This judgment will become final in e circumstances sef owl in Article 44 § 2 of the Convenfion. If may be

In the case of Bugan v. Romania,
The European Court of Human Rights (Third Section), sithing as a Chamber of.
Josep Casadavall, Prasident,
Alvina Gyulumyan,
Jan Sikuta,
Luis Ldpez Guerra,
Mona Teolsoria,
kKristina Pardalos,
Johannes Silvis, judgyes,
and Sanfiago Quesada, Sechon Regisirar,
Having deliberated in private on 22 January 2013,
Dedivers the following judgment, which was ﬂduptﬂd o

PROCEDURE

1. The case originated in an application (no, 1
by a Romanian national, Mr Sorin Bugan (1

2. The apphicant was represented by
Foregn Affairs,

3. The applicant alleged, in particular, a viol of his nght to freedom of exprassion by the fact that he had been ordered o pay damages to the director of a public hospital because of an arbicle ha had wntten
concerning mainly flaws in the man@geme hospital.

4. On 15 June 2010 the ap |H:'-B mmunicated to the Government. [t was also decided to rule on the admissibility and merits of the application at the same time (Adicle 29 § 1).

5 As Mr Comeliu Birsa glacted in respect of Romania, had withdrawn from the case {Rule 28 of the Rules of Cour), the President of the Chamber appointed Mrs Kristina Pardalos fo sit as an ad hoc
judge (Article 26 § 4 of the ndRuIaEﬂ§1u1!lh&Rulursnquuﬂ}.

a( Romania lodged wilh the Court under Article 24 of the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms ("the Convention™)
. an 3 April 2006

daacu a lawyer practising in Sinaia. The Romamnan Government (“the Government”) were represented by thesr Agent, Ms Inina Cambrea, from the Minisiry of



B. Costzs and expenses

35 The applican! atso claimed RON 7,000 for costs and expenses incurred before the domeshc cow
o his lawyer in the domestic proceedings and ROMN 1730 for postage in the current proceedings.

6. The Government contested the claim and pointed out that the applicant had failed to adduce o leva ments o justify those expenses.

37, According to the Courl's case-law, an applicant is entifled to the reimbursement of cos ﬁ REpESes only in so far as it has been shown that these have been actually and necessarily incurred and are
reasonable as to quantum. In the present case, regard being had to the documents in ils possagsion® e above criteria, the Cour considers it reasonable to award the sum of EUR 2 000 covering costs under all

200 for those incurred before the Court, He produced invoices recording the payment of RON 7,000

heads,

C. Default interast L 2

38. The Court considers it appropriate that the default interest rate should be the marginal lending rate of the European Central Bank, to which should be added three percentage points.
FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT UNANIMOUSLY \

1. Declares the application admissible;

2 Hodds thal there has been a violation of Article 10 of the

nh
3. Holds

(a)} that the respondent State is fo pay the appl three months from the dale on which the judgment becomes final in accordance with Article 44 § 2 of the Convenlion, the following amounis, to be
converted into the national currency of the r te gl the rale applicable ai the date of seftlement.
rgeable, in respect of pecuniary damage;

(i) EUR 4,500 (four thousand five h , plus any tax that may be chargeable, in respect of non-pacuniary damage;

(i) EUR 2 000 (two thousand au that may be chargeable to the applicant, in respect of costs and expensaes;
i) that from the expiry of the monihis until setflement simple interest shall be payable on the above amounts at a rate equal to the marginal lending rate of the Evwropean Central Bank during
the default penod plus three parcentage poin

4. Dizmisses the remainder of the im for just satisfacton.
Done in English, and i on 12 February 2013, pursuant to Rule 77 §% 2 and 3 of the Rules of Court.

Santiago Q Josep Casadevall
mﬂam



