. They read as follows: 

“The children Maud and Adèle ... live with their father and his wife in an eight-

room house, and each girl has a room of her own. 

Their father looks after them very well, as regards both their physical and their 

mental welfare, providing the best conditions for their upbringing. 

It is evident from conversations with the girls in Romanian – they have a command 

of the language – that they are intelligent, sociable and at ease and that they lead a 

normal life, read, write and work hard at school. 

There is an atmosphere of harmony and friendship and plenty of affection between 

the girls, their father and his wife. 

The girls do not want to go and live with their mother in France, whom they 

remember as a cold and indifferent person. They say that they have always found their 

father understanding, warm and affectionate. 

They are very impressed by Romania and the Romanians, among whom they have 

made many friends. During the holidays they went to the countryside and they felt 

wonderfully well there. 

When asked to say whether or not they wanted to see their mother or go and live 

with her, they replied categorically 'no' and insisted that any decision concerning them 

should take their wishes into account. 

In conclusion, we consider that in Romania the children Maud and Adèle have the 

best conditions for their upbringing.” 

39.  In a decision of 1 September 1995 the Bucharest County Court 

dismissed D.Z.'s appeal against the judgment of 14 December 1994.  

40.  D.Z. appealed to the Bucharest Court of Appeal, which in a final 

judgment of 14 March 1996 dismissed the appeal for lack of grounds. 

A.  Objection to execution 

41.  On an unknown date D.Z. lodged an objection to the execution 

(contestaţie la executare) of the judgment of 14 December 1994. After 

having taken evidence from the children, who reiterated their wish to stay 

with their father, the Bucharest Court of First Instance dismissed the 

objection on 7 April 1995. 

42.  On an appeal by D.Z. against that decision, the Bucharest County 

Court affirmed it on 9 February 1996. 



 IGNACCOLO-ZENIDE v. ROMANIA JUDGMENT 7 

B.  Application to the Bucharest Court of First Instance for transfer 

of parental responsibility 

43.  On 27 October 1995 D.Z. lodged an application with the Bucharest 

Court of First Instance to be given exclusive parental responsibility. He 

argued that since 1994 he had been living in Bucharest in a spacious eight-

room house which afforded the children exceptional conditions. They did 

not want to go to live with their mother, who belonged to a sect. 

The court, informed by D.Z. that the applicant's address for service was 

the address of Ştefan Constantin, caused the date of the hearing to be served 

only on him. It is clear from documents available to the Court that neither at 

that stage of the proceedings nor later was the applicant informed that she 

had been summoned to appear before the Bucharest Court of First Instance. 

44.  On 26 January 1996, at the request of the Bucharest Court of First 

Instance, the District Council of the second district of Bucharest carried out 

a social inquiry. Following that inquiry, the mayor of Bucharest informed 

the court that the two girls were well developed, both physically and 

psychologically, that they led normal lives, had friends at school and in the 

neighbourhood and were very attached to their father and his wife, who both 

looked after them very well and with whom they wished to live.  

45.  After holding two hearings in the absence of the applicant on 8 and 

29 January 1996 and interviewing the children in private on 

16 January 1996, the court delivered its judgment on 5 February 1996, 

likewise in the applicant's absence. Emphasising that the children's interests 

were paramount and basing its judgment on documents drawn up by the 

children's teachers attesting to their good performance at school, on a letter 

from the Ministry of Religious Affairs to the effect that the sect to which the 

applicant belonged was not recognised in Romania, and on the social 

inquiry carried out by the Bucharest District Council, the court allowed 

D.Z.'s application, holding that he was providing the best living conditions 

and upbringing for the children, whom he had, moreover, brought up on his 

own since the divorce. 

46.  On 16 October 1996 the Bucharest County Court set aside that 

judgment on appeal because of an irregularity in the service of notice on the 

applicant, and remitted the case to the Court of First Instance. It noted that 

the applicant lived in France, that she had given Ştefan Constantin special 

authority to represent her in another set of legal proceedings and that 

consequently, in the absence of special authority in the case before the 

court, the summons should have been served at her permanent address in 

France. 

47.  D.Z. challenged that decision on the ground that the applicant had 

given Ştefan Constantin general authority to act for her and that 

consequently the service of the court documents at his address was valid. 
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48.  In a judgment of 9 April 1997, delivered in the absence of either the 

applicant or any representative of hers, the Bucharest Court of Appeal 

allowed the appeal on the ground that the applicant had given Ştefan 

Constantin general authority to act on her behalf. It set aside the decision of 

16 October 1996 and remitted the case to the County Court for 

reconsideration of the appeal. 

49.  The case was set down for hearing in the County Court on 

23 January 1998. According to the record of the hearing made on that date, 

the hearing was attended by D.Z., his lawyer and the assistant of Florea 

Constantin, the lawyer who, according to the court, was supposed to be 

acting on behalf of the applicant. The Court cannot determine from the 

documents submitted to it which of Florea and Ştefan Constantin was 

regarded by the County Court as having been appointed by the applicant. 

The assistant pointed out that Florea Constantin was absent and sought 

an adjournment of the hearing. That application was refused after the court 

had heard the submissions of counsel for D.Z. It gave its decision on 

30 January 1998, in the absence of the applicant or a representative. Without 

mentioning the issue of the applicant's representation, the court dismissed 

the appeal and thus upheld the judgment of 5 February 1996, noting that the 

children wished to stay with their father, who was affording them the best 

living conditions. 

50.  It appears that an appeal against the decision of 30 January 1998 was 

lodged on behalf of the applicant. It cannot be determined from the 

documents submitted to the Court whether the applicant herself entered the 

appeal. However that may have been, the Bucharest Court of Appeal 

dismissed the appeal for lack of grounds on 28 May 1998. As was apparent 

from that decision, which the Government did not file with the Registry 

until 13 September 1999, only D.Z. attended the hearing on 28 May 1998. 

C.  Application to the Metz tribunal de grande instance for transfer of 

parental responsibility 

51.  In an application dated 5 January 1995 D.Z. applied to the family 

judge of the Metz tribunal de grande instance for an order transferring the 

children's residence to his address and granting him exclusive exercise of 

parental responsibility. 

52.  After many adjournments the tribunal de grande instance delivered 

a judgment on 22 February 1996. It held firstly that it was unnecessary to 

take account of the judgment of the Bucharest Court of First Instance of 

5 February 1996 because that court had no jurisdiction to deal with the 

merits of the custody of the children, since the Romanian courts could only 

deal with an application for the return of the children under the Hague 

Convention. The tribunal de grande instance then declined to take evidence 

from the children. It found that since 1991 D.Z. had prevented them from 
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seeing their mother and that he had brought them up to feel hatred for her. 

In letters of 1 and 3 August 1994, in which they spoke of their mother, the 

girls had used terms such as “idiot” and “my ex-mother” and had hoped that 

“her house or her flat [would catch] fire and that she [would be] in it when it 

happen[ed]”, terms which the tribunal de grande instance found particularly 

shocking coming from children of 10 and 14. The tribunal de grande 

instance concluded that the intolerance, intransigence and hatred found in 

those letters adequately demonstrated that the upbringing the children had 

received and the surroundings in which they lived had deprived them of all 

judgment.  

53.  The application for transfer of residence was dismissed by the 

tribunal de grande instance in the following terms: 

“The Family Judge must rule in the interests of the children when determining their 

place of residence. 

The Metz Court of Appeal held in a judgment of 28 May 1991 that it was in the 

children's interests to live with their mother, in France, in their native Lorraine, both 

their parents having opted for French nationality. 

Since that date the mother has had no further contact with her children because of 

the father's actions. 

Mrs Ignaccolo filed with the Court the various records of proceedings drawn up in 

Romania when attempts were made to obtain execution of the decision to return the 

children, letters from the Romanian Ministry of Justice to the Office for International 

Judicial Mutual Assistance, from which it appears that Mr Zenide is hiding the 

children, has acquired a dog which he has trained to attack anyone who approaches the 

children, and removed the children from school in December 1994 to avoid their 

whereabouts being discovered. 

He maintained that his behaviour was justified because Mrs Ignaccolo belonged to a 

sect and had not looked after the children when they cohabited. However, he did not in 

any way substantiate his complaints but did no more than make allegations or produce 

testimony from persons living in the United States or Romania who did not personally 

know the children's mother.  

The educative abilities of a father who totally denies the image of the mother, who 

brings the children up to hate their mother and does not even allow them to form their 

own opinion by affording them the opportunity to meet her and who has not hesitated, 

in order to evade enforcement of court decisions, to completely uproot the children for 

a second time in order to settle in a country whose language they are not familiar with 

are seriously in doubt.  

The children's interests in such a situation are intangible and indefinable, regard 

being had, firstly, to the pressure and conditioning they undergo with their father and, 

secondly, to the fact that for five years they have been away from their mother, whom 

they no longer know.  

The children's wish to stay and live with their father, as expressed both in their 

letters and when they were interviewed by the Romanian court, cannot on its own 
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determine their interests since, if it did, that would amount to laying upon children of 

10 and 14 the responsibility of deciding where they should live.  

Mr Zenide cannot secure ratification of a factual situation that has arisen from the 

use of force by merely relying on the passing of time. That being so, his application 

must quite simply be dismissed ...” 

D.  Attempts to enforce the decision of 14 December 1994 

54.  Since 1994 the applicant has gone to Romania eight times in the 

hope of meeting her children. 

55.  Several attempts were made to execute the decision of 

14 December 1994 but without success. 

56.  On 22 December 1994 a bailiff went to D.Z.'s home, accompanied 

by the applicant, her lawyer, a locksmith and two policemen. Only D.Z.'s 

wife O.Z. and a guard dog were at the house. O.Z., a French national, 

indicated that she would only allow the bailiff to inspect the house if a 

representative from the French embassy was present. The applicant and her 

lawyer therefore went to the French embassy, where the French consul, T., 

and an interpreter agreed to accompany them to D.Z.'s home. 

57.  During the applicant's absence, but while the policemen and the 

bailiff were still on the spot, D.Z. and an uncle of his, S.G., entered the 

house. When the applicant returned, accompanied by T. and the interpreter, 

O.Z. allowed those present, with the exception of the applicant, to search the 

premises. As the dog was very fierce, the search was carried out hastily and 

the girls were not found. D.Z. remained out of sight during the search. 

58.  On 23 December 1994 the applicant wrote to the Romanian Minister 

of Justice to complain of the course of events on 22 December. She 

requested the Minister to lodge a criminal complaint against O.Z. for failure 

to comply with a court decision. Asserting that she had no news of her 

daughters, she also asked him to institute criminal proceedings against D.Z., 

O.Z. and S.G. for ill-treatment of minors, false imprisonment and, if 

applicable, homicide.  

59.  On 27 December 1994 a bailiff, the applicant, her lawyer and two 

police officers again went to D.Z.'s home. Finding no one there, they spoke 

to a neighbour, who told them that D.Z. had left with the children on 

22 December 1994. The group then went to the home of G.A., an uncle of 

D.Z.'s, with whom D.Z. and the children sometimes lived. There they found 

G.A. and the same guard dog. G.A. told them that he had not seen either 

D.Z. or the children since 20 December 1994. As to the dog, he told the 

bailiff that D.Z. had bought it to protect his daughters. 

60.  In a letter of 7 February 1995 the French Ministry of Justice 

informed the applicant that the Romanian Ministry of Justice had lodged a 
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criminal complaint against D.Z. with the appropriate public prosecutor's 

office. 

61.  In a letter dated 5 May 1995 the Romanian Ministry of Justice 

informed the French Ministry of Justice that numerous approaches had been 

made to the police to locate the children, but to no avail, as D.Z. had 

withdrawn the children from school. The letter also stated that the 

Romanian authorities had lodged a criminal complaint against D.Z. for ill-

treatment of minors. Lastly, the Romanian Ministry of Justice 

acknowledged that D.Z.'s bad faith was obvious and gave an assurance that 

it would continue to support the applicant in her endeavours. 

62.  On 10 May 1995 a group composed of the applicant, her lawyer, a 

representative from the Romanian Ministry of Justice, two bailiffs, three 

police officers and an official from the French embassy in Bucharest went to 

D.Z.'s home. The group was able to inspect the house but did not find the 

children there. During the four-hour discussion which followed, D.Z. stated 

that the girls were in Romania, but he refused to say more. He nevertheless 

promised to produce them to the Ministry of Justice on 11 May 1995.  

63.  A report drawn up by the French embassy in Bucharest on the visit 

of 10 May 1995 states: 

“Contrary to what had been announced by Mrs F. [of the Romanian Ministry of 

Justice] before this search, D.Z. was not arrested by the police for failure to return the 

children. In the course of the intervention the public prosecutor's office, with which 

Mrs. F. was in touch by telephone, reconsidered its position and refused to have D.Z. 

brought before it. This change of mind was probably due to an intervention by Mr. G., 

a very influential lawyer, after he had been alerted by his client D.Z. ...” 

64.  Neither D.Z. nor the children kept the appointment on 11 May 1995.  

65.  As a consequence, D.Z. received an official request to report to the 

Ministry of Justice with his children on 15 May 1995, with a view to 

interviewing the children in the presence of their mother. On 15 May 1995 

only Mr G., D.Z.'s lawyer, went to the Ministry and reiterated his client's 

refusal to produce the children.  

66.  On 4 December 1995 a fresh attempt to execute the judgment was 

made. The applicant, her lawyer and a bailiff went to D.Z.'s home. Only the 

bailiff and the applicant's lawyer were allowed in by the two policemen 

from the sixth district who were already on the spot, the applicant being 

requested to stay outside. According to D.Z. and the policemen, the children 

were not in the house. The bailiff, however, was not allowed to check those 

assertions for himself. Shortly afterwards a police inspector whom neither 

the two police officers nor the bailiff knew arrived and asked D.Z. to 

produce the children to him on the following day. D.Z. finally accepted a 

proposal from the applicant's lawyer that he should produce the children at 

10.30 a.m. the following day at the bailiffs' office at the Bucharest Court of 

First Instance.  
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67.  On 5 December 1995 the bailiff, the applicant and her lawyer waited 

for D.Z. in vain. A report was drawn up on that occasion.  

68.  In a letter of 10 May 1996 the French Minister of Justice informed 

his Romanian counterpart of the applicant's fears that the Romanian police 

were turning a blind eye to D.Z.'s conduct. He therefore asked him to 

intervene with the Romanian police to ensure that they did everything 

possible to secure the children's return to their mother.  

69.  On 29 January 1997 the applicant met her daughters for the first time 

for seven years. The meeting lasted ten minutes and took place in Bucharest 

in the staffroom of the children's school, where D.Z. was himself a teacher.  

70.  The meeting was attended by a bailiff, two senior officials from the 

Romanian Ministry of Justice, the French Consul-General in Bucharest, two 

officers from police headquarters, the headmaster and deputy headmaster of 

the school and the girls' two form teachers. According to the report drawn 

up by the bailiff on that occasion, the purpose of the meeting was to 

convince those present of the girls' refusal to return to their mother. 

71.  When she saw the applicant, Maud tried to run away and threatened 

to throw herself out of the window if she was compelled to have dealings 

with her mother. There followed, without the applicant being present, a 

discussion in which Maud stated that her mother had lied to them and done 

a great deal of harm. She reiterated her wish to stay with her father and 

never to see her mother again.  

72.  As to Adèle, she began to cry and shouted to the applicant to go 

away, saying that she never wanted to see her again. Her form teacher took 

the initiative of terminating the interview so as not to traumatise the girl. 

Once the girls had been removed by the form teachers, the applicant said 

she no longer insisted on execution of the order of 14 December 1994 and 

asked the headmaster to keep her regularly informed of her daughters' 

performance at school. 

73.  In a letter of 31 January 1997 the Romanian Ministry of Justice, 

Romania's Central Authority, informed the French Ministry of Justice, 

France's Central Authority, of its decision to order that the children should 

not be returned. The reason for that decision was the children's obstinate 

refusal to see their mother again, which had been apparent at the meeting of 

29 January 1997.  

74.  In a letter of 17 June 1997 the Romanian Ministry of Justice sent the 

applicant the girls' average marks for the school year 1996/97. 

75.  In a letter of 7 July 1997 to the Romanian Ministry of Justice the 

applicant complained that the headmaster had not honoured his promise to 

keep her regularly informed of her daughters' school results and expressed 

her disappointment at the paucity of the information supplied on 

17 June 1997. She said she could not accept such a “farce”.  
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II.  RELEVANT DOMESTIC LAW AND PRACTICE 

A.  Constitution 

76.  The relevant provisions of the 1991 Constitution provide: 

Article 11(2) 

“Treaties lawfully ratified by Parliament shall form an integral part of the domestic 

legal order.” 

Article 20 

“(1)  The constitutional provisions on citizens' rights and liberties shall be 

interpreted and applied in accordance with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

and with the covenants and other treaties to which Romania is a party. 

(2)  In the event of conflict between the covenants and treaties on fundamental 

human rights to which Romania is a party and domestic laws, the international 

instruments shall prevail.” 

B.   Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of 

International Child Abduction 

77.  The relevant provisions of the Hague Convention read as follows: 

Article 7 

“Central Authorities shall cooperate with each other and promote cooperation 

amongst the competent authorities in their respective States to secure the prompt 

return of children and to achieve the other objects of this Convention. 

In particular, either directly or through any intermediary, they shall take all 

appropriate measures: 

(a)  To discover the whereabouts of a child who has been wrongfully removed or 

retained; 

(b)  To prevent further harm to the child or prejudice to interested parties by taking 

or causing to be taken provisional measures; 

(c)  To secure the voluntary return of the child or to bring about an amicable 

resolution of the issues; 

(d)  To exchange, where desirable, information relating to the social background of 

the child; 
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(e)  To provide information of a general character as to the law of their State in 

connection with the application of the Convention; 

(f)  To initiate or facilitate the institution of judicial or administrative proceedings 

with a view to obtaining the return of the child and, in a proper case, to make 

arrangements for organizing or securing the effective exercise of rights of access; 

(g)  Where the circumstances so require, to provide or facilitate the provision of 

legal aid and advice, including the participation of legal counsel and advisers; 

(h)  To provide such administrative arrangements as may be necessary and 

appropriate to secure the safe return of the child; 

(i)  To keep each other informed with respect to the operation of this Convention 

and, as far as possible, to eliminate any obstacles to its application.” 

Article 11 

“The judicial or administrative authorities of Contracting States shall act 

expeditiously in proceedings for the return of children. 

If the judicial or administrative authority concerned has not reached a decision 

within six weeks from the date of commencement of the proceedings, the applicant or 

the Central Authority of the requested State, on its own initiative or if asked by the 

Central Authority of the requesting State, shall have the right to request a statement of 

the reasons for the delay. ...” 

C.  Family Code 

78.  Article 108 of the Family Code provides: 

“The supervisory authority [autoritatea tutelară] must continuously and effectively 

supervise the manner in which the parents discharge their obligations concerning the 

person and property of the child. 

The delegates of the supervisory authority shall be entitled to visit children in their 

homes and to inform themselves by all available means about the manner in which the 

persons in charge of them look after them, about their health and physical 

development, their education ...; if need be, they shall give the necessary instructions.” 

D.  Criminal Code 

79.  Article 307 of the Criminal Code provides: 

“It shall be an offence punishable by one to three months' imprisonment or a fine for 

one of the parents of an under-age child to detain it without the permission of the other 

parent ... who lawfully has responsibility for the child. 

The same penalty shall be incurred by a person to whom parental responsibility has 

been given by a judicial decision who repeatedly prevents one of the parents from 
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having personal relations with an under-age child on the terms agreed by the parties or 

laid down by the appropriate body. 

Criminal proceedings may only be instituted if a criminal complaint has first been 

lodged by the victim. 

No criminal liability shall be incurred where there has been a reconciliation between 

the parties.” 

E.  Code of Criminal Procedure 

80.  The relevant provisions of the Code of Criminal Procedure read as 

follows:  

Article 279 

“As regards the offences in respect of which the law requires a criminal complaint 

to be lodged beforehand, proceedings may only be instituted after a complaint by the 

victim.  

The complaint shall be lodged: 

... 

(b)  with the body in charge of criminal investigations or with the public prosecutor, 

in respect of offences other than those referred to in sub-paragraph (a).  

...” 

Article 284 

“Where the law requires a criminal complaint to be lodged beforehand, that 

complaint must be lodged within two months from the date on which the victim 

discovered the identity of the person who committed the offence...” 

Article 285 

“Where a preliminary criminal complaint is improperly lodged with the public 

prosecutor's office or the court, it shall be forwarded to the appropriate body. In that 

event, it shall be regarded as valid if it was lodged with the wrong body within the 

time allowed by law.” 

F.  Code of Civil Procedure 

81.  The relevant provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure read as 

follows: 
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Article 67 

“The parties may exercise their procedural rights in person or through a 

representative. 

A representative with general authority to act may only represent the person for 

whom he acts before a court if he has been expressly given the right to do so. 

If the person who has given the authority to act has no permanent or temporary 

home in Romania ..., he shall be presumed to have also given authority to represent 

him in the courts.” 

Article 87 

“... 

8.  Unless otherwise provided in a treaty, international convention or special law, 

persons who are abroad and whose home address abroad is known shall be summoned 

to appear by registered mail... 

In all cases in which those who are abroad have a known representative in Romania, 

the latter shall be summoned...” 

Article 107 

“Whenever the presiding judge finds that an absent party has not been lawfully 

summoned, he must adjourn the case, failing which the proceedings will be null and 

void.” 

G.  Administration of Justice (Amendment) Act (Law no. 142 of 

24 July 1997) 

82.  The relevant provisions of Law no. 142 of 24 July 1997 amending 

the Administration of Justice Act (Law no. 92/1992) read as follows: 

Section 30 

“The interests of the State shall be represented by State Counsel organised in 

departments at each court, under the authority of the Minister of Justice.  

The work of State Counsel shall be organised in accordance with the principles of 

the rule of law, impartiality and hierarchical supervision. 

...” 

Section 31(i) 

“State Counsel's Office shall have the following duties: 
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... 

– defending the rights and interests of minors and persons deprived of legal 

capacity.” 

Section 38 

“The Minister of Justice shall supervise all State Counsel through State Counsel 

inspectors attached to the Supreme Court of Justice and the courts of appeal or through 

other, delegated State Counsel. 

Where he considers it necessary, the Minister of Justice, either of his own motion or 

at the instance of the National Judiciary Council, effects his supervision through 

inspectors-general or State Counsel on secondment... 

... 

The Minister of Justice may ask Principal State Counsel at the Supreme Court of 

Justice for information about the work of State Counsel's offices and may give advice 

on measures to be taken to combat crime. 

The Minister of Justice is empowered to give State Counsel written instructions, 

either direct or through Principal State Counsel, to institute, in accordance with the 

law, criminal proceedings for offences that have come to his knowledge; he may also 

have actions and proceedings brought in the courts that are necessary for the 

protection of the public interest. ...” 

H.  Practice in respect of service of summonses 

83.  In decision no. 87 delivered in 1993 the Supreme Court of Justice 

again confirmed its settled case-law on summoning persons resident abroad, 

which requires service to be effected at the foreign home but also at the 

Romanian home of any representative.  

Legal writers, for their part, highlight the compulsory requirement of 

serving a summons on the person concerned at his foreign home, even 

where he has a representative in Romania (Viorel Mihai Ciobanu, Tratat 

Teoretic şi Practic de Procedură Civilă (“Theoretical and Practical Treatise 

on Civil Procedure”), vol. II, p. 94, Bucharest, 1997). 

84.  The courts have consistently held that the legal provisions governing 

summonses are mandatory as they are designed to ensure compliance with 

the adversarial principle and due process. If these provisions are not 

complied with, the decision will be null and void and it will be quashed and 

the case remitted to the tribunal of fact (Bucharest County Court, Third 

Civil Division, decision no. 226/1990, Culegere de Jurisprudenţă Civilă a 

Tribunalului Judeţean Bucureşti (“Reports of Criminal Cases in the 

Bucharest County Court”), no. 155, p. 123, Bucharest, 1992; Supreme Court 

of Justice, Civil Division, decision no. 779 of 6 April 1993, Buletinul de 
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Jurisprudenţă al Curţii Supreme de Justiţie (“Supreme Court of Justice 

Case-Law Bulletin”) for 1993, p. 126, Bucharest, 1994). 

PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

85.  Mrs Ignaccolo-Zenide applied to the Commission on 

22 January 1996. She alleged that, contrary to Article 8 of the Convention, 

which guarantees the right to respect for family life, the Romanian 

authorities had not taken measures to ensure execution of the court 

decisions whereby custody of the children was split between herself and her 

former husband and they were to live with her. 

86.  The Commission (First Chamber) declared the application 

(no. 31679/96) admissible on 2 July 1997. In its report of 9 September 1998 

(former Article 31 of the Convention)1, it expressed the opinion that there 

had been a violation of Article 8 (unanimously). 

FINAL SUBMISSIONS TO THE COURT 

87.  In their memorial the Government requested the Court to find that 

they had discharged the positive obligations on them under Article 8 of the 

Convention and that there had consequently been no violation of that 

provision. 

88.  The applicant asked the Court to hold that there had been a violation 

of Article 8 of the Convention and to award her just satisfaction under 

Article 41. 

THE LAW 

I.  ALLEGED VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 8 OF THE CONVENTION 

89.  The applicant alleged that the Romanian authorities had not taken 

sufficient steps to ensure rapid execution of the court decisions and facilitate 

the return of her daughters to her. The authorities had thus breached 

Article 8 of the Convention, which provides: 

“1.  Everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life, his home and 

his correspondence. 

                                                 
1.  Note by the Registry. The report is obtainable from the Registry. 
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2.  There shall be no interference by a public authority with the exercise of this right 

except such as is in accordance with the law and is necessary in a democratic society 

in the interests of national security, public safety or the economic well-being of the 

country, for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, 

or for the protection of the rights and freedoms of others.” 

90.  The applicant complained, in particular, of the half-hearted attempts 

made to execute the order of 14 December 1994, which she described as 

“pretences”, and pointed out that nothing had been done to find her 

daughters, who had been hidden by their father each time before the bailiff 

arrived. As to the meeting arranged by the authorities on 29 January 1997, 

she considered that in view of the circumstances in which it had taken place, 

it was just another pretence. She also criticised the Romanian authorities for 

their total inactivity between December 1995 and January 1997. 

91.  The Government maintained that the authorities in question had 

taken adequate and effective steps to have the order of 14 December 1994 

executed, for example by arranging for the bailiff to be assisted by police 

officers and by summoning the children's father to the Ministry of Justice. 

They pointed out that the failure to execute the decision was due firstly to 

non-compliance by the father, for whose behaviour the Government could 

not be held responsible, and secondly to the children's refusal to go and live 

with the applicant, again a matter for which the Government could not be 

blamed. 

92.  In the Commission's view, the national authorities had neglected to 

make the efforts that could normally be expected of them to ensure that the 

applicant's rights were respected, thereby infringing her right to respect for 

her family life as guaranteed by Article 8 of the Convention. 

93.  The Court notes, firstly, that it was common ground that the tie 

between the applicant and her children was one of family life for the 

purposes of that provision. 

94.  That being so, it must be determined whether there has been a failure 

to respect the applicant's family life. The Court reiterates that the essential 

object of Article 8 is to protect the individual against arbitrary action by the 

public authorities. There are in addition positive obligations inherent in an 

effective “respect” for family life. In both contexts regard must be had to the 

fair balance that has to be struck between the competing interests of the 

individual and of the community as a whole; and in both contexts the State 

enjoys a certain margin of appreciation (see the Keegan v. Ireland judgment 

of 26 May 1994, Series A no. 290, p. 19, § 49). 

As to the State's obligation to take positive measures, the Court has 

repeatedly held that Article 8 includes a parent's right to the taking of 

measures with a view to his or her being reunited with his or her child and 

an obligation on the national authorities to take such action (see, for 

example, the following judgments: Eriksson v. Sweden, 22 June 1989, 

Series A no. 156, pp. 26-27, § 71; Margareta and Roger Andersson 
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v. Sweden, 25 February 1992, Series A no. 226-A, p. 30, § 91; Olsson 

v. Sweden (no. 2), 27 November 1992, Series A no. 250, pp. 35-36, § 90; 

and Hokkanen v. Finland, 23 September 1994, Series A no. 299-A, p. 20, 

§ 55). 

However, the national authorities' obligation to take measures to 

facilitate reunion is not absolute, since the reunion of a parent with children 

who have lived for some time with the other parent may not be able to take 

place immediately and may require preparatory measures to be taken. The 

nature and extent of such preparation will depend on the circumstances of 

each case, but the understanding and cooperation of all concerned are 

always an important ingredient. Whilst national authorities must do their 

utmost to facilitate such cooperation, any obligation to apply coercion in 

this area must be limited since the interests as well as the rights and 

freedoms of all concerned must be taken into account, and more particularly 

the best interests of the child and his or her rights under Article 8 of the 

Convention. Where contacts with the parent might appear to threaten those 

interests or interfere with those rights, it is for the national authorities to 

strike a fair balance between them (see the Hokkanen judgment cited above, 

p. 22, § 58). 

95.  Lastly, the Court considers that the positive obligations that Article 8 

of the Convention lays on the Contracting States in the matter of reuniting a 

parent with his or her children must be interpreted in the light of the Hague 

Convention of 25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child 

Abduction (“the Hague Convention”). This is all the more so in the instant 

case as the respondent State is also a party to that instrument, Article 7 of 

which contains a list of measures to be taken by States to secure the prompt 

return of children.  

96.  What is decisive in the present case is therefore whether the national 

authorities did take all steps to facilitate execution of the order of 

14 December 1994 that could reasonably be demanded (ibid.). 

A.  Period to be taken into consideration 

97.  The Government maintained that their obligation to take steps to 

facilitate the reunion of the applicant and her children had arisen out of the 

order made on an urgent application by the Bucharest Court of First 

Instance on 14 December 1994 and had come to an end with the final 

decision of 28 May 1998 whereby the Bucharest Court of Appeal gave 

parental responsibility to D.Z. 

98.  The applicant disputed the Government's submission and argued that 

the decision of 28 May 1998 had never been brought to her knowledge and 

that she was unaware of its content. She also denied having appointed a 

representative to represent her in the proceedings that led to the 

aforementioned decision and submitted that as she had not been a party to 
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the proceedings, the decision in question had been given in breach of the 

adversarial principle and could not be relied on against her. Lastly, she 

disputed that the Romanian courts were competent to take a decision on the 

merits in respect of parental responsibility and argued that under Article 16 

of the Hague Convention, the French courts had exclusive jurisdiction in the 

matter. In that connection, she pointed out that D.Z. had brought an action 

in the Romanian courts to vary the arrangements for exercising parental 

responsibility although an identical action was already pending in the 

French courts, likewise on his initiative.  

99.  The Court must therefore determine whether the authorities' 

obligation to take steps to facilitate the execution of the order of 

14 December 1994 ceased after the judgment of 28 May 1998 giving 

parental responsibility to D.Z. 

The Court points out that in its judgment of 24 February 1995 in the 

McMichael v. the United Kingdom case (Series A no. 307-B, p. 55, § 87) it 

held that, although Article 8 contained no explicit procedural requirements,  

“the decision-making process leading to measures of interference must be fair and 

such as to afford due respect to the interests safeguarded by Article 8: 

  '[W]hat ... has to be determined is whether, having regard to the particular 

circumstances of the case and notably the serious nature of the decisions to be taken, 

the parents have been involved in the decision-making process, seen as a whole, to a 

degree sufficient to provide them with the requisite protection of their interests. If 

they have not, there will have been a failure to respect their family life and the 

interference resulting from the decision will not be capable of being regarded as 

“necessary” within the meaning of Article 8.' (see the ... W. v. the United Kingdom 

judgment [of 8 July 1987, Series A no. 121-A], pp. 28 and 29, §§ 62 and 64)”. 

The Court notes, firstly, that neither the applicant nor any representative 

of hers was present at the delivery of the Bucharest Court of Appeal's 

judgment of 28 May 1998, nor was that judgment served on the applicant. 

Not until 13 September 1999, when the Government submitted it to the 

Court, was the applicant able to study the judgment in question. Secondly, 

the applicant was not present at any of the hearings held during the course 

of the proceedings which led to the decision in issue. It appears from the 

documents produced by the Government that, contrary to Article 87 § 8 of 

the Romanian Code of Civil Procedure, no summons was served on the 

applicant at her home in France, although her address was known.  

As regards the notification served on Ştefan Constantin, the Court notes 

that it was not a substitute for the notification to the applicant required by 

Article 87 § 8 in fine of the Code of Civil Procedure and the settled case-law 

of the domestic courts (see paragraph 83 above). 

100.  In the light of those circumstances, the Court considers that the 

proceedings that led to the Bucharest Court of Appeal's decision did not 

satisfy the procedural requirements of Article 8 of the Convention. 
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Consequently, it cannot consider that the aforementioned decision put an 

end to the Government's positive obligations under Article 8.  

B.  Enforcement of the applicant's right to parental responsibility 

and to the return of the children 

101.  The Court must therefore determine whether the national 

authorities took the necessary adequate steps to facilitate the execution of 

the order of 14 December 1994.  

102.  In a case of this kind the adequacy of a measure is to be judged by 

the swiftness of its implementation. Proceedings relating to the granting of 

parental responsibility, including execution of the decision delivered at the 

end of them, require urgent handling as the passage of time can have 

irremediable consequences for relations between the children and the parent 

who does not live with them. In the instant case this was all the more so as 

the applicant had brought an urgent application in the courts. The essence of 

such an application is to protect the individual against any damage that may 

result merely from the lapse of time. 

The Court notes that Article 11 of the Hague Convention requires the 

judicial or administrative authorities concerned to act expeditiously in 

proceedings for the return of children and any inaction lasting more than six 

weeks may give rise to a request for a statement of reasons for the delay. 

103.  In the instant case bailiffs went to D.Z.'s home on four occasions 

between December 1994 and December 1995. While the initial attempts at 

execution took place immediately after the order of 14 December 1994, on 

22 and 27 December 1994, the same cannot be said of the subsequent 

attempts: the third visit from the bailiffs did not take place until four months 

later, on 10 May 1995, and the last visit was on 4 December 1995. 

The Court notes that no satisfactory explanation was put forward to 

justify those delays. Similarly, it has difficulty in discerning the reasons 

why the Bucharest County Court decided to stay execution of the order 

between 30 June and 1 September 1995. 

104.  Furthermore, the Court notes that the Romanian authorities were 

totally inactive for more than a year, from December 1995 to 

29 January 1997, when the only meeting between the applicant and her 

children took place. No explanation for this was provided by the 

Government. 

105.  For the rest, it observes that no other measure was taken by the 

authorities to create the necessary conditions for executing the order in 

question, whether coercive measures against D.Z. or steps to prepare for the 

return of the children. 

106.  Although coercive measures against children are not desirable in 

this sensitive area, the use of sanctions must not be ruled out in the event of 

unlawful behaviour by the parent with whom the children live.  
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107.  The Government alleged that such measures could only have been 

taken at the instance of the applicant, but she had not made any application 

to that end. In particular, she could have brought an action in a civil court, 

under Article 1075 of the Civil Code, for a fine to be imposed for every 

day's delay in the execution of the order of 14 December 1994, or she could 

have lodged a criminal complaint with the appropriate bodies for failure to 

comply with the parental-responsibility measures. 

108.  The Court is not required to examine whether the domestic legal 

order allowed of effective sanctions against D.Z. It is for each Contracting 

State to equip itself with adequate and effective means to ensure compliance 

with its positive obligations under Article 8 of the Convention. The Court's 

sole task is to consider whether in the instant case the measures taken by the 

Romanian authorities were adequate and effective. 

109.  It notes in this connection that D.Z.'s failure to go to the Ministry of 

Justice on 11 or 15 May 1995 as requested did not have any consequences 

for him. Similarly, the Romanian authorities imposed no penalty on him 

after his refusal to present the children to the bailiffs. Furthermore, they 

took no initiative to try to ascertain the children's whereabouts.  

110.  As to the alleged failure to lodge a criminal complaint, which was 

necessary to trigger proceedings against D.Z., the Court notes that in a letter 

of 23 December 1994 the applicant indicated to the Minister of Justice that 

she wished to lodge a criminal complaint against D.Z. and, having set out 

the grounds for the complaint, asked him to do what was necessary. No 

action was taken on that letter, however.  

The Court observes that under sections 30 and 38 of the Administration 

of Justice (Amendment) Act, State Counsel's offices are under the authority 

of the Minister of Justice, who has the power to give instructions to State 

Counsel. That being so, it regards the Government's argument that the 

applicant did not lodge a criminal complaint with the appropriate body as 

being invalid. 

111.  Inasmuch as the Government criticised the applicant for not having 

applied for an order imposing a daily fine, the Court considers that such an 

action cannot be regarded as effective, since it is an indirect and exceptional 

method of execution. Furthermore, the applicant's omission could not have 

absolved the authorities from their obligations in the matter of execution, 

since it is they who exercise public authority.  

112.  Nor was any preparatory contact between the social services, the 

applicant and the children arranged by the authorities, who also failed to 

seek the assistance of psychologists or child psychiatrists (see, mutatis 

mutandis, the Olsson (no. 2) judgment cited above, pp. 35-36, §§ 89-91). 

The social services, for instance, despite having sufficient relevant powers 

under Article 108 of the Family Code, only met the children in connection 

with the proceedings for transfer of parental responsibility (see paragraphs 
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38 and 44 above) and did no more than make purely descriptive inquiry 

reports. 

Apart from the one on 29 January 1997, no meeting between the 

applicant and her children was arranged by the authorities, although the 

applicant had travelled to Romania on eight occasions in the hope of seeing 

them. As to the meeting on 29 January 1997, which, the Court stresses, took 

place one year after the present application was lodged with the 

Commission and two years after the interim order of 14 December 1994, it 

was not, in the Court's view, arranged in circumstances such as to encourage 

a positive development of the relations between the applicant and her 

children. It took place at the children's school, where their father was a 

teacher, in the presence of a large group of people consisting of teachers, 

civil servants, diplomats, policemen, the applicant and her lawyer (see 

paragraph 70 above). No social workers or psychologists had been involved 

in the preparation of the meeting. The interview lasted only a few minutes 

and came to an end when the children, who were clearly not prepared in any 

way, made as if to flee (see paragraphs 71-72 above). 

On 31 January 1997, immediately after the failure of that one and only 

meeting, the Romanian Ministry of Justice, acting as Central Authority, 

ordered that the children should not be returned, on the ground that they 

were refusing to go and live with their mother (see paragraph 73 above). 

Since that date no further attempt has been made to bring the applicant and 

her children together. 

113.  The Court notes, lastly, that the authorities did not take the 

measures to secure the return of the children to the applicant that are set out 

in Article 7 of the Hague Convention. 

Having regard to the foregoing, and notwithstanding the respondent 

State's margin of appreciation in the matter, the Court concludes that the 

Romanian authorities failed to make adequate and effective efforts to 

enforce the applicant's right to the return of her children and thereby 

breached her right to respect for her family life, as guaranteed by Article 8. 

There has consequently been a violation of Article 8. 

II.  APPLICATION OF ARTICLE 41 OF THE CONVENTION 

114.  Article 41 of the Convention provides: 

“If the Court finds that there has been a violation of the Convention or the Protocols 

thereto, and if the internal law of the High Contracting Party concerned allows only 

partial reparation to be made, the Court shall, if necessary, afford just satisfaction to 

the injured party.” 
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A.  Non-pecuniary damage 

115.  Mrs Ignaccolo-Zenide sought 200,000 French francs (FRF) in 

compensation for the non-pecuniary damage due to the anxiety and distress 

she had experienced on account of the failure to enforce her parental rights.  

116.  The Government did not express a view. 

117.  The Court considers that the applicant must indeed have sustained 

non-pecuniary damage. Having regard to the circumstances of the case and 

making its assessment on an equitable basis as required by Article 41, it 

awards FRF 100,000 under this head. 

B.  Costs and expenses 

118.  The applicant also claimed reimbursement of the sum of 

FRF 86,000, which she broke down as follows: 

(a)  FRF 46,000 for costs and expenses relating to the domestic 

proceedings, comprising FRF 6,000 for her lawyer's fees in Romania and 

FRF 40,000 for the travel and subsistence expenses she had to incur for her 

eight journeys to Romania;  

(b)  FRF 40,000 for fees payable to the lawyer who had represented her 

at Strasbourg, in accordance with a fee agreement concluded on 

15 July 1998. 

119.  The applicant requested the Court to add to that sum “any value-

added tax”. 

120.  The Government made no submissions. 

121.  The Court considers that the expenses relating to the steps taken in 

Romania and at Strasbourg to prevent or redress the situation it has held to 

be contrary to Article 8 of the Convention were incurred necessarily; they 

must accordingly be reimbursed in so far as they do not exceed a reasonable 

level (see, for example, the Olsson v. Sweden (no. 1) judgment of 

24 March 1988, Series A no. 130, p. 43, § 104). 

The Court awards the applicant for costs and expenses the sum of 

FRF 86,000, together with any value-added tax that may be chargeable. 

 

C.  Default interest 

122.  According to the information available to the Court, the statutory 

rate of interest applicable in France at the date of adoption of the present 

judgment is 3.47% per annum. 
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FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT 

1.  Holds by six votes to one that there has been a violation of Article 8 of 

the Convention; 

 

2.  Holds by six votes to one that the respondent State is to pay the 

applicant, within three months, the following sums, together with any 

value-added tax that may be chargeable: 

(a)  FRF 100,000 (one hundred thousand French francs) for non-

pecuniary damage; 

(b)  FRF 86,000 (eighty-six thousand French francs) for costs and 

expenses; 

 

3.  Holds unanimously that simple interest at an annual rate of 3.47% shall 

be payable from the expiry of the above-mentioned three months until 

settlement; 

 

4.  Dismisses unanimously the remainder of the applicant's claim for just 

satisfaction. 

Done in French, and delivered at a public hearing in the Human Rights 

Building, Strasbourg, on 25 January 2000. 

Michael O'BOYLE Elisabeth PALM 

 Registrar President 

In accordance with Article 45 § 2 of the Convention and Rule 74 § 2 of 

the Rules of Court, the following separate opinions are annexed to this 

judgment: 

(a)  partly dissenting opinion of Mr Maruste; 

(b)  partly dissenting opinion of Mrs Diculescu-Şova. 

E.P. 

M.O'B. 
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PARTLY DISSENTING OPINION OF JUDGE MARUSTE 

I understand and can accept the formal approach adopted by the majority 

but nevertheless I voted against finding a violation of Article 8 for the 

following reasons. 

It seems to me that the solution of this case goes against the very purpose 

and content of a case like this. It is true that the requirements of family life 

in terms of the relationship between children and divorced or separated 

parents are complicated and delicate. It is also true that in practice the 

Strasbourg institutions have been very cautious in reviewing decisions of 

national bodies. Nevertheless, I think that not only parents but also children 

should benefit from Article 8. I would go further: they are and should be the 

first beneficiaries where the interests of their parents are in conflict and they 

are mature enough to express clearly their own preferences. 

Having regard to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the 

Child and in particular Article 4, which requires States Parties to undertake 

all appropriate measures for the implementation of the rights recognised in 

the said Convention, the rights and best interests of children should be 

promoted. To that end, children should have the opportunity to exercise 

their rights, in particular in family proceedings affecting them. Due weight 

should also be given to children's views (see the European Convention on 

the Exercise of Children's Rights, European Treaty Series no. 160). 

Consequently, where parents' interests conflict, the views and preferences of 

children must be properly heard and taken into account in proceedings and 

in the making of decisions concerning them.  

It is clear from the case file that the children have been living for a long 

time with their father. From the standpoint of the best interests of the child, 

it is not of decisive importance under what circumstances that came about or 

what role in that situation was played by each of their parents or by the 

public authorities. It is also clear that the children in the instant case 

expressly preferred to live with their father; and their preference must have 

been taken into account. I much regret that this circumstance was 

disregarded both in the domestic and in the foreign judicial proceedings, and 

enforcing an old judicial decision against the will of those who were the 

subjects of that decision comes close to doing violence. 

Secondly, I am of the opinion that the procedural miscarriages and delays 

that occurred come within the ambit of Article 6 of the Convention rather 

than of Article 8. 
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PARTLY DISSENTING OPINION  

OF JUDGE DICULESCU-ŞOVA 

(Translation) 

Having regard to the circumstances of the case, I disagree with the way 

in which the Court applied Article 41 of the Convention.  

The applicant sought compensation for non-pecuniary damage resulting 

from the fact that it had been impossible for her to exercise her parental 

rights for nine years.  

Yet it is a fact which cannot be disputed by the applicant that in 1989 she 

renounced her parental rights (see paragraph 10 of the judgment) for 

financial and tax reasons. 

It is also a fact which she cannot dispute that from 1989 to the end of 

1994 there was no family life between her and her daughters, for lack of any 

relations between them. 

As the teenagers' intolerance and rejection of their mother have only 

increased, it has become very difficult for the Romanian authorities to 

comply with the letter of Article 8 of the Convention. 

The Court considered that the positive obligations provided for in that 

Article in the matter of reuniting a parent with his or her children must be 

interpreted in the light of the Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 on the 

Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction. 

The respondent State, however, has complied with the Hague Convention 

and has consequently respected the children's interests, thereby ensuring 

that they are not traumatised.  

That being so, and in view, firstly, of the fact that the conflict and the 

alleged non-pecuniary damage originated in the stance taken up by the 

mother in 1989, secondly, of the fact that for five years the girls were 

outside the territory and jurisdiction of the respondent State although the 

sum sought under the head of non-pecuniary damage also covered that 

period, and, thirdly, of the respondent State's position in this conflict at this 

stage, I consider that the finding of a violation of Article 8 of the 

Convention would have represented sufficient satisfaction for non-

pecuniary damage in this case. 

As regards the expenses, I judge that the sum of 40,000 French francs 

awarded by the Court for the fees claimed by the French lawyer who 

represented the applicant at Strasbourg is excessive in relation to the work 

done (memorial and oral address), especially as no fee note in which the 

sum was broken down was produced to the Court. 

 


