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DECISION 
of 9 February 2016 

in the case No. 349/15  
(B.I., B.R. and C.R. vs. Administration of the F.C.P. ‘Haiducel’ S.R.L.) 

on discrimination based on ethnic origin – Roma in accessing goods and services available to 
public 

The Council on the Prevention and Elimination of Discrimination and Ensuring Equality, during its 
deliberation meetings of 15 December 2015, 14 January 2016 and 9 February 2016 
Has examined the case No.: 349/14, having examined the written and verbal allegations of the 
petitioners: B.I., B.R. and C.R., represented by the lawyer V.V. 
respondent: Administration of the FCP ‘Haiducel’ SRL, represented by the lawyer T.Z.,  
has deliberated on the following: 

I. Performed Proceedings 
1.1 On 10.11.2015 the Council registered the complaint of the petitioners and initiated the examination 

of the case No. 348 (case file pages 2-6). 
1.2  On 13.11.2015 the letter No. 03/1008 was sent to the administration of the FCP ‘Haiducel’ SRL 

informing about the content of the complaint registered by the Council, examination procedure and 
request to exercise the burden of proof by the set deadline. At the same time, the respondent was 
summoned to attend the hearing sessions planned on 08.12.2015 (case file page 17).  

1.3 On 13.11.2015, by letter No. 03/1008 the petitioners were informed about the date and place of the 
hearings, and were explained the complaint examination procedure before the Council. At the same 
time they were summoned to attend the hearings (case file page 15). 

1.4 By 01.12.15, the Council received the written explanations and information submitted by the 
Administration of the FCP ‘Haiducel’ SRL (case file pages 19-22). 

1.5 On 08.12.2015 the Council examined the respective complaint in public session. 
1.6 On 09.12.2015 the rapporteur member requested an extension of the deadline (case file page 1). 
1.7 On 14.12.2015 the petitioners submitted additional comments to the case file.   

II. Admissibility of the Complaint  
2.1 The complaint meets the requirements of art. 13 of Law No. 121 on ensuring equality and does not 

raise exceptions of inadmissibility provided for in art. 14 of the same law. The respondent did not 
raise exceptions of inadmissibility of the complaint. 
 

III. Object of the Complaint  
3.1 The petitioners invoke discrimination based on ethnic origin in accessing services available to 

public, expressed by the refusal of the Administration of F.C.P. ‘Haiducel’ S.R.L to allow them on 
the territory of the pool because they are Roma. 

IV. Pleas of fact and law 
Position of the petitioners  

4.1 The position of the petitioner resumes to the following: ‘On 18 July 2015 we decided to go to the 
pool. Before leaving for the pool, to ensure that there are available spots, because previously the 
people of Roma origin were prohibited to enter under the pretext that there were no availability, one 
of the petitioners called an employee of the Pool, named A.. One of the petitioners (B.I.) asked him 
if there were available spots. The representative of the company, named Arcadie told him there 
were available spots, and told him the price for the services. The petitioner told him that about 5 
people are going to come. He did not specify the information about the caller’s ethnic origin.  
Immediately after terminating the conversation, the petitioners travelled to the address where the 
pool was located. They went to the administration of the pool to pay for the service. The 
representatives of the administration refused the persons to access the pool. They motivated the 
refusal because of their ethnic origin and pointed out to a sign on the territory of the pool which said 
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‘We reserve the right to chose our clients’.  At the question of the petitioners, why the representatives 
of the company prohibit the access of the Roma persons to the pool, they justified the interdiction 
based on the affirmation ‘we reserve the right to chose our clients’.  After the discussion with the 
representatives of the company, another person approached who introduced himself as B. A., who 
was probably the administrator of the company.  At the question of the petitioner, why they cannot 
benefit of the services, they got the answer: ‘we do not want you because you (Roma) make 
troubles, disorder’, ‘all who came did it.  At the clarifying question of the petitioners ‘Roma?’, he 
answered affirmatively.  When asked by the petitioner, ‘What do I have to do with the others 
(Roma)?’, the person answered ‘because you (Roma) are all the same’. The petitioners mention 
that such cases of discrimination are committed frequently by the representatives of the company 
against persons of Roma origin.’ (case file page 3). 

4.2 The petitioners invoke discrimination based on ethnic origin in accessing services available to public 
expressed by the refusal of the SRL ‘Haiducel’ and its representatives to render leisure services, in 
fact, access to the pool. The petitioners claim they were treated less favorable (differently), without 
reasonable and objective justification, when they tried to access the leisure services at the pool 
‘Delfinul’. The less favorable treatment is shown in the expressed refusal of the owner of the place 
to serve the petitioners, in particular, those who are of Roma origin, and Roma in general not based 
on objective reason, which should not present importance in rendering services available to public, 
and namely, of ROMA ethnic origin. The petitioners compare themselves with any other beneficiary 
of the ‘Delfinul’ pool’s services who are of MOLDOVAN ethnic origin or any other ethnic 
origin/nationality. 

4.3 The petitioners consider that the clients of other nationalities/ethnic origins of the place are served 
without any obstacle, additional fee and differentiated treatment, while the Roma people, in general, 
and the petitioners, in particular, are being refused the access to services based on stereotypes 
and prejudice. The only considerable difference between the petitioners and any other beneficiary 
is the ethnic origin (ROMA/MOLDOVAN) and skin color – darker tan. The petitioners stressed out 
that any client of Moldovan nationality or any other ethnic origin/nationality benefit of the services 
provided by the pool ‘Delfinul’. The person or the group of person they compare themselves with is 
in similar situation because both petitioners and persons they compare with request the access to 
the same services provided by the pool ‘Delfinul’. The petitioners as any other client were willing to 
pay the fee for the pool services, follow the rules of conduct imposed by the administration of the 
pool and cover eventual prejudice they might cause (for instance, breaking something).  In fact, 
there are no particularities or circumstances that would place the petitioners and any other 
beneficiary in different situation in the sense of the CtEDO case-law. The petitioners consider that 
the reason of less favorable treatment applied by the administration of the pool ‘Delfinul’ is the ethnic 
origin – Roma. The refusal because of ethnic origin is proved by the declarations of the owner of 
the pool ‘Delfinul’, video recording, file - VID_20150718_154226 - . To the question of the petitioner 
‘What do I have to do with the others (the Roma)?, the person answered ‘you have, because you 
all (Roma) are the same’. 

4.4 The petitioners base their claim on the following legal provisions: Constitution of the R. of Moldova 
art. 16 (ethnic origin as protected criterion), Law 121/2012, article 1 (ethnic origin as protected 
criterion), art. 2 (form of discrimination), art. 8 (scope of discrimination) and Law No.105/2003 on 
Consumer Protection, article 11.  Also, the petitioners refer to the relevant case-law of the CtEDO, 
in the case of D.H. and others v. Czech Republic, case of Stoica v. Romania, relevant international 
standards, Recommendation/APCE No 1557 (2002) on the Legal Situation of the Roma in Europe, 
Directive 2000/43/CE.  The petitioners ask for the complaint to be admitted; establish discrimination 
based on ethnic origin; oblige the respondent to stop discrimination of the Roma in accessing 
services available to public. Based on what have been said above, the petitioners ask to establish 
the discrimination based on ethnic origin and oblige the respondent to stop the discrimination of the 
Roma in accessing services available to public rendered by the respondent.  
 
Position of the Respondent – Administration of the F.C.P. ‘Haiducel’ SRL 

4.5 The administration of the FCP ‘Haiducel’ SRL, in its reply to the facts that form the object of the 
complaint mention that the accusations of the petitioners are ungrounded and are liable to be 
dismissed from the following considerations. 

4.6 The respondent provided the following explanation: ‘I, the undersigned, B.A., have been working for 
7 years as a manager of the pool ‘Delfin’.  My obligations include control and access of clients to 
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the pool and I affirm with all responsibility that I have never denied the access to the pool based on 
the Roma ethnic origin.  I would like to mention that we have permanent clients of Roma origin and 
even very good friends whom we are grateful for being with us (it is proven by photo and video 
recording enclosed as reference). The Roma have been always allowed to our leisure center (pool, 
sauna, bar, billiard, hotel). The restriction of access has never been based on belonging to a group 
of a certain origin.  Access or interdiction to the pool is based on the knowledge of the individual 
consumer irrespective of nationality, color, religion, sex or all are equal (proved by interdiction of 
Moldovans – the reports of the Drochia Police Inspectorate enclosed, etc.). I always try to create 
absolute comfort for all our clients, so they leave satisfied and return. Many times I was asked by 
mothers of Roma origin to supervise their children and I always do it happily. 

4.7 I would like to mention that the fee for using the pool is differentiating only for adult MDL 20 per hour 
and child MDL 15 per hour, and for all children with disability the service is free. At the same time, 
I would like to mention based on my professional experience of 7 years, that morning time slot is for 
adult clients, the afternoon is for many children usually supervised by an adult, and evening is for 
the youth who prefer to jump into the pool and swim at speed. On 18 July 2015 I was on duty as 
usual; I had lunch and I was sitting by the pool and was watching the children (younger and older) 
who stormed the pool as if they were all Captains of ships. I like watching the children-they speak 
different languages but understand each other (it is worth following their example). After which, I 
was leaving the area. Shortly, I saw 5 (five) men who were hurrying towards me and even were 
eyeing me with contempt (usually people are walking slowly, looking around, talk to each other, 
smile). This sincerely scared me and at the same time, it looked suspicious to me. They did not 
have the usual bags people bring to the pool (swimming suit, towels, shower gel etc. to shower 
according to the regulation before going into the pool).  At the same time, I have recognized two 
persons who visited our pool before and showed bad behavior. I have started to explain the men 
that currently there were too many children in the pool (by the way, there were also Roma children) 
and there is limited space (they were swimming with floats), which would limit and create 
incommodities for all categories of clients, both young, who might be injured by mistake (there were 
cases) and adults when jumping in and swim. My attempt to explain was ignored. I never had the 
intention to humiliate because I could not allow the petitioners (because of small children) and I did 
not refuse them the access in general, they had the possibility to enter at the end of the hour – but 
this was not discussed. The men immediately reacted to what I have said (probably we did not 
understand each other), took out their phones and started to film and ask provocative questions 
which I would not even think of: Petitioner: why don’t you allow the gypsies? I:- I did not say we do 
not allow gypsies. Petitioner: - Why don’t you write that you have no right to accept the gypsies? 

4.8 I have tried to explain that there are different people from our town, who we do not accept from 
individual personal reasons but never based on ethnic origin. I would like to mention that I did not 
humiliate and did not discriminate the men because of being of Roma origin; we have many clients 
and many friends of Roma origin. In my opinion, they discriminated themselves; I wanted to tell 
them amiably to wait but when I saw the reaction with cameras (phones) and provocative questions, 
I did not want to comment again due to the simple reason that the petitioners understood everything 
very well (many small children); they could have waited, but obviously they were asking to be 
humiliated.  They did not ask when to come back or if they can wait at the terrace...they wanted 
immediately, that is why, I stopped commenting. I cannot provide an argument of what happened 
and I have no idea why they did what they did. I am convinced that such situations will not happen 
again. For me personally, it was a good experience (because I am grateful to the petitioners) and 
in the future I will have the courage and patience to explain and motivate the situation until both 
parties reach an amiable agreement to avoid any alleged discrimination which is excluded in this 
case for mere reason that all our clients are equal’. 

4.9 Regarding the complaint of the petitioners, the Administrator of the FCP ‘Haiducel’ SRL, B.A.also 
confirms the fact that all clients have equal rights and obligations irrespective of nationality, ethnic 
origin. I have always appreciated the people based on their individual qualities, as personalities and 
not their origin, religion, skin color, because there are good and bad people, and not good or bad 
nationalities. At the same time, I would like to mention that I have many Roma clients and friends 
who assisted even at the christening of my children (the proof is the DVD from the christening). As 
for the incident in question, we talked to them and they understood and everyone calmed down, but 
they did not register what is not convenient.  
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4.10 In fact, Mr. A. explains the following, ‘on 18.07.2015 when he was called, it was afternoon and 
he was at home, sleeping (because he works at night: cleans the pool, washes the tiles, cleans the 
household and prepares the center for the next day, and the wife and children start the shift, 
because it is a family business).  While sleeping he was called by a man (and he confirms that the 
sleepy voice is his) who asked him about the availability because he wanted to come with the boys. 
He replied yes, without confirming with the responsible managers, B.A., who manages the pool. He 
assumed since it was afternoon, there must be availability for the boys, because it is their time – 
children, hence he gave the price for the father MDL 20 and for the boys MDL 15. After some time 
he was again awaken and asked to come to the pool and explain and clarify the situation why he 
admitted the availability. The administrator recognized two of the five men who were previously at 
the sauna and made troubles. I admit I was tired and became a bit irritated because they started to 
ask me provocative questions and would not answer intentionally my questions (it is clear from the 
recordings of the petitioners): the petitioner:- Why don’t you allow us here? A.:- are you here for the 
first time? Have you been here before? Haven’t you? How come? The men did not want to admit 
that they were here and used the sauna and made troubles, that outraged me and I was provoked 
because I have good memory and eventually I was expecting an answer from the man but instead 
of recognizing, another question came (I consider intentionally to take the attention off the 
discussion). The petitioner:- why don’t you allow us? A.: because you make trouble. 

4.11 I referred directly to the persons I have recognized, and they were acting as nothing happened 
(a fact that provoked me, they would not admit and they were changing the topic of discussion). I 
answered using the Russian saying ‘Tell me who your friends are, and I will tell you who you are’ 
Petitioner: What do I have to do with the others?  A.: - What do you mean, what do you have to do? 
Are you not all together? Yes, I admit I was provoked and I reacted impulsively, but this indignation 
was directly addressed to the persons I have recognized – individuals and not as persons of Roma 
origin.  I respect the Roma and I have good friends, but this case, with all certainty, has nothing to 
do with their discrimination based on ethnic origin, not even talking about the discrimination of the 
entire Roma origin due to the behavior of these individuals. Moreover, it was something recorded 
at the end that the young people confirmed (and it can be heard in their film): A.: Have you been to 
the sauna? Petitioner: I also have been to the sauna. A.: - So? Petitioner: Ok... (the recording is 
interrupted)...??? The petitioners admitted and confirmed that they have been to our leisure center, 
but they interrupted suddenly the recording. The question is, ‘Why did they interrupt when they 
admitted?’ I have talked to them, even amicably but unfortunately they did not have the courage to 
register the entire conversation. I would like to mention that I never allowed myself to call them the 
Roma. They were calling themselves Gypsies and would stress out this fact. I never cursed the 
petitioners, I just observed some ugly things with the present individuals and in no way of all Roma. 
I have never discriminated any client based on ethnic origin - Roma or others, and the access to 
the service I provide to the Roma will be proved additionally with witnesses in the session planned 
on 08.12.2015 ". Based on these, I request the dismissal of the complaint as ungrounded. 
 

V. The Relevant National and International Law  

5.1 The Constitution of the Republic of Moldova, art. 16 para (2), guarantees the right to equality. 
All citizens of the Republic of Moldova are equal before the law and public authorities, regardless 
of the race, nationality, ethnic origin, language, religion, sex, opinion, political affiliation, property 
or social origin’; 

5.2 Law No.121 on ensuring equality of 25.05.2012 stipulates in Art. 1 para (1) ‘The present law 
aims to prevent and combat discrimination and to ensure equality in rights for all the individuals on 
the territory of the Republic of Moldova in areas of politics, economics, social, culture, and other 
areas of life making no difference in race, color, nationality, ethnic origin, language, religion or belief, 
sex, age, disability, opinion, political view, or any other similar criteria. Art. 2 offers the definition of 
discrimination – any distinction, exclusion, restriction or preference in the rights and freedoms of an 
individual or a group of individuals, as well as the support of the discriminating behavior based on 
real or supposed criteria stipulated in the current law. Art. 3 stipulates ‘The subjects in the area of 
discrimination are individuals and legal entities from the public and private area. Art. 8  stipulates 
prohibition of discrimination in accessing goods and services available to public to h) other 
goods and services available to the public; 
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5.3 Law No.105/2003 on Consumer Protection, Article 11 ‘This law sets the general requirements 
for consumers’ protection, ensuring the necessary free access to goods and services, full 
information about their essential characteristics, protection and ensures the legal rights and 
interests of consumers in the case of some incorrect commercial practices, their participation in 
decision-making regarding their interest as consumers.’; 

5.4 APCE Recommendation No.1557 (2002) on the legal situation of Roma in Europe ‘Marginalization 
and the economic and social segregation of Roma are turning into ethnic discrimination, which 
usually affects the weakest social groups.’; 

5.5 The European Convention of Human Rights stipulates in Art. 14: ‘The enjoyment of the rights 
and freedoms set forth in this Convention shall be secured without discrimination on any ground 
such as sex, race, color, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, 
association with a national minority, property, birth or other status’; 

5.6 International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, art. 1 
stipulates that the term ‘racial discrimination’ shall mean any distinction, exclusion, restriction or 
preference based on race, color, descent, or national or ethnic origin which has the purpose or effect 
of nullifying or impairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on an equal footing, of human rights 
and fundamental freedoms in the political, economic, social, cultural or any other field of public’; 

5.7 ECRI General Policy Recommendation No. 7 applies the definition of ‘racism’ as the belief that a 
ground such as race 1 , color, language, religion, nationality or national or ethnic origin justifies 
contempt for a person or a group of persons, or the notion of superiority of a person or a group of 
persons.’ 

VI. In conclusion, the Council found the following: 
6.1 Based on the case materials, the Council establishes the following facts:  

i. On 18 July 2015 the pool was open and accessible, confirmed by telephonic discussion; 
ii. The persons of Roma origin were not allowed to access the pool even paying the fee; 
iii. At the moment of discussion, there were children and adults in the pool, a fact confirmed 

by video recording; 
iv. The presence of the sign that the administration reserves the right to chose its clients; 
v. Existence of a past unpleasant experience of the administrator regarding the services 

provided to a group of persons of Roma origin (who made troubles), a fact confirmed by 
notes enclosed to the case file; 

vi. The affirmation of the administration in the discussion: ‘[…] I know you, you are all the same 
[…]’.  

6.2 The Council will examine these determined facts and will deliver its ruling from the point of view of 
discrimination based on the allegations of the petitioners. Hence, the Council will examine the 
alleged direct discrimination of the petitioners based on ethnic origin (Roma) in accessing services 
available to public. 

6.3 The Council reminds that both national legislation (art. 15 para (1) and art. 19 of Law No. 121 on 
ensuring equality) and the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights (among others, see 
the case D. H. and others v. Czech Republic  par. 82-84, par.177, case Chassagnou and others v. 
France par. 91-92, Timishev v. Russia par.57) stipulates a special rule regarding the burden of proof 
in discrimination litigation, and namely: the burden of proof is vested with the respondent if the 
petitioner submits proof based on which it can be presumed that discrimination occurred. Based on 
allegations expressed in the complaint, the petitioner had to present the facts proving discrimination:  
1) less favorable treatment towards themselves  
2) compared to other persons  
3) similar situation of the Petitioners  
4) protected criterion. 

6.4 Having examined the case file materials, prima facie, the Council notes that the facts described 
allow the institution of presumption of discrimination, as it was formulated. Presented facts, 
supported by video evidence, show that indeed the petitioners who are of Roma ethnic origin were 
refused the access to a service available to public, hence, there was a differentiated treatment. 
Moreover, a picture of the informative billboard at the entrance that contain the message ‘we 
reserve the right to chose our clients’, a fact that supports the possibility of arbitrary exclusion of 
one or another client. The Council observed that in the period when the incidence took place, the 
pool area was populated by children and adults, a fact that confirms the eligibility of petitioners and 
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characterizes the elements regarding the comparator and their similar situation. Respectively, the 
protected criterion that was determined in this situation is the ethnic origin – they self-identify 
themselves as Roma.   

6.5 These being explained and established, the Council notes that according to art. 15 para.(1) of the 
Law No. 121 on ensuring equality, the burden of proof that the facts do not represent discrimination 
is reversed to the person who allegedly committed the discrimination. The Council will determine 
the existence/lack of an objective and reasonable justification and establish the causal link between 
the alleged treatment and invoked criterion.  

6.6 In supporting his position, the respondent did not deny the fact that such incident took place and 
that such message is displayed. But he justifies his actions explaining that there are some access 
rules and a timetable that are applied to all potential clients and that have to be observed by all. 
Compared to disputed situation, the respondent mentions that the petitioners were not allowed to 
enter because they did not have any ‘usual bags people bring to the pool (swimming suit, towels, 
shower gel etc.).’  The respondent affirms that this fact determined the responsible person of the 
pool to deny their access. The Council appreciated critically this justification or no pertinent evidence 
in supporting this affirmation was submitted. The Council does not challenge the fact that such rules 
should exist and that are necessary, but only reminds that each affirmation should be supported 
accordingly. Moreover, the Council underlines that the placement of such message should be 
accompanied by a set of well-defined rules applied to all people and visible to all clients, to exclude 
any arbitrary limitation for some or others. 

6.7 The Council observes the existence of an interpersonal conflict between one of the petitioners and 
the administrator of the pool, caused by some unpleasant incidents in the past (when a group of 
other Roma clients made trouble/disorder in the pool). The recording analyzed by the Council in this 
sense confirms the affirmations of the administrator: ‘[…] you are all the same […]’, addressing to 
one of the petitioners, referring to all those present as belonging to the ethnic group – the Roma. 
Hence, it proves that the ethnic origin of the petitioners (associating these Roma with the previous 
ones who made troubles) served as ground to refuse the access to the pool. Furthermore, the video 
recordings show without doubts that the refusal, repeated many times, was referring to the 
personality of the petitioners as belonging to the ethnic group – the Roma. The Council observes 
the position of the respondent that this refusal was based on the individual-personal characteristics 
and not a general one that they were the Roma. The Council appreciated critically this justification 
or in the situation when the individual-personal characteristic would be determined, the access 
would be denied only to the person who previously made troubles and only to the person in conflict. 
In the analyzed situation, the Council observes that this affirmation of the administrator reflects a 
negative prejudice of persons of Roma ethnic origin, or generalization of all based on an unpleasant 
incident in the past constitutes stigmatization and discrimination of persons of Roma ethnic origin.   

6.8 At the same time, the Council cannot omit the way the situation was tested, which results from the 
affirmations of one of the petitioners, Mr. B.I.: ‘(...) I heard that the Roma are denied the access in 
this place, so I decided to confirm this thing and went to them, where I was denied the access (...)". 
The Council underlines that the potential victims can use such a technique to prove an act of 
discrimination. Moreover, the Council, studying the practice unanimously recognized in the cases 
of discrimination, accepts this modality, by mentioning that in some situations this can be the only 
way to prove an act of discrimination. However, when applying the discrimination test, the minimum 
essential requirements imposed by this situation should be observed and namely, to determine 
from the beginning what groups or individuals should be compared to established a differentiated 
treatment. Hence, the situational tests imply usually two groups, one is called "test", characterized 
by that feature (criterion) that can lead to the discrimination and a ‘control’ group that should be 
identical in terms of relevant characteristics (age, clothes, etc.). Comparing these two groups 
should be beyond any reproach, so the suspect feature is the only element that allows building a 
case of discrimination prima facie. Such test, in accordance with the case-law of the EtCHR1 with 
regard to tests, should observe the principle of correctness of methods used and should not be a 
provocation. Also, this method should be subject to criteria of transparency, correctness in the 
presence of a person who ensured the conditions of the test, and that persons should enjoy 
credibility and independence in a reasonable way.2 In this sense, the Council calls on maximum 
correctness when deciding to prove a case of discrimination using the method of situational tests. 

                                                           
1 Teixeira de Castro c. Portugal, 1998; G. Calabro c. Italy and Germany, 2002 
2 Cour de cassation, Chambre criminelle, cassation partielle, arret du 11 juin 2002 
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Hence, based on provisions of Articles 1, 2, 3, 8, 13 - 15 of Law No.121 on ensuring equality of 
25.05.2012, being empowered to formulate recommendations to reinstate persons in their rights and 
prevent such facts in the future,  

 
THE COUNCIL DECIDES: 

1. The described facts represent direct discrimination based on ethnic origin in accessing goods 
and services available to public of the petitioners by the F.C.P. ‘Haiducel’ S.R.L., in accordance 
with art. 1, 2 corroborated with art. 8 let. f) of Law No. 121 on ensuring equality. 

2. The respondent shall undertake all necessary measures to avoid in the future similar situations 
and shall take into account those determined in the present Decision.  

3. The respondent shall develop within 30 days from the date of receiving this decision a set of 
clear and well-defined rules and will ensure that these are communicated to all potential clients. 
In this sense, the Council is available for methodological support.  

4. The respondent shall inform the Council within 10 days from the receipt of this decision about 
planned measures to enforce the indicated recommendations. 

5. A copy of this decision will be delivered to parties and shall be published on the 
www.egalitate.md webpage. 

6. The decision can be challenged in the administrative court, according to the provisions of Art. 
65 of Law No.121 of 21.12.2012 on the activity of the Council on the Prevention and 
Elimination of Discrimination and Ensuring Equality and the Law No. 793 on Administrative 
Courts of 10.02.2000. 

 
Members of the Council: 
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