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1. The present submission contains a response to the Greek government’s
submission dated 14 November 2024. It deals with the effectiveness of the
implementation of the domestic remedy (Art. 6a of the Greek Penitentiary Code, GPC)
adopted in October 2022 related to prison conditions in Greece (Art. 13+3 ECHR).

2. The Greek government was invited to provide: i) information pertaining to all
possible measures that could ensure the effectiveness of the domestic remedy,
including continued extensive training activities for the judiciary on its Convention-
compliant implementation; ii) updated statistical data on the application of the
remedy (concerning both the preventive and compensatory limb) and their

assessment of its effectiveness”.!

3. As regards the first part of the requirement dealing with the measures the
government adopted, indeed the President and the Prosecutor of the Court of
Cassation have issued two circulars to the judiciary calling them to implement the
new remedy according to the Convention. However, these documents do not cover in
depth the content of effectiveness according to Art. 13 ECHR such as thorough
investigation of the complaints, prevention, and compensation. Moreover, both
documents ignore fundamental issues related to the content of Art. 3 ECHR such as
the Mursic judgment standards, especially when prison inmates’ personal space
ranges between 3 and 4 sq.m. As regards the training activities, only one general
training on the ECHR (and partially on Art. 6a) took place only to future judges and
prosecutors (at the National School of Judges) and never training seminars reached
the judiciary that has to implement at present the new remedy. This cannot be seen
as an “extensive training activities” as the CoM required. It has to be highlighted that
there was no information at all disseminated to the judiciary, or any training took

place before the new remedy was adopted in late 2022.

4, The statistical data on application of Art. 6a, regarding the number of
applicants and relevant decisions (orders) issued by the Misdemeanor Councils
provided by the Greek authorities (Government’s submission para. 3) are not
accurate and do not reflect the overall situation. According to our estimation based

on orders and applications we have collected up to date, more than 640 prisoners

1 https://rm.coe.int/0900001680aec1fa



have filed approximately 150 applications on the basis of Art. 6A. Approximately 100

orders® have been adjudicated by a series of Misdemeanor Councils (of Piraeus,

Thessaloniki, Patras, Nafplion, Chania, Larisa, Corfu, loannina, Lamia, Amfissa,

Halkida, Serres) related to approximately 500 applicants. Only three of these orders

have been issued within the 30 day time limit set by the law (3% of the applications

related to 0.6% of the estimated applicants). All the rest of the orders (related to

99.3% of the applicants) fail to observe the time limit, and sometimes seriously

exceed it for months. At least 16 applications (regarding 137 applicants) remain not

adjudicated long after the 30 day time limit is expired. In 10 orders filed by 27
prisoners (5.8% of the estimated applicants) the court Councils acknowledged
violation of applicants’ rights and ordered measures which fail to meet the criteria of
Article 13 of the Convention. Approximately another 60 applications (regarding
approx. 180 applicants) are pending. The Government fails to comment on the
preventive limb of the remedy’s application. We will comment on the

compensatory limb hereinafter (para. 7-8).

5. Therefore, the overview of the applications expands in three categories (see
Annex): A. Applications for which an order may have been issued but the court
registries do not have information available; B. Rejected applications; C. Orders that

found partial violation and ordered measures of just satisfaction.

6. To the orders according to which there is no breach of Art. 3 (concerning
96.5% of the applicants), the following comments apply:

° The Court Councils reject massively the Art. 6A applications on prison

conditions while for the same period of time for similar prison conditions at the same
prisons, the Greek government has settled more than 350 cases lodged with the Court
by acknowledging violation of prisoners’ rights. Prima facie we can observe that
acknowledging breach of Art. 3 (which, in the exceptional cases that happens, does

not entail just compensation or prevention of Art. 3 violation) is absolutely

2 We have collected information on 89 applications, individual and collective (see Annex) regarding 461
applicants, therefore we estimate that approximately 100 orders should have been be issued up to date
regarding approximately 500 applicants. Although the Government reports that 65 decisions have been
rendered, we have at our disposal 73 decisions/orders. One of these (MC of Piraeus, 342/2024) belongs to
the category C (see below) for which the Government has no information about. Another 60 applications
(approx.) filed by 200 detainees (approx.), according to our estimation, are pending before the courts.
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disproportionate when comparing the procedures before the ECtHR and the domestic
courts.

° The Councils of the Misdemeanor Courts in most of the cases adopt the views
of the prison administration expressed in the reports submitted by the directors of
the local prison establishment through the report of the public prosecutor. Therefore

they reverse the burden of proof favoring the state authorities which, according to the

ECtHR, have to prove that the allegations lodged by the applicants are not accurate.
The circular on the implementation of Art. 6A issued by the Areios Pagos Prosecutor
reflects the established biased position of the Councils which align with prison
authorities.

° The competent Judicial Councils systematically do not take into account the
requirements set by the Mursic judgment (v. Croatia, 7334/13 20.10.2016, [GC], par.
136-140) in relation to the implementation of Art. 3 when personal space in prison is
less than 3 sq.m., or less than 4 sq.m. The Government’s submission also reflects this
false assumption (par. 5). These Councils inaccurately consider that lack of personal
space less than 3 sq.m. can be compensated by the provision of mitigating factors

such as clean air and natural light and never investigate to find aggravating

conditions when personal space is between 3 and 4 sq.m.

. In all orders (100% of the orders) the Judicial Councils, omit to consider other
means of proof and additional sources and documents, other than the prison

authorities report. They do not conduct any investigation in relation to the specific

allegations on cell occupancy and personal space or any other allegation related to
prison conditions, they never conduct a fact finding visit to the prison facilities, they

never cross check reports by the CPT or the Greek Ombudsman on prison conditions

and never take into consideration the ECtHR'’s relevant jurisprudence on the prison

facilities at stake.

° The Judicial Councils do not observe the 30 day time limit (as said, at an

extremely high rate) and thus break the principle of equality of arms whereas the

applicants have to observe strictly all time limits set by the law (e.g. the four month
time limit for submission of the application when the applicant is released).

° The systematic and uniform failure to comply with the time limit of 30 days
amounts to denial to examine the complaints of the applicants, and no legal effects are

produced by the overdue orders, in case these effects are not positive for the
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applicant in terms of Article 13 of the Convention. For a preventive remedy with
respect to conditions of detention before an administrative authority to be effective,
such an authority must, among other requirements, “ensure the speedy and diligent
handling of the inmates’ complaints” (Neshkov and Others v. Bulgaria, 27.1.2015, par.
182).

° In most of the orders, the Councils of the Misdemeanor Court say that the
applicants should have filed complaints to the prison authorities, as if applicability of
Art. 6a requires the implementation of another domestic remedy. This argument
reveals the inexpedient content of the understanding judicial authorities have when
implementing Art. 6a of the Greek Penitentiary Code. More eloquent is the
aforementioned circular by the Areios Pagos Prosecutor, according to which
prosecutors should make sure that the relevant applications are not massively rejected
and consequently the European Court of Human Rights does not condemn Greece for
continuous violation of Art. 3 of the Convention and that the Greek Justice has to go
through this challenge unscathed and untouched (Circular 220/2 May 2024, pp. 10,
11).

7. In a few orders, the Council of the Misdemeanor Courts (of Piraeus, of
Thessaloniki and Larisa) verified a breach of Art. 3 as regards totally 27 applicants.?
However, the effectiveness of the domestic remedy (Art. 6A GPC) according to
Art. 13 of the Convention is highly questionable even when the Councils find
that prison conditions do not comply with the relevant standards for the
following reasons:

° In the two cases the Council awarded pecuniary compensation (Council of the
Misdemeanor Court of Piraeus, orders 342/23.4.2024 and 482/2.7.2024; However
the rejection and delay rates of the judgments of the same Council are very high), the
compensation is calculated on the basis of the minimum daily amount that the law
allows (5 euros) and therefore is far less comparable to the pecuniary compensation

granted by the ECtHR. In most of the cases the pecuniary compensation is attached by

the Treasury as convicts are indebted for pecuniary penalties which are included in

the penal sanctions imposed by the criminal court. Moreover, according to the Greek

law (Art. 83.2a, Code for the Collection of Public Revenues), attachment is not allowed

3 It seems that the Greek authorities are not aware of the order 342/2024 of the Court of Piraeus.
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in case of execution of a ECtHR’s judgment whereas the sum awarded by the Councils

on the basis of Art. 6a GPC are subject to attachment, and therefore just satisfaction

for non-pecuniary damage in such cases is absolutely disproportional when the

content of Art. 41 of the Convention is compared to Art. 6a of the Greek Penitentiary

Code.

° The calculation of the period of time breaching Art. 3 does not correspond to

the period of time the applicants suffered from dire prison conditions. The Judicial

Councils do not take into account the requirements set by the Mursic judgment
(7334/13, 20.10.2016, [GC], par. 136-140). For example, the Councils consider that
lack of personal space less than 3 sq.m. can be compensated by the provision of clean
air and natural light (as mitigating factors).

° The common type of compensation the Councils granted in these rare
occasions is “beneficial calculation of the sentence” (evepyetikds vmoloyiouos tng
mowr¢) calculated at a ratio 10:1 (10 days of “adverse conditions”: 1 day for beneficial
calculation). The Councils grant a few days or a few weeks of beneficial calculation of
the sentence, a measure which is related to the “conditional release” (v¢’dpov
amoAvon) provisions and other prison sentences duration calculations (i.e. the

threshold of furlough eligibility, the full sentence term). Conditional release is not

automatically granted and depends on a series of requirements, such as the sentence

time served in prison and the prisoner’s conduct (Art. 105B, 106 of the Penal Code).

On the other hand in practical terms, it is highly unlikely that the beneficiaries of such

a measure under Art. 6A will be released earlier from prison: when more grounds for

beneficial calculation of sentence (prisoners who work, prisoners attending
educational programmes, prisoners with a disability of 50% or 67% or more,

prisoners who are hospitalised, etc.) are accumulated, the beneficial calculation shall

be merged (Art. 105B of the PC and 46 par. 1 of the Code of Criminal Procedure,
Opinion by the Prosecutor of the Court of Cassation No. 6/2018). Given that the large
majority of prisoners are entitled to beneficial calculation of the sentence on a variety
of grounds, the simultaneous recognition of beneficial calculation of sentence days
under Art. 6A will not have any effect on their actual detention time, since it will be
"offset" against the beneficial calculation that they are in any case granted. Moreover,
the law does not provide any guarantee in relation to the early release according to

Article 6a which would be awarded independently from the duration of the served
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sentence and any other limitation. The way the Judicial Councils use the said measure

results in no substantial compensation for the applicants.

° The transfer to another prison as a means to put an end to breaching of Art. 3

of the Convention, without the consent of the applicant, does not respect the

prisoners’ right for communication with their family and the principle of proximity
ruling the selection of the prisoners’ allocation and accommodation (EPR, Rule 17.1:

Prisoners shall be allocated, as far as possible, to prisons close to their homes or places
of social rehabilitation)*. In the aforementioned case of transfer, there are no

guarantees at all about the observance of Art. 3 in relation to the new prison where

the applicants are transferred to or any mechanism of monitoring. There is no

mechanism of supervision for the execution of these orders and no reporting
mechanism. The Government in their submission do not provide any information
about the implementation of the measure ordered by the relevant Court Councils, and
therefore we cannot assess the effectiveness of the measure (par. 3.ii).

° The Judicial Councils in most of the cases did not investigate whether the

allegations for inadequate prison conditions are present at the time of the

examination of the application. This assessment is highlighted by the fact that in these
cases the Councils find violation of prisoners’ rights for a period of time that extends
until the day/week the application was submitted. It is obvious or highly possible that
the breach of Art. 3 of the Convention is concurrent at the time the Council examine
the application, and the competent Councils do not take any measure to stop the
infringement of Art. 3, but they just issue a decision on compensation for the past

period of time. Therefore, the Councils do not take into consideration the most crucial

goal that a remedy should have, namely to cease the violation that occurs at present

and prevent any further violation in the future. Only the Court of Thessaloniki (three

orders concerning 12 applicants) ordered the immediate replacement of the
applicants in cells where they would have personal space of 3.14 sq.m. (22 sq.m.
dormitories with occupancy of 7 inmates, according to all three orders). Therefore,
the court ordered the placement of the applicants again in conditions that infringe the
Mursic standards: Minimum 4 sq.m. per inmate set the threshold of Article 3, in case

aggravating conditions affect the overall prison conditions, such as severe

4 Council of Europe, Recommendation Rec (2006)2-rev of the Committee of Ministers to member States
on the European Prison Rules, July 2020, file:///C:/Users /user/Downloads/Rec(2006)2-rev.pdf.
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overpopulation. Again, the Government in their submission do not provide any
information about the implementation of the measure ordered by the Court Council of
Thessaloniki, and therefore we cannot assess the effectiveness of the measure (par.

3.ii).

8. None of the orders finding infringement of the applicants’ rights based
on Article 6A GPC amount to a preventive or compensating effective remedy to
the applicants. The practical or material implementation of the awarded

measures is insufficient if not nonexistent.

0. It has to be stressed that in case a prisoner is transferred from a prison to
another, the Judicial Council of the area where the new prison is located has
competence to examine the detention conditions as regards also the previous
detention facilities. This is also explicitly said in Observations submitted by the
Government in all relevant cases pending before the Judicial Council. However, as the

judicial practice shows, the Misdemeanor Court Councils do not assume such

competence and reject the application. As a result, the applicants are deprived of the

possibility to have their complaints heard about previous detention conditions
(among others, see: orders 337/2023 MC of Chania; 617/2023 MC of Thessaloniki;
136 and 137/2023 MC of Corfu). Only in two cases the Council where the remedy was
forwarded the application related to the previous detention facility to the local court,

prolonging once more the adjudication time of the applicants’ claims.

10.  Last, there are cases in which the Court Councils say that the applicants
voluntarily were placed in cells where personal space less than 3 sq.m. was available
(in Trikala, Nigrita, Korydallos prisons). Despite the fact that eventually a prisoner

can request a placement with fellow inmates, no waiver of rights can result in

abrogating State obligations which stem from the Convention. In Nafplion a group of

applicants were forced to withdraw their applications of Art. 6A. Two of them, as soon

as they were released, so not being under intimidation by the prison staff, they
submitted again an application before the Court of Nafplion (No 860/23.08.2024
[rejected] and 1061/2024/149BTI [pending]).



11.  According to the ECtHR, the decisive question “in assessing the effectiveness of
a remedy concerning a complaint of ill-treatment is whether the applicant can raise
this complaint before domestic courts in order to obtain direct and timely redress”
(Mandi¢ and Jovi¢v. Slovenia, 20.10.2012, par. 107). After two years it is in force,
Article 6A GPC does not constitute an effective remedy as applied by the Greek courts,
verifying the assessment made by the Greek Ombudsman in the end of the first year
of implementation, who concluded that Art. 6A “is not an adequate measure to
improve detention conditions” when prison conditions infringe Art. 3 of the
Convention and that there is “a necessity to review the current legal framework”
(Greek Ombudsman, 13 January 2024, submission for the case Stamelos and other 26

applications v Greece).



ANNEX

The overview of the applications expands in three categories: A. Applications for
which the Council have not issued an order whatsoever or orders for which there is
no information available; B. Rejected applications; C. Orders that found partially

violation and award a type of just satisfaction.

The following lists of cases do not include all relevant applications of Art. 6A.

A. No information available (or no order has been issued by the Court Council)

1. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A

after the application (2 applicants) No 28870/29.5.2023 was filed.

2. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No EK314/16.5.2023 was filed. The reporting prosecutor
suggests rejection of the application (No 139/2023).

3. The Council of the Misd. Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after the
application No 394/9.6.2023 was filed.

4. The Council of the Misd. Court of Patra failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after an
application (3 appl.) was filed on 18 January 2024.

5. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patra failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
after an application (23 applicants) was filed on 18 January 2024.

6. The Council of the Misd. Court of Patra failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after an
application (3 applicants) was filed on 18 January 2024.

7. The Council of the Misd. Court of Patra failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after an
application (5 applicants) was filed on 18 January 2024.

8. The Council of the Misd. Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after an
application (3 applicants) was filed on 5 March 2024.

9. The Council of the Misd. Court of Korydallos failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (2 applicants) was filed on 9 May 2024.

10.  The Council of the Misd. Court of Korydallos failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after

an application (2 app.) was filed on 9 May 2023.

11.  The Council of the Misd. Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within
30 days after an application (37 applicants) was filed on 14 May 2024.

12. The Council of the Misd. Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after an
application (38 applicants) was filed on 14 May 2024.
13. The Council of the Misd. Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after an

application (10 applicants) was filed on 31 May 2024.

14.  The Council of the Misd. Court of Thiva failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within 30
days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 10 July 2024.

15.  The Council of the Misd. Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within
30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 11 July 2024.

16. The Council of the Misd. Court of Korydallos failed to deliver decision on art. 6A after
an application (3 appl.) was filed on 11 July 2024.

After July a series of Art. 6a applications have been filed before the court councils by more
than 100 detainees.
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B. Orders rejecting the application

1. The application filed in common by 28 detainees on the 4.11.2022 to the Court of
Piraeus was not adjudicated within the time limit (30 days) prescribed by the Penitentiary
Code (Art. 6A, para. 2) which amounts to unjustified rejection. The order by the Council was
issued nearly 5 months after the deadline, in late April 2023 (Order 338/28.4.2023), by
which the application is rejected.

2. One application which was filed to the court of Larissa was rejected with no
convincing reasoning. The overdue order 30/1.2.2023 of the Council of the Misdemeanor
Court of Larisa has not examined the specific prison conditions in accordance to the claims of
the applicant.

3. The application of art. 6A filed to the court of loannina by one detainee was not
adjudicated within the time limit of 30 days. The decision rejected the application on the
21.3.2023. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of loannina (Order 37/18.4.2023) has not
examined the claims on the specific prison conditions pertaining to the applicant’s cell
occupancy.

4. By the overdue order (No 617/24.4.2023), the Council of the Misdemeanor Court of
Thessaloniki rejected the art. 6A application of 4 detainees which was submitted on the
17.1.2023.

5. The Council of the Misd. Court of Amfissa was in charge of the application (4
applicants) No 8144/24.5.2023. The application was rejected.

6. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Nafplion was in charge of the application
No 3344/25.5.2023. The application was rejected.

7. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Chania failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 1674/20.3.2023 was filed. Two months after the time
limit was expired, the Council issued the order 288/30.6.2023, by which the application is
rejected.

8. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras rejected the art. 6A application filed
on the 22.3.2023 by 13 detainees after the time limit was expired (order 270/10.5.2023).

9. The Council of the Misd. Court of Larisa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within 30
days after the application of 38 prisoners No 253/4.5.2023 was filed and rejected the
application after the time limit was expired (order 431/2023).

10. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras rejected the application of 14
applicants filed on 6.10.2023. Three months after the time limit was expired, the Council
issued the order 83/16.10.2024, by which the application is rejected.

11. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after the application of 30 prisoners No 1015/30.3.2023 was filed. Two
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 993/29.6.2023, by
which the application is rejected.

12, The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application of 18 prisoners No 207/31.3.2023 was filed. Finally, nine
weeks after the time limit was expired the by Order 392/5.7.2023 the application was
rejected.

13. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Halkida failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application of 2 prisoners of 3.4.2023 was filed. Two months after
the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 155/30.6.2023, by which the
application is rejected.

14. The Council of the Misd. Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within 30
days after the application No 636/4.4.2023 was filed. More than two months later, the
Council issued the order 305/14.6.2023, by which it rejected the application.
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15. The Council of the Misd. Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within 30
days after the application No 636/4.4.2023 was filed. Two months later, the Council issued
the order 263/1.6.2023, by which rejected the application.

16. The Council of the Misd. Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within 30
days after the application No 636/4.4.2023 was filed. Two months later, the Council issued
the order 261/1.6.2023, by which rejected the application.

17. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 636/4.4.2023 was filed. Two months later, the Council
issued the order 255/1.6.2023, by which it rejected the application.

18. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application of 4.4.2023 was filed. More than two months later, the
Council issued the order 293/12.6.2023, by which rejected the application.

19. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Corfu failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 297/5.4.2023 was filed. Two months later, the Council
issued the order 111/13.6.2023, by which it rejected the application.

20. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Larisa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 204/6.4.2023 was filed. Three months later, the
Council issued the order 264/21.7.2023, by which it rejected the application.

21. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after the application No 1026/6.4.2023 was filed.
22. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Nafplion failed to deliver decision on art. 6A

within 30 days after the application No E417/24.4.2023 was filed. Two months after the time
limit had expired, the Council issued the order 289/21.7.2023 by which rejected the
application.

23. The Council of the Misd. Court of Lamia delivered a decision on art. 6A for the
application No 223/25.4.202. On time, the Council issued the order 183/24.5.2023 by which
rejected the application.

24. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 749/26.4.2023 was filed (1 applicant). Three weeks
after the time limit had expired, the Council issued the order 303/15.6.2023 by which
rejected the application.

25. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 749/26.4.2023 was filed (1 applicant). Three weeks
after the time limit had expired, the Council issued the order 249/15.6.2023 by which
rejected the application.

26. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 749/26.4.2023 was filed (2 applicants). Three weeks
after the time limit had expired, the Council issued the order 304/15.6.2023 by which
rejected the application.

27. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres adjudicated one application filed on
the 26.4.2023. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres rejected the application by
Order 294/9.6.2023, two weeks after the time limit was expired.

28. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 765/27.4.2023 was filed. More than two months later,
the Council issued the order 291/12.6.2023, by which rejected the application.

29, The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application of 24 prisoners No 1020/27.4.2023 was filed. Finally,
four weeks after the time limit was expired the application was rejected by Order
328/26.6.2023.

30. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after the application No 8470/2.5.2023 was filed. More than two
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 1208/7.8.2023, by
which rejected the application.
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31. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Trikala failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application (17 applicants) No 2389/3.5.2023 was filed. Five weeks
after the time limit was expired the by Order 279/11.7.2023 the application was rejected.

32. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Corfu is in charge of the application No
5323/25.5.2023 was filed. By the order 136/29.6.2023 (1 applicant) the application is
rejected a few days after the time limit was expired.

33. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Corfu is in charge of the application No
5323/25.5.2023. By the order 137/29.6.2023 the application 1 applicant is rejected a few
days after the time limit was expired.

34. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Corfu is in charge of the application No
5323/25.5.2023. By the order 138/29.6.2023 the application (1 applicant) is rejected a few
days after the time limit was expired.

35. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 243/16.5.2023 was filed (4 applicants). By the order
513/14.7.2023 the application is rejected.

36. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres adjudicated one application filed on
the 27.4.2023. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres rejected the application by
Order 286/9.6.2023, two weeks after the time limit was expired.

37. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Lamia is in charge of the application filed by
10 applicants No 8078/24.5.2023. The reporting prosecutor suggests rejection of the
application (No 189/14.6.2023). For three of the applicants as regards complaints on the
prison of Diavata, the Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki rejected the
application by Order 1092/11.7.2023, after the time limit was expired.

38. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Trikala failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application of one prisoner was filed on the 12.6.2023. Finally, five
weeks after the time limit was expired the application was rejected by Order 406/18.8.2023.
39. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres adjudicated one application filed on
the 26.7.2023. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres rejected the application by
Order 448/10.8.2023.

40. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after the application No 243/19.5.2023 was filed. By the order 603/15.9.2023
the application is rejected.

41. The Council of the Misd. Court of Nafplion failed to deliver decision on art. 6A within
30 days after the application of 23.8.2024 was filed. In due time, the Council issued the order
344/19.9.2024 by which rejected the application.

42, The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 19 April 2023. One month after
the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 340/12.6.2023 by which rejected the
application.

43. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Patras failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 18 April 2023. Two months
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 405/10.7.2023 by which
rejected the application.

44, The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (14 applicants) was filed on 18 October 2023.
Seven weeks after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 58/12.1.2024, by
which rejected the application.

45. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (10 applicants) was filed on 4.1.2024. Three weeks
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 415/21.2.2024, by which
rejected the application.

46. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 14 December 2023. Six
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months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 243/7.2.2024 by which
rejected the application.

47. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Amfissa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (14 applicants) was filed on 8 February 2024. Two weeks
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 131/21.3.2024 by which
rejected the application.

48. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 6 October 2023. Four
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 732/26.3.2024 by
which rejected the application.

49. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Trikala failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 15 March 2024. Four days after
the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 174/19.4.2024 by which rejected the
application.

50. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Amfissa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (2 applicants) was filed on 14 March 2024. One month
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 227 /14.5.2024 by which
rejected the application.

51. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres deliver a decision on art. 6A in due
time of an application (1 applicant) which was filed on 26 July 2023. The Council issued the
order 448/10.8.2023 by which rejected the application.

52. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (4 applicants) was filed on 12 June 2023. Two
weeks after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 1165/27.7.2023 by
which rejected the application.

53. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 15 December 2023. One
month after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 414 /21.2.2024 by which
rejected the application.

54. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 15 December 2023.
Three weeks after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 307 /7.2.2024 by
which rejected the application.

55. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Lamia failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 10 July 2024. On time, the
Council issued the order 246/8.8.2024 by which rejected the application.

56. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Nafplion failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (9 applicants) was filed on 25 October 2023. Two weeks
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 538/13.12.2023 by which
rejected the application.

57. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Lamia failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 8 February 2024. Nine weeks
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 132/13.5.2024 by which
rejected the application.

58. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Serres failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (8 applicants) was filed on 14 January 2024. Three
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 178/14.5.2024 by
which rejected the application.

59. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (4 applicants) was filed on 28 July 2024. One
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 1409 /25.9.2024 by
which rejected the application.

60. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (14 applicants) was filed on 5 March 2024. One
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week after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 925/11.4.2024 by which
rejected the application.

61. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (10 applicants) was filed on 4 January 2024. Two
weeks after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 415 /21.2.2024 by which
rejected the application.

62. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (6 applicants) was filed on 5 July 2024. Three
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 2077/9.10.2024 by
which rejected the application.

63. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 6 August 2024. Six
weeks after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 2118/15.10.2024 by
which rejected the application.

C. Orders finding that prison conditions infringe human rights

1. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Larisa failed to issued decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 3 October 2023. Four weeks
after the time limit was expired the Council issued the order 532 /28.11.2023 by which held
that there was breach of Art 3 of the Convention and granted 29 days of beneficial calculation
of the sentence (evepyetikds vmodoyioudg Tng mowvic).

2. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Larisa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 10 November 2023. Seven
weeks after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 132 /27.2.2024 by which
held that there was breach of prisoners’ rights of the Convention and granted 6 days of
beneficial calculation of the sentence.

3. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Larisa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed in 18 December 2023. After the
time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 137 /23.2.2024 by which held that there
was breach of Art 3 of the Convention and granted 3 days of beneficial calculation of the
sentence.

4. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Larisa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 10 November 2023. Three
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 184/15.3.2024 by
which held that there was breach of prisoners’ rights and granted 11 days of beneficial
calculation of the sentence.

5. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Larisa failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 10 November 2023. Four
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 259 /13.4.2024 by
which held that there was breach of prisoners’ rights and granted 26 days of beneficial
calculation of the sentence.

6. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (1 applicant) was filed on 31 March 2023. One year after
the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 342/23.4.2024 by which found
breach of prisoners’ rights and granted pecuniary compensation for 202 days (calculated on
the basis of the minimum daily compensation, namely 5 euros).

7. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (4 applicants) was filed on 19 April 2024. Two
months after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 1588/18.7.2024 by
which found breach of prisoners’ rights and granted of beneficial calculation of the sentence
and immediate replacement of the applicants to cells of occupancy 4 housing no more than 7
inmates. If this placement would not be possible to take place, the applicant should be
transferred to another prison where prison conditions would be adequate.
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8. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (5 applicants) was filed on 20 May 2024. One
month after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 1587 /18.7.2024 by
which found breach of prisoners’ rights and granted of beneficial calculation of the sentence
and immediate replacement of the applicants to cells of occupancy 4 housing no more than 7
inmates. If this placement would not be possible to take place, the applicant should be
transferred to another prison where prison conditions would be adequate.

9. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Thessaloniki failed to deliver decision on
art. 6A within 30 days after an application (3 applicants) was filed on 2 May 2024. Nine days
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 1538 /11.7.2024 by which found
breach of prisoners’ rights and granted of beneficial calculation of the sentence and
immediate replacement of the applicants to cells of occupancy 4 housing no more than 7
inmates. If this placement would not be possible to take place, the applicant should be
transferred to another prison where prison conditions would be adequate.

10. The Council of the Misdemeanor Court of Piraeus failed to deliver decision on art. 6A
within 30 days after an application (9 applicants) was filed on 19 February 2023. Five months
after the time limit was expired, the Council issued the order 482 /2.7.2024 by which held
that there was breach of prisoners’ rights and granted for two of the applicants pecuniary
compensation calculated on the basis of 5 euros per day. For the rest 7 applicants the court
granted 32 days, as an average, to each of applicants beneficial calculation of the sentence
(evepyeTikdG UTTOAOYLOUOG TNG TTOWVNG). Moreover, the Council ordered the transfer of 7 out 9
applicants to another prison where prison conditions would be complying to Art. 3, although
the applicants did not request a transfer because they would lose the possibility to be visited
by their family members.

16



	
	Valtetsiou 39, Athens 10681, Greece / www.hlhr.gr / info@hlhr.gr

