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In the case of Tikhov and Others v. Russia,
The European Court of Human Rights (First Section), sitting as a
Chamber composed of:
Christos Rozakis, President,
Nina Vaji¢,
Anatoly Kovler,
Khanlar Hajiyev,
Dean Spielmann,
Giorgio Malinverni,
George Nicolaou, judges,
and Seren Nielsen, Section Registrar,
Having deliberated in private on 6 March 2008,
Delivers the following judgment, which was adopted on that date:

PROCEDURE

1. The case originated in an application (no. 14296/03) against the
Russian Federation lodged with the Court under Article 34 of the
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
(“the Convention™) by twenty-six Russian nationals listed in appendix no. 1
on 18 April 2003.

2. The applicants were represented by Mr R.A. Zarbeyev, a lawyer
practising in St Petersburg. The Russian Government (“the Government”)
were represented by Mr P. Laptev, the former Representative of the Russian
Federation at the European Court of Human Rights.

3. On 25 November 2003 the Court decided to communicate the
application to the Government. Under the provisions of Article 29 § 3 of the
Convention, it decided to examine the merits of the applications at the same
time as their admissibility.

THE FACTS

I. THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CASE

4. The applicants live in various towns of Leningrad and Pskov Regions
of Russia.
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A. Court awards and enforcement proceedings

5. The applicants, all former or active military servicepersons, were
entitled to certain service-related benefits, to be paid by the Ministry of
Defence of the Russian Federation. In 2002 they sued the military
authorities claiming the arrears related to those benefits.

6. On the dates set out in appendixes nos. 2, 3 and 4 the domestic courts
granted the applicants' claims and ordered the military authorities to pay
them the respective amounts. Some of the awards were denominated in
Russian roubles (RUB), whereas others were denominated in United States
dollars (USD).

7. On various dates the courts issued writs of execution. The applicants
forwarded them with accompanying documents to the treasury office.
However, the writs were returned to the applicants unexecuted. The treasury
office explained to some of the applicants that the Ministry of Defence (the
debtor) had no funds available. The applicants then addressed the writs of
execution to the Ministry of Finance. However, the judgments remained
unexecuted.

8. In March-April 2003 some of the applicants wrote letters to the
Ministry of Finance and other State bodies seeking the enforcement of the
judgments. The Ministry of Finance replied that they had no power to
execute the judgments and transfer the money from the accounts of the
Ministry of Defence without the consent of the latter. The Ministry of
Defence informed the applicants that the judgments could not be executed
since no funds had been allocated for that purpose.

B. Enforcement of the judgments in favour of the applicants listed in
appendix no. 2

9. On the dates set out in appendix no. 2 the applicants listed therein
received the amounts due pursuant to the execution writs. They submitted
copies of banking receipts as evidence in that respect.

C. Enforcement of the judgments in favour of the applicants listed in
appendix no. 3

10. The applicants listed in appendix no. 3 were awarded various sums
of money denominated in USD, to be converted into RUB at a rate
applicable on the date of the judgment. However, the payments were made
to them at a rate applicable on the date of the execution, which was lower.
As a result, they received lesser amounts in RUB than they had expected.
The applicants claimed that the judgments in their favour were thus not
executed in full. They submitted copies of banking receipts and information
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on the official exchange rates (those of the Central Bank) on the relevant
dates.

D. Enforcement of the judgments in favour of Mr Sedykh,
Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov

11. Mr Sedykh, Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov were also awarded
various amounts denominated in USD (see appendix no. 4). Mr Sedykh was
awarded a sum in USD at a rate applicable on the date of execution. The
judgments in favour of Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov did not indicate
the exchange rate applicable for the payment. The applicants claimed that
the judgments in their favour were not executed in full referring to the same
arguments as the applicants listed in appendix no. 3 (see paragraph 10
above). According to the Government the judgments in favour of the
applicants listed in appendix no. 3 and in favour of Mr Sedykh, Mr Kositsyn
and Mr Oleg Zakirov were fully executed.

E. Enforcement of the judgments in favour of Mr Nikolaychuk and
Ms Bobrova

12. On 21 January 2003 the lawyer of the above two applicants
addressed the writs of execution to the Ministry of Finance. According to
the official stamp of the Ministry, they were received on the same day.

13. On 27 August 2003 the Ministry of Finance returned the documents
along with the writ of execution to Mr Nikolaychuk on the ground that his
lawyer had not submitted all the necessary supporting documents.
According to the applicants all the necessary documents were submitted. In
October 2003 the applicants' lawyer re-submitted the documents of
Mr Nikolaychuk to the Ministry of Finance.

14. According to Ms Bobrova, her documents were apparently returned
to her address indicated on the writ of execution. Since Ms Bobrova did not
live at that address at the time, the post office sent the documents back to
the Ministry of Finance. According to the Government, the Ministry of
Finance have never received Ms Bobrova's documents.

15. The judgments in favour of Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova (see
appendix no. 4) are not executed to date.
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THE LAW

I. ALLEGED VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 6 OF THE CONVENTION
AND ARTICLE 1 OF PROTOCOL No. 1 TO THE CONVENTION

16. The applicants complained that the lengthy non-enforcement of the
court judgments in their favour constituted a breach of their right to a court
and their right to peaceful enjoyment of their possessions. Article 6 § 1 of
the Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention, relied on
by the applicants, insofar as relevant, read as follows:

Article 6

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

Article 1 of Protocol No. 1

“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. Parties' submissions

17. The Government indicated that the judgments in favour of the
applicants, except for Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova, were enforced in
full. The non-enforcement of the judgments in favour of Mr Nikolaychuk
and Ms Bobrova was imputable to them and not to the authorities as the
applicants' lawyer had failed to submit all the relevant documents to the
Ministry of Finance. On these grounds the Government contended that the
applicants' rights under the Convention had not been violated.

18. The applicants maintained their complaints. The applicants listed in
appendix no. 2 argued that the judgments in their favour were enforced with
substantial delays. The applicants listed in appendix no. 3, as well as
Mr Sedykh, Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov alleged that the judgments in
their favour had not been enforced in full due to the use of the incorrect
exchange rate to convert USD to RUB. Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova
submitted that the judgments in their favour were not enforced to date
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notwithstanding that their lawyer had submitted all the necessary documents
to the Ministry of Finance.

B. Admissibility

19. The Court notes that the Government did not put forward any formal
objection concerning the admissibility of the present application. The Court
considers, in the light of the parties' submissions, that the complaints under
Article 6 of the Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the
Convention about delays in the enforcement of the court judgments in the
applicants' favour raise serious issues of fact and law under the Convention,
the determination of which requires an examination of the merits. The Court
concludes therefore that these complaints are not manifestly ill-founded
within the meaning of Article 35 § 3 of the Convention. No other ground for
declaring them inadmissible has been established.

C. Merits

1. As regards the applicants listed in appendix no. 2

20. The Court observes that the judgments in the applicants' favour
remained inoperative for the periods set out in appendix no. 2, all being
more than a year. The parties' submissions as to the exact dates of execution
of the judgments differ substantially. The Government asserted that the
judgments had been fully enforced on the dates of allocation of the amounts
due to the applicants from the State budget. The applicants insisted that the
judgments had been enforced when the money had been credited to their
bank accounts.

21. According to the Court's case-law, the very fact of allocation of the
budgetary funds in the applicants' names did not provide them with an
opportunity to freely dispose of the amounts due to them. The applicants
could profit from the judicial awards only when the money was transferred
to their respective bank accounts (see Pridatchenko and Others v. Russia,
nos. 2191/03, 3104/03, 16094/03 and 24486/03, § 53, 21 June 2007).
Accordingly, the Court accepts the applicants' calculation of the delays in
the enforcement of the judgments.

22. The Court has frequently found violations of Article 6 § 1 of the
Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 in cases raising issues similar to
the ones in the present case (see, among other authorities, Burdov v. Russia,
no. 59498/00, ECHR 2002-III and, more recently, Pridatchenko and Others,
cited above). The Court observes that the Government have not advanced a
plausible justification for the delays occurred in the cases of the above
applicants. Considering the length of the periods of non-enforcement of
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court judgments in cases of the applicants listed in appendix no. 2, and
having examined all relevant circumstances, the Court does not see any
reason to depart from its previous case-law and concludes that the delayed
execution of the judgments in favour of the above applicants constituted a
breach of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to
the Convention.

2. As regards the applicants listed in appendix no. 3

23. The Court notes that the awards to the applicants listed in appendix
no. 3 were made in USD at a rate applicable on the date of the delivery of
the judgment. On the dates listed in appendix no. 3 the applicants received
various amounts, which were, however, less than the respective judgments
debts. It appears that the judgment debts were paid on the basis of the
exchange rates applicable on the dates of the payments, and not on the
respective dates of the delivery of the judgments. The Government did not
provide any justification for that, simply stating that the judgments in favour
of the applicants were enforced in full.

24. The Court therefore considers that the judgments in favour of the
applicants listed in appendix no. 3 are not fully enforced to date. The delay
in the enforcement of the judgments constitutes over five years.
Accordingly, there has been a violation of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention
and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention.

3. As regards Mr Sedykh, Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov

25. The Court observes that the judgment in favour of Mr Sedykh
awarded him an amount in USD at a rate applicable on the day of execution.
The judgment in favour of Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov awarded them
amounts in USD without indicating, however, what exchange rate should be
applied for its conversion into the RUB (see appendix no. 4). In December
2003 the applicants received RUB 205,516.48, RUB 453,867.42 and
RUB 204,289.14 respectively. The applicants contended that the calculation
should have been based on the rate on the day of the delivery of the
judgment. Thus, they believed that the judgments were not enforced in full
to date. The Government, in their turn, claimed that the judgments were
fully enforced. The Court assumes, in the absence of any clear indication to
the contrary in the materials of the case, that the amounts actually received
by the applicants were calculated correctly. The judgments must therefore
be considered as enforced in full on the date of the receipt of the above
amounts by the applicants.

26. However, the Court observes that the judgments remained
inoperative for more than a year. The Government did not advance any
argument justifying the delay. Having regard to its well-established
case-law on the subject the Court concludes that the prolonged
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non-enforcement of the judgment in favour of Mr Sedykh, Mr Kositsyn and
Mr Oleg Zakirov constituted a breach of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention and
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention.

4. As regards Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova

27. The Government claimed that the judgment in favour of
Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova was not enforced because they had failed
to follow a proper enforcement procedure, whereas the applicants claimed
that all the relevant documents had been submitted to the State authorities.

28. The Court recalls that a person who has obtained an enforceable
judgment against the State as a result of successful litigation cannot be
required to resort to enforcement proceedings in order to have it executed
(see Metaxas v. Greece, no. 8415/02, § 19, 27 May 2004). The Court further
recalls that it is incumbent on the State to organise its legal system in such a
way that ensures co-ordination between various enforcement agencies and
secures honouring of the State's judgment debts in good time (see
Reynbakh v. Russia, no. 23405/03, § 23, 29 September 2005). The Court
does not see any reason to depart from its findings in the Metaxas and
Reynbach cases, and concludes that Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova took
reasonable steps to obtain execution of the judgments in his favour.

29. The Court finally observes that according to the information
provided by the parties the judgments in favour of Mr Nikolaychuk and
Ms Bobrova are not enforced to date; in other words, the delays in the
enforcement amount to more than five years. In line with its well-
established case-law on this subject (see above) the Court concludes that the
prolonged non-enforcement of the judgment in favour of Mr Nikolaychuk
and Ms Bobrova constituted a breach of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention and
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention.

II. APPLICATION OF ARTICLE 41 OF THE CONVENTION

30. Article 41 of the Convention provides:

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

A. Damage

31. The applicants claimed various amounts on account of pecuniary
damage, as set out in appendix no. 5. These amounts represented interests
on the judgments awards at the interest rates of the Russian Central Bank.
The applicants listed in appendixes nos. 3 and 4 additionally asked the
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Court to order the Government to pay the judgment debts. The applicants
each claimed 10,000 euros in respect of non-pecuniary damage.

32. The Government argued that the applicants had failed to exhaust
domestic remedies in respect of her claims for compensation of pecuniary
damage. As to the claims in respect of non-pecuniary damage, the
Government considered them unsubstantiated and unreasonable. They
suggested that a finding of a violation would by itself constitute sufficient
just satisfaction.

1. Pecuniary damage

33. The Court reiterates that an applicant cannot be required to exhaust
domestic remedies to obtain compensation for pecuniary loss since this
would prolong the procedure before the Court in a manner incompatible
with the effective protection of human rights (see Papamichalopoulos and
Others v. Greece (Article 50), judgment of 31 October 1995, Series A
no. 330-B, § 40, and Gridin v. Russia, no. 4171/04, § 20, 1 June 2006).
Therefore, this argument of the Government should be dismissed.

(a) Arrears

34. As regards the claims in respect of the outstanding amounts of the
judgments debts the Court observes that in the present case it found a
violation of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1
in that the award in favour of the applicants listed in appendix no. 3 had not
been paid to them in full. It has also found that the judgments in favour of
Mr Nikolaychuk and Ms Bobrova are not enforced to date in their entirety
(see paragraph 29 above). The Court notes that the most appropriate form of
redress in respect of a violation of Article 6 is to ensure that the applicant as
far as possible is put in the position he would have been had the
requirements of Article 6 not been disregarded (see Piersack v. Belgium
(Article 50), judgment of 26 October 1984, Series A no. 85, p. 16, § 12, and,
mutatis mutandis, Gengel v. Turkey, no. 53431/99, § 27, 23 October 2003).
The Court finds that in the present case this principle applies as well. The
applicants listed in appendix no. 3, together with Mr Nikolaychuk and
Ms Bobrova, did not receive money they had legitimately expected to
receive under the judgments in their favour. The Court therefore considers
that the Government shall pay the outstanding amounts of the judgments
debts, as set out in appendix no. 5.

35. Asregards Mr Sedykh, Mr Kositsyn and Mr Oleg Zakirov, the Court
recalls its finding that the judgments in their favour were enforced in full.
Therefore, there is no need to award them any amounts under this head.
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(b) Interest

36. All the applicants claimed that the State should pay them interests
for the delayed payment of the judgment debts. The Court observes that in
the present case it has found a violation of Article 6 § 1 of the Convention
and Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 in that the awards in the applicants' favour
had not been paid to them in good time. The applicants' claim and their
calculations do not appear arbitrary. Having regard to the materials in its
possession and the fact that the Government did not forward any objection
to the applicants' method of calculation of the interests lost, the Court
awards the applicants the amounts claimed, as set out in appendix no. 5 in
respect of pecuniary damage, plus any tax that may be chargeable.

2. Non-pecuniary damage

37. The Court also finds that the applicants suffered non-pecuniary
damage, which would not be adequately compensated by the finding of a
violation alone. However, the amounts claimed by the applicants appear to
be excessive. The Court takes into account the nature and the amounts of the
awards, the delays before the enforcement and other relevant aspects. In
particular, as regards the applicants listed in appendix no. 3, the Court takes
into account the fact that these applicants had been paid a substantial part of
their judgment debts within nineteen months. Making its assessment on an
equitable basis, the Court awards the applicants the amounts indicated in
appendix no. 5, plus any tax that may be chargeable on those amounts.

B. Costs and expenses

38. The applicant did not make any claims for the costs and expenses
incurred before the domestic courts and before the Court. Accordingly, the
Court does not award anything under this head.

C. Default interest
39. The Court considers it appropriate that the default interest should be

based on 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;
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2. Holds that there has been a violation of Article 6 of the Convention and
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 to the Convention,;

3. Holds

(a) that the respondent State is to pay the applicants, within three
months from the date on which the judgment becomes final in
accordance with Article 44 § 2 of the Convention, the amounts set out in
appendix no. 5 in respect of pecuniary and non-pecuniary damage, to be
converted into Russian roubles (where applicable) at the rate applicable
at the date of settlement, plus any tax that may be chargeable;

(b) that from the expiry of the above-mentioned three months until
settlement simple interest shall be payable on the above amounts at a
rate equal to the marginal lending rate of the European Central Bank
during the default period plus three percentage points;

4. Dismisses the remainder of the applicants' claims for just satisfaction.

Done in English, and notified in writing on 27 March 2008, pursuant to
Rule 77 §§ 2 and 3 of the Rules of Court.

Seren Nielsen Christos Rozakis
Registrar President
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF APPLICANTS

NAME OF THE APPLICANT YEAR OF BIRTH

1. Aleksakhin Sergey Borisovich 1960
2. Bobrova Svetlana Borisovna 1966
3. Chernishov Andrey Yevgenevich 1973
4. Danchenko Sergey Anatolyevich 1975
5. Korzhov Nikolay Ivanovich 1958
6. Kositsyn Vladimir Sergeyevich 1954
7. Kovalenko Vitaliy Aleksandrovich 1959
8. Kurandin Leonid Aleksandrovich 1957
9. Kuzmin Andrey Nikolayevich 1966
10. Levkov Aleksandr Borisovich 1959
11. Lukin Aleksandr Vasilyevich 1965
12. Mikhaylov Stanislav Vyacheslavovich 1974
13. Moskalenko Aleksandr Vladimirovich 1962
14. Nikolaychuk Aleksandr Gennadevich 1968
15. Portnov Gennadiy Aleksandrovich -
16. Sadykov Valeriy Mirasovich 1970
17. Savilo Aleksandr Nikolayevich 1966
18. Senotrusov Aleksey Aleksandrovich -
19. Sychev Sergey Aleksandrovich 1962
20. Sedykh Aleksandr Vitalyevich 1972
21. Tikhov Sergey Aleksandrovich 1964
22. Yermolenko Anatoliy Sergeyevich 1960
(2 judgments)

23. Yunusov Vladislav Assirovich 1967
24. Zadorkin Vladimir Viktorovich 1970
25. Zakirov Oleg Rinatovich 1970
26. Zakirov Rifat Foatovich 1970
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APPENDIX 2: JUDGMENTS EXECUTED IN FULL

NAME Dat F/III;IAI.J J Ul])BGdNH?;I)Tt f AMOUNT EXECUTION DELAY IN
atereeision Bovy [ Bale o | AWARDED DATE EXECUTION
Entry into force
1. Aleksakhin Sergey (12 April 2002 / the Military Court of|RUB 101,243.60| 28 November 2003 One year, seven

IBorisovich

the Moscow Garrison /
23 April 2002

months, six days

2. Chernishov Andrey 29 August 2002 / the Military Court | USD 2,922 23 December 2003 One year, three
'Yevgenevich of the Sertolovsk Garrison / minus RUB months, fourteen days
9 September 2002 4,026 already
paid

3. Kovalenko Vitaliy
)Aleksandrovich

8 April 2002 / the Military Court of
the Moscow Garrison / 19
April 2002

RUB 93,931.44

23 December 2003

One year, eight
months, five days

4. Kurandin Leonid 22 May 2002 / the Military Division | USD 4.588 20 November 2003 |One year, five months,
\Aleksandrovich of the Supreme Court of Russia / minus RUB seventeen days

4 June 2002 14135
5. Kuzmin Andrey 12 July 2002 / the Vyborg Town RUB 10,821.80 | 22 December 2003 |One year, five months,
Nikolayevich Court of the Leningrad Region / one day

22 July 2002
6. Levkov Aleksandr 22 May 2002 / the Military Court of | RUB 368,106 6 December 2003 | One year, six months,
Borisovich the Vyborg Garrison / 4 June 2002 two days
7. Senotrusov Aleksey |14 August 2002 / the Military Court |[RUB 424,338.80| 10 December 2003 One year, three
)Aleksandrovich of the Vyborg Garrison / months, fourteen days

27 August 2002
8. Tikhov Sergey 22 May 2002 / the Military Court of | RUB 72,756.4 | 4 December 2003 |One year, five months,
|Aleksandrovich the Sertolovsk Garrison / twenty-eight days

7 June 2002
9. Yermolenko Anatoliy 22 May 2002 / the Military Court of | RUB 212,360 | 6 December 2003 |One year, six months,
Sergeyevich the Vyborg Garrison / 4 June 2002 two days
10. Yunusov Vladislav {22 May 2002 / the Military Division | USD 2,936 28 October 2003  |One year, four months,
|Assirovich of the Supreme Court of Russia / minus RUB twenty-six days

2 June 2002 4,048 already

paid

11. Zakirov Rifat 22 May 2002 / the Military Court of [RUB 161,383.75| 22 December 2003 | One year, six months,

Foatovich

the Vyborg Garrison / 4 June 2002

eighteen days
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APPENDIX 3: THE JUDGMENTS PARTIALLY EXECUTED

NAME FINAL JUDGMENT AMOUNT AMOUNT DELAY IN
Date / Decision Body / Date of AWARDED |RECEIVED (RUB)/ EXECUTION
Entry into force DATE (partial)
1. Danchenko Sergey |12 July 2002 / the Military Court of (USD 6,372 202,002.79 One year, five months,
IAnatolyevich the Vyborg Garrison / 23 July 2002 minus RUB 26 December 2003 four days
4,092 already
paid)
RUB 208,260.19
2. Korzhov Nikolay |13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 3,756) 113,844.36 One year, five months,
[vanovich the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 |[RUB 117,911.35| 5 December 2003 eleven days
3. Lukin Aleksandr 13 June 2002 / the (USD 7,212) 218,595.72 One year, five months,
Vasilyevich Military Court of the RUB 226,404.87|5 December 2003 eleven days
\Vyborg Garrison /
25 June 2002
4. Mikhaylov Stanislav |8 July 2002 / the Military Court of (USD 8,524 244.979.13 One year, four months,
Vyacheslavovich the Vyborg Garrison / 19 July 2002 minus RUB 6 December 2003 eighteen days
13,310 already
paid)
RUB 255,328.97

5. Moskalenko 13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 13,912) 421,672.72 One year, five months,

IAleksandr the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 |RUB 436,736.63| 5 December 2003 eleven days
Vladimirovich
6. Sadykov Valeriy 16 July 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 20,580 614,443.81 One year, four months,
Mirasovich the Vyborg Garrison /27 July 2002 RUB 9,159 5 December 2003 nine days
already paid)

RUB 639,003.98
7. Savilo Aleksandr 13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 6,764) 205,016.84 One year, five months,
Nikolayevich the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 |RUB 212,340.89| 5 December 2003 eleven days
8. Sychev Sergey 13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 7,212) 218,595.72 One year, five months,
IAleksandrovich the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 |RUB 226,404.87| 5 December 2003 eleven days
9. Portnov Gennadiy |13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 6,640) 201,258.40 One year, five months,
\Aleksandrovich the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 |RUB 208,448.19] 5 December 2003 eleven days
10. Yermolenko 13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 6,604) 200,605.75 One year, four months,
lAnatoliy Sergeyevich [the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 [RUB 207,318.05| 22 November 2003 twenty-eight days
11. Zadorkin Vladimir |13 June 2002 / the Military Court of | (USD 13,368) 405,069.12 One year, six months
Viktorovich the Vyborg Garrison / 25 June 2002 |[RUB 419,658.95| 25 December 2003




14

TIKHOV AND OTHERS v. RUSSIA JUDGMENT

APPENDIX 4: OTHER APPLICANTS

FINAL JUDGMENT
NAME Date / Decision Body / Date of AMOUNT INFORMATION DELAY IN
. ON EXECUTION EXECUTION
Entry into force

1. Kositsyn Vladimir (17 September 2002 / the Military USD 14,973 Received One year, two months,
Sergeyevich Court of the Vyborg Garrison / minus RUB RUB 453,867.42 on twenty-six days

28 September 2002 4,519 already | 24 December 2003

paid

2. Sedykh Aleksandr 22 August 2002 / the Military Court |USD 6,916 RUB Received One year, three
Vitalyevich of the Vyborg Garrison / 4,048 RUB 205,516.48 on | months, three days

3 September 2002 6 December 2003
3. Zakirov Oleg 17 September 2002 / the Military USD 6,700 Received One year, two months,
Rinatovich Court of the Vyborg Garrison / minus RUB 826 | RUB 204,289.14 on | twenty-eight days

28 September 2002 already paid 26 December 2003

4. Bobrova Svetlana
IBorisovna

21 June 2002 / the Military Court of
the Tula Garrison / 2 July 2002

RUB 164,338.38

Not enforced

five years, nine
months, five days

5. Nikolaychuk
IAleksandr Gennadevich

7 June 2002 / the Military Court of
the Tula Garrison / 18 June 2002

RUB 49,706.72

Not enforced

five years, eight

months, nineteen days
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APPENDIX 5: ARTICLE 41 AWARDS

NAME PECUNIARY DAMAGES
QOutstanding [Interests for the NON-
PECUNIARY
amounts of the delayed DAMAGES
judgment debts| enforcement
1. Aleksakhin Sergey Borisovich - RUB 38,486.62| EUR 900
2. Bobrova Svetlana Borisovna RUB 164,338.38 RUB 69,610.99| EUR 3,000
3. Chernishov Andrey Evgenevich - RUB 23, 969.86] EUR 900
4. Danchenko Sergey Anatolyevich |RUB 10,349.39 | USD 2,288.13 EUR 900
5. Korzhov Nikolay Ivanovich RUB 4,066.99 |USD 1,295.82 EUR 900
6. Kositsyn Vladimir Sergeyevich - USD 4,043.95 EUR 900
7. Kovalenko Vitaliy Aleksandrovich - RUB 40,703.62| EUR 1,200
8. Kurandin Leonid Aleksandrovich - RUB 79,198.45 EUR 900
9. Kuzmin Andrey Nikolayevich - RUB 3,650.55 EUR 900
10. Levkov Aleksandr Borisovich - RUB 132,405.68 EUR 900
11. Lukin Aleksandr Vasilyevich RUB 7,809.15 |USD 2,488.14 EUR 900
12. Mikhaylov Stanislav RUB 10,349.84 | USD 2,810.08 EUR 900
Vyacheslavovich
13. Moskalenko Aleksandr RUB 15,063.91 |USD 4,799.64 EUR 900
Vladimirovich
14. Nikolaychuk Aleksandr RUB 49,706.72 | RUB 21,531.29| EUR 3,000
Gennadevich
15. Portnov Gennadiy Aleksandrovich| RUB 7,189.79 |USD 2,290.80 EUR 900
16. Sadykov Valeriy Mirasovich RUB 24,560.17 | USD 6,556.92 EUR 900
17. Savilo Aleksandr Nikolayevich RUB 7,324.05 |USD 2,333.58 EUR 900
18. Sedykh Aleksandr Vitalyevich - USD 1,900.17 EUR 900
19. Senotrusov Aleksey - RUB 119,557.44f EUR 900
Aleksandrovich
20. Sychev Sergey Aleksandrovich RUB 7,809.15 |USD 2,488.14 EUR 900
21. Tikhov Sergey Aleksandrovich - RUB 26,077 EUR 900
22. Yermolenko Anatoliy Sergeyevich| RUB 6,712.30 |RUB 139,117.98] EUR 1,200
USD 2,223.53
23. Yunusov Vladislav Assirovich - RUB 52,692.30 EUR 900
24. Zakirov Oleg Rinatovich - USD 1,833 EUR 900
25. Zadorkin Vladimir Viktorovich RUB 14,589.83 | USD 4,782.77 EUR 900
26. Zakirov Rifat Foatovich - RUB 59,698.53 EUR 900




