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CONSTANTINOU AND OTHERS v. CYPRUS JUDGMENT

In the case of Constantinou and Others v. Cyprus,
The European Court of Human Rights (First Section), sitting as a Chamber
composed of:
Ivana Jeli¢, President,
Erik Wennerstrom,
Georgios A. Serghides,
Frédéric Krenc,
Alain Chablais,
Artirs Kucs,
Anna Adamska-Gallant, judges,
and Ilse Freiwirth, Section Registrar,
Having regard to:
the applications (nos. 77396/14, 45039/20, 45089/20, 45101/20 and
45899/20) against the Republic of Cyprus lodged with the Court under
Article 34 of the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms (“the Convention”) by four hundred and fifty Cypriot
nationals, on the various dates indicated in the appended table;
the decision to give notice to the Cypriot Government (“the Government”)
of the complaints concerning Article 6 § 1 in respect of applications
nos. 45039/20, 45089/20,45101/20 and 45899/20, Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
in respect of all applications, and Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 in respect of
application no. 77396/14, and to declare the remainder of the applications
inadmissible;
the parties’ observations;
Having deliberated in private on 13 May and 7 October 2025,
Delivers the following judgment, which was adopted on that last date:

INTRODUCTION

1. The applications concern interferences by the State with the pensions
and salaries of officials and employees in the civil service at a time of
economic crisis. They mainly raise issues under Article 6 of the Convention
and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention.

THE FACTS

THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CASES

2. A list of the applicants is set out in the Appendix.

3. The Government were represented by their Agent, Mr G. L. Savvides,
Attorney General of the Republic of Cyprus.

4. The facts of the cases, as submitted by the parties and as they appear
from the documents submitted by them, may be summarised as follows.
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A. Application no. 77396/14

1. Events leading up to the deductions of salaries and pensions

5. On 31 August 2011 the Cypriot Parliament passed the Law on
Extraordinary Contribution of Officials, Employees and Pensioners of the
Civil Service and the Wider Public Sector of 2011 (“Law no. 112 (I)/2011”)
(O mepi Exroxtns Eiwopopos Aliouarodywv, Epyodotovuévov ko
2vvraliodywv e Kpatikng Yrnpeoiog kor tov Evpotepov Anuooiov Touéo
Nouog tov 2011). Under this law, a tiered effective percentage would be
deducted from the pensions and gross income of officials and employees in
the civil service (except for employees on an hourly wage) and the wider
public sector each month, as a special contribution to the budget of the
Republic. The Law initially provided for deductions from salaries over
1,500 euros (EUR) per month. It provided as follows: a 1.5 % deduction from
a salary on the scale of EUR 1,501-2,500, 2.5 % from a salary on the scale of
EUR 2,501-3,500, 3% from a salary on the scale of EUR 3,501-4,500 and
3.5% from a salary of EUR 4,501 and above. No deduction was made from
salaries below EUR 1,500.

6. Law no. 112(I)/2011 entered into force on 1 September 2011 for an
initial period of twenty-four months. The law was subsequently amended by
amending Laws nos. 193(1)/2011 and 184(1)/2012, extending its validity to
31 December 2016. While there were small amendments to the percentage of
extraordinary contribution taken from each of the abovementioned salary
scales, the figure never exceeded 3.5%.

7. With the entry of into force of Law no. 112 (I)/2011, the Government
began deducting the relevant percentage of special contribution from the
applicants’ gross salaries.

8. The extraordinary contribution for the salary scales can be summarised
as follows:

Monthly gross % % % %

salary /pension extraordinary  extraordinary  extraordinary extraordinary

amount in EUR  contribution contribution contribution contribution
from 1.9.2011  from 1.1.2012  from 1.1.2013  from 1.1.2014
Law Law (Law (Law
112(1)/2011 193(1)/2011 184(1)/2012) 184(1)/2012)

1,000 - 1,500 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

1,501 -2,500 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5%

2,501 -3,500  2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 3%

3,501 -4,500  3.0% 3% 3% 3.5%

Over 4,500 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%
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2. Domestic proceedings

(a) The applicants’ claim before the domestic courts

9. The applicants asked the Supreme Court to review the constitutionality
of Law no. 112(I)/2011 (the case numbers are given in the appendix). They
argued that the deductions under the Law from their monthly salaries as an
extraordinary contribution to the State budget were unlawful and void
because they were contrary to, infer alia, Articles 23 (protection of property),
24 (equality in taxation) and 28 (principle of equality) of the Constitution as
well as in violation of Article 14 of the Convention and Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. Specifically, the applicants argued that
their salary constituted a proprietary right which was protected by Article 23
of the Constitution. In this connection they argued that none of the conditions
provided for in Article 23 § 3 had been satisfied so as to allow an interference
with their constitutionally protected right.

(b) The Supreme Court judgment: Charalambous and Others v. the Republic of
Cyprus, nos. 1480/2011 and others, 11 June 2014

10. The cases were heard together by the plenary of the Supreme Court
comprising twelve judges (Judges D.H, M.N., G.E., S.N., C.P., A.P., P.P,
L.P.,DM., M.C., AL, and K.S.).

11. The Supreme Court gave judgment on 11 June 2014, dismissing the
applications by a majority of nine to three (one judge, M.N., gave a separate
concurring opinion and three judges, S.N., L.P., A.L. dissented). It held that
the applicants had failed to convince the court that the provisions of
Law no. 112(I)/2011 were unconstitutional.

(i) The majority judgment
(a) Circumstances leading to the adoption of Law no. 112(I)/2011

12. In its judgment the Supreme Court set out the background to the
enactment of Law no. 112(I)/2011, referring to documents showing, inter
alia, the excessive public budget deficit; the continual downgrading of
Cyprus’ credit rating by the international credit rating agencies, rendering it
impossible for Cyprus to borrow money on the international markets; the
need to reorganise public expenditure and to exit from the deficit; the need to
redistribute resources; and the need to secure micro-economic stability,
taking into account the adverse consequences of the worldwide crisis. The
Supreme Court also referred to, inter alia, the preamble of
Law no. 112(1)/2011 (see paragraph 60 below).

(B) The right to equality

13. The Supreme Court then reviewed the applicants’ discrimination
complaint under Articles 24 and 28 of the Constitution. It recognised, inter
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alia, that public sector personnel costs, which exceeded two billion euros
annually, were the largest expense in the public sector. The court observed
that in a severe financial crisis the State had discretion to implement
extraordinary measures, provided they were constitutional, in order to
stabilise public finances, especially in relation to people employed in the
public sector who were paid from public accounts that had an excessive
shortfall. The court stressed that the State had gradually adopted other
measures and within a period of four months an extraordinary contribution
was also being deducted from the pay of private sector workers (see
paragraph 64 below). Beyond that, certain provisions of Law no. 112(1)/2011
which were considered as prone to create inequality between public and
private sector workers were amended by amending Law no. 193(I)/2011,
which led to equalisation between the sectors. The court also ruled that the
measures did not treat low-wage earners or pensioners unfairly, as the
contributions were based on a person’s financial means. The measures were
reasonable and proportionate, balancing the public interest with individual
rights in the face of the adverse economic situation at the time.

(y) The right to property

14. The court then examined the applicants’ complaint that their right to
property had been violated. The court held at the outset that
Law no. 112(1)/2011 was not a tax law.

15. It then stressed that the right protected under Article 23 § 1 of the
Constitution was not absolute but was subject to limitations which were set
out in the remaining passages of the Article, and which had to be lawful.
Under domestic case-law, the provisions of Article 23 did not affect the power
of the State to enact laws necessary to secure payment of taxes or other
contributions to public expenditure.

16. The court referred to the Supreme Court’s judgment in Demetriades
and others v. Council of Ministers and others (1996) 3 C.L.R. 85 and
reiterated that terms restricting the use of property that left the core of the
right to own property intact did not constitute a deprivation of the right but a
limitation on it. Restrictions could result in a deprivation only when they
rendered the property unusable.

17. The respondent government claimed that the deduction from the
applicants’ salaries did not fall within Article 23 § 3, as that referred solely to
interference with land rights. The court disagreed. It held that, on the contrary,
Article 23 covered both movable and immovable property.

18. The respondent government further argued that the deduction of an
extraordinary contribution from the applicants’ salaries and pensions could
be justified based on Article 23 § 3 and for reasons of public benefit. The
court again disagreed. It clarified that the deduction could not be linked to the
public benefit because Article 23 § 3 connected the promotion of the public
benefit to the imposition of terms, conditions, or limitations to property for
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reasons of town and country planning or the development and use of property,
none of which applied in the present case.

19. The court noted that, as regards the right to one’s salary, Article 23
aimed to protect that right from arbitrary executive regulation of the core of
the right, or arbitrary and substantial reductions from salaries.

20. The court accepted that the applicants’ salaries constituted a
proprietary right and held that any interference with them therefore fell within
the scope of Article 23 of the Constitution.

21. The court then observed - with reference to this Court’s case-law - that
the right to one’s salary did not extend to a right to receive a salary of a
particular amount. In the light of this, the court considered that the question
it had to answer was whether or not a small deduction imposed in the form of
a special contribution ranging between 1.5% and 3.5% of the applicants’
gross monthly salary constituted an arbitrary interference with the right which
led either to rendering the right devoid of any effectiveness (adpavoroinon
o1kouuoTog) or to a substantial limitation of the right, requiring the payment
of compensation.

22. The court replied to the above question in the negative. It considered
that the relatively small deduction from the applicants’ salaries had not
affected the core of their right to receive their salary. The court found that the
core of the right remained intact and that it was not negated, and therefore
there was no deprivation contrary to Article 23 of the Constitution. According
to the court, a person was only entitled to compensation under Article 23 § 3
of the Constitution when the economic value of the property was
‘substantially’ limited. The court did not consider the reduction ranging
between 1.5% to 3.5% such a substantial reduction in salary as to constitute
a sufficient limitation of the right.

23. The court then observed that the same applied with regard to Article 1
of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. It noted that Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
was not as limiting as Article 23 of the Constitution, as it provided for the
right of a State to enforce such laws as it found necessary to control the use
of property in “the general interest” or “to secure the payment of taxes or
other contributions or penalties”. The court subsequently observed that in the
case before it the State was in a precarious position because of the worldwide
financial crisis and needed to take measures to reduce the budgetary deficit,
rescue its economy and consequently the social structure, and thus to serve
the public interest. The court therefore concluded that the imposition of a
relatively small special contribution had been justified under Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 and Article 24 of the Constitution (requiring citizens to pay
taxes) and that it did not violate the provisions of Article 23 of the
Constitution.

24. The court lastly rejected the applicants’ arguments that, inter alia,
there had been no attempt to justify the deductions on the grounds of the
public interest and that there had been a lack of proper enquiry.
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(i) Concurring opinion of judge M.N.

25. In his concurring opinion, Judge M.N. observed that as regards the
right to property there was a substantial difference between Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 of the Convention and Article 23 of the Constitution, in that
under the provisions of the Convention property rights might be restricted for
public benefit or the public interest, while Article 23 of the Constitution
contained no such provision. The third paragraph of Article 23 provided that
the exercise of the constitutional right to property could be subject, by law, to
restrictions or limitations which were absolutely necessary in the interests of
public safety or public health or public morals, or town and country planning
or the development and use of any property for the promotion of the public
benefit or for the protection of the rights of others. Judge M.N. held that the
“promotion of public benefit” in the third paragraph concerned only the
development and use of property and did not concern “restrictions or
limitations” which might be applied when exercising that right.
Consequently, he considered that the case had to be examined under
Article 23 of the Constitution rather than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, given
that the former provided more protection.

26. Judge M.N. considered that Law no. 112(1)/2011 was not
unconstitutional because the applicants had not shown that they had a
property right. He considered that a civil servant’s gross salary was a
contractual right. However, there was no case-law to the effect that the current
or future salary of a civil servant, unlike salary owing for past service, was
protected under the Constitution. He therefore held that there had been no
breach of Article 23 of the Constitution.

(iii) Dissenting opinion of judges S.N., L.P. and A.L.

27. In his dissenting opinion, with which Judges L.P. and A.L. concurred,
Judge S.N. found the interference with the applicants’ property rights
unconstitutional.

28. The dissenting judges agreed with the majority that the right to one’s
salary was a proprietary right protected under Article 23 of the Constitution.

29. They went on to find that the deduction of the special contribution was
not merely a restriction of the applicants’ property rights — which would in
any event have been prohibited - but was a deprivation of that part of their
property for as long as the law remained in force.

30. Specifically, they observed that while Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
allowed for an interference with property on public interest grounds, no such
provision or exception existed in Article 23 of the Constitution. That
provision gave more protection to property rights since restrictions on or
interference with those rights was only possible for the express and specific
reasons in the Article. The provisions of Law no. 112(1)/2011 restricting the
applicants’ property and depriving them of it was contrary to Article 23 of
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the Constitution since deductions from salaries did not fall under any of the
exceptions provided in that article. That Law was therefore unconstitutional.

31. The government had supported their argument by reference to various
documents discussing the dire economic situation in Cyprus. They asserted
that the State had interfered with the applicants’ property rights for reasons
of public benefit/interest, but the minority judges observed that that argument
had not been included or referred to in Law no. 112(I)/2011. Nowhere in the
law or its preamble had it appeared that the law had been passed to bring the
state into line with recommendations from the European Union. Nor did the
law refer to the public interest or benefit. The government could not invoke
the public interest or benefit in any event as it was not referred to in Article
23 of the Constitution.

32. The minority also found that the monthly deductions had been made
without proper inquiry as to each person’s earning capacity (£.GOdNUOTIKN
wavotta) and there was no proper reasoning in support of the deductions.

33. On the issue of equality, the minority considered, inter alia, that the
Law targeted a specific class of persons in society, namely public officials,
for the imposition of financial burdens, and their treatment had therefore been
unequal.

B. Applications nos. 45039/20, 45089/20, 45101/20 and 45899/20

1. The adoption of Law no. 168(1)/2012

34. On 6 December 2012, the Parliament passed the Law on the Reduction
in Emoluments and Pensions of Officials, Employees and Pensioners of the
Public Sector and of the broader Public Sector of 2012. Pursuant to this law,
an effective percentage would be deducted monthly from the income or
pensions of officials, employees, and pensioners in the public sector and the
broader public sector. The amounts deducted from each employee were
deposited in the fixed fund of the State (Ilayeio Toucio s Anuoxpariog).
Initially, an effective percentage to be deducted monthly ranged from 0% (for
those on a low salary or pension) to 12.5% (for those on a high salary or
pension). The reduction in salaries and pensions would be deducted from
income tax and would not be taken into account for the calculation of pension
benefits.

35. The relevant reductions of Law no. 168(I)/2012 applied as of
1 December 2012 and the law had no expiry date. It was subsequently
amended on three occasions and the reductions were eventually discontinued
for everyone as of 1 January 2023. With the entry into force of Law no.
168(1)/2012 the Government began to deduct the relevant percentage from
the applicants’ gross income and pension. The percentage deducted from the
income or pension of officials, employees and pensioners of the public sector
and the broader public sector, as adjusted over time, was as follows:
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Monthly %! %2 %° %* %> %5 %’ %3
gross from from from from from from from from
salary / 1.12.12 1.6.13 1.12.14 1.7.18 1.1.19 1.1.20 1.1.21 1.1.22
pension to to to to to
amount 31.12.18 31.12.20 31.12.20 31.12.21 31.12.22
in EUR

0 - 0.0 0.8 3.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000

1,000 — 6.5 7.3 10.3 8.3 5.8 33 0.8 0.0
1,500

1,500 — 8.5 9.3 12.3 10.3 7.8 5.3 2.8 0.0
2,000

2,000 — 9.5 10.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 11.0 8.5 5.0
3,000

3,000 — 11.5 13.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 13.5 11.0 7.5
4,000

Over 12.5 14.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 15.0 12.5 9.0
4,000

2. Domestic proceedings

(a) First instance judicial review proceedings

36. In the years between 2012-2016, the applicants — and many others
who have not come to this Court — challenged the reduction of their salaries
or pensions arguing that Law no. 168(I)/2012 had been unconstitutional as it
contravened Article 23 of the Constitution (the recourse number of each case
is set out in the appendix). They further argued that the reduction of their
salaries or pensions breached Article 1 of Protocol No. 1.

37. The Administrative Court hearing the applicants’ complaints at first
instance delivered two separate judgments.

38. The first (Avgousti and others v. The Republic of Cyprus, recourse
no. 898/2013 and others, 27 November 2018) concerned challenges to the
reduction of the applicants’ pensions and was delivered by the president of
the Administrative Court alone. The court found that the reduction of
pensions constituted a restriction to the right to property. With reference to
the findings of the majority in Charalambous and Others (see paragraph 18
above), the court reiterated that reasons of the public benefit, such as the

ILaw no. 168(1)/2012.

2Law no. 31(1)/2013.

3Laws nos. 168(I)/2012 and 31(1)/2013.

4 Laws nos. 168(1)/2012, 31(1)/2013 and 94(1)/2018.
3 ibid.

6ibid.

7ibid.
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consolidation of public finances, did not fall under the exceptions provided
for in Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution. The court further found that the right
to receive a pension was a proprietary right and that restrictions to a property
right were only permitted for the purposes set out in Article 23 § 3 of the
Constitution. When a permissible interference resulted in a material
curtailment of the right, then compensation was payable. The court therefore
reasoned that what should have been decided first had not been whether the
restriction materially curtailed the right, but whether the restriction was
permissible under Article 23 § 3, and only if that was the case should the court
have examined the extent of the restriction. The court subsequently
considered that neither the Attorney General’s Explanatory Report
accompanying the proposal for the Bill nor the preamble to the law relied on
any of the permissible grounds for interference as set out in Article 23 § 3 of
the Constitution. The consolidation of the State economy constituted a public
interest ground which was one of the exceptions provided for in Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 but not in Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, as was also found
in Maria Koutselini-loanidou and others v. The Republic of Cyprus, cases
nos. 740/2011 and others ((2014) 3 A.A.D. 361) (see paragraph 68 below).
As such, the court held that section 3 of Law no. 168(1)/2012 was
unconstitutional and in breach of Article 23 of the Constitution.

39. The second judgment (Nicolaide and others v. The Republic of
Cyprus, nos. 98/2013 and others, 29 March 2019) of the plenary of the
Administrative Court concerned challenges to the reduction of salaries. The
court gave reasons similar to those of the first judgment. It held that the right
to a salary fell within the scope of Article 23 and therefore interferences could
only be legitimate if they fell within the provisions of its paragraph 3. Since
the reductions in salaries had been justified by reasons of the public interest
which were not among the exceptions in Article 23 § 3, the provision in
Law no. 168(1)/2012 for the deduction of a monthly percentage from those
salaries had been unconstitutional.

(b) Appeal proceedings: The Republic of Cyprus v. Avgousti and others,
nos. 177/2018 and others, 10 April 2020

40. The State appealed against the judgments issued by the
Administrative Court on 27 November 2018 and 29 March 2019 respectively
(see paragraphs 38 and 39 above).

41. The Supreme Court joined the appeals, which were examined by the
plenary under the case name Avgousti and others v. The Republic of Cyprus,
nos. 177/2018 and others. On 10 April 2020 the Supreme Court by a majority
of nine (M.N., T.E., C.P., P.P.,, M.C., K.S., T.P.M., CM. and Y.Y.) to four
judges (S.N., A.S.P.,L.P., A.L.), accepted the appeals lodged by the State and
declared that the reduction of salaries and pensions under Law no.
168(1)/2012 had been constitutional.
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(i) The judgment of the majority

42. At the outset, the majority referred to the difficult economic
conditions and extreme financial crisis Cyprus had faced, and because of
which it had passed legislation to curb public expenditure, including
Law no. 168(1)/2012.

43. The court observed that the crux of the case lays in the Government’s
argument that the first-instance court had erroneously considered that it had
first to examine whether the restriction had been permissible under
Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution and only subsequently to examine the
extent of the restriction. The Government suggested that the first-instance
court had first to have examined whether Article 23 § 1 guaranteed a salary
of a particular amount and could only then go on to examine whether the
restriction had been made on one of the permissible grounds in Article 23 § 3.

44. The court agreed with the Government that it first had to decide on the
scope of the right protected by Article 23 § 1 because the first-instance court
had failed to address that issue. It found the first paragraph of Article 23 to
be the same as the first rule of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 as both provisions
acknowledged the right to the peaceful enjoyment of property. The court then
considered, with reference to Charalambous (cited above), that while a salary
constituted a property right and therefore any interference with that right
needed to fall under the provisions of Article 23, nonetheless the right to one’s
salary did not extend to that salary being of a particular amount and as a result
under certain conditions, in times of economic crisis, changing that amount
was not prohibited as long as it did not result in the loss of a person’s means
of subsistence. The court observed that the plenary in Charalambous had not
examined how the facts of the case were affected by Article 23 § 3 — since
the right to property did not safeguard the right to a particular amount of
income — but had rather examined the case as whole, and particularly whether
a fair balance had been struck between competing interests. Since the core of
the right remained intact, the court in Charalambous had held that the
reduction of salaries fell within the accepted ambit of, and did not violate,
Article 23.

45. The court subsequently found that no distinction could be made
between salaries and pensions as both constituted property rights protected
under the constitution. As with salaries, Article 23 § 1 did not guarantee a
pension of a certain amount. The court considered that in the more recent case
of Koutselini-loannidou (cited above) (see paragraph 68 below) the Supreme
Court plenary had decided that the “suspension” of the pension essentially
meant that the applicants in that case lost their right to a pension for as long
as they continued to occupy a public post. Moreover, the court in
Koutselini-loannidou had held that there was no difference between those
applicants who had not received any pension while they still occupied a
public post and those who had lost part of their pension, the reason being that
in both cases there had been an impermissible restriction or deprivation of the

10
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applicants’ property rights without an adequate justification based on reasons
of public interest. The court further considered that the crux of
Koutselini-loannidou was the impermissible permanent restriction or
deprivation of the right to property, which could not be justified under
Article 23 § 3 (empokeito mepi emPoins otépnons 1 mEPLOPIoUOD, TOD
OIKQIOUATOS 1010KTNOIOG OT0 OIVEKES, TOV OV EOIKOIOAOYEITO OO TO
ApBOpo 23.3). The court therefore held that unlike Koutselini-loannidou,
which concerned the permanent partial or full deprivation of pensions, the
case under consideration was different as it concerned the reduction of
pensions or salaries in a restricted, effective, and rational manner for a limited
period.

46. However, the court found the case at hand to be similar to
Charalambous (cited above) and considered itself bound by the precedent set
by that case instead of Koutselini-loannidou (cited above). As with
Charalambous, the court reiterated that the state had been under extreme
financial strain. The court concluded as follows:

“...[we] take into consideration the fact that the reduction in salaries and pensions was
made in an effective and proportionately equal manner so that the reduction was related
to income and was zero or very low in a low income bracket. [We also take] seriously
into account the emergency background to the measure. It is also important in our
opinion that the reductions diminished from 2019 onwards, and came to an end in 2023.

In light of the above, we consider that the reductions made under Law no. 168(1)/2012
[and subsequent amending laws] do not affect the core of the right to a salary and
pension, nor do they endanger the [applicants’] living standards, and they too ... have
not argued that they have. As a result, under the circumstances, [the reductions] do not
constitute a deprivation of property or a breach of property rights within the meaning
of Article 23 of the Constitution.”

(ii) Concurring opinion of judge Y.Y.

47. Judge Y.Y. agreed with the majority as to the outcome, but on the
basis of different reasoning. His view was that Article 23 § 1 protected the
right to movable and immovable property. Reading Article 23 § 2, it was
evident that the right to property was not an absolute right. Article 23 § 3 set
out the permissible grounds for interfering with the said right. He reiterated
that the term “development and use of any property to the promotion of public
benefit” had been broad enough to cover movable and immovable property
and he therefore disagreed with the Charalambous judgment (cited above)
which limited the term to town-planning purposes.

48. As regards the core of the right, he saw the same concept in existing
domestic case-law (Demetriades and others v. Council of Ministers and
others (1996) 3 C.L.R. 85) where the Supreme Court had clarified that terms
which restricted the use of property but left the core of the right intact
constituted a restriction but not a deprivation. According to Judge Y.Y. this

11
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highlighted the difference between a restriction - which did not affect the
essence of the right — and a deprivation. The judge was further of the view
that the facts in Charalambous did not give rise to an issue of deprivation of
property but rather to an issue of the restriction of property rights under terms
provided for by law. However, the court in Demetriades and others had not
explained how the right to a salary was safeguarded as it ought to have been
through the application of Article 23 § 3 or how the reservations of that
paragraph had applied.

49. The judge further observed that the majority in the appeal had
attempted to formulate a more direct approach to the application of
constitutional provisions to the circumstances of the cases before the court.
However, the case-law showed that the same principles applied to the
recognition of the right to movable and to immovable property. He also
observed that there was no case-law differentiating between the two or
deciding that only the core of immovable property was protected, and that the
right to immovable property was also fully protected under paragraph 3 of
Article 23 of the Constitution. If necessary, immovable property could be
made subject to terms or conditions or restrictions for one or more of the
reasons provided for in paragraph 3 of Article 23. Judge Y.Y. therefore found
no reason why the right to salaries and pensions, would not enjoy the same
protection as any other immovable property under paragraphs 2 and 3 of the
Article 23 of the Constitution.

50. Turning to the reduction of salaries and pensions under Law no.
168(1)/2012, the judge considered that the reductions had undoubtedly been
necessary for the promotion of the public interest, which was one of the
reasons for which the right to property could be restricted under Article 23
§ 3. The majority of the court reached the same conclusion, albeit by
reference to Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. They found the reductions were in
accordance with the principle of proportionality, because of, inter alia, the
effective nature of the reductions and the fact that they had not put the dignity
of the applicants at risk of their being unable to afford reasonable living
standards, something which would have been more probable in the event of
the sovereign bankruptcy of Cyprus.

(iii) Dissenting opinions
() Judges S.N. and A.S.P.

51. Judge S.N. delivered the minority judgment, with which judge A.S.P.
agreed. He noted that Law no. 168(I)/2012 made no reference to Article 23
of the Constitution or to any of the lawful restrictions on the right to property
in it. The preamble merely made a general comment on the dire economic
crisis faced by the State at the time. There was therefore no justification for
reductions from salaries and pensions.
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52. They repeated, as per Charalambous (cited above), that Article 23 of
the Constitution provided greater protection for the right to property than
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 as the Constitution did not allow restrictions on
the right to property in the public interest. The State was therefore not allowed
to restrict the right to a property on the grounds of the public interest given
that there was no such exception in Article 23 of the Constitution.

53. The minority of judges disagreed with the majority’s view that
Article 23 protected solely the core of the right to property. According to
them Article 23 should be read in its entirety so as to understand the hierarchy
of its provisions. The right to, inter alia, acquire, own, and enjoy property
came first and was coupled with a demand that it be respected under the first
paragraph (Article 23 § 1). This was followed by the proviso that it was
prohibited, in an absolute manner - “no deprivation or restriction shall be
made” — to deprive, restrict or limit the right except as provided by Article 23
(Article 23 § 2). Then followed the permissible restrictions which could be
made only when “absolutely necessary” (Article 23 § 3, first sentence). Next,
when a term or restriction materially decreased the economic value of
property, that loss of value should be compensated for (Article 23 § 3, second
sentence). The minority considered that the idea of the core of the right under
the circumstances created a paradox as it meant that the whole of the right to
a salary was not at all protected, or had been inadequately protected. At the
same time, if one were to accept that the reduction of one’s salary was
permitted under Article 23 of the Constitution, then the person affected
should receive compensation, but this would be an issue to be decided by the
civil courts. However, the legislator had not intended to provide
compensation as the aim had been to take part of the salary for as long as
required by the law, without offering compensation.

54. They further considered, inter alia, that the case-law of the European
Court of Human Rights to which the majority made reference (for example
Koufaki and ADEDY v. Greece (dec.), nos. 57665/12 et 57657/12, 7 May
2013) had not been relevant as the Court in those cases had relied on the
principle of “public benefit” under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, which did not
form part of Article 23 of the Constitution.

55. They lastly considered that safer guidance could be drawn from
Koutselini-loannidou (cited above), where the court had made a detailed
analysis of Article 23 of the Constitution. This judgment was delivered after
that in Charalambous (cited above). The minority also disagreed that
Koutselini-loannidou could be distinguished from Charalambous because it
did not concern pensions. The judges took the view that both cases concerned
a proprietary right, whether that was a salary or pension, part of which had
been taken from the applicants without the intention of returning it.

13
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(B) Judge L.P.

56. Judge L.P. commented as follows on the interpretation and application
of Article 23:

“There are a number of cases dealing with the interpretation of Article 23 of the
Constitution. The following is derived from binding case-law:

1. Article 23 safeguards the right to property, whether movable or immovable.

2. Limitations, terms, or restrictions can only be imposed in accordance with and for
the reasons provided for in paragraph 3 [of Article 23].

3. A deprivation of property may only take place by expropriation as provided for in
paragraph 4 [of Article 23].

4. Restrictions will result in a deprivation only when they render property unusable.

5. Conditions which restrict the use of property but leave the core of the right to
property untouched constitute a restriction, not a deprivation.

(see Holy See of Kitium and Municipal Council, Limassol, 1 R.S.C.C. 15,
Thymopoulos and others v. Municipal Committee of Nicosia (1967) 3 C.L.R. 588,
Kirizis and 2 others v. The Republic of Cyprus (1965) 3 C.L.R. 46, Demetriades and
others v. Council of Ministers (1996) 3 C.L.R. 85, Antoniou and others v. The Republic
(1990) 3 C.L.R. 3251, Strovolos Municipality v. Yasemidou and others (1996) 3 C.L.R.
223, Lanitis E.C. Estates Ltd and others v. The Republic (1989) 3 C.L.R. 3252, lera
Metropoli Pafou v. Aristo Developers Ltd (2011) 1 C.L.R. 1377, Psaltis and others
v. The Republic of Cyprus (2008) 3 C.L.R. 452, Kyprianou v. The Republic (2003)
3 C.L.R. 8, Konstantinou v. Strovolos Municipality (2012) 1 C.L.R. 1990, Sofroniou
and others v. The Municipality of Nicosia and others (1976) 3 C.L.R. 124, Orphanides
v. The Improvement Board of Ayios Dometios (1979) 3 C.L.R. 466, Theodoulou v. The
Republic of Cyprus (1990) 3 C.L.R. 2806, Stavride and others v. The Republic of
Cyprus (1992) 3 C.L.R. 303, loannides v. E.A.C. (2007) 3 C.L.R. 233, Simeonidou
v. The Republic of Cyprus (1991) 3 C.L.R. 137).”

57. He further noted his disagreement with the approach followed in
Charalambous (cited above) as follows:

“1. Even taking into account the originality of the legal issue that it had to resolve, the
[court in Charalambous] still departed from the long-standing binding jurisprudence,
which had interpreted the provisions of Article 23 §§ 1,2,3, and 4 in a clear manner,
without being asked to do so by the parties and without justifying that deviation from
the previous case-law.

2. It should have first decided whether the salary and pension cuts were a “restriction
or limitation” as provided by paragraph 3 of Article 23 and, in particular, whether the
deductions were “absolutely necessary in the interests of public safety or public health
or public morals, or town and country planning or the development and use of any
property for the promotion of the public benefit or for the protection of the rights of
others”. The [court in Charalambous] did not do this, nor did it find that the deductions
fell within any of the above [permissible] limitations. On the contrary [the court in
Charalambous] proceeded under the erroneous, in my opinion, assumption that the
limitation was permissible, and analysed the limits/extent of the right on that basis, and
then concluded that the definition of property rights in Article 23 “does not extend to a
salary of a particular amount”. ...
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3. They used Greek jurisprudence and ECtHR case-law to justify the deductions,
missing the facts that (a) Article 17 of the Greek constitution, expressly provides that
property rights “may not be exercised contrary to the public interest” ...; and (b)
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 also provides for the imposition of restrictions on public
interest grounds. Article 23 of the Constitution does not allow restrictions in a similar
manner to [the above articles]. Restrictions and deprivations are foreseen in an express
and limited manner in paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 23.

4. The [court in Charalambous] used Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, which allows States
to enact laws to control the use of property in accordance with the general interest or to
secure the payment of taxes or other contributions or penalties. This would be similar
to using Article 24 of the Constitution to justify the relatively small contribution
“without breaching the stricter provisions of Article 23 of the Constitution.” With all
due respect, any reference to law under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 is made with the
proviso that the law being dealt with is not unconstitutional. In addition, in the same
judgment the [court] decided that [Law no. 112(I)/2012] is not a tax law ... it is not then
clear how [the court] could rely on Article 24 of the Constitution, which requires
citizens to pay taxes or to make contributions.

5. The case of Maria Koutselini-loannidou followed ... Having in mind the above, |
am of the humble opinion that Charalambous is incorrect to the extent that it finds that
the salary and pension cuts did not breach the provisions of Article 23 of the
Constitution for the reasons I have already stated and because it clashes with the
jurisprudence of the Supreme Court, both prior to and subsequent to this decision, to
the extent that it weakens its jurisprudential gravity. As a result, it would be justified
not to apply that case and rather to apply Koutselini-loannidou and the case-law prior
to that setting out the same principles.”

(y) Judge A.L.

58. Judge A.L. fully agreed with the reasoning of Judge S.N. (see
paragraph 51 above) and reiterated the precedence of Article 23 of the
Constitution over Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention because it
provided greater protection of the right to property. He was therefore of the
view that Article 23 should apply instead. He further reiterated that:

(a) salaries and pensions constituted property rights which fell under
Article 23 § 1 of the Constitution;

(b) following the literal reading of the Constitution, a restriction or
limitation of proprietary rights was only allowed on the grounds provided for
under Article 23 § 3; and

(c) while the need to consolidate public finances had been understandable,
there was at the same time an obligation on the state to remain in line with
the Constitution as it was in such periods of crisis that the Constitution
protected citizens.
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RELEVANT LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND PRACTICE
I. CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS

59. The relevant Constitutional provisions read, in so far as relevant, as
follows:

Article 23

“(1) Every person, alone or jointly with others, has the right to acquire, own, possess,
enjoy or dispose of any movable or immovable property and has the right to respect for
such a right.

The rights of the Republic to underground water, minerals and antiquities are
reserved.

(2) No deprivation or restriction or limitation of any such right shall be made except
as provided in this Article.

(3) Restrictions or limitations which are absolutely necessary in the interests of public
safety or public health or public morals, or town and country planning or the
development and use of any property for the promotion of the public benefit or for the
protection of the rights of others, may be imposed by law on the exercise of such a right.

Just compensation shall be promptly paid for any such restrictions or limitations
which materially decrease the economic value of such property; such compensation is
to be determined in case of disagreement by a civil court.

(4) Any movable or immovable property or any right over or interest in any such
property may be compulsorily acquired by the Republic or by a municipal corporation
or by a Communal Chamber for educational, religious, charitable or sporting
institutions, bodies or establishments within its competence and only from persons
belonging to its respective Community, or by a public corporation or a public utility
body on which such a right has been conferred by law, and only:

(a) for a purpose which is to the public benefit and shall be specially provided for by
a general law of compulsory acquisition which shall be enacted within a year from the
date of the coming into operation of this Constitution; and

(b) when that purpose is established by a decision of the acquiring authority and made
under the provisions of such law stating clearly the reasons for such acquisition; and

(¢) upon the payment in cash and in advance of just and equitable compensation, to
be determined in case of disagreement by a civil court.

2

Article 28

“1. All persons are equal before the law, the administration and justice and are entitled
to equal protection and equal treatment.

2. Every person shall enjoy all the rights and liberties provided for in this Constitution
without any direct or indirect discrimination against any person on the ground of his
community, race, religion, language, sex, political
or other convictions, national or social descent, birth, color, wealth, social class, or on
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any ground whatsoever, unless there is express provision to the contrary in this
Constitution. ...”

II. OTHER RELEVANT DOMESTIC LAWS

A. The Law on Extraordinary Contribution of Officials, Employees,
and Pensioners of the Public Sector and of the broader Public
Sector of 2011 (Law no. 112(1)/2011) and relevant amendments

60. The preamble of Law no. 112(I)/2011 reads as follows:

“Because the Republic has recently being going through an adverse financial period
and in order to avoid further exacerbating the budget situation as a consequence of the
events of July 11t 2011, it is necessary to limit expenditure for the public sector, the
wider public sector, the local governments and the local school authorities and;

Because it has become necessary, pursuant to the above purpose, to, among other
things, deduct as a special contribution to the Republic a part of the gross income and
pensions paid to officials, employees and pensioners in the civil service, the wider
public sector, local government and the local school authorities”.

61. The comment about the “events of July 11th 2011 referred to an
explosion that occurred on that date at the Evangelos Florakis naval base near
the village of Mari (see Herakleous and others v. Cyprus (dec.), no. 57596/12,
§ 4,20 June 2017).

62. Law no. 112(I)/2011 was amended by Amending Law
no. 193 (I)/2011 which entered into force on 1 January 2012 for a period of
two years (section 6 of the Amending Law). This Law lowered the specific
scale percentages to make them the same as those in the private sector. It
provided that the deduction of the extraordinary contribution would start at
incomes or pensions over EUR 2,500 at the following percentages: 2.5 % for
a salary scale of EUR 2,501-3,500, 3% for a salary scale of EUR 3,501-4,500
and 3.5% for a salary scale of EUR 4,501 and above (section 3 of the
Amending Law). It also added a reservation deducting a high percentage
corresponding to 3%, 3.5% and 4.5% on the above salary scales when at the
time of the entry into force of the law an officer was at the top of the salary
scale for his position (this reservation was subsequently amended by
Amending Law no. 74(I)/2012 applying these percentages to, inter alia,
officers at the top of the scale in positions with “combined scales”, and
officers on a fixed salary, paid under a contract for services, sponsored
externally or on a grant (yopmyia) or who received other remuneration
(avtipioBio). Amending Law no. 193(I)/2011 also made the special
contribution tax-deductible, unlike the original provision (section 5 of the
Amending Law and section 6 of Law no. 112(1)/2011).

63. Amending Law no. 184(I1)/2012, which was in force between
1 January 2013 and 31 December 2016, provided that the scale percentages
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set by Law no. 193(1)/2011 would remain until 31 December 2016 (section
3(a) of Law no. 112(1)/2011 as amended). However, it amended the
percentages to be deducted after 1 January 2014 so that they would start at
incomes or pensions over EUR 1,500, as had initially been the case under
Law no. 112(I)/2011, at the following percentages: 2.5 % for
EUR 1,501-2,500, 3% EUR 2,501-3,500, 3.5% for over EUR 3,501
(section 3(b) of Law no. 112(I1)/2011 as amended).

B. The Law on Extraordinary Contribution of Employees, Pensioners
and the Self-Employed of the Private Sector of 2011 and subsequent
amending laws

64. On 1 January 2012, four months after Law no. 112(1)/2011 came into
force, Law 202(I)/2011 on the Extraordinary Contribution of Employees,
Pensioners and the Self-Employed of the Private Sector came into force at the
same time as Amending Law no. 193(1)/2011. Law 202 (I)/2011 provided for
the deduction of an extraordinary contribution from salaries or pensions from
employees, pensioners and the self-employed in the private sector, using the
same percentages and on the same salary scales as Amending Law no.
193(1)/2011(see paragraph 62 above).

65. Amending Law no. 183(I) of 2012, which entered into force on 1
January 2014, made the same amendments to the percentages to be deducted
from 1 January 2014 until 31 December 2016 as Amending Law no.
184(1)/2012 (see paragraph 63 above).

C. The Law on the Reduction in Emoluments and Pensions of Officials,
Employees and Pensioners of the Public Sector and of the broader
Public Sector of 2012 (Law no. 168(1)/2012) and relevant
amendments

66. The preamble to Law no. 168(1)/2012 reads as follows:

“Because the State has recently fallen into an adverse financial period and, to avoid
further exacerbating the fiscal situation, it becomes necessary to limit expenditure in
the public sector, the wider public sector, local government and local school authorities;
and

Because, pursuant to the above purpose, it becomes necessary, inter alia, to reduce
the salaries and pensions paid to officials, employees and pensioners in the civil service,
the wider public sector, the local governments and school authorities.”

67. This law was amended three times. First, by Law no. 31(I)/13, which
increased the effective percentage of deductions initially to 0.8% of the gross
salary or pension and subsequently to 3.8% (for low income and low
pensions) and to 14.5% and subsequently to 17.5% (for high income and high
pensions). Law no. 94(I)/2018 reduced the effective percentage of deductions
to 1.8% (for low income and low pensions) to 17.5% (for high income and
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high pensions) for the period between 1 July 2018 until 31 December 2018.
Law no. 94(I)/2018 further reduced the effective percentage of deductions to
0% (for low income and low pensions) to 17.5% (for high income and high
pensions) for the period between 1 January 2019 and until 31 December 2019.
The same law further reduced the effective percentage of reductions to 3.3%
for those who previously had reductions of 5.8% to 15% for those who
previously had reductions of 17.5% for the period between 1 January 2020
and until 31 December 2020. The same law further reduced the effective
percentage of reductions gradually and as of 1 January 2023 the reductions
of salaries and pensions on the basis of the Reduction of Salaries and Pensions
Law was discontinued (see table in paragraph 35 above).

III. RELEVANT DOMESTIC CASE-LAW

A. Maria Koutselini-loannidou v. The Republic of Cyprus, cases
nos. 740/2011 and others ((2014) 3 A.A.D. 361)

68. On 7 October 2014 the plenary of the Supreme Court comprising ten
judges delivered its judgment Maria Koutselini-loannidou v. The Republic of
Cyprus (cited above). The case concerned whether the provisions of
Law 88(1)/2011, which suspended the applicants’ pension for as long as they
held another public position or office from which they gained a salary, had
been in breach of Article 23 of the Constitution. The Supreme Court, by a
majority of seven (M.N., T.E., S.N., L.P.,, D.M., A.L., K.S.) to three (C.P.,
AP, M.C.) found Law 88(I)/2011 had breached Article 23 of the
Constitution.

69. The majority stated that the right to property could not be restricted,
and a person could not be deprived of their property except as provided under
Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution. The majority noted that Article 23 of the
Constitution provided greater protection than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to
the Convention as the third paragraph of Article 23 did not allow the
restriction of the right to property for the public benefit. With reference to
Charalambous (cited above), the majority reiterated that the reference to the
“development and use of any property to the promotion of the public benefit”
under Article 23 § 3 did not coincide with the general limitation of property
for the public benefit.

70. With reference to domestic case-law the majority noted that a pension
constituted a property right. At the same time, the “suspension” of pensions
as provided for by Law 88(I)/2011 did not mean that once the applicants
retired from their other public post they would receive the pension that was
suspended retroactively. The “suspension” essentially meant that the
applicants either (a) lost their right to a pension for as long as they held public
office or a position in the civil service or (b) if their salary while in office was
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less than their pension, they would only receive part of their pension so as to
equate their salary to the amount of their monthly pension.

71. Against this background, the majority noted that there was no
difference between those who (a) lost their pension in its entirety, and (b)
those who lost part of their pension, because in both cases there was an
impermissible deprivation or restriction of their property rights. Nor was
there a possibility of balancing the general interest of the society on the one
hand with the applicants’ individual interest to their property on the other
hand, since Article 23 § 3 did not allow the deprivation or restriction of that
right for reasons of public benefit. As such, the majority considered that the
case-law of the European Court of Human Rights under Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1 which provided for a proportionality assessment had not been
applicable to the circumstances of that case.

72. In any event, according to the majority, Law 88(I)/2011 did not
contain a public interest justification, but rather referred to the
“modernisation of pension schemes” without sufficiently elaborating on this
point. With the above in mind, the majority found the relevant sections of
Law 88(1)/2011 which effected the suspension of pensions, unconstitutional.

73. The minority considered that the suspension of pensions was the result
of the applicants’ own actions as they had accepted appointment to another
public position or office knowing that their pension would be suspended. As
for those who had already been holding a public position, it had been open to
them to resign in order to receive a full pension. Hence, according to the
minority there had been no deprivation or limitation to the right to property.

B. Case-law concerning the interpretation of Article 23 of the
Constitution

74. In Holy See of Kitium v. Municipal Council of Limassol (1 RSCC 15,
2 March 1961) the Supreme Constitutional Court as it existed at the time
examined, inter alia, the authorities’ refusal to grant the Holy See of Kitium
a building permit. In interpreting the provisions of Article 23 of the
Constitution, the court stated that the right to property safeguarded by
Article 23 § 1 included the right to possess and enjoy property. The court
considered that whether an interference (and in that case, the decision to
refuse a building permit) amounted to a “deprivation” which could be
achieved only under paragraph 4 of Article 23, or whether it amounted to a
“restriction or limitation” which could only be imposed under paragraph 3 of
Article 23 was “a question of fact or degree”.

75. The reasoning used in Holy See of Kitium (cited above) was
subsequently cited in many other cases that followed concerning the
interpretation of Article 23 of the Constitution such as Kirizis and others
v. The Republic of Cyprus ((1965) 3 C.L.R. 85), Thymopoulos and others
v. Municipal Committee of Nicosia ((1967) 3 C.L.R. 588) and Demetriades
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and Others v. Council of Ministers ((1996) 3 C.L.R. 85) among many other
authorities. In the latter case, also referred to by the Supreme Court majority
in Charalambous (cited above) as well as in the dissenting opinion of Judge
L.P. in Avgoustis (cited above)(see paragraphs 16 and 56 above), concerning
the imposition of restrictions on the use of the applicant’s immovable
property, the Supreme Court plenary stated in relation to Article 23, among
other things, the following:

“1. The right to property, movable and immovable, is enshrined in the Constitution -
(Article 23 § 1).

The European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms and the Additional Protocol, which form part of domestic law as a result of
the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights (Ratification) Law of
1962 (Law 39/62), do not extend the right to property as enshrined in the Constitution,
nor do they enhance its content. The relevant provisions of the Protocol are, in essence,
identical to those of Article 23 § 1 of the Constitution. (See Article 1 of the Additional
Protocol, Ratifying Law 39/62.)

2. The right to property is subject to both restrictions and deprivations, in accordance
with and for the reasons provided for in paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 23 of the
Constitution.

Urban planning, as well as the development and use of any property, are explicitly
defined as reasons on the basis of which restrictions on the use of property may be
imposed by law.

3. Deprivation of property can only take place with the expropriation of land, a
procedure which presupposes, as defined in Article 23 § 4 of the Constitution,
compensation of the owner before the alienation of his property - (see, inter alia, Holy
See of Kitium and Municipal Council of Limassol, 1 R.S.C.C. 15).

Restrictions on the use of property do not require the owner to be compensated in
advance for damage that he may suffer as a result of their imposition. Compensation
for a substantial reduction in the economic value of the property, due to restrictions on
its use, is determined, in the event of a dispute, by a competent civil court, (Article 23
§ 3) - (see, inter alia, Nikos Kirzis and Others v. The Republic of Cyprus (1965)
3 C.L.R. 46, Demetrios Thymopoulos and Others v. Municipal Committee of Nicosia
(1967) 3 C.L.R. 588).

4. ...

5. The classification of the conditions imposed for the use of property as "restrictions"
is not decisive for determining their character. If the conditions imposed, restricting the
use of property, result in a substantial neutralization of the right to property, the act is
annulled for abuse of power.

When restrictions lead to deprivation of property is the issue that we will consider
below.

Conditions restricting the use of property, which leave intact the core of the right to
property, constitute a limitation and not a deprivation.
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Restrictions on the use of property result in its deprivation only when they render
property inactive - (see Kyriakopoulou - "Administrative Greek Law", Volume III,
pp- 366 and 368; P.D. Dagtoglou - "Constitutional Law - Individual Rights B’", pp. 907,
936, 937, 938; Lanitis E.C. Estates Ltd. and Others v. Republic and Others (case
no. 108/88, et al., 21 December 1989)). ...”

C. Leave to apply to the Supreme Constitutional Court for the
resolution of conflicts of case-law

76. A Supreme Constitutional Court with third instance jurisdiction was
created in Cyprus. It began dealing with cases on 1 July 2023.

77. Several public servants had unsuccessfully challenged the
constitutionality of other austerity measures, including a law reducing the
extra lump sum they would receive following retirement, in the
Administrative Court and the Supreme Court. Following the establishment of
the Supreme Constitutional Court they applied to that court (see application
no. 10/23) for leave to apply for a resolution of a conflict which had arisen in
the jurisprudence of the Supreme Court prior to the creation of the
Constitutional Court, namely  that among Charalambous,
Koutselini-loannidou and Avgousti. On 19 March 2024 the Supreme
Constitutional Court held that it had no jurisdiction to examine conflicts in
the jurisprudence of the former Supreme Court. It held that it could only
examine conflicts arising in the new Court of Appeal (‘Epereio’). It noted,
obiter, that there was in any event no conflict in the Supreme Court’s
jurisprudence, and it restated the findings of that court in Avgousti (cited
above).

THE LAW
I. MATTERS OF PROCEDURE

A. Joinder of the applications

78. Having regard to the similar subject matter of the applications, the
Court finds it appropriate to examine them jointly in a single judgment.

B. Standing of deceased applicants’ successors

79. In their last observations the Government informed the Court about
the death of three applicants, namely Ms Pantelitsa Constantinou Loizia,
Ms Georgia Vyra Dionysiou and Mr Stylianos Christofi.

80. On 27 August 2024 the applicants’ representative was asked to
provide comments in reply to the information provided by the Government.

81. On 20 September 2024 the applicants’ representative confirmed the
death of the said applicants and informed the Court of the names of persons
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wishing to pursue the application in their stead. He had provided documents
proving the relationship of Ms Pantelitsa Constantinou Loizia to the person
wishing to pursue the application in her stead, which was her father. There
was no other information identifying the relationship between the remaining
deceased applicants and the persons wishing to pursue their applications. No
authority forms were provided for either of the persons intending to pursue
the applications.

82. On 24 September 2024 the Court invited the applicants’ representative
to provide information in respect of the persons who wished to pursue the
proceedings before the Court in respect of each of the deceased applicants,
provide the Registry with a written statement explaining their legitimate
interest in having the proceedings pursued, and return to the Court the official
authority form duly completed and signed by each person wishing to pursue
the proceedings.

83. On 14 October 2024 the applicants’ representative had informed the
Court that the father, husband, and son of the deceased applicants,
respectively, expressed the wish to pursue the application the applicants had
initially filed. The authority forms provided had not however been duly
completed by the persons wishing to pursue the application, as the data
concerning the personal information of the said persons had been absent.
Instead, the personal information of the deceased applicants was replicated.
No information was provided to the Court about the failure to provide duly
completed authority forms.

84. The Court notes first, as regards the father of Ms Pantelitsa
Constantinou Loizia, that while he has provided sufficient documents proving
his relationship with the deceased applicant, he has not provided the court
with a duly completed authority form. The Court considers it essential for
representatives to demonstrate that they have received specific and explicit
instructions from the alleged victim within the meaning of Article 34 of the
Convention on whose behalf they purport to act (see, mutatis mutandis, Cetin
v. Turkey (dec.), no. 10449/08, 13 September 2011 and Post v. the
Netherlands (dec.), no. 21727/08, 20 January 2009). It is equally important
that a representative claiming to act on behalf of a late applicant’s relative
submits a duly filled and signed power of attorney. The Court notes second
that as regards Ms Georgia Vyra Dionysiou and Mr Stylianos Christofi, the
persons wishing to pursue the application in their stead have neither provided
the Court with duly completed authority forms, nor have they provided proof
of their relationship with the deceased.

85. Accordingly, the Court finds that the persons wishing to pursue the
applications in the name of Ms Pantelitsa Constantinou Loizia, Ms Georgia
Vyra Dionysiou and Mr Stylianos Christofi, respectively, do not have
standing to pursue the proceedings. As far as these applicants are concerned
their application can be struck out of the Court’s list pursuant to Article 37
§ 1 (a) and (c) of the Convention. The Court sees no particular circumstance
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relating to respect for the rights guaranteed by the Convention or its Protocols
(Article 37 in fine) requiring it to continue the examination of the application
in respect of these three applicants (see Burlya and Others v. Ukraine,
no. 3289/10, §§ 73-75, 6 November 2018).

The Court accordingly decides to strike the application, in so far as it
concerns these three applicants, out of its list.

II. ALLEGED VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 6 § 1 OF THE CONVENTION

86. The applicants in applications nos. 45039/20, 45089/20,45101/20 and
45899/20 complained that their right to a fair trial had been violated by the
Supreme Court’s failure to follow established case-law in Avgousti (see
paragraph 41 above), contrary to Article 6 of the Convention, which provides:

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

A. Admissibility

87. The Court notes that this complaint is neither manifestly ill-founded
nor inadmissible on any other grounds listed in Article 35 of the Convention.
It must therefore be declared admissible.

B. Merits

1. The parties’ submissions
(a) The applicants

88. The applicants argued that the principle of legal certainty had not been
complied with. They argued that the domestic courts should have examined
their complaints using the established methods of analysis and interpretation
of Article 23 of the Constitution. It was established that no deprivation or
restriction of the right to property could be made except as provided in either
Article 23 § 3 (if arestriction) or § 4 (if a deprivation), and that property rights
could not be restricted for the “public interest”. That interpretation had been
confirmed by the plenary of the Supreme Court in Koutselini-loannidou,
following Charalambous, which had a similar legal framework.

89. The applicants further contended that the majority in Avgousti had
disregarded the precedent set by Koutselini-loannidou without giving
adequate reasons; that they had introduced extraneous words and ideas (such
as the core of the right) into the text of Article 23 without sufficient
explanation, which had led to inconsistency and contradiction in the
judgment; and that they had found the measures in 4vgousti, contrary to those
in Koutselini-loannidou, to have been limited in duration - despite the fact
that all measures had had permanent effect.
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(b) The Government

90. The Government contended that the Supreme Court in Avgousti had
followed the precedent set by Charalambous and that that had been more
appropriate in the circumstances. The Supreme Court had approached the
issue in those two cases under the first paragraph of Article 23 of the
Constitution. Unlike Koutselini-loannidou, neither Charalambous nor
Avgousti had been decided under the third paragraph of Article 23, which did
not apply to the circumstances of the case. The Supreme Court was the
highest court in the country with jurisdiction to interpret the constitution. It
had not added a new element to the Constitution, nor had it distorted the
language of the constitutional provisions. It had rather interpreted the existing
provisions of Article 23 of the Constitution and ruled that the disputed
measures had been constitutional because the relatively small reductions had
left the core of the right to receive a salary or pension intact.

91. The Government also asserted that the judgments in Charalambous
and Koutselini-loannidou (both cited above) had not been in conflict given
the different facts of the two cases, which justified their different outcomes.
Specifically, the Supreme Court had found that, unlike the applicants in
Koutselini-loannidou, the applicants in Avgousti (cited above) had not lost
their property forever as their salaries and pensions had merely been reduced
by an amount which depended on the original level of the salary or pension,
and for a limited period of time. In addition, the reduction of salaries and
pensions in both Charalambous and Avgousti was based on laws which had
been enacted to avert the dire economic crisis facing Cyprus, whereas the
total withdrawal of the applicants’ pensions in Koutselini-loannidou had been
merely for the purpose of modernising the pension schemes. Charalambous
and Avgousti affected the same group of people, namely employees and
pensioners in the public and wider public sectors, whereas
Koutselini-loannidou affected only those who held another paid official
position while receiving a pension. Therefore, according to the Government,
the Supreme Court in 4vgousti had given reasons for following the precedent
of the judgment in Charalambous — in essence examining the case under the
first paragraph of Article 23 as a whole - and not Koutselini-loannidou, in
which the court had applied the third paragraph of Article 23.

92. The Government further stressed that the Supreme Court in Avgousti
(cited above) had not departed from the reasoning or method of assessment
that it had used in previous similar cases with the same subject matter. The
court had applied Charalambous as being closer on its facts to the case,
whereas Koutselini-loannidou had been decided on its own specific
circumstances, which were different from those in Avgousti. The court did
not overrule Koutselini-loannidou but merely distinguished it on the facts.
The judgments in Charalambous and Avgousti were relevant precedents for
the Supreme Court’s approach to Article 23 of the Constitution and the
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reduction of salaries and pensions in a tiered and logical manner and for a
limited period.

93. In any event, according to the Government there had been only three
judgments of the Supreme Court relating to the constitutionality of the
reduction of salaries and pensions and whether that reduction was compatible
with three specific laws, and they had not revealed any profound or protracted
differences in the case-law. The divergences of approach and in the
application of Article 23 had led to the evolution of domestic case-law in
different circumstances. Charalambous and Avgousti had dealt with the
reduction of salaries and pensions under Article 23 § 1 of the Constitution
(looking at the scope of the rights involved) and Koutselini-loannidou had
dealt with the total extinction of pension rights under Article 23 § 3 of the
Constitution.

2. The Court’s assessment
(a) General principles

94. The Court reiterates at the outset that it is not its task to take the place
of the domestic courts. It is primarily for the national authorities, notably the
courts, to resolve problems of interpretation of domestic legislation (see
Nejdet Sahin and Perihan Sahin v. Turkey [GC], no. 13279/05, § 49,
20 October 2011). Save in the event of evident arbitrariness, it is not the
Court’s role to question the interpretation of the domestic law by the national
courts (ibid, § 50).

95. In examining complaints of allegedly discordant case-law under
Atrticle 6 § 1 of the Convention the Court will apply the principles which have
been summarised in Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and Others v. Romania
[GC], no. 76943/11, § 116, 29 November 2016 and Nejdet Sahin and Perihan
Sahin, cited above, §§ 49-58. Accordingly, the Court will need to establish:

firstly, whether there are profound and long-standing differences in the
case-law of those courts;

secondly, whether there is a mechanism in domestic law for resolving such
inconsistencies; and

thirdly, whether that mechanism has been used and, if appropriate, to what
effect (see, among many authorities, Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and
Others, § 116 and Nejdet Sahin and Perihan Sahin §§ 53-55, both cited
above).

(b) Application of these principles to the circumstances of the present case

96. The present case involves an alleged inconsistency in the case-law of
a court of last resort (see Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and Others, cited
above, § 117; Tudor Tudor v. Romania, no. 21911/03, § 29, 24 March 2009;
Beian v. Romania (no. 1), no. 30658/05, § 38, ECHR 2007-V).
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97. The issue in question arose in June 2014, with the Supreme Court’s
judgment in Charalambous (see paragraph 11 above). It should first be noted
that at that time, the domestic courts were faced with an entirely novel factual
situation, namely, the excessive budget deficit and financial crisis (see
paragraph 12 above). The facts of the present case must therefore be analysed
against this background. The Court further notes that case-law development
is not, in itself, contrary to the proper administration of justice since a failure
to maintain a dynamic and evolutive approach would risk hindering reform
or improvement (see, among many authorities, Nejdet Sahin and Perihan
Sahin, cited above, § 58).

98. With the above in mind, the Court observes that with its judgment in
Charalambous, the Supreme Court departed for the first time from the
previously established case-law, under which interferences which left the
core of the right to property intact constituted a restriction of that right to be
examined under Article 23 § 3 as the only other provision of the Constitution
which regulated the imposition of restrictions on the right to property (see
paragraphs 56, 74 and 75 above for an outline of the principles which applied
prior to Charalambous). The Supreme Court in Charalambous held that since
the core of the right to property (and in that case specifically the right to a
salary) remained intact, there was no need to apply Article 23 § 3 (see
paragraph 22 above). The Supreme Court found the interference in that case
to be minimal, proportionate, and justified on account of the State’s dire
financial position.

99. Subsequently in October 2014, in Koutselini-loannidou (see
paragraph 68 above), concerning legislation suspending the public service
retirement pension of beneficiaries for as long as they held public office or
employment, the Supreme Court plenary took the approach that had been
applied prior to Charalambous. The court therefore held that the interference
with the complainants’ right to a pension constituted a restriction and
therefore had to be examined under Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, which
sets out the terms for permissible restrictions on the right to property (and
specifically the right to a pension in that case). The Supreme Court held that
since the “public benefit” was not included in the list of justifications in
Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, the contested interference with the
applicants’ pension rights for reasons of the public benefit was
unconstitutional.

100. Some time later, in the judgments issued in 2018 and 2019, the
Administrative Court  (first  instance  jurisdiction) followed
Koutsellini-loannidou and the previously established approach (see
paragraphs 38 and 39 above), while the Supreme Court in 4vgousti (judgment
of April 2020) followed Charalambous (see paragraph 42 above). The
Supreme Court in Avgousti declined to follow Koutselini-loannidou,
distinguishing the interference in Koutselini-loannidou as permanent, the
complainants in that case having partially or fully lost their pensions. The
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majority reasoned that the applicants in Avgousti had only suffered a
restricted reduction to their salaries or pensions which had lasted for a limited
period (see paragraph 45 above). The court further referred to the extreme
financial strain under which Cyprus was at the time. For the above reasons, it
found Charalambous a more appropriate precedent on account of the
similarities of the two cases on their facts.

101. The Court reiterates that the existence of conflicting court decisions,
especially when those decisions involve large numbers of applicants, can in
certain circumstances create a state of legal uncertainty likely to reduce public
confidence in the judicial system, which is clearly one of the essential
components of a State based on the rule of law. Divergences of approach may
arise between courts as part of the process of interpreting legal provisions
while adapting them to the particular situation (see Albu and Others
v. Romania, nos. 34796/09 and 63 others, cited above, § 38).

102. Turning to the present cases, the Court finds that the domestic courts
gave a reasonable explanation for the varied approaches in their decisions,
explaining the differences between Charalambous, Koutselini-loannidou and
Avgousti. In Avgousti the Supreme Court explained that the difference in
approach was justified by the differences in the facts of the cases (see
paragraph 91 above). Specifically, the Supreme Court in Avgousti
distinguished Koutselini-loannidou because the interference in that case was
permanent and the complainants in that case had partly or totally lost their
pensions. On the contrary, the majority found that the applicants in Avgousti
had only suffered a restricted reduction to their salaries or pensions,
particularly related to the dire economic situation of the state, which only
lasted for a limited period (see paragraph 45 above). The Court reiterates that
is not in principle its function to compare different decisions of national
courts even if given in apparently similar proceedings and that it must respect
the independence of those courts (see, among other authorities, Nejdet Sahin
and Perihan Sahin, cited above, § 50 and Ferreira Santos Pardal v. Portugal,
no. 30123/10, § 42, 30 July 2015). In the light of the factual differences
between the cases as expressed by the Supreme Court and the reasons for the
different approaches advanced by it, the Court is not convinced by the
applicants’ argument that there was a divergence of case-law, let alone a
profound and longstanding one.

103. The Court further notes in this connection that the newly established
Supreme Constitutional Court, albeit in an obiter comment, found that there
had been no conflict in the Supreme Court’s case-law (see paragraph 77
above).

104. The Court concludes that there has been no violation of Article 6 § 1
of the Convention.
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III. ALLEGED VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 1 OF PROTOCOL NO. 1 TO
THE CONVENTION

105. The applicants in all applications complained that they had
unlawfully and unjustifiably been deprived of part of their salaries and
pensions in violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, which
reads as follows:

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

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

A. Admissibility

106. The Court notes that this complaint is neither manifestly ill-founded
nor inadmissible on any other grounds listed in Article 35 of the Convention.
It must therefore be declared admissible.

B. Merits

1. The applicants

107. The applicants in application no. 77396/14 submitted in general that
the reduction of their salaries constituted an arbitrary and unjustified
interference with their right to property. They mainly relied on the dissenting
opinion given by the minority of the Supreme Court in Charalambous (cited
above). They considered, inter alia, that bearing in mind the wider protection
afforded to the right to property under Article 23 of the Constitution,
compared to Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, the interference
had not been in accordance with domestic law.

108. The applicants in all the other applications similarly relied on the
dissenting opinions of the minority of the Supreme Court in Avgousti (cited
above) and in essence supported the contention that the interference with their
right to receive a salary and pension had not been lawful. They regarded the
relevant laws as unconstitutional because Article 23 of the Constitution did
not allow interference with the right to property on public interest grounds
and afforded as such greater protection than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. They
argued that Article 23 had been the object of analysis and interpretation in
several judgments which should have been followed. They reiterated the
arguments raised under Article 6 of the Convention as regards the
foreseeability of the domestic courts’ judgments in Charalambous and
Avgousti (see paragraphs 88 and 89 above).
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109. They further contended that Law no. 168(1)/2012 lacked
explanations as to the necessity of its enactment.

2. The Government

110. The Government accepted that the relevant deductions constituted an
interference with the applicants’ right to property.

111. As to the lawfulness of that interference the Government clarified
that the Supreme Court in the cases of Charalambous, Koutselini-loannidou
and Avgousti (all cited above) had noted that contrary to Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1, Article 23 § 3 did not include “public benefit” or “public interest” as
legitimate grounds for interference with the right to property. The wider
protection referred to in those cases covered only paragraph 3 of Article 23
and in that limited sense, the protection to the right to property under the
Constitution was wider than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. However, the
Government asserted that the wider protection had no bearing on the Supreme
Court’s reasoning in the present case or on the lawfulness of the measures
under domestic law. They further reiterated the arguments raised under
Article 6 of the Convention as regards the foreseeability of the domestic
court’s decisions in Charalambous and Avgousti (see paragraphs 90-93
above).

112. The Government further disagreed with the applicants that Law
no. 168(I)/2012 lacked explanations as to the necessity of its enactment, as it
had been clear from the preamble to the law and the explanatory report that
the measures had been necessary on account of the adverse financial situation
in Cyprus.

113. Lastly, the Government argued that the said measures, served the
public interest, namely the survival of the State; had been proportionate,
ranging from 0% to 17.5%; had been temporary in nature (applied only for as
long as necessary); and had in no way placed the applicants at risk of having
insufficient means of living, or exposed them to hardship inconsistent with
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1.

3. The Court’s assessment
(a) General principles

114. The Court reiterates that the States Parties to the Convention enjoy
quite a wide margin of appreciation in regulating their social policy. As the
decision to enact laws to balance State expenditure and revenue will
commonly involve consideration of political, economic and social issues, the
Court considers that the national authorities are in principle better placed than
the international judge to choose the most appropriate means of achieving this
and will respect their judgment unless it is manifestly without reasonable
foundation (see Koufaki and ADEDY v. Greece (dec.), nos. 57665/12 and
57657/12, § 31, 7 May 2013 and references therein). This margin is even
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wider when the issues involve an assessment of the priorities as to the
allocation of limited State resources (ibid).

115. Under the Court’s well-established case-law, the principles which
apply generally in cases concerning Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 are equally
relevant when it comes to pensions (see Stummer v. Austria [GC],
no. 37452/02, § 82, ECHR 2011), salaries and welfare benefits (see, inter
alia, Savickas and Others v. Lithuania (dec.), no. 66365/09, § 91, 15 October
2013; Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above, § 32; and Mihaies and Sentes
v. Romania (dec.), nos. 44232/11 and 44605/11, 6 December 2011).

116. The first and most important requirement of Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1 is that any interference by a public authority with the peaceful
enjoyment of possessions should be lawful (see, Bélané Nagy v. Hungary
[GC],no. 53080/13, § 112, 13 December 2016). The existence of a legal basis
is not in itself sufficient to satisfy the principle of lawfulness. When speaking
of “law”, Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 refers to a concept which comprises
statutory law as well as case-law. In addition, the legal basis must have a
certain quality, namely it must be compatible with the rule of law and must
provide guarantees against arbitrariness (see AnZelika Simaitiené
v. Lithuania, no. 36093/13, § 111, 21 April 2020). It follows that, in addition
to being in accordance with the domestic law of the Contracting State,
including its Constitution, the legal norms on which the deprivation of
property is based should be sufficiently accessible, precise, and foreseeable
in their application (see Leki¢ v. Slovenia [GC], no. 36480/07, § 95,
11 December 2018).

117. Any interference must also pursue a legitimate aim “in the public
interest” and must be reasonably proportionate to the aim sought to be
realised. In other words, a fair balance must be struck between the demands
of the general interest of the community and the requirements of the
protection of the individual’s fundamental rights. The requisite balance will
not be found if the person or persons concerned have had to bear an individual
and excessive burden (see Savickas and Others, cited above, § 91, and
Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above, § 32 and further references therein).

(b) Application of these principles to the circumstances of the present case

(i) Applicability of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and the existence of an interference

118. The Court finds Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to be applicable in the
present case (see, mutatis mutandis, see Da Silva Carvalho Rico v. Portugal
(dec.),no. 13341/14, §§ 31-32, 1 September 2015, Savickas and Others, cited
above, § 91, 15 October 2013, and Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above, § 34).
It notes that from September 2011 to 31 December 2016 a monthly sum was
deducted from the salaries of the applicants in application no. 77396/14 on
the basis of Law no. 112 (I)/2011 as an extraordinary contribution, leading to
a de facto reduction of their salaries (see paragraphs 6 and 7 above). Similarly,
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a monthly sum was deducted from the salaries or pensions of the applicants
in applications nos. 45039/20, 45089/20, 45101/20 and 45899/20 on the basis
of Law 68(1)/2012 from 1 December 2012 to 1 January 2023 (see
paragraph 35 above), also leading to a de facto reduction of their salaries or
pensions. The domestic courts also held in their judgments that both pensions
and salaries constituted property rights (see paragraphs 20, 38, 39, 45 above),
and the Government do not argue to the contrary.

119. The Court further finds that the extraordinary contributions or
deductions made under the disputed legislation constituted an interference
with the right to the applicants’ peaceful enjoyment of their possessions
within the meaning of the first sentence of the first paragraph of Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 (see, inter alia, Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above, § 34, with
further references).

(i) Lawfulness of the interference

120. The parties do not dispute that the interference with their property
rights was based on Law no. 112(I)/2011 (as regards the applicants in
application no. 77396/14) and on Law no. 168(1)/2012 (as regards the
remaining applicants). The parties disagree however as to the compatibility
of those laws with Article 23 of the Constitution which protects the right to
property. The Court accepts that its power to review compliance with
domestic law is limited as it is in the first place for the national authorities to
interpret and apply that law (see Radomilja and Others v. Croatia [GC], nos.
37685/10 and 22768/12, § 149, 20 March 2018).

121. The Court notes that this complaint is closely linked to the complaint
under Article 6 § 1 of the Convention in which it found that there has been
no violation (see paragraph 104 above). In that connection, the Court notes
that the constitutionality of Laws nos. 112(I)/2011 and 168(1)/2012 was
upheld by the Supreme Court in Charalambous and Avgousti, where it set out
a comprehensive interpretation of the relevant legislation and resolved any
ambiguities. The Supreme Court in both cases applied the standards that the
Court has developed in respect of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the
Convention. While Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 does not have exactly the same
wording and scope as Article 23 of the Constitution, the Court does not find
compelling reasons to depart from the conclusions reached by the Supreme
Court and to substitute its own views for those of that court on a question
concerning the interpretation of the Constitution of Cyprus and the domestic
law for which that court has given acceptable reasons (see Zegarac and
Others v. Serbia (dec.), no. 54805/15 and 10 others, § 91, 17 January 2023).

(iii) Whether the interference pursued a legitimate aim

122. It is clear that the contested measures were taken to limit public
expenditure because the State was going through a period of adverse finances
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and in order to avoid further exacerbating the budgetary situation (see
paragraphs 12, 42, 60 and 66 above). The Court notes that in cases from a
number of countries concerning similar austerity measures during an
economic crisis with the aim of reducing public spending it found such aims
to be legitimate for the purposes of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (see among
other authorities, Mockiené v. Lithuania (dec.), no. 75916/13, § 42, 4 July
2017; P. Plaisier B.V. v. the Netherlands (dec.), nos. 46184/16 and 2 others,
§ 88, 14 November 2017; Mamatas and Others v. Greece, nos. 63066/14 and
2 others, §§ 101-05, 21 July 2016; Da Concei¢cao Mateus and Santos
Januario v. Portugal (dec.), nos. 62235/12 and 57725/12, §§ 25-26,
8 October 2013; Frimu and Others v. Romania (dec.), nos. 45312/11 and
4 others, § 42, 7 February 2012; and Mihaies and Sentes, cited above, § 18).

123. The Court reiterates that the notion of “public interest” is necessarily
extensive. As it has already said, the decision to enact laws to balance State
expenditure and revenue will commonly involve consideration of political,
economic and social issues, and the margin of appreciation available to a
legislature in implementing social and economic policies is a wide one. The
Court will therefore respect the legislature’s judgment as to what is “in the
public interest” unless that judgment is manifestly without reasonable
foundation (see Koufaki and ADEDI, § 31, with other references). In matters
of general policy, on which opinions within a democratic society may
reasonably differ widely, the role of the domestic policymaker should be
given special weight (ibid.).

124. In view of the above considerations, the Court has no reason to doubt
that the contested interference pursued the legitimate aim of protecting the
public purse during a difficult financial period.

(iv) Proportionality of the interference

125. It remains therefore to be established whether a “fair balance” was
struck in the present case between the demands of the general interests of the
community and the requirements of the protection of the applicants’
fundamental rights.

126. The Court notes first that none of the applicants argued that the
measures taken had been disproportionate or that they had had to bear an
individual and disproportionate burden. Rather, their submissions focused on
the lawfulness of the interference. The applicants in application no. 77396/14
failed however to provide any information about their income and salary scale
or how they were specifically affected by the subsequent amending laws, that
is, whether the contribution was deducted from every applicant’s salary for
the whole period.

127. Regardless, as regards the applicants in application no. 77396/14 the
Court observes that a small reduction was imposed in the form of a special
contribution which ranged from 0% to 3.5% of the gross monthly salary
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and/or pension of officials and employees in the civil service and the wider
public sector. The deduction was tiered.

The Court notes that the deduction imposed on the applicants in all the
remaining applications was tiered and ranged from 0% to 17.5% of the gross
salary or pension.

128. Those reductions do not, in the Court’s view, constitute a substantive
reduction compared to previous situations that have been examined by the
Court (see, for example, Mockiené, cited above, §§ 5-13, where service
pensions were reduced by 5% to 20%, amounting to a reduction of
approximately 15% for four years; Mihdies and Sentes, cited above, §§ 8-9
and 21, concerning a reduction of public-sector wages by 25% for six months
in order to balance the State budget; and Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above,
§§ 5-9, where Greece reduced public-sector wages with retroactive effect by
percentages ranging from 12% to 30%, further reducing them later that year
by an additional 8%, and also reduced holiday and Christmas allowances for
higher-earning public-sector employees). In any event, the applicants have
not argued that the deduction of this contribution from their salaries
jeopardised their only means of subsistence or put them at risk of having
insufficient means to live on (see, inter alia, Mockiené, § 45; and also,
mutatis mutandis, Bélané Nagy, § 118; both cited above).

129. The Court further observes that the contested interference was not
indefinite. For the applicants in application no. 77396/14 it lasted for about
five years and four months (from 1 September 2011 until 31 December 2016,
see paragraph 6 above) and for the remaining applicants for about ten years
(from 1 December 2012 until 1 January 2023, see paragraph 35 above). While
the applicants and all others must have been adversely affected by the
contested measures, they were obliged only temporarily to endure a
reasonable and justifiable reduction in their pensions or salaries.

130. Lastly, the Court reiterates that the possible existence of alternative
solutions to address the economic crisis does not itself render the contested
measures unjustified. Since the legislature remained within the limits of its
margin of appreciation, it is not for the Court to decide whether better
alternative measures could have been found to reduce the State budget deficit
and overcome the financial crisis (see, for example, Mockiené § 44; Da
Conceicdo Mateus and Santos Januario, § 28; Da Silva Carvalho Rico, § 45;
and Koufaki and ADEDY, § 48 all cited above).

131. Against this background and bearing in mind the State’s wide margin
of appreciation in social legislation (and the legitimacy of the aim of
rationalising public expenditure at a time of serious economic difficulties) the
Court sees no grounds to find that the authorities failed to strike a fair balance
between the demands of the general interests of the community and the
requirements of the protection of the applicants’ individual fundamental
rights.
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132. It follows that there has been no violation of Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1 to the Convention.

IV. ALLEGED VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 1 OF PROTOCOL NO. 12 TO
THE CONVENTION

133. The applicants in application no. 77396/14 complained that their
rights under Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 to the Convention had been violated.
This provision reads as follows:

“l. The enjoyment of any right set forth by law shall be secured without
discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or
other opinion, national or social origin, association with a national minority, property,
birth or other status.

2. No one shall be discriminated against by any public authority on any ground such
as those mentioned in paragraph 1.”

A. The parties’ submissions

134. The Government argued, inter alia, that the applicants had failed to
show that they had been in an analogous position to employees in the private
sector. They said that employees in the private sector were employed by
private individuals. Their terms of employment and dismissal, promotion,
wages and other benefits were governed by various laws and their individual
contracts. In any event, because of the economic crisis, employees of the
private sector had also suffered reductions to their salaries in 2011 (see
paragraph 64 above).

135. The applicants complained that they had been discriminated against
on the basis of their status as civil servants. They submitted that the fact that
they received their salary from public funds could not justify differential
treatment. They considered that the Law disproportionately focused on civil
servants instead of spreading its effect to people of greater economic capacity.

B. The Court’s assessment

136. The Court reiterates that discrimination, both for the purposes of
Article 14 of the Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 to the
Convention, means treating differently, without an objective and reasonable
justification, persons in similar situations (see Maktouf and Damjanovic
v. Bosnia and Herzegovina [GC], nos. 2312/08 and 34179/08, § 81,
ECHR 2013 (extracts) and Sejdi¢ and Finci v. Bosnia and Herzegovina [GC],
nos. 27996/06 and 34836/06, § 55, ECHR 2009). There will be a difference
in treatment if it can be established that other persons in an analogous or
relevantly similar situation enjoy preferential treatment (see Molla Sali
v. Greece [GC], no. 20452/14, § 133, 19 December 2018 and Konstantin
Markin v. Russia [GC], no. 30078/06, § 125, ECHR 2012 (extracts)).
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137. Turning to the circumstances of the present case the Court observes
that civil servants and private employees cannot be regarded as being in an
analogous or relevantly similar situation within the meaning of Article 1 of
Protocol No. 12. The essential distinction, which is directly relevant to the
context of the disputed measures, is that they draw their incomes from
different sources, namely a private budget and the State budget respectively
(see Giavi v. Greece, no. 25816/09, § 52, 3 October 2013, and Panfile,
v. Romania (dec.), 13902/11, § 28, 20 March 2012; see also Fabian
v. Hungary [GC], no. 78117/13, §§ 122 and 131-33, 5 September 2017). The
Supreme Court emphasised in its judgment that the State payroll was one of
the greatest burdens on the public finances (see paragraph 13 above). It should
also be noted in that connection that the Court has on numerous occasions
accepted the distinction that some Contracting States draw for pension
purposes between civil servants and private employees (see Valkov and
Others v. Bulgaria, nos. 2033/04 and 8 others, § 117, 25 October 2011 and
the citations therein).

138. Nor can an analogy be drawn between civil servants and persons who
were not in an employment relationship with the State but who were for
example suppliers under contracts for services (see, mutatis mutandis, Giavi,
cited above, § 52).

139. The Court finds therefore that the applicants have not shown that, as
public officials or civil servants whose employment, remuneration and social
benefits were dependent on the State budget, they were in an analogous or
relevantly similar situation to that of the other employees they referred to. It
follows there can be no claim for discrimination.

140. In view of the above, the applicants’ complaint under Article 1 of
Protocol No. 12 is manifestly ill-founded and must be rejected in accordance
with Article 35 §§ 3(a) and 4 of the Convention.

FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT,

1. Decides, unanimously, to join the applications;

2. Decides, unanimously, to strike the applications of Ms Pantelitsa
Constantinou Loizia, Ms Georgia Vyra Dionysiou and Mr Stylianos
Christofi out of its list;

3. Declares, unanimously, the complaint under Article 6 of the Convention
in applications nos. 45039/20, 45089/20, 45101/20 and 45899/20

admissible;

4. Declares, unanimously, the complaint under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
in all applications admissible;
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5. Declares, by a majority, the complaint under Article 1 of Protocol No. 12
in application no.77396/14 inadmissible;

6. Holds, by five votes to two, that there has been no violation of Article 6
of the Convention;

7. Holds, by five votes to two, that there has been no violation of Article 1
of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention;

Done in English, and notified in writing on 13 November 2025, pursuant
to Rule 77 §§ 2 and 3 of the Rules of Court.

Ilse Freiwirth Ivana Jeli¢
Registrar President

In accordance with Article 45 § 2 of the Convention and Rule 74 § 2 of
the Rules of Court, the dissenting opinion of judge Serghides joined by judge
Adamska-Gallant is annexed to this judgment.
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DISSENTING OPINION OF JUDGE SERGHIDES JOINED
BY JUDGE ADAMSKA-GALLANT

I. INTRODUCTION

1. This case is a landmark case for the protection of the right to property
under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention.

2. The applications concerned interferences by the State with the pensions
and salaries of officials and employees in the civil service at a time of
economic crisis. They all raise issues under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the
Convention and four of them, namely, those with numbers 45039/20,
45089/20, 45101/20 and 45899/20 additionally raise issues under Article 6 of
the Convention.

3. erespectfully disagree with our eminent colleagues in the majority who
voted in favour of points 6 and 7 of the operative provisions, namely, finding
that there has been no violation of Article 6 of the Convention and Article 1
of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. Judge Serghides also disagrees that the
complaint under Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 to the Convention regarding
application no. 77396/14 is inadmissible, and that is why he voted against
point 5 of the operative provisions.

4. We will first address the complaint under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1.
Given that the complaints under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and under
Article 6 of the Convention contain overlapping arguments, some limited
repetition is both unavoidable and necessary for clarity.

II. COMPLAINT UNDER ARTICLE 1 OF PROTOCOL NO. 1
A. Relevant legal provisions

5. The applicants in all applications complained that they had unlawfully
and unjustifiably been deprived of part of their salaries and pensions in
violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, which reads as
follows:

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

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

6. Mention should also be made of Article 53 of the Convention — a highly
pertinent provision headed “Safeguard for existing human rights” — which, as
will be seen, stipulates that when the domestic law (such as Article 23 of the
Constitution in the present case) affords greater protection to certain rights
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than the Convention (for example, the right to enjoyment of property under
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 thereto), then the Convention cannot be read as
limiting the higher protection afforded domestically. Specifically, Article 53
of the Convention reads:

“Nothing in this Convention shall be construed as limiting or derogating from any of
the human rights and fundamental freedoms which may be ensured under the laws of
any High Contracting Party or under any other agreement to which it is a party.”

7. The relevant provisions of the Constitution of Cyprus are the following:

Article 23

“1. Every person, alone or jointly with others, has the right to acquire, own, possess,
enjoy or dispose of any movable or immovable property and has the right to respect for
such right. The right of the Republic to underground water, minerals and antiquities is
reserved.

2. No deprivation or restriction or limitation of any such right shall be made except as
provided in this Article.

3. Restrictions or limitations which are absolutely necessary in the interest of the
public safety or the public health or the public morals or the town and country planning
or the development and utilisation of any property to the promotion of the public benefit
or for the protection of the rights of others may be imposed by law on the exercise of
such right. Just compensation shall be promptly paid for any such restrictions or
limitations which materially decrease the economic value of such property: such
compensation to be determined in case of disagreement by a civil court.

4. Any movable or immovable property or any right over or interest in any such
property may be compulsorily acquired by the Republic or by a municipal corporation
or by a Communal Chamber for the educational, religious, charitable or sporting
institutions, bodies or establishments within its competence and only from the persons
belonging to its respective Community or by a public corporation or a public utility
body on which such right has been conferred by law, and only -

(a) for a purpose which is to the public benefit and shall be specially provided by a
general law for compulsory acquisition which shall be enacted within a year from the
date of the coming into operation of this Constitution; and

(b) when such purpose is established by a decision of the acquiring authority and made
under the provisions of such law stating clearly the reasons for such acquisition; and

(c) upon the payment in cash and in advance of a just and equitable compensation to
be determined in case of disagreement by a civil court.”

Article 33

“1. Subject to the provisions of this Constitution relating to a state of emergency, the
fundamental rights and liberties guaranteed by this Part shall not be subjected to any
other limitations or restrictions than those in this Part provided.

2. The provisions of this Part relating to such limitations or restrictions shall be
interpreted strictly and shall not be applied for any purpose other than those for which
they have been prescribed.”
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Article 169
“Subject to the provisions of Article 50 and paragraph 3 of Article 57-

(3) treaties, conventions and agreements concluded in accordance with the foregoing
provisions of this Article shall have, as from their publication in the official Gazette of
the Republic, superior force to any municipal law on condition that such treaties,
conventions and agreements are applied by the other party thereto.”

Article 179
“1. This Constitution shall be the supreme law of the Republic.

2. No law or decision of the House of Representatives or of any of the Communal
Chambers and no act or decision of any organ, authority or person in the Republic
exercising executive power or any administrative function shall in any way be
repugnant to, or inconsistent with, any of the provisions of this Constitution.”

B. Legal analysis

1. Existence of an interference

8. We agree with the judgment (see paragraph 106) that Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 is applicable in the present case. In our separate opinion we
will refer to the deductions of salaries and pensions under Laws
nos. 168(1)/12, 31(I)/13 and 94(I)/18, as well as Law no. 113(I)/2011, as
“interferences” with the right to property secured by Article 23 § 1 of the
Constitution and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. We also refer
to the Supreme Court (plenary), in Republic of Cyprus v. Charalambous and
others, nos. 1480/2011 and others, 11 June 2014 ((2014) 3 AAD 175), and
the Supreme Court (appellate jurisdiction) in Republic of Cyprus v.Avgousti
and others, nos. 177/2018 and others, 10 April 2020, as the “domestic court”.

2. Whether the interference was lawful

(a) The domestic legal basis as a starting point

9. Now we will turn to the lawfulness of the interferences. The first and
most important requirement of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 is that any
interference by a public authority with the peaceful enjoyment of possessions
must be lawful (see Bélané Nagy v. Hungary [GC], no. 53080/13, § 112,
13 December 2016). The existence of a legal basis is not in itself sufficient to
satisfy the principle of lawfulness. When speaking of “law,” Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 alludes to a concept which comprises statute law as well as
case-law. In addition, the legal basis must have a certain quality, namely it
must be compatible with the rule of law and must provide guarantees against
arbitrariness (see AnZelika Simaitiené v. Lithuania, no. 36093/13, § 111,
21 April 2020). It follows that, in addition to being in accordance with the
domestic law of the Contracting State, including its Constitution, the legal
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norms on which deprivation of property is based should be sufficiently
accessible, precise and foreseeable in their application (see Lekic¢ v. Slovenia
[GC], no. 36480/07, § 95, 11 December 2018). The Court needs compelling
reasons to depart from the conclusions reached by the domestic courts, and to
substitute its own views for those of the domestic court (see Zegarac v. Serbia
(dec.), no. 54805/15, § 91, 17 January 2023), in the present case, on a
question concerning the interpretation and application of the Constitution of
Cyprus and the domestic law. As will be further developed below, we humbly
argue that in the circumstances of the present case, such reasons do exist here.

10. The present case is one of a highly country-specific nature since it is
intrinsically linked to the constitutional and legal framework of Cyprus. To
review the lawfulness of an interference under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1,
one must first reflect on the unique provisions of Article 23 §§ 1-4 of the
Cyprus Constitution as the relevant provisions regulating the right to property
and possibilities of interference with such right in Cyprus. It is noted that the
said provisions have a clear, logical, and coherent structure.

The first paragraph of Article 23 sets out the scope of the right to property.

The second paragraph prohibits interference with the right for reasons
other than those specified in Article 23.

The first sentence of the third paragraph sets out the conditions under
which the right to property could be restricted and the second sentence of the
third paragraph provides for compensation in the event of a material decrease
in the economic value of the property.

The fourth paragraph regulates the deprivation of property.

In addition, in reviewing the legal basis for an interference, one must not
lose sight of the traditional interpretation of the above paragraphs by the
domestic courts. For that, we refer the reader to paragraphs 56 and 74-75 of
the judgment). Accordingly, domestic jurisprudence has established that
terms restricting the use of property which leave the core of the right to enjoy
property intact does not constitute a deprivation but a limitation of the right.
In other words, if an interference with a right has been so extensive as to
essentially obliterate it, this is regarded as an act of deprivation; otherwise, it
1s a limitation or restriction.

11. In Cyprus, the Constitution is the supreme law of the land
(Article 179 § 1 of the Constitution, cited above). With respect to the right to
property, Article 23 of the Constitution provides greater protection than
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. This was explicitly
acknowledged by the Supreme Court in Charalambous (see paragraphs 18
and 23 of the judgment). This is because the Constitution does not generally
permit restrictions or limitations on the right to property on grounds of
“public interest”, whereas Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 allows such restrictions
or limitations. Accordingly, the domestic authorities in Cyprus cannot restrict
the right to property on the basis of “public interest”, since no such legitimate
aim or exception exists in Article 23 of its Constitution (“public interest”
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justifications can only apply to town and country planning and the
development of property, as found by the Supreme Court in Charalambous,
cited above). Article 23 of the Constitution affords broader protection for
property rights than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and as a result Article 53 of
the Convention (cited above) presupposes that constitutional standards
should be taken into consideration when assessing violations of Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1. Moreover, while Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 subjects property
rights to “the conditions provided for by law”, that reference necessarily
incorporates the Constitution’s standards — including those of Article 23 —
into the lawfulness test under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. For this reason, the
issue raised by the present case must be examined in a country-specific
context. It should also be noted that, under Article 169 § 3 of the Constitution
(cited above), treaties ratified by Cyprus — including the European
Convention on Human Rights, ratified by Law no. 39/1962 — have superior
force over ordinary legislation but not over the Constitution itself. Article 179
§ 2 (cited above) further confirms that no law shall in any way be “repugnant”
to any of the provisions of the Constitution.

12. It should be clarified that the present case must be distinguished from
Koufaki and ADEDY v. Greece (dec.), nos. 57665/12 and 57657/12, 7 May
2013. Unlike Greece, in Cyprus — as has been shown above — “public interest”
is not considered a legitimate aim for restrictions or limitations of the right to
property under Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, unless the restrictions or
limitations concern town planning. Due to the absence of such restriction or
limitation in the domestic law of Greece, the Court in Koufaki and ADEDY
briefly explained that the interference was based on domestic law without
delving into the matter further (ibid., § 35) and then proceeded to focus on
the necessity and proportionality of the measure. Therefore, this precedent
cannot apply to the present case, which precisely concerns the domestic law
of Cyprus and the higher protection that the State itself has chosen to afford
to property rights.

13. We respectfully argue that in the present cases, the domestic court fell
into several fundamental flaws concerning the interpretation and application
of the provisions of Article 23 §§ 1-4 of the Constitution, thereby in multiple
respects failing to satisfy the lawfulness criterion of Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1, leading to a violation of this Convention provision.

(b) Deprivation

14. First, in our view, the domestic courts arbitrarily characterised the
interferences in question as restrictions or limitations rather than deprivations.
It is our humble opinion that the interference in question could not be
anything other than deprivation, since part of the salaries and pensions was
compulsorily taken without being returned, with the consequence that the
owners lost that part of the property for ever. Thus, in essence, the said
interferences concerned partial expropriations of movable property, just as
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the compulsory taking of even the smallest portion of a large parcel of land
by a government or other competent authority, for the purpose of aligning or
widening a road, is considered to be a partial compulsory acquisition. In such
cases, even if the interferences are not substantial, they constitute by their
very nature deprivations, and not merely restrictions or limitations. This is
one way deprivation may occur; the other is when, although the whole of the
property remains intact, its utility is so severely affected by the interference
that it becomes virtually useless — as happens, for example, when very heavy
building restrictions are imposed. However, this is not the case here, because
part of the property was compulsorily taken forever.

15. Had the domestic court correctly classified the interferences as a
deprivation of property, it would undoubtedly have found them unlawful.
This is because the requirements or conditions for a deprivation of property
set out in Article 23 § 4 of the Constitution — the only constitutional provision
dealing with deprivation — as well as the requirements of the relevant law on
compulsory acquisitions!, were not satisfied. One requirement set out in
Article 23 § 4 of the Constitution that was not met in the present case is that,
since the interferences were monetary in nature, the safeguard provided for
in Article 23 § 4(c) of the Constitution — requiring monetary compensation
(payment in cash and in advance) in cases of deprivation — could not, by its
nature, be satisfied. Another requirement of Article 23 § 4(c) that was not
fulfilled is that the interferences were not carried out under the law on
compulsory acquisition as stipulated in Article 23 § 4(c), namely, Law
no. 15/1962.

16. Consequently, because the lawfulness requirement under Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 was not met, the domestic court should have found a violation
of this Convention provision, as any interference with property rights must
be lawful.

(c¢) Restriction or limitation

17. Second, not only did the domestic court fail to properly characterise
the interferences as deprivations, but having characterised and dealt with
them as restrictions or limitations, it also addressed them in an arbitrary
manner, bypassing the provisions of Article 23 §§ 2 and 3 of the
Constitution. Therefore, even if, for the sake of argument, we were to agree
with the domestic court that the interferences in the present case constituted
a restriction or limitation instead of a deprivation, we would still conclude
that the interferences were unlawful for the following reasons.

18. The domestic court stated that “public interest” does not form part of
the legitimate aims provided for in Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution

1'i.e., The Compulsory Acquisition of Property Law, No. 15 of 1962, the law stipulated by
Article 23 § 4(a) of the Constitution; see Evrydiki K. Aspri v. the Republic of Cyprus, through
the Council of Ministers (1962-1963) 4 R.S.C.C. 57.
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concerning restrictions or limitations, except for town planning purposes
(see, in this connection, paragraph 18 of the judgment outlining the
majority’s findings in Charalambous, and also Article 33 § 2 of the
Constitution, cited above, providing that restrictions or limitations to human
rights shall be interpreted strictly). Since the present case does not concern
town planning — which would justify restrictions on “public interest” grounds
— then the only outcome would be that the interferences in question, which
were carried out precisely for the “public interest” (securing public finances),
were unlawful. Therefore, while the domestic court correctly held that “public
interest” is not included in Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, it regrettably
failed to conclude that the interferences in question were unlawful under this
provision and by extension that they were in breach of Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1.

19. Under Article 23 § 2 of the Constitution, it is clear that any
interference with property should fall either under Article 23 § 3 of the
Constitution as a restriction or a limitation or under Article 23 § 4 of the
Constitution as a deprivation of property. Any other form of interference
should be considered unlawful. So, even if one were to accept that there was
no deprivation but merely a restriction or limitation, any interference that
does not pursue one of the legitimate aims set out in Article 23 § 3 would still
be unlawful.

To use the words of William Schabas, “[b]y virtue of article 53, the
Convention cannot be interpreted so as to prejudice the protection of human
rights enshrined in the national law of a State”?. Both the first instance® and
appellate courts in Avgousti referred to Article 53 of the Convention, making
it clear that the Convention guarantees a minimum level of protection for the
rights and freedoms it contains, while allowing the Contracting States to
provide broader protection if they wish. In this connection, the appellate court
in Avgousti said the following, which leaves no doubt that since the right to
property is afforded greater protection under Article 23 of the Constitution
than that afforded by Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, this higher level of
protection is recognised by Article 53 Convention as prevailing:

“The salary and pension as a property right

Given, as common ground, that salary constitutes a property right, the first-instance
court decisions highlighted and based their reasoning on the recognised (see
Charalambous (above)) distinction between Article 23 of the Constitution and Article
1 of the Protocol. Article 1 [of Protocol No. 1] permits the restriction of a property right
for reasons of public benefit, whereas Article 23.3 does not include public interest or
public benefit among the permissible grounds for limiting the right to property.

2 William A. Schabas, The European Convention on Human Rights — A Commentary (Oxford
University Press, 2015), at p. 903.
3 Avgousti and others v. The Republic of Cyprus, no. 898/2013, 27 November 2018.
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Instead, the Constitution follows a case-specific regulation that results in a ‘closed
list” of permissible restrictions. Consequently, in this respect, Article 23 of the
Constitution affords greater protection than Article 1 of the Protocol. It is undisputed
that, according to Article 53 of the ECHR and Article 53 of the Charter of Fundamental
Rights of the European Union, it is not permissible to invoke a right or freedom of the
ECHR in order to restrict or abolish a fundamental right already recognised by the
national legal order.” (unofficial translation from Greek).

The domestic court rightly acknowledged the guarantees of Article 53 of
the Convention; however, it did so only in theory. In practice, the domestic
court did something contradictory. While it said, on the one hand, that “public
interest” cannot be invoked as a justification for the restriction of property
rights under the Constitution, it proceeded, on the other hand, to examine the
interference under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 which contains “public
interest” as a legitimate ground for interference with property rights. By
upholding the restriction on the basis of “public interest”, the domestic court
— and the majority of the Court in the present case — afforded the right in
question a lower level of protection than that guaranteed by the Constitution,
thereby failing to give practical effect to Article 53 of the Convention. In so
doing, the domestic court did not remain faithful to what is said regarding the
mechanism and application of Article 53.

20. Third, after determining that only the right to a salary and a pension
is protected under Article 23 § 1 of the Constitution — but not their quantum*

4 This view of the domestic court is based on case-law of the Court (to which the domestic
court refers, inter alia, Valkov and Others v. Bulgaria, nos. 2033/04 and 8 other
applications, § 84, 28 October 2011; Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above, § 33), according to
which, as to pension rights, Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 of the Convention, does not, as such,
guarantee any right to a pension of a particular amount. However, this theory — namely, that
the right to a pension and the right to a salary do not guarantee, respectively, any entitlement
to a particular amount of pension or salary — does not weaken our position or any of the
arguments advanced in our opinion regarding the fundamental flaws made by the domestic
court in the present case. Nevertheless, since this theory is invoked by the domestic court,
it is appropriate for us to offer a brief critique. We respectfully maintain that the argument
that the right to one’s pension and or salary under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 and under
Article 23 of the Cyprus Constitution does not extend to a right to receive a salary or pension
of a particular amount is conceptually untenable and normatively unsound. Salaries and
pensions are, by their nature, quantitative entitlements; their essence lies in the amount
payable. To recognise a right to salary or pension, while denying protection of its level, strips
the right of its essential content and renders it effectively meaningless. Such reasoning
violates the principle of effectiveness (effet utile), according to which, human rights must be
practical and effective rather than theoretical or illusory. A salary right that does not secure
the substance of remuneration is an empty legal abstraction, depriving the protection of any
normative force and undermining the very purpose for which the right exists. Moreover, this
artificial distinction between the right to salary and its specific amount contradicts
fundamental principles of property rights and legitimate expectations, such as the principle
of certainty. Employees and pensioners develop reasonable reliance interests based on
established compensation levels, and arbitrary reductions without adequate safeguards
violate the principle of legal certainty that underpins the rule of law. In addition, such an
approach enables potential abuse by public authorities, who could technically maintain the
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— the domestic court held that the interferences did not affect its core, as the
reductions in salaries and pensions were minor. It treated these interferences
as restrictions or limitations within the meaning of Article 23 § 1 of the
Constitution, without, however, applying any lawfulness test. With all due
respect, this approach is flawed for the following reasons:

(a) Although the content of a right to a salary or a pension is
comprehensive, a distinction may nevertheless be drawn between its core and
the remainder of its content. Such a distinction may be relevant under
Article 23 § 2 of the Constitution in determining whether an interference
amounts to a deprivation falling under Article 23 § 4 of the Constitution, or
a restriction or limitation falling under Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution.
That was the right distinction drawn by the case-law prior to Charalambous
(see paragraph 24(b) below). However, no such distinction can be used in
arguing that the part of the right which is not its core is entirely unprotected
and that upon it can be imposed restrictions or limitations under Article 23
§ 1 of the Constitution other than those of Article 23 § 3 and without any
lawfulness criteria. The mere justification given by the domestic court to
leave interferences outside the protection of Article 23 § 2, namely, that the
interferences did not impair the core of the property right should not be
considered a valid justification, because, by definition, any restriction or
limitation must not impair the core of the property right; otherwise, it would
amount to a deprivation falling under Article 23 § 4 of the Constitution.
Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution encompasses restrictions and limitations,
ranging from minor to substantial, however, if they impair the core of the
right, they fall under Article 23 § 4 of the Constitution as deprivations. The
most important point to be underlined is that Article 23 of the Constitution
does not provide for any restrictions or limitations other than those stated in
paragraph 3 of the said Article.

(b) If a restriction or a limitation were to be assessed under Article 23 § 1
of the Constitution merely because it does not affect the core of the right, as
the domestic court did, this would, with respect, disregard the wording and
purpose of Article 23 §§ 2 and 3. The dichotomy between deprivations and
restrictions or limitations is critical in maintaining the hierarchy, internal
coherence and integrity of the legal framework established by the relevant
paragraphs of Article 23 of the Constitution. In other words, to allow, as the
domestic court does, a limitation to be applied under Article 23 § 1 solely on
the basis that it does not impair the core of the property right, would
circumvent the internal structure of Article 23 and would undermine the
distinct roles and hierarchy assigned to Article 23 §§ 2, 3 and 4. Such an

existence of the right, while eroding its substance through nominal payments, thereby
circumventing constitutional and human rights protections through formalistic and semantic
manipulation. That, of course, was not the aim of the Constitution. On the contrary, its aim
was the protection of the right to property in the most clear and unambiguous manner, giving
it even more protection that the Convention itself.
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approach blurs the necessary legal boundaries between limitations and
deprivations and risks eroding the protections that the constitutional legal
system is designed to safeguard in respect of property rights. The blurring of
constitutional provisions protecting the right to property is fundamentally
inconsistent with the interpretative method mandated by Article 31 of the
1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (VCLT), applied by analogy
in the present case. Article 31 requires that legal texts be given their ordinary
meaning, read in context and in the light of their object and purpose. To merge
distinct constitutional guarantees into one another disregards these
interpretative principles, producing an arbitrary and unpredictable standard
that undermines legal certainty. It also empties the property clause of its
independent content and protective force, leaving individuals without a clear
safeguard against unjustified interference. The interpretation given by the
domestic court does not have a basis under the current constitutional
provisions and it would not have unless the Constitution were to change. But
even in that case it would not be prudent to have two categories of restrictions
and limitations — one under paragraph 3 and the other under paragraph 1. If
the legislature had intended this, it would simply have amended paragraph 3
of Article 23 — as it is not a “basic” constitutional provision under Article 182
§ 2 of the Constitution — to include “public interest” as a legitimate aim.
(While paragraph 3 of Article 23 of the Constitution is not a “basic”
constitutional provision, paragraph 4 (c) of Article 23 of the Constitution is).

(c) The domestic court’s approach resulted in accepting that the
restrictions or limitations under Article 23 § 1 of the Constitution would, in
fact, be completely free from any conditions (unconditional), despite the
explicit provision of Article 23 § 3, which deals expressly and exclusively
with restrictions and limitations and places certain conditions on them, not
leaving room for any additional restrictions or limitations or corresponding
conditions. To put it otherwise, the domestic court, by arbitrarily
characterising and classifying the interferences as restrictions or limitations
under Article 23 § 1 in relation to the right to property, left the right not only
with less protection than it would enjoy under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
itself, but effectively unprotected altogether. Since paragraph 1 of Article 23
of the Constitution does not provide for restrictions or limitations — this being
done only in paragraphs 2 and 3 of Article 23 — it also does not set any
conditions for such restrictions or limitations, such as the criteria of necessity,
lawfulness or legitimate aim. Consequently, such restrictions or limitations
may be applied without any basis in legislation and subject solely to the
arbitrary will of the executive and contrary to the principle of separation of
powers which is established by Article 35 of the Constitution.

Effectively, the new approach proposed and applied by the domestic court
creates another oxymoron. What the domestic court did was to exclude the
right to a salary or pension from the protection of Article 23 of the
Constitution, as long as the “core of that right” (without defining what that
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“core” is) remained unaffected. In other words, the domestic court is saying
that as regards salaries and pensions, only the core of that right falls within
the scope of Article 23. If then the rest of the right to a salary (meaning
anything other than the core) is not protected by Article 23, why did the
domestic court proceed with a proportionality assessment? If the core of the
right was not engaged, and no protection was merited under Article 23, then
a proportionality assessment should also not be engaged.

If one were to argue that the criterion to be applied under Article 23 § 1 to
justify placing any restriction or limitation there is that the “core of the right”
must remain unaffected, this would still be tantamount to the judiciary
replacing the constitutional legislator by adding criteria not originally
envisaged in that paragraph. That result, however, would be absurd and
contrary to the text and aim of the Constitution, the supreme law of the
Republic.

(d) It 1s clear from the above, that although the provision of Article 23
expressly and exclusively lists the legitimate aims it covers, without
including “public interest”, the domestic court has, nevertheless,
acknowledged “public interest” indirectly by relying on the provision of
Article 23 § 1, which is entirely irrelevant and does not concern restrictions
or limitations on rights.

21. To illustrate more clearly the inherent inconsistency and arbitrariness
of such reasoning, it is sufficient to consider the following parallel. Where
two provisions within the same Article of the Constitution (Article 23 §§ 2
and 3) clearly provide that a restriction or limitation based on “public interest”
1s impermissible, it cannot fall within the competence of a court to render
such a restriction or limitation lawful by invoking unfounded and
unreasonable justifications. An instructive analogy may be drawn from the
field of criminal law: where the Criminal Code expressly prohibits certain
conduct, it would be incompatible with the rule of law for a court to declare
that conduct non-criminal by judicial fiat, through the invention or
introduction of excuses lacking any basis in law.

22. While the domestic court’s concern was to uphold the legality and
constitutionality of wage-reduction and pension-reduction measures during a
period of financial difficulty, in the name of the public interest, an
interpretation and application of constitutional provisions have emerged, that
are, regrettably, misguided. It should always be remembered, however, that
the Constitution must remain the highest legal authority and should not be
compromised or set aside in response to temporary national difficulties.
Otherwise, the rule of law and the very principles of democracy may be
endangered.

23. By way of conclusion, as with our findings regarding interferences
amounting to deprivation, so too when dealing with interferences in the form
of restrictions or limitations, the unavoidable conclusion is that, because the
lawfulness requirement under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 was not met, the
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domestic court should also have found a violation of this Convention
provision, since any interference with property rights must be lawful.

(d) Foreseeability and legal certainty

24. In the previous section we established that the domestic court’s
interpretation and application of the constitutional provisions were
fundamentally flawed and by extension failed to uphold the “lawfulness”
requirement of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. There is however another aspect
of the “lawfulness” requirement that was breached and should be examined.
This is the lack of foreseeability and legal certainty due to conflicting case-
law of the domestic court which will be discussed below, particularly when
we review the Article 6 complaint.

(a) We reiterate here, for the sake of convenience, the legal principles set
out in paragraph 10 above. From the domestic case-law provided in
Charalambous and Avgousti (both cited above), in both the majority and
minority judgments, it is evident that prior to Charalambous, the domestic
courts interpreted and applied the provisions of Article 23 of the Constitution
as follows. The first paragraph of Article 23 set out the scope of the right to
property. The second paragraph prohibited interference with the right for
reasons other than those specified in Article 23. The first sentence of the third
paragraph set out the conditions under which the right to property could be
restricted and the second sentence of the third paragraph provided for
compensation in the event of a material decrease in the economic value of the
property. Under the established judicial practice, the courts would first need
to establish whether the restriction had been provided for by law. They would
then need to establish whether the restriction had been based on one of the
grounds set out in that paragraph (public health, morals, etc), with the grounds
of “public interest” being available only for town planning purposes. If both
criteria had been fulfilled, the courts would then examine the proportionality
of the restriction. The fourth paragraph regulated the deprivation of property.

(b) The theory of the “core” of the right had been used to distinguish
between deprivations and restrictions or limitations: if the interference with
the right had been so extensive as to essentially obliterate the right, the
interference was regarded an act of deprivation (whereby Article 23 § 4
applied), otherwise it was a restriction or limitation (whereby Article 23 § 3
applied).

(c) The court in Charalambous introduced, for the first time, the idea that
as regards the right to a salary — which fell within the ambit of Article 23 —
the constitutional protection merely covered the core of that right, or
protected the right from substantial reduction since essentially Article 23 did
not guarantee a right to a salary of a particular amount. This conclusion was
later also adopted by the majority in Avgousti as regards both the right to a
salary and the right to a pension. In other words, the right to a salary or
pension could be limited, but not to the extent that the right would be rendered
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void. The majority in both cases noted that the small reduction imposed in the
form of a special contribution did not render the right to the said property
(whether salary or pension) devoid of any effect and as such it did not
constitute a deprivation. Some dissenting judges considered that the
deduction of a special contribution was not merely a restriction but in fact
deprived the applicants of that part of their property as it was never meant to
be returned.

(d) If the majority in the domestic court were right in considering that the
interference did not constitute a deprivation (thus ruling out the applicability
of Article 23 § 4), the interference, however small, still constituted a
restriction or limitation of the right (thus, attracting the applicability of
Article 23 § 3). It appears — from the judgment in Koutselini-loannidou
(no. 740/2011, 7 October 2014 (2014) 3 AAD 361), the first-instance court
judgments, the applicants’ arguments and the minority judges’ reaction — that,
as a logical consequence flowing from the case-law at the time, including that
on the “core of the right to property” and the numerical hierarchy of the
constitutional provisions, if the interference did not constitute a deprivation,
it would, as a restriction on or limitation of the right, be assessed under
Article 23 § 3 as the only constitutional provision regulating the restriction or
limitation of movable or immovable property. This is especially so, given that
the range of protection under Article 23 of the Constitution did not —
according to the domestic courts — vary depending on the type and nature of
the property — whether movable or immovable (see paragraph 17 of the
judgment).

(e) Instead, having found that only the core of the right to a salary or
pension was protected by the Constitution, the domestic court in
Charalambous and Avgousti (both cited above) concluded that the small
special contribution did not merit examination under Article 23 § 3, and that
it had been necessary and justified in the public interest (citing the economic
crisis).

(f) It is to be noted in this connection that in justifying this departure, the
majority in both cases cited case-law of this Court in respect of Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. However, Article 23 of the Constitution is
not identical to Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. Nor was the
domestic courts’ practice as regards the application of Article 23 of the
Constitution similar to this Court’s practice as regards the application of
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention. For example, unlike the
established domestic practice for Article 23 of the Constitution which
required the domestic courts to choose between paragraphs 3 or 4 of
Article 23 depending on the nature of the interference, under this Court’s
case-law, the Court is not required to specifically choose whether an
interference should be examined under the general principle of the peaceful
enjoyment of property comprised in the first rule of Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1 or in the context of deprivation of property in the second rule of that

50



CONSTANTINOU AND OTHERS v. CYPRUS JUDGMENT — SEPARATE OPINION

provision (see, among many examples, Credit Europe Leasing Ifn S.A.
v. Romania, no. 38072/11, § 71, 21 July 2020). Nevertheless, despite the
above differences, the majority in Avgousti performed a fair balance
assessment in the manner that the Court would under Article 1 of Protocol
No. 1, without engaging the third paragraph of Article 23 of the Constitution,
which appears according to the established domestic case-law and practice at
the time to have been the specific paragraph in the Cyprus Constitution
regulating instances of restriction or limitation of rights in respect of both
movable or immovable property, and which constituted a significant
difference between Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention and the
Constitution.

(g) Considering the differences between Article 23 of the Constitution and
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, as also identified by the
domestic court, and in the light of the fact that with the new interpretation the
court essentially enabled the State to bypass the stricter provisions of
paragraph 3 of Article 23 which, as interpreted by the domestic court, do not
allow the restriction of property rights on “public interest” grounds (with the
exception of specific areas such as town planning which are not relevant to
the present context), the domestic court was expected to provide a more
substantial statement of reasons in both judgments — instead of simply
referring to this Court’s case-law — justifying the departure from the text of
the law, to ensure compliance with the principles of legal certainty and
foreseeability (see, mutatis mutandis, Atanasovski v. the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, no. 36815/03, § 38, 14 January 2010). See more on
the criticism in paragraph 24(j) below.

(h) Similarly, in the absence of sufficient reasoning as to why the court
would not follow the hierarchy of the constitutional provisions as traditionally
applied, the domestic court’s assessment in Charalambous (cited above)
holding, on the one hand, that the deduction of an extraordinary contribution
from the applicants’ salaries could not be justified on the basis of Article 23
§ 3 for reasons of public interest and, on the other, that the reduction had been
in the public interest and necessary for reducing the budgetary deficit, had not
been foreseeable.

(1) It should also be emphasised that the new approach introduced in
Charalambous was unforeseeable per se and also unforeseeable in its
subsequent application by the domestic courts. Specifically, after the
Charalambous judgment, the Supreme Court plenary, following the earlier
established practice, held in Koutselini-loannidou (cited above) that the
“suspension” of pensions in the sense of either losing the pension entirely or
receiving a lower pension if the pensioner had another public sector job had
not been in conformity with the Constitution, which provided higher
protection than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, as Article 23 § 3 did not allow the
restriction of property rights for the public benefit.
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(j) The domestic court in Avgousti (cited above) subsequently declined to
follow the latest precedent set out in Koutselini-loannidou (cited above). The
Government argued that in doing so, the domestic court had not departed from
Koutselini-loannidou, but rather had distinguished it (see paragraph 91 of the
judgment), by considering that, unlike Koutselini-loannidou, the applicants
had not lost their property forever and that Laws nos 112(1)/2011 and
168(1)/2012 did not remove the applicants’ salaries or pensions entirely. That
has also been accepted by the majority in this Court, while acknowledging,
however, that the domestic courts have varied their approaches in their
decisions (see paragraph 102 of the judgment). We humbly submit that such
reasoning as to a variation of approaches is unconvincing in the light of the
fact that, like Koutselini-loannidou, where the interference would last as long
as the person had a public sector job, similarly in Charalambous and Avgousti
(both cited above) the relevant laws had no fixed expiry date and could
potentially apply for as long as necessary for the consolidation of the public
finances. At the same time, neither the law affecting the pensions of the civil
servants in Koutselini-loannidou, nor the laws affecting the applicants in the
present case provided for the return of the amounts deducted. In addition,
similar to the present case, where the applicants suffered a reduction in their
salaries or pensions, we observe that Koutselini-loannidou concerned not
only the total cancellation of pensions of serving officials but also a reduction
in the pensions of those whose salary while in office had been less than their
pension (see paragraph 70 of the judgment).

In the light of the above similarities, we consider that the domestic court
failed to provide a sufficiently reasonable explanation for the divergence in
its approach between the two cases (see, mutatis mutandis, Brezovec
v. Croatia, no. 13488/07, §§ 64 and 67, 29 March 2011).

Therefore we respectfully disagree with the majority’s finding that “the
Supreme Court ... set out a comprehensive interpretation of the relevant
legislation and resolved any ambiguities” (see paragraph 121 of the
judgment).

Our disagreement stems from our view that the cases in question were
virtually the same as to their facts (in all cases pensions or salaries were
diminished for a public purpose) and that even if that were not so, in all three
cases the Supreme Court was interpreting a single legal issue. Specifically, in
all three cases the legal issue was the interference with movable property
rights, whether salary or pension, the scope of the protection offered by
Article 23 of the Constitution, and the test to be applied when an interference
with a property right is challenged.

We respectfully submit that it is difficult to reconcile the notion that a
single constitutional provision — such as Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution —
could be interpreted and applied differently when the legal issue is identical
and the facts are substantially the same, as in the present case, concerning the
taking of a portion of the pensions or salaries of public servants. Such
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inconsistency results in undermining the coherence of interpretation and
application of the Constitution and, ultimately, in the failure to apply the
correct constitutional provision. This renders the interference unlawful within
the meaning of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, as the
lawfulness requirement presupposes that the applicable constitutional
provisions are not interpreted in an absurd manner and are applied in a
foreseeable and consistent manner.

One last but very important point which needs clarification: The
interpretation of a constitutional provision, in this case, Article 23 § 3 of the
Constitution, does not change according to the particular facts of each case.
What may vary is its application — depending on whether the facts of a case
fall within the scope of that provision or not. For if the Court were to accept
that the interference is a deprivation, then Article 23 § 3 would not apply but
the provision of Article 23 § 4 would apply instead. A court may depart from
its previous interpretation only when it is convinced that its earlier decision
on the interpretation of a legal instrument, in the present case the Constitution,
was clearly wrong, and in such case, it must provide clear reasoning for doing
so. In the present case, however, this did not happen.

In sum, the domestic court and the majority in this Court, with all due
respect, fell into, inter alia, the following fundamental errors. First, they
considered the facts of the cases to be different, while they were substantially
the same. Second, they erroneously considered that the meaning of
constitutional provisions may change according to the facts, while the legal
issues are the same. Third, they considered that they could disregard the
constitutional provision directly relevant to the matter (Article 23 § 3) — the
application of which would have inevitably led to a finding of a violation —
and instead rely on another constitutional provision (Article 23 § 1) that was
entirely irrelevant, in order to justify a conclusion of no violation. Fourth,
they engaged in a manifestly unreasonable interpretation and application of
the Constitution in order to conclude that there had been no violation of
Article 23 of the Constitution. Lastly, the significant and consequential
changes in the case-law (pre-Charalambous case-law to Charalambous,
Charalambous to Koutselini-loannidou, and Koustelini-loannidou to
Avgousti), by rotation, leading from violation to no violation of the
Constitution, which have led to the current interpretation in Avgousti based
on a manifestly unreasonable reading, were indeed uncertain and
unforeseeable. The interpretation given in Avgousti, like that in
Charalambous, failed to satisfy the legal standards of reasonableness, non-
arbitrariness, foreseeability and legal certainty, and was therefore unlawful.

(k) Accordingly, and although the Court’s power to review compliance
with domestic law is limited as it is primarily for the national authorities,
notably the courts, to interpret and apply domestic law, as explained above,
we respectfully conclude that the domestic court’s approach lacked sufficient
reasoning, precision and consistency (see, mutatis mutandis, Anzelika
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Simaitiené, cited above, § 113). The applicants could legitimately expect the
domestic courts to take a reasonably consistent approach to interferences as
those with their immovable property, and, in the absence of such consistency,
to give a sufficient explanation for the differences in approach (see, mutatis
mutandis, Jokela v. Finland, no. 28856/95, § 65, ECHR 2002-1V). To
reiterate and emphasise, the domestic court failed, in both Charalambous and
Avgousti (both cited above), to provide a reasonable explanation for justifying
its departure from the previous established case-law and practice and it failed
to interpret the Constitution consistently in order to avoid the risk of
unforeseeable or arbitrary results for property owners and to enable
individuals to foresee the consequences of their actions (see Aliyeva and
Others v. Azerbaijan, nos. 66249/16 and 6 others, § 134, 21 September 2021).

(1) The above discussion shows that the requirements of foreseeability and
certainty, inherent in the criterion of lawfulness, were not satisfied, owing to
conflicting precedents that rendered the legal framework unpredictable and
unclear. The unforeseeability and uncertainty were aggravated not only by
the conflicting precedents but also by the unreasonable and constitutionally
incompatible interpretations previously adopted by the domestic court.

(m) The foregoing considerations are sufficient to enable us to conclude
that the relevant deductions were not lawful for the purposes of Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1. The domestic court’s assessment, which essentially bypassed
the constitutional restrictions, was manifestly arbitrary and unreasonable. In
this connection, we wish to note the majority’s failure to recognise such
arbitrariness in the present judgment.

25. In our view there has accordingly been a violation of Article 1 of
Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, on account of the lack of foreseeability and
legal certainty resulting from the conflicting case-law of the domestic courts.

26. This finding normally makes it unnecessary to examine whether a fair
balance has been struck between the demands of the general interest of the
community and the requirements of the protection of the applicants’
fundamental rights. However, for the sake of completeness, and considering
the domestic courts’ assessment as well as the majority’s assessment in this
respect, we will proceed to examine that issue as well.

3. Proportionality

27. The domestic court engaged in a flawed discussion about the
proportionality of the interference (see paragraphs 22-23 of the judgment
concerning Charalambous and others and paragraph 46 of the judgment
concerning Avgousti and others), in coming to its conclusion. As it said in
Avgousti, the domestic court took into account the fact that the State had been
under extreme financial strain; that the reduction in salaries and pensions was
moderate, effective, and proportionately equal; that these reductions
diminished over time; that they were made in accordance with the law and
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did not affect the core right to salary and pension or endanger the applicants’
living standards; and that they did not constitute a deprivation of property.

28. It should be noted at the outset that these general considerations do
not constitute a proper proportionality assessment. A thorough
proportionality assessment would require assessing the extent of the
interference, namely what amount was taken and for how long, for each
applicant separately, and deciding whether the interference was proportionate
according to each person’s means, living conditions, etc. While the
percentages of 1.5% to 3.5% affecting the applicants in Charalambous, or
0.8%-17.5% affecting the applicants in Avgousti (cited above) may,
compared to austerity measures adopted in other countries, seem low>,
nonetheless their impact on each individual applicant may differ and should
be assessed on a case-by-case basis. The same flawed approach was applied
by the majority in the present case in their finding of no violation of Article 1
of Protocol No. 1.

29. As a result, the test actually performed was better than nothing, but
the problem remains that it was made without a constitutional legal basis and
under the wrong constitutional provision, and without any lawfulness criteria.
In the present case, it happened to be a law which imposed the interferences,
but it could happen that interferences are imposed by the executive, without
a legal basis, and the executive could then act without restraint. Thus
proportionality considerations alone cannot solve every problem or justify
every decision. It is important to note that the Government simply invoked
extreme financial strain, without invoking the law of necessity as a legal
justification for bypassing the provisions of the Constitution. The law of
necessity is inherent in the Cyprus Constitution. This is a principle of
international law enshrined in the Constitution that allows a State to
temporarily disregard certain obligations when it is the only way to protect
essential interests threatened by a grave and imminent peril. For the defence
of necessity to apply, several strict conditions must be met. However, since
the question was not raised and the Court did not examine it, any further
discussion on the law of necessity is unwarranted.

30. We would therefore conclude that there has accordingly been a
violation of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, on account of the
failure to conduct a proportionality test.

3 See, for example, Mockieny v. Lithuania (dec.), no. 75916/13, §§ 5-13, 4 July 2017, where
service pensions were reduced by 5% to 20%, amounting to a reduction of approximately
15% for four years; Mihyiey and Sentey v. Romania (dec.), nos. 44232/11 and 44605/11, §§
8-9, 6 December 2011, concerning a reduction of public-sector wages by 25% for six months
in order to balance the State budget; and Koufaki and ADEDY, cited above, §§ 5-9, where
Greece reduced public-sector wages with retroactive effect by percentages ranging from 12%
to 30%, further reducing them later that year by an additional 8%, and also reduced holiday
and Christmas allowances for higher-earning public-sector employees.
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III. COMPLAINT UNDER ARTICLE 6

31. The applicants in applications nos. 45039/20, 45089/20,45101/20 and
45899/20 complained that their right to a fair hearing had been violated by
the Supreme Court’s failure in Avgousti to follow established case-law,
contrary to Article 6 of the Convention, which provides:

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

32. The principles for dealing with alleged violations of Article 6 § 1 of
the Convention where the case-law of domestic courts is inconsistent are
summarised in Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and Others v. Romania [GC],
no. 76943/11, § 116, 29 November 2016 and Nejdet Sahin and Perihan Sahin
v. Turkey [GC], no. 13279/05, §§ 49-58, 20 October 2011.

33. The criteria for assessing situations in which divergent decisions by
different domestic courts or by the same court of last resort entail a violation
of the fair-trial requirement enshrined in Article 6 § 1 of the Convention
consist in establishing: firstly, whether there are profound and long-standing
differences in the case-law of those courts; secondly, whether there is a
mechanism in domestic law for resolving such inconsistencies; and thirdly,
whether that mechanism has been used and, if appropriate, to what effect (see,
among many authorities, Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and Others, § 116,
and Nejdet Sahin and Perihan Sahin §§ 53-55, both cited above).

34. The present case involves an alleged inconsistency in the case-law of
a court of last resort (see Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and Others, cited
above, § 117; Tudor Tudor v. Romania, no. 21911/03, § 29, 24 March 2009;
Beian v. Romania (no. 1), no. 30658/05, § 38, ECHR 2007-V).

35. An analysis of the relevant domestic practice shows a divergence in
the case-law of the plenary of the Supreme Court as regards the scope of the
protection offered by Article 23 of the Constitution and the test to be applied
when an interference with a property right is challenged.

36. Jurisprudence had established that terms restricting the use of property
that left the core of the right to property intact did not constitute a deprivation
of the right but a limitation on it. Restrictions would result in a deprivation
only when they rendered the property unusable. In other words, if an
interference with the right had been so extensive as to essentially obliterate
the right, it was regarded as an act of deprivation (and Article 23 § 4 applied);
otherwise, it was a restriction or limitation (and Article 23 § 3 would apply).

37. The divergence in question arose in June 2014 when the Supreme
Court in Charalambous departed for the first time from previously
established case-law, under which interferences which left the core of the
right to property intact constituted a restriction of that right to be examined
under Article 23 § 3, the only provision of the Constitution which regulated
restrictions on the right to property and which defined whether the extent of
the restriction was such as to merit awarding the affected party damages (see
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paragraphs 56, 74 and 75 of the judgment, as well as paragraph 10 of this
dissenting opinion for an outline of the principles which applied prior to
Charalambous). The Supreme Court in Charalambous held for the first time
that since the core of the right to property (and in that case specifically the
right to a salary) remained intact, there was no need to apply Article 23 § 3.
The domestic court found the interference in that case to be minimal,
proportionate, and justified on account of the State’s dire financial position.

38. We observe, at the outset, that case-law development is not, in itself,
contrary to the proper administration of justice, since a failure to maintain a
dynamic and evolutive approach would risk hindering reform or
improvement (see, among many authorities, Nejdet Sahin and Perihan Sahin,
cited above, § 58). Nonetheless, we humbly submit that the domestic court
did not develop a perceptible line of case-law; rather, it fundamentally altered
its methodology on the interpretation and application of Article 23 of the
Constitution. In doing so, the domestic court in Charalambous did not
seriously comment on the previously established case-law and practice. Other
than explaining that there was no right to a specific amount of salary, the court
did not give reasons why even a small reduction in a person’s salary might
not be examinable under Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, although that was
the only constitutional provision dealing with restrictions to the right to
property (whether movable or immovable). According to the well-established
jurisprudence, a duty is imposed on the domestic court to make a more
substantial statement of the reasons justifying a departure from established
case-law (see mutatis mutandis, Atanasovski v. the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, no. 36815/03, § 38, 14 January 2010). That court should also
have given the applicants a more detailed explanation of why in their case a
different test (namely a broad application of Article 23 § 1 instead of applying
the specific provisions of Article 23 § 3 regulating restrictions in general) was
applied.

39. Subsequently in October 2014, in Koutselini-loannidou, the Supreme
Court plenary applied the approach that had been used prior to Charalambous
and therefore found that the interference with the complainants’ right to a
pension constituted a restriction and so had to be examined under Article 23
§ 3 of the Constitution, which set out the terms for restricting the right to
property (and, in that case, specifically the right to a pension). The domestic
court held that since the “public interest” was not included in the list of
justifications in Article 23 § 3 of the Constitution, the interference with the
applicants’ pension rights purportedly for reasons of public benefit, was
unconstitutional.

40. Sometime later, in the judgments issued in 2018 and 2019, the
Administrative Court (first instance jurisdiction) followed Koutsellini-
loannidou (cited above) and the previously established approach, while the
Supreme Court in Avgousti (judgment of April 2020) followed
Charalambous. The Supreme Court in Avgousti, as said above, declined to
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follow Koutselini-loannidou (cited above), distinguishing it on the facts
because it found that the interference in Koutselini-loannidou had been
permanent and the complainants in that case had lost all or part of their
pensions. The reasons given for the decision of the majority in Avgousti were
that the applicants in that case had only suffered a restricted reduction to their
salaries or pensions which had only lasted for a limited period. However, it
should be noted that similar to Koutselini-loannidou, the impugned laws
affecting the applicants in Charalambous and Avgousti did not have a defined
expiry date. In fact, Law no. 112(1)/2011 and Law no. 168(1)/2012 remained
in force for a significant length of time, namely for over five and ten years
respectively. In addition, neither law provided for the restitution of the
deducted amounts. Lastly, similar to the present cases where the applicants
suffered a reduction in their salaries or pensions, it is to be noted that
Koutselini-loannidou concerned not only the cancellation of pensions of
serving officials but also a reduction in the pensions of those whose salary
while in office had been less than their pension.

41. It should be remarked that the domestic court delivered judgments that
were diametrically opposed on the same subject, namely interference with
movable property rights, whether to a salary or a pension. It needs to be
recalled that divergences in case-law constitute, by their very nature, the
inherent consequence of any judicial system which is based on a set of lower
courts having authority over their territorial jurisdiction. However, as we
underscore, the role of a supreme court is precisely to resolve such
contradictions (see Zielinski and Pradal and Gonzalez and Others
v. France [GC], nos. 24846/94 and 34165/96 to 34173/96, § 59,
ECHR 1999-VII). Consequently, if a divergent practice develops within one
of the highest judicial authorities in the country, that authority itself becomes
a source of legal uncertainty, thereby undermining the principle of legal
certainty and reducing public confidence in the judicial system.

42. In this connection, it should be noted that in neither the first case
(Charalambous) nor in the last case (Avgousti) did the Supreme Court
comment on the case-law and practice that had been established before
Charalambous. Each panel of the Supreme Court merely relied on its own
precedents without giving sufficient reasons for taking a different approach
from the others. The Supreme Court failed to specify in which circumstances
interferences with pension or salary rights should be assessed through the
methodology established in Koutselini-loannidou (and earlier case-law prior
to Charalambous), and in which circumstances the approach developed in
Charalambous and subsequently adopted in Avgousti should be applied. We
therefore consider that these disparities in judicial interpretation cannot be
regarded as part of an evolving case-law, which is an inherent trait of any
judicial system (see Lupeni Greek Catholic Parish and Others, cited above,
§ 126).
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43. As we said above, we respectfully disagree with the majority finding
that “the domestic courts gave a reasonable explanation for the varied
approaches in their decisions explaining the differences between
Charalambous, Koutselini-loannidou and Avgousti” (see paragraph 102 of
the judgment). For the avoidance of repetition, we refer the reader to
paragraph 24(j) of this opinion.

44. The divergence concerned not a secondary matter but a pivotal aspect
of the cases, namely the determination of what circumstances allowed the
State to restrict a person’s property rights and what the safeguards were. We,
therefore, find the divergences in the interpretation of the scope of Article 23
of the Constitution fo be profound. In our view, those two divergent
interpretations as to the scope of application of the provisions of Article 23
of the Constitution inevitably created a situation of uncertainty in the case-
law which undermined the principle of legal certainty (see, mutatis mutandis,
Ferreira Santos Pardal v. Portugal, no. 30123/10, § 49, 30 July 2015).

45. Turning to the question whether the divergences in the case-law were
“long-standing ", the specific circumstances of each case must be considered,
such as the time frame during which the divergence in case-law has persisted
(see Mariyka Popova and Asen Popov v. Bulgaria, no. 11260/10, § 43,
11 April 2019), the number of opportunities that the domestic courts have
been given to express their view on the relevant matter within that time frame
(see Svilengacanin and Others v. Serbia, nos. 50104/10 and 9 others, § 81,
12 January 2021) and the scale of the divergence (see Al/bu and Others
v. Romania, nos. 34796/09 and 63 others, § 38, 10 May 2012 and Tudor
Tudor, cited above, § 31).

46. It should be underlined that the first divergent decision dates from
June 2014 when Charalambous was decided, and that this situation still
persisted in April 2020, when the applicants’ case was decided by the
Supreme Court in Avgousti. In our view that period of time (almost six years)
should be seen as significant, especially when taking into account the large
number of cases relating to the austerity measures adopted by the
Government; the large category of potential applicants (namely anyone
employed in the public sector whose salary or pension was affected); and the
fact that State interference with personal property rights is potentially an issue
of widespread relevance®. We therefore find the divergences in the case-law
in the present case also to have been long-standing.

6 See Episcopo and Bassani v. Italy, nos. 47284/16 and 84604/17, § 103, 19 December 2024,
concerning a divergence which lasted for over six years and concerned a matter of general
importance that was potentially applicable to a large number of persons; Mariyka Popova
and Asen Popov, cited above, § 43, concerning a divergence in case-law lasting four years
on a matter attracting a potentially high number of applications; Sine Tsaggarakis A.E.E.
v. Greece,no. 17257/13, § 51,23 May 2019, concerning a divergence of six years which was
considered to be long-standing; and Tudor Tudor, cited above, § 31, concerning a divergence
with had lasted already seven years and was not yet resolved.
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47. We observe that the applicants were not able to have the ambiguity in
the practice of the national court dealt with by applying to a higher court since
judgments of the Supreme Court were final and not subject to appeal. Even
when the Supreme Constitutional Court was set up in 2023 there was no such
option available to the applicants as the Constitutional Court could only
review matters of conflicting case-law from the newly established Court of
Appeal and not from the former Supreme Court acting under its appellate
jurisdiction.

48. The foregoing considerations are sufficient to enable us to conclude
that the requirements of legal certainty were not satisfied in the present case.
Legal certainty is a fundamental aspect of fairness and an essential guarantee
of the right to a fair trial. The law and judicial process must be predictable
and consistent; otherwise, the fairness of the trial is undermined.

49. There has accordingly been a violation of Article 6 § 1 of the
Convention.

IV. REMAINING COMPLAINTS

50. Judge Serghides disagrees with the finding of the majority that the
complaint under Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 to the Convention regarding
application no. 77396/14 is manifestly ill-founded and must be rejected. Very
briefly, he finds that there has been a violation of that provision, because the
fact that the applicants, as civil servants, are paid from public funds could not
justify differential treatment compared with employees in the private sector.
The fact that they received their salaries from different sources did not mean
that they were not in an analogous or relevant situation within the meaning of
Article 1 of Protocol No. 12. What makes them analogous is that they are all
employees within the same country; they earn their living through
employment in the same national economy, contribute to the same fiscal
system, and are equally affected by the State’s economic policies. Any
justification for reducing their salaries and pensions should be consistent. In
economic terms, both categories are “in the same boat”; consequently,
singling out only civil servants for salary or pension deductions amounts to
differential treatment of similarly situated persons and imposes a
disproportionate burden on one category of employees, civil servants, for a
problem originating in the general economy.

51. Since we are in the minority, we will refrain from examining any
issues of pecuniary and non-pecuniary damage as well as costs and expenses.

V. GENERAL CONCLUSION
52. As said in the beginning, the present case is highly country-specific

due to Cyprus’ unique constitutional provisions on the right to property which
give more protection to this right than Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 does.
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53. Concerning the Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 complaint, we respectively
argue that the domestic court fell into several fundamental flaws concerning
the interpretation and application of the provisions of Article 23 §§ 1-4 of the
Constitution, thereby in multiple respects failing to satisfy the lawfulness
criterion of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, leading to a violation of this
Convention provision. We also argue that there has been a violation of this
provision due to the lack of foreseeability and legal certainty created by
conflicting case-law of the domestic court. We further question the approach
of the domestic courts, as well as the majority’s approach, as regards the
proportionality test.

54. As to the Article 6 complaint, we humbly submit that, due to
conflicting case-law and a lack of reasonable explanation for such
divergence, the requirements of legal certainty have not been met, resulting
in a violation of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention.

55. As said in the introduction to this opinion, the present case is a
landmark case for the effective protection of the right to enjoy property — a
fundamental principle of the rule of law — under Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
and under Article 23 of the Cyprus Constitution. Regrettably, however, the
judgment of the Court is unconvincing and falls short of the high standards
expected for the protection of the right to the enjoyment of property under
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, and especially the even higher standards of
protection required by Article 23 of the Constitution, which by virtue of
Article 53 of the Convention are embedded in the lawfulness criterion of
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1. Our concern lies not only in the outcome, but
also in the message it sends: that States may interfere with property rights
without fulfilling the lawfulness requirement. This has the potential to set a
worrying precedent for Council of Europe member States that could erode
the safeguards which Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 was designed to provide.
This opinion allows us not only to express our views on how the present
applications should have been resolved, in accordance with the mandates of
the Convention, but also to send a signal as to how property rights should be
protected, the rule of law upheld, and human dignity safeguarded, thereby
helping to avert future conclusions that might undermine these fundamental
principles.
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APPENDIX
List of cases:
Application No. | Applicant’s Name Year of Nationality | Place of Recourse no and date of submission to the | Pecunia
no., birth residence domestic courts (as provided by the ry
case name, applicants) damage
date of claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
77396/14 1. Constantinos 1967 Cypriot Limassol Recourse no. 1591/11, unknown date of None
CONSTANTINOU submission
Constantinou | 5, Andrianna 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1483/11, unknown date of None
and Others v. ACHILLEOS submission
Cyprus 3. George 1948 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1480/11, unknown date of None
09/12/2014 CHI'.\RALAMBOUS ‘ I submission
4. Maria 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1625/11, unknown date of None
Loukis CHRISTOFOROU submission
LOUCAIDES | 5. Thefilaxtos 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1591/11, unknown date of None
FILAXTOY submission
6. George 1952 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1481/11, unknown date of None
FLOURENTZOU submission
7. Antonis KOUTSOULI | 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1484/11, unknown date of None
submission
8. Evstratios MATHAIOU | 1956 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1482/11, unknown date of None
submission
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
45039/20 0. Vikentia ARESTI 1956 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 338/14, EUR
Aresti and January 2014 64,591.48
Others v. Cyprus
10. | Gregoris AGAPIOU 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 746/15, EUR18,84
07/10/2020 March 2015 9.80
George 11. | Stella AGAPIOU 1950 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 6359/13 EUR
HADJIPETROU . _— September 2013 38,304.12
12. | Agathaggelos 1975 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1467/15 EUR
AGATHAGGELOU August 2015 19,344.11
13. Stelios 1960 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
ALEXANDROU January 2015 14,945.80
14. | Theophanis 1981 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 356/16 EUR
ALLAGIOTIS December 2015 11,468.08
15. | Eva 1955 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
ANASTASIADOU December 2015 18,983.10
16. | Eleni ANASTASIOU | 1959 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
November 2015 36,310.67
17. | Andreas ANDREOU | 1980 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 22,626.57
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
18. | Anna ANDREOU 1977 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 50,948.85
19. | Marios ANDREOU 1983 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
October 2015 8,471.26
20. | Antonis ANTONIOU | 1954 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
October 2015 18,243.60
21. | Demetris 1975 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 101/16 EUR
APOSTOLIDES November 2015 20,943.01
22. | Anna 1975 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
APOSTOLIDOU October 2014 19,407.24
23. | Violetta 1958 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 356/16 EUR
APOSTOLOVA December 2015 17,572.84
24. Stalo ARISTIDOU 1961 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
February 2015 68,339.16
25. | Dimitris 1972 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 358/16 EUR
ARISTODEMOU December 2015 13,379.74
26. | Marios 1979 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 316/16 EUR
ARISTODEMOU December 2015 17,537.41
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
27. | Panayiotis 1974 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
AVRAMIDES September 2015 17,668.50
28. | lason 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 126/15 EUR
CHARALAMBIDES November 2014 18,854.19
29. | Anthoulla 1951 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1488/14 EUR
CHARALAMBIDOU October 2014 24,142.11
30. | Chryso 1964 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 317/16 EUR
CHARALAMBOUS December 2015 18,436.63
31. | Damianos 1972 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 101/16 EUR
CHARALAMBOUS November 2015 12,382.16
32. | Maria 1965 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 317/16 EUR
CHARALAMBOUS December 2015 26,558.45
33. | Maria 1974 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
CHARALAMBOUS November 2015 23,533.60
34. | Elpida 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 211/15 EUR
CHARALAMBOUS November 2014 33,941.05
NIKOLETTI
35. | Christodoulos 1968 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 316/16 EUR
CHRISTODOULOU December 2015 4,923.16
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
36. | Costas 1979 | Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
CHRISTODOULOU November 2015 10,787.82
37. | Eleni 1982 Cypriot Ayia Napa | Recourse no. 153/16 EUR
CHRISTODOULOU November 2015 5,316.06
38. | Mamas 1972 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 80/16 EUR
CHRISTODOULOU November 2015 24,960.58
39. | Maria 1977 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
CHRISTODOULOU November 2015 6,792.73
40. | Eleni CHRISTOFI 1971 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 211/15 EUR
November 2014 28,215.30
41. Ioanna CHRISTOFI 1964 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 488/16 EUR
January 2016 38,271.09
42. Kakoulla 1957 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 291/15 EUR
CHRISTOFI December 2014 12,717.21
43. Sofia CHRISTOFI 1966 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 4,024.29
44. | Adamos 1953 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 279/15 EUR
CHRISTOFIDES December 2014 10,782.91
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
45. | George 1964 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
CHRISTOFOROU September 2015 27,745.66
46. Miltiades 1954 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1467/15 EUR
CHRISTOPHI August 2015 17,329.50
47. | Philippos 1977 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1673/15 EUR
CHRISTOPHI October 2015 12,301.81
48. | Klelia 1975 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
CHRISTOPHOROU March 2015 40,864.52
49. | Loucas CHRISTOU 1980 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 746/15 EUR
March 2015 12,596.19
50. | Andreas 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
CHRYSOSTOMOU October 2015 19,155.10
51. | Antri 1979 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1569/15 EUR
CHRYSOSTOMOU September 2015 8,275.59
52. Spyros 1969 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
CHRYSOSTOMOU September 2015 27,039.38
53. | Aglaia 1972 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 470/16 EUR
CONSTANTINOU January 2016 14,762.72
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
54. | Charilaos 1958 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
CONSTANTINOU November 2015 21,005.90
55. | Olga 1974 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
CONSTANTINOU November 2015 16,482.39
56. | Thomas 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
CONSTANTINOU September 2015 26,568.01
57. | Evgenia 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 470/16 EUR
CONSTANTINOU - February 2016 23,304.80
LAGOU
58. | Costas 1967 Cypriot Paralimni | Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
CONSTANTINOU G February 2015 19,638.81
59. | Andreas 1966 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
DEMETRIOU November 2015 11,880
60. | Andreas 1978 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
DEMETRIOU October 2015 7,700.94
61. | Christakis 1974 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
DEMETRIOU October 2015 23,336.12
62. | Demetris 1972 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 491/16 EUR
DEMETRIOU October 2015 28,208.90
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
63. | Iliada DEMETRIOU | 1956 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1486/14 EUR
October 2014 7,448.30
64. | Laoura DEMETRIOU | 1971 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 153/16 EUR
November 2015 12,915.58
65. | Martha DEMETRIOU | 1982 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
October 2015 6,057.20
66. | Panayiotis 1976 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
DEMETRIOU October 2015 11,018.41
67. | Panayiotis 1977 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
DEMETRIOU November 2014 16,488.75
68. | Demos 1971 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
DEMOSTHENOUS March 2015 28,931.99
69. | Maria 1967 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
DEMOSTHENOUS November 2015 29,735.19
70. | Achilleas 1976 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
ELEFTHERIOU September 2015 13,940.47
71. | Petros 1973 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
ELEFTHERIOU September 2015 19,553.60
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
72. | Sotera 1962 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 211/15 EUR
ELEFTHERIOU September 2014 35,920.56
73. | Andreas 1958 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 210/15 EUR
ERMOGENOUS November 2014 40,276.29
74. | Elena EVANGELOU | 1970 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
November 2015 21,078.46
75. | Evangelos 1971 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
EVANGELOU November 2015 16,487.56
76. | Eleni FEREOU 1981 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 502/16 EUR
February 2016 3,112.47
77. Stavros FOUKARIS 1975 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 82/16 EUR
November 2015 15,877.29
78. | Androulla 1957 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
FYSENTZOU December 2015 25,617.70
79. | Kallistheni 1973 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
GENETHLIOU February 2016 12,815.70
80. | Christophoros 1948 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1349/14 EUR
GEORGHIADES October 2014 28,057.68
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
81. | Kyriakos 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
GEORGHIADES October 2015 28,156.31
82. | Chryso GEORGIOU | 1984 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
October 2014 11,971.54
83. | Eftychia GEORGIOU | 1971 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 60,049.09
84. Chrystalla 1957 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
GEORGOUDI February 2016 26,725.39
85. | Theano GRYPARI 1949 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1489/14 EUR
October 2014 22,202.58
86. | Maria 1961 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
HADIJICHRISTODO December 2015 27,175.03
ULOU
87. | Stalo 1966 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 488/16 EUR
HADJICHRISTOFI January 2016 39,168.46
88. | Michalis 1987 | Cypriot Paralimni | Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
HADJICOSTIS October 2015 15,015.09
89. | Demetris 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 82/16 EUR
HADJIGEORGIOU November 2015 23,319.01
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
90. | Kyriacos 1964 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
HADJIKYRIAKOU November 2015 16,021.94
91. | Andreas 1979 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
HADIJIPANTELA November 2015 14,171.30
92. | Maria 1974 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
HADJIPRODROMO November 2015 6,009.09
U
93. | Gregoris 1978 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
HADJISERGIS September 2015 19,974.21
94. | Christos 1944 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 34/15 EUR
HAMBOURIDES October 2014 16,982.26
95. | Maro 1952 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 35/15 EUR
HAMBOURIDOU October 2014 18,918.43
96. | Michalis 1966 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
HATZITHEODOUL September 2015 30,444.37
ou
97. | Neophytos 1976 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
HERACLEOUS October 2015 9,614.12
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
98. | Georghios 1977 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 82/16 EUR
HERODOTOU November 2015 12,979
99. | Georgia IOAKIM 1949 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1490/14 EUR
October 2014 30,176
100. | Chryso IOANNOU 1975 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
November 2015 21,248.47
101. | Ioannis IOANNOU 1961 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 502/16 EUR
January 2016 27,665.55
102. | Paraskevi [OANNOU | 1977 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 2,985.82
103. | Andreas ISAAK 1970 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 154/16 EUR
November 2015 22,199.93
104. | Anastasia 1962 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 211/15 EUR
KALAPALIKI November 2014 46,326.76
105. | Niki KANTARI 1975 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1093/15 EUR
June 2015 20,608.62
106. | Stavroulla KANTARI | 1969 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 39/15 EUR
October 2014 36,700.61
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
107. | Yiannakis 1957 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 210/15 EUR
KANTARIS November 2014 35,214.34
108. | Michalis 1977 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 103/16 EUR
KAPAKIOTIS November 2015 8,384
109. | Panayiota KAPNISSI | 1979 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 31,933.86
110. | Kyriakos KASHIAS 1957 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
December 2015 20,636.20
111. | Eleni KASSE 1981 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 71/16 EUR
January 2016 4,051.39
112. | Eleni KKOLOU 1979 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 2,626.39
113. | Georghios KONIAS 1959 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 1569/15 EUR
September 2015 28,540.14
114. | Marios KONNARIS 1979 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
September 2015 11,325.37
115. | Kyriacos 1976 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 80/16 EUR
KOUKKIDES November 2015 13,524.25
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
116. | Ellias KOULAS 1973 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 319/16 EUR
December 2015 16,473.39
117. | Kleanthis 1970 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 153/16 EUR
KOUMBARIDES November 2015 18,300.11
118. | Stavros KOYIONIS 1976 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 746/15 EUR
March 2015 15,438.42
119. | Kyriacos 1965 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
KYPRIANOU November 2015 24,237.30
120. | Chrystalla 1970 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 746/15 EUR
KYRIACOU March 2015 19,936.08
121. | Costas KYRIACOU 1975 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
November 2015 12,618.38
122. | Victoria KYRIACOU | 1974 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 3,391.09
123. | Christakis 1972 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
KYRIAKOU October 2015 10,356.19
124. | Katerina 1983 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
KYRIILLOU November 2015 3,220.58
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Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name Year | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, of residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of birth applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
125. | Kyriacos LAMBRIAS | 1966 | Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 153/16 EUR
November 2015 29,356.75
126. | Marios LOIZIDES 1969 | Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
October 2015 27,517.50
127. | Andreas LOUCA 1969 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
September 2015 28,771.72
128. | Nacia LOUCA 1981 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
September 2015 5,270.33
129. | Elena MAPPOUROU | 1968 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 5,237.36
130. | Georghios 1978 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
MARKOULIAS September 2015 11,715.26
131. | Georgia 1960 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
MELACHRINOU October 2014 21,111.58
132. | Georghios MELIS 1969 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 319/16 EUR
December 2015 26,819.64
133. | Andreas MICHAEL 1959 | Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 49/16 EUR
October 2015 22,123.16
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134. | Iliana MICHAEL 1970 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
November 2015 14,298.50
135. | Michalis MICHAEL | 1959 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1673/15 EUR
October 2015 14,477.60
136. | Kyriacos 1974 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
MICHAELIDES September 2015 12,123.52
137. | Vera MILTIADOUS - | 1972 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
APOSTOLOU November 2015 19,455.05
138. | Marios 1966 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 48/16 EUR
MOURTOUVANIS October 2015 19,078.41
139. | Demetris 1978 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 153/16 EUR
MOUTSOUKIS November 2015 16,780.58
140. | Vasoula 1974 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1569/15 EUR
MOUZOUROU September 2015 21,222.90
141. | Evgenia 1971 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 211/15 EUR
NEARCHOU November 2014 45,133.68
142. | Georgios 1961 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
NEARCHOU September 2015 25,759.20
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143. | Costas NEOFYTOU | 1973 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 82/16 EUR
November 2015 16,552.30
144. | Marios NEOFYTOU | 1963 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 316/16 EUR
December 2015 29,449.60
145. | Andreas 1969 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
NICOLAIDES November 2015 25,312.36
146. | Yiannis 1963 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 98/13 EUR
NICOLAIDES December 2012 33,960.33
147. | Charalambos 1959 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 154/16 EUR
NICOLAOU November 2015 22,488.80
148. | Demetris 1961 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 358/16 EUR
NICOLAOU December 2015 23,199.70
149. | Elena NICOLAOU 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
October 2014 22,726.10
150. | Nicolas NICOLAOU | 1980 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1673/15 EUR
October 2015 17,108.77
151. | Panayiotis 1961 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 217/16 EUR
NICOLAOU November 2015 33,807.43
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152. | Niki NIKOLAOU 1977 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 45,427.09
153. | Chrysostomos 1974 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
PANAGIOTOU September 2015 28,425.26
154. | Panayiotis 1964 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 49/16 EUR
PANAGIOTOU October 2015 28,697.44
155. | Panayiotis 1967 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
PANAGIOTOU October 2015 25,472.50
156. | Niki PANAYIOTOU | 1964 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 217/16 EUR
November 2015 42,013.82
157. | Panayiota PAOTTOU | 1980 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
October 2014 13,492.05
158. | Charis 1978 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
PAPACHARALAMB October 2015 13,874.31
ousS
159. | Christos 1962 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
PAPADEMETRIOU October 2015 47,626.66
160. | Elias PAPALLIS 1977 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 319/16 EUR
December 2015 18,556.16
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161. | Christos 1960 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1673/15 EUR
PAPANICOLAS October 2015 29,253.96
162. | Elisavet 1976 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1179/15 EUR
PAPATHANASIOU June 2015 21,856.52
163. | Androulla 1960 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
PAPAVASILIOU October 2014 45,210.39
164. | Charalambos 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
PARASKEVA December 2012 41,718.09
165. | Paris PARASKEVA | 1968 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 1673/15 EUR
October 2015 26,595.68
166. | Tasoula PARPA 1974 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
September 2015 19,175.00
167. | Andreas PAVLAKIS | 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1416/14 EUR
November 2014 35,884.53
168. | Eleni PELETIE - 1957 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
IOANNOU December 2015 25,883.49
169. | Demetra PELETIE - 1960 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
NICOLAOU November 2015 31,426.16
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170. | Andreas PERDIOS 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
September 2015 9,852.90
171. | Christina PETROU 1986 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
October 2015 5,783.73
172. | Chrystalla POLIA 1988 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 103/16 EUR
November 2015 6,781.39
173. | Savvakis 1977 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
POLYCARPOU September 2015 23,566.70
174. | Prodromos 1967 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 733/15 EUR
PRODROMOU March 2015 19,047.63
175. | Demetris 1972 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
PROKOPIOU September 2015 25,432.11
176. | Kyriakoulla 1970 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
PROTOPAPA December 2012 72,661.94
THEOCHAROUS
177. | loannis PSARAS 1979 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
September 2015 13,601
178. | Xenofon ROSSIS 1970 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 101/16 EUR
November 2015 17,323.79
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179. | Georgia ROUSOU 1983 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 39/15 EUR
October 2014 12,714.74
180. | Christakis SAVVA 1960 | Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 210/15 EUR
November 2014 26,036.89
181. | Maria SAVVA 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 60,579.93
182. | Maroulla SAVVA 1958 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 286/15 EUR
December 2014 3,742.47
183. | Marios SIAKALIS 1970 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 746/15 EUR
March 2015 48,600.30
184. | Michalis SIEKKERIS | 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 17,565.32
185. | Christakis 1975 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
SIOPACHAS September 2015 16,068.71
186. | Kyriacos 1983 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
SOCRATOUS October 2015 6,987.50
187. | Stelios SOCRATOUS | 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 319/16 EUR
December 2015 9,605.20
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188. | Panayiotis 1974 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
SOFOCLEOUS September 2015 24,377.75
189. | Vasoulla 1950 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1491/14 EUR
SOFRONIOU October 2014 25,845.20
190. | Martinos SOLOMOU | 1980 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 80/16 EUR
November 2015 5,993.68
191. | Soteris SOTERIOU 1980 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 316/16 EUR
December 2015 13,254.89
192. | Maria SOTIRIOU 1976 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 210/15 EUR
November 2014 21,164.91
193. | Chryso SPILIOTOU | 1965 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 3,289.97
194. | Elpiniki 1971 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 356/16 EUR
STAVRINIDOU December 2015 27,631.39
195. | Theopholos 1980 | Cypriot Paralimni | Recourse no. 217/16 EUR
STAVRINOU November 2015 8,140.77
196. | Anthousa 1974 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 356/16 EUR
STYLIANOU December 2015 21,360.35
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197. | Frantzeskos 1959 | Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
STYLIANOU November 2015 36,992.95
198. | Stylianos 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 154/16 --
STYLIANOU November 2015
199. | Stylianos 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
STYLIANOU November 2015 13,551
200. | Zoe STYLIANOU 1968 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 502/16 EUR
January 2016 3,705.33
201. | Marina STYLIANOU | 1975 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1469/15 EUR
ODYSSEOS August 2015 20,462.25
202. | Pantelitsa TAXITARI | 1954 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
- MOUZOURI December 2015 25,608
203. | Elena THEODOROU | 1976 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
December 2012 42,403.23
204. | Savvakis 1974 | Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
THEODOROU September 2015 12,187.42
205. | Panayiota 1967 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
THEODOROU November 2015 16,621.32
SAVVA
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206. | Andreas 1980 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 80/16 EUR
THEOFANOUS November 2015 13,503.70
207. | Yiannoula 1964 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 39/15 EUR
TOUMAZOU October 2014 25,701.95
208. | Christakis 1973 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
TRISOKKAS November 2015 18,775.19
209. | Savvas TTANTIS 1979 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
October 2015 10,850.52
210. | Christiana VAI 1977 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 471/16 EUR
January 2016 4,710.85
211. | Evangelia VANEZI 1970 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 356/16 EUR
December 2015 34,111
212. | Michalis VARNANA | 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
October 2015 25,839.43
213. | Anastasios 1983 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
VASILIOU October 2015 6,781.36
214. | Floros VASILIOU 1978 Cypriot Famagusta | Recourse no. 8§1/16 EUR
November 2015 6,428.01
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215. | Kyriacos VASILIOU | 1974 | Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
September 2015 17,966.91
216. | Michalis VASILIOU | 1973 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
October 2015 14,353.50
217. | Paris VLACHOU 1983 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 80/16 EUR
November 2015 6,368.60
218. | Theodoros 1970 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
VRAHIMIS November 2015 27,174.74
219. | Georghia VYRA 1963 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1469/15 EUR
DIONYSIOU August 2015 28,647.34
220. | Alexandros 1978 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
YIANNAKOU November 2015 13,464.34
221. | Antonis ZACHEOU 1964 Cypriot Paralimni | Recourse no. 1673/15 EUR
October 2015 26,089.40
222. | Elena ZAVROU 1974 | Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 102/16 EUR
November 2015 6,342.31
223. | Sophia ZISOULI 1982 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 39/15, Oct. 2015 EUR

11,941.86
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45089/20 Demetra 1979 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1473/14 EUR
Hadjipetrou and | 224. | HADJIPETROU September 2014 23,683.55
Others v. Anastasios 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
Cyprus 225. | ANASTASIOU December 2012 32,250.95
07/10/2020 Katerina 1965 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1392/14 EUR
226. | CHRISTOFI September 2014 15,258.09
George Antouanetta 1966 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
HADJIPETROU 227. | EFTHYMIOU December 2012 52, 174.84
Paraskevi 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 347/14 EUR
228. | HADJIMICHAEL January 2014 19,245.97
Georgios 1967 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
229. | HADJISAVVA February 2015 18,493.70
Giannis 1973 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
230. | HADJISAVVAS December 2012 52,565.61
Stella 1969 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 352/14 EUR
231. | HADJISOTERIOU January 2014 15,903.66
Ioannis IOANNOU 1956 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
232. January 2015 40,768.21
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Myrto IOANNOU 1976 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1178/15 EUR
233. June 2015 45,726.31
Thekla KADI 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
234. February 2015 40,136.70
Evi 1968 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 348/14 EUR
235. | KALISPERIDOU January 2014 23,975.16
Elena KARSERA - 1956 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 346/14 EUR
236. | ATHANASIOU January 2014 39,061.10
Georghia KROKOU | 1966 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 37/15 EUR
237. October 2014 9,714.63
Andreas 1963 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 345/14 EUR
238. | KYPRIANOU January 2014 31,542.05
Katia LAZARIDOU | 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 470/16 EUR
239. | - KARAGIORGI January 2016 11,538.83
Lazaros LAZAROU | 1964 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
240. February 2015 34,148.04
Kyriaki LEONIDOU | 1972 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
241. January 2015 4,458.07
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Pantelitsa LOIZIA - | 1970 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
242. | CONSTANTINOU November 2015 12,134.18
Elena LOIZIDOU 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
243. December 2012 53,497.87
Panagiota LOIZOU - | 1969 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1392/14 EUR
244. | HERODOTOU September 2014 15,243.13
Soteroula 1968 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 337/14 EUR
245. | LOUCAIDOU January 2014 23,786.27
Maria 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1392/14 EUR
246. | LYSANDROU September 2014 14,342.12
Kyriacos 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
247. | MARANGOS February 2015 20,228.54
Fotis MATSIS 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
248. February 2015 29,100.03
Evridiki 1963 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 357/16 EUR
NICOLAIDOU - December 2015 27,430.60
249. | TAMBOURI
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Maria NICOLAOU 1963 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 341/14 EUR
250. January 2014 37,607.61
Vasos NICOLAOU 1960 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 343/14 EUR
251. January 2014 98,607.40
Penelopi PETSA - 1951 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 35/15 EUR
252. | KOUKKIDOU October 2014 2,321.08
Georgios SAVVA 1959 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
253. March 2015 57,218.78
Phiniki SHIPILLI 1975 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
254, December 2012 52,162.21
Kypros SIDERAS 1965 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
255. December 2012 41,380.31
Panaguiotis 1981 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 290/13 EUR
256. | STAVROY December 2012 15,367.00
Theodora 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1392/14 EUR
STEFANIDOU - January 2014 16,135.97
257. | ANTONIOU
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Maria 1981 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
258. | STYLIANIDOU March 2015 32,673.32
Symeon SYMEOU 1968 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 37/15 EUR
259. October 2014 38,735.22
Demetra 1972 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1339/14 EUR
260. | THEOCHARIDOU January 2014 15,941.02
Elena TSINGI 1967 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1392/14 EUR
261. September 2014 14,515.69
Eleftheria 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1392/14 EUR
262. | VROUNTOU September 2014 11,789.41
Stelios ZERVOS 1967 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
263. February 2015 41,709.98
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45101/20 Soteris 1946 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 898/13 EUR
Avgoustis and 264. | AVGOUSTIS January 2013 41,765.62
Others v. Cyprus Elena AGISILAOU | 1973 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
265. March 2015 41,151.69
07/10/2020 . . .
Fani ALAGIOTOU | 1981 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1469/15 EUR
George 266. August 2015 13,205.24
HADJIPETROU Ioulia ALEXIOU 1957 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 288/15 EUR
267. December 2014 8,600.57
Andreas ANDREOU | 1976 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1570/15 EUR
268. September 2015 17,748.70
Androniki 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1178/15 EUR
269. | ANDRONIKOU June 2015 24,303.75
Athos ANTHIMOU | 1961 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 217/16 EUR
270. November 2015 34,423.99
Andreas 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 983/13 EUR
271. | ANTONIOU March 2013 40,126.59
Andreas 1965 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1180/15 EUR
272. | ANTONIOU June 2015 6,324.10
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Christina 1982 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1467/15 EUR
273. | ANTONIOU October 2015 9,462.40
Martha ARGYROU | 1977 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
274. April 2015 17,772.53
Aristides 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
275. | ARISTIDOU December 2015 8,726.79
Charalambos 1974 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
276. | ARISTODEMOU October 2015 22,914.96
Christina 1974 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1093/15 EUR
277. | ASIELIOTOU June 2015 49,414.28
Andri 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
278. | CHARALAMBOUS January 2015 3,697.50
Elena 1982 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1093/15 EUR
279. | CHARALAMBOUS June 2015 13,831.15
Irini 1958 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
280. | CHARALAMBOUS January 2015 39,837.29
Maria 1951 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 350/14 EUR
281. | CHARALAMBOUS January 2014 6,297.58
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Maria 1984 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
282. | CHARALAMBOUS November 2015 15,386.41
Maroulla 1963 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1178/15 EUR
283. | CHARALAMBOUS June 2015 30,967.12
Charalampos 1988 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 82/16 EUR
284. | CHARALAMPOUS November 2015 6,415.19
Margarita CHARI 1957 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 358/16 EUR
285. December 2015 24,887.30
Androula 1952 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 398/15 EUR
286. | CHRISTODOULOU January 2015 10,432.47
Christakis 1952 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 397/15 EUR
287. | CHRISTODOULOU January 2015 10,697.75
Christos 1953 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
288. | CHRISTODOULOU January 2015 21,238.26
Christos 1955 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
289. | CHRISTODOULOU March 2015 44,992.42
Constantia 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 80/16 EUR
290. | CHRISTODOULOU November 2015 6,835.95
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Dinos 1953 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1492/14 EUR
291. | CHRISTODOULOU October 2014 19,310.32
Katerina 1957 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1093/15 EUR
292. | CHRISTODOULOU June 2015 38,896.95
Marina 1963 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
293. | CHRISTODOULOU January 2015 48,365.71
Varvara 1959 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
294. | CHRISTODOULOU May 2015 45,566.60
Stylianos 1941 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
295. | CHRISTOFI September 2014 19,611.80
Plastiras 1937 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 121/15 EUR
296. | CHRISTOPHIDES September 2014 23,544.68
Christiana 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
297. | CHRISTOPHOROU October 2014 23,711.70
Antri CHRISTOU 1980 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 33/15 EUR
298. October 2015 22,895.07
Georghios 1976 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1178/15 EUR
299. | CHRISTOU June 2015 15,299.93
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Korina CHRISTOU | 1978 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1469/15 EUR
300. August 2015 14,269.89
Soteroula 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 401/15 EUR
301. | CHRISTOU January 2015 74,365.70
Chrystomos 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
302. | CHRYSOSTOMOU November 2015 11,481.26
Constantinos 1981 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
303. | CHRYSOSTOMOU December 2015 4,847.09
Christos 1943 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1096/15 EUR
CONSTANTINIDE June 2015 12,739.72
304. | S
Christos 1980 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
CONSTANTINIDE September 2015 12,244.17
305. | S
Eleni 1954 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 492/15 EUR
CONSTANTINIDO December 2014 7,174.50
306. |U
Chrystalla 1951 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 123/15 EUR
307. | CONSTANTINOU November 2014 21,644.95
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Costakis 1977 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
308. | CONSTANTINOU November 2015 17,350.27
Costas 1957 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
309. | CONSTANTINOU February 2015 40,280.20
Georghios 1951 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 281/15 EUR
310. | CONSTANTINOU December 2014 14,815.32
Maria 1965 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1539/14 EUR
311. | CONSTANTINOU October 2014 32,836.00
Soulla 1976 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 488/16 EUR
312. | CONSTANTINOU January 2016 19,893.61
Michael 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 982/13 EUR
313.  DEMETRIADES March 2013 18,456.58
Kyriaki 1958 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
314. | DEMETRIADOU May 2015 27,690.36
Andreas 1950 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1446/14 EUR
315. | DEMETRIOU October 2014 14,767.61
Demetris 1981 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
316. | DEMETRIOU May 2015 12,665.65
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loanna 1979 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 103/16 EUR
317. | DEMETRIOU November 2015 6,828.56
Eleni 1963 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 6519/13 EUR
DEMETRIOU- November 2013 31,383
318. | ORPHANIDOU
Androulla 1951 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 436/15 EUR
319. | DEMOSTHENOUS January 2015 9,707.26
Iordanes 1950 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 434/15 EUR
320. | DEMOSTHENOUS January 2015 16,959.52
Christina 1983 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1469/15 EUR
321. | EFTHYMIOU August 2015 9,896.80
Eleftherios 1960 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
322. | ELEFTHERIOU February 2015 63,689.41
Eleftherios 1972 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
323. | ELEFTHERIOU September 2015 31,441.99
Antonis 1952 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 599/16 EUR
324. | EVRIPIDOU February 2016 12,770.62
Demetris FILIPPOU | 1955 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 292/15 EUR
325. December 2014 14,227.65
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Georghia FILIPPOU | 1975 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1569/15 EUR
326. September 2015 12,668.90
Antonis 1976 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1558/15 EUR
327. | FRAGKOUDIS September 2015 27,357.46
Tasoula GAVRIEL | 1963 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
328. February 2015 11,167.53
Elia GEORGAKI 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
329. | RALLI April 2015 24,862.08
Froso 1948 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
330. | GEORGHIADES September 2014 42,580.58
Efi GEORGHIOU 1973 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 470/16 EUR
331. February 2016 16,926.92
Georghios 1956 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 280/15 EUR
332. | GEORGHIOU December 2014 8,067.17
Georghios 1964 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 101/16 EUR
333. | GEORGHIOU December 2015 30,166.90
Georghios 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
334. | GEORGHIOU November 2015 22,433
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Phaedra 1958 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 318/16 --
335. | GEORGHIOU December 2015
Xenia GLYKI - 1961 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 401/15 EUR
336. | KOUALI January 2015 35,822.52
Diogenis 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
337. | GREGORIOU December 2015 20,434.00
Kiki GRIVA 1957 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1179/15 EUR
338. June 2015 25,126.20
Andreas 1943 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
339. | HADJIMARCOU September 2014 22,098.56
Glafkos 1945 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 6520/13 EUR
340. | HADJIPETROU November 2013 53,375.81
Anastasia 1962 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
341. | HADJISAVVA January 2015 38,236.95
Christos 1969 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
HADJITHEODOUL September 2015 31,868.51
342. | OU
Ariadni IATROU 1969 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
343. May 2015 62,360.15
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Varnavas 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 --
344. | IERODIAKONOU December 2015
Georghios 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 900/13 EUR
345. | IOANNIDES January 2013 21,445.73
Miltos IOANNIDES | 1975 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
346. October 2015 19,907.60
Panos IOANNIDES | 1949 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1429/14 EUR
347. October 2014 40,943.36
Antigoni 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1429/14 EUR
348. | IOANNIDOU October 2014 21,338.99
Andreas IOANNOU | 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
349. November 2015 54,397.36
Demetra IOANNOU | 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
350. April 2015 11,207.87
Andreas 1976 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
351. | KAKOULLIS September 2015 23,791.75
Anna KALAPALIKI | 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
352. October 2015 13,172.45

101




CONSTANTINOU AND OTHERS v. CYPRUS JUDGMENT

Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name | Year of | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, birth residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
Paraskevi 1961 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
353. | KANNETI January 2015 32,278.13
Aphrodite 1955 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 349/14 EUR
354. | KANONISTI January 2014 22,367.70
Christakis 1956 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 82/16 --
355. | KARACOSTA November 2015
Ermioni KAREKLA | 1978 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
356. May 2015 10,979.60
Nicolas KATTOS 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
357. December 2015 16,885.01
Tasoulla KATTOU | 1973 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 470/16 EUR
358. January 2016 3,443.90
Efrosyni KELPI 1950 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 393/15 EUR
359. January 2015 10,085.01
Maria 1961 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
360. | KONSTANTINOU January 2015 38,514.01
Sofoklils KOSTARI | 1979 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
361. December 2015 3,843.37
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Tzozefina 1984 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1492/14 EUR
362. | KOULLAPI October 2014 4,899.41
Anthoullis 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 248/16 EUR
363. | KOUTSOFTAS December 2015 19,741.41
Maria KYPRIANOU | 1962 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
364. March 2015 44,011.54
Andreas 1949 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1398/14 EUR
365. | KYRIAKIDES September 2014 30,446.82
Christos 1970 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 358/16 EUR
366. | KYRIAKIDES December 2015 43,455.87
Dora 1955 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1396/14 EUR
367. | KYRIAKIDOU September 2014 26,829.84
Andreas 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1556/15 EUR
368. | KYRIAKOU September 2015 16,388.68
Andreas 1980 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
369. | KYRIAKOU September 2015 17,680.65
Astero KYRIAKOU | 1952 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 6278/13 EUR
370. September 2013 37,230.34
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Marios KYRIAKOU | 1974 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1675/15 EUR
371. October 2015 22,359.67
Popi KYRIAKOU 1980 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 502/16 EUR
372. January 2016 5,152.90
Androulla 1954 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 433/15 EUR
KYRILLOU - January 2015 5,753.13
373. | ANTONIOU
Eleftheria 1962 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1093/15 EUR
374. | LAMPROU June 2015 32,066.97
Georghios 1982 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
375. | LAZARIS March 2015 3,790.55
Eleni LEONIDOU 1961 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
376. January 2015 35,150.98
Marina LEONIDOU | 1952 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1489/14 EUR
377. October 2014 21,867.39
Yiannoulla 1951 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1482/15 EUR
378. | LEONIDOU September 2015 13,791.84
Androulla LEPTOU | 1953 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1399/14 EUR
379. October 2014 19,814.90
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Vassos LOIZOU 1960 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 733/15 EUR
380. March 2015 38,614.40
Andreas 1961 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
381. | MAPPOURAS September 2015 38,704.51
Katerina 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 152/16 EUR
382. | MARKIDOU January 2015 14,817.50
Costas 1936 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
383. | MATSOUKARIS September 2014 33,510.90
Georghios 1960 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1093/15 EUR
384. | METAXAS June 2015 115,848.32
Androulla 1957 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
385. | MICHAEL November 2015 50,892.86
Efpraxia MICHAEL | 1958 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 470/16 EUR
386. January 2016 28,502.05
Xanthoula 1961 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 214/16 EUR
387. | MICHAEL November 2015 13,309.66
Charalampos 1954 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 599/16 EUR
388. | MICHAELIDES February 2016 32,902.49
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Keti 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
389. | MICHAELIDOU March 2015 36,524.89
Maria 1944 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
390. | MICHAELIDOU September 2014 22,184.10
Maria 1977 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
391. | MICHAELIDOU March 2015 16,741.45
Kyriacos 1980 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
392. | MOUTTAS November 2015 8,435.27
Yiannoulla 1966 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 401/15 EUR
393. | NEOPHITOU January 2015 25,495.66
Charalampos 1953 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 599/16 EUR
394. | NICOLAIDES February 2016 28,582.55
Christos 1974 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
395. | NICOLAOU March 2015 37,840.91
Katerina 1957 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 284/15 EUR
396. | NICOLAOU February 2015 12,464.44
Maria NICOLAOU | 1963 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 317/16 EUR
397. December 2015 41,447.64
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Maria NIKITA- 1967 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 37/15 EUR
398. | NATHANAEL October 2014 12,286.93
Michael NISIOTIS 1931 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
399. September 2014 23,094.68
Andreas PALLARIS | 1971 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1557/15 EUR
400. September 2015 24,637.92
Katerina 1954 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 733/15 EUR
401. | PANAGIOTOU March 2015 29,964.49
Chrysoula 1959 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 591/15 EUR
402. | PANAYIOTOU February 2015 10,100.49
Kyriakos PANTELI | 1977 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 154/16 EUR
403. November 2015 16,019.94
Marina PANTELI 1975 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
404. April 2015 15,217.39
Anthi 1948 Cypriot Limassol | Recourse no. 36/15 EUR
405. | PAPADOPOULOU November 2014 22,890.32
Constantinos 1945 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 490/15 EUR
406. | PAPANICOLAOU January 2015 23,320.47
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Michael 1978 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1473/14 EUR
407. | PAPASTAVROU September 2014 39,855.45
Loucas PAPETTAS | 1984 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
408. November 2015 4,094.38
Periklis 1944 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
409. | PERIKLEOUS September 2014 16,353.90
Argyrios 1982 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1674/15 EUR
410. | PETRAKOS October 2015 6,596.78
Christos PETRIDES | 1972 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 487/15 EUR
411. January 2015 9,812.07
Stelios PETROU 1952 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 351/14 EUR
412. January 2014 17,042.47
Theodora PETSA 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 342/14 EUR
413. December 2013 30,605.58
Irene PIERI 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
414. March 2015 17,610.71
Maria PIERI 1964 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 401/15 EUR
415. January 2015 22,352

108




CONSTANTINOU AND OTHERS v. CYPRUS JUDGMENT

Application no., | No. | Applicant’s Name | Year of | Nationality | Place of | Recourse no and date of submission to the Pecuniary
case name, birth residence | domestic courts (as provided by the damage
date of applicants) claims
introduction (EUR)
and
representative
Yianna POLYVIOU | 1983 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 216/16 EUR
416. November 2015 10,867.57
Erinoula 1966 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 691/14 EUR
417. | POSPORIDOU February 2014 21,281.31
Panikos POUROS 1948 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
418. September 2014 59,226.46
Ioannis POUXIOS 1973 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 48/16 EUR
419. October 2015 31,850.90
Andreas 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1429/14 EUR
420. | POYIADIJIS October 2014 30,604.74
Dimos POYIADIJIS | 1944 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
421. September 2014 22,643.29
Ioanna SAVVA 1983 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 488/16 EUR
422. January 2016 12,697.25
Stavros SAVVIDES | 1969 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1492/14 EUR
423. October 2014 14,561.95
Chrystalla 1970 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1492/14 EUR
424. | SAVVIDOU October 2014 17,943.26
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Renos SERGHIDES | 1957 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 595/15 EUR
425. February 2015 32,848
Panagiotis 1981 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 400/15 EUR
426. | SERGIOU January 2015 15,962.15
Olympiada 1952 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1481/15 EUR
427. | SKAROU September 2015 10,495.70
Zoe SOTERIOU 1952 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1399/14 EUR
428. October 2014 22,495.99
Alecos STAVROU | 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1672/15 EUR
429. October 2015 37,337.54
Stavros STAVROU | 1968 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
430. March 2015 45,365.61
Alexandra 1956 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 401/15 EUR
431. | STYLIANOU January 2015 33,418.43
Andreas 1967 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
432. | STYLIANOU May 2015 95,143.31
Christakis 1959 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 1492/14 EUR
433. | STYLIANOU October 2014 25,841.45
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Nicos STYLIANOU | 1951 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 288/15 EUR 16
434, December 2014 192,97
Stelios 1953 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1178/15 EUR
435. | STYLIANOU June 2015 34,923.51
Panayiota-Nayia 1966 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
436. | SYMEONIDOU April 2015 55,627.17
Kyriaki TALIOTOU | 1954 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1469/15 EUR
437. August 2015 28,373.55
Angeliki 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1470/14 EUR
438. | TAPAKOUDI October 2014 37,085.98
Christakis 1947 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1470/14 EUR
439. | TAPAKOUDIS October 2014 27,221.77
Maroulla TATTARI | 1954 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 732/15 EUR 10
440. March 2015 655,24
Christina 1982 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 1053/15 EUR
441. | THEODOROU May 2015 17,289.80
Marianna 1954 Cypriot Paphos Recourse no. 100/16 EUR
442. | THEODOROU November 2015 8,013.33
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Georgios 1967 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 734/15 EUR
443. | TZIORTZIS March 2015 37,995.86
Charalambos 1972 Cypriot Larnaca Recourse no. 81/16 EUR
444. | ZACHARIOU November 2015 27,837.89
Maria 1946 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
ZACHARIOU- September 2014 33,942.47
445. | DODOU
Nicolas ZAKOS 1974 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
446. April 2015 44,441.41
Paraskevi ZENIOU- | 1945 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 1430/14 EUR
447. | EVANGELI September 2014 30,784.47
loannis ZEVLARIS | 1959 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 863/15 EUR
448. April 2015 69,990.89
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45899/20 44 | Konstantinos 1953 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 489/15 EUR 16,689.11 in respect of

Lazouras and 9. | LAZOURAS April 2015 pecuniary damage;

Panagiotou v.

Cyprus EUR 10,000 in respect of
non-pecuniary damage;

06/10/2020
EUR 4,959.98 jointly with

Vrachimis Panagiotis PANAGIOTOU

CHATZICHANNAS in respect of costs occurred
before the domestic courts
and EUR 8,000 jointly with
Panagiotis PANAGIOTOU
in respect of costs and
expenses incurred before
this Court.

45 | Panagiotis 1953 Cypriot Nicosia Recourse no. 432/15 EUR 19,004.28 in respect of
0. | PANAGIOTOU April 2015 pecuniary damage;

EUR 10,000 in respect of
non-pecuniary damage;
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No

Applicant’s
Name

Year of
birth

Nationality

Place of
residence

Recourse no and date of
submission to the domestic
courts (as provided by the
applicants)

Pecuniary damage claims
(EUR)

EUR 4,959.98 jointly with
Konstantinos LAZOURAS
in respect of costs occurred
before the domestic courts
and EUR 8,000 jointly with
Konstantinos LAZOURAS
in respect of costs and
expenses incurred before
this Court.
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