
 
The applicant complained under Articles 9, 10 and 11 of the Convention that 

it had been arbitrarily stripped of its legal-entity status as a result of the refusal to 
re-register it as a religious organisation. The Court recalls that in a recent case it 
examined a substantially similar complaint about the refusal of re-registration of a 
religious organisation from the standpoint of Article 11 of the Convention read in 
the light of Article 9 (see The Moscow Branch of the Salvation Army v. Russia, 
no. 72881/01, §§ 74 and 75, ECHR 2006-...). The Court observes that the religious 
nature of the applicant was not disputed at the national level and it had been 
officially recognised as a religious organisation since 1994. In the light of this, the 
Court finds that the applicant's complaints must be examined from the standpoint 
of Article 11 of the Convention read in the light of Article 9.  
 
Article 9 provides as follows:  
 

“1. Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; 
this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief and freedom, 
either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to 
manifest his religion or belief, in worship, teaching, practice and observance. 

 
2. Freedom to manifest one's religion or beliefs shall be subject only to such 
limitations as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic 
society in the interests of public safety, for the protection of public order, 
health or morals, or for the protection of the rights and freedoms of others.” 

 
Article 11 provides as follows: 
 

“1. Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and to freedom 
of association with others, including the right to form and to join trade 
unions for the protection of his interests. 

 
2. No restrictions shall be placed on the exercise of these rights other than 
such as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society in 
the interests of national security or public safety, for the prevention of 
disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals or for the protection 
of the rights and freedoms of others...” 

 
*  *  * 

…the Court considers that there has been interference with the applicant's rights 
under Article 11 of the Convention read in the light of Article 9 of the Convention. 




