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 I. Background 

1. The present report was prepared pursuant to Human Rights Council resolutions 5/1 

and 16/21, taking into consideration the periodicity of the universal periodic review and the 

outcome of the previous review.1 It is a summary of 18 stakeholders’ submissions2 for the 

universal periodic review, presented in a summarized manner owing to word-limit 

constraints. 

 II. Information provided by stakeholders 

 A. Scope of international obligations3 and cooperation with human rights 

mechanisms 

2. It was recommended that Romania ratify the OP-CRC-IC,4 OP-ICESCR,5 and OP-

CRPD.6 

3. JS4 recommended ratifying Convention no. 190 on Violence and Harassment of the 

International Labour Organisation.7 

4. ICAN urged Romania to ratify the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons.8 

 B. National human rights framework 

  Institutional infrastructure and policy measures 

5. CoE-CPT recommended ensuring the functional and financial independence of the 

national preventive mechanism.9 

6. JS2 observed that Romania did not adopt any national human rights strategy since its 

last review.10 
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 C. Promotion and protection of human rights 

 1. Implementation of international human rights obligations, taking into account 

applicable international humanitarian law 

  Equality and non-discrimination 

7. CoE-ECRI recommended including national origin, colour, citizenship and gender 

identity in the list of prohibited grounds of discrimination in the legislation.11 

8. JS2 reported that there was no anti-discrimination strategy or related plan since 

2014.12 CoE-ECRI recommended adopting a national strategy on equality, inclusion and 

diversity without delay.13 

9. JS2 stated that the structural inequalities in the enjoyment of economic, social and 

cultural rights, affecting LGBT persons and other minority groups, such as Roma, remained 

unaddressed.14 

10. CoE-ECRI stated that racist and intolerant hate speech in public discourse and on the 

internet was widespread. The main targets were Roma, the Hungarian minority, LGBT 

persons and the Jewish community. Violent attacks against those groups or their property 

occurred sporadically.15 

11. CoE-ECRI noted that there was no coherent and systematic data collection on hate 

speech and hate-motivated violence. It noted the insufficient level of knowledge and 

expertise among the law enforcement bodies and the judiciary in recognising hate crimes.16 

JS2 noted a lack of a common methodology for investigating hate crimes.17 

12. CoE-CM recommended that the authorities continue to take a robust stance against 

and condemn racist, xenophobic and anti-Roma language in political discourse and in the 

media.18 

13. OSCE/ODIHR recommended that the authorities respond swiftly to hate crimes, 

including those motivated by gender or sex, and investigate them so that the perpetrators can 

be brought to justice and adequate penalties imposed, and ensure the availability of all 

necessary support for victims. It recommended the possibility of reporting hate crimes online 

and allowing third-party reporting to police by civil society groups and equality bodies.19 

OSCE/ODIHR recommended building law enforcement and justice sector capacities to 

recognize and effectively investigate hate crimes.20 

14. JS6 recommended launching public information campaigns on negative prejudice and 

discrimination against people with HIV/AIDS.21 

  Right to life, liberty and security of person, and freedom from torture 

15. CoE-CPT recommended refraining from holding persons on remand in police 

detention facilities, and instead converting arrest detention centres into pre-trial detention 

facilities and placing them under the authority of the Ministry of Justice and the National 

Prison Administration.22 

  Administration of justice, including impunity, and the rule of law 

16. In 2018, CoE-Commissioner underlined the importance of maintaining the 

independence of the judiciary and urged Romania to carry out ongoing justice and criminal 

law reforms in full compliance with international human rights standards.23 

17. Noting poor material conidiations in prisons, CoE-CPT made several 

recommendations to improve the living conditions for prisoners.24 Additionally, noting that 

overcrowding in the prison system remained a serious problem,25 CoE-CPT recommended 

ensuring that those living in multiple-occupancy cells are afforded a minimum of 4m² of 

living space each, and increasing use of alternatives to imprisonment.26 

18. While noting some progress in the provision of health care services in prisons since 

2018, CoE-CPT recommended furnishing prisons with basic and emergency medical 
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equipment and guaranteeing medical confidentiality, and improving mental heal care in 

prisons.27 

  Fundamental freedoms and the right to participate in public and political life 

19. TI-Romania stated that the law on the protection of whistle-blowers did not include 

comprehensive requirements for organisations to put in place procedures for internal 

disclosure, investigation, and protection of whistle-blowers. The law did not include criminal 

and/or disciplinary sanctions against those responsible for retaliation. Private companies 

could regulate their internal rules regarding whistleblowing, but this was not mandatory yet. 

Whistleblowing disclosure could be made confidentially, but not anonymously. TI-Romania 

concluded that the rights to freedom of opinion and expression of whistle-blowers were not 

adequately protected and a bill under debate in the Parliament in October 2022 would not 

improve the existing situation.28 

20. OSCE/ODIHR recommended removing restrictions on the suffrage rights of persons 

with mental disabilities and introducing provisions to ensure that the deprivation of the right 

to vote for people with a judicial sentence is based on clear criteria respecting 

proportionality.29 

21. OSCE/ODIHR stated that vote-buying was still attempted in economically deprived 

regions with minority populations, especially Roma. It recommended developing educational 

initiatives aimed at preventing manipulation and vote-buying amongst Roma communities.30 

22. OSCE/ODIHR recommended introducing explicit legal provisions on the right of 

observers to access all stages of electoral processes in order to enhance transparency.31 

  Prohibition of all forms of slavery, including trafficking in persons 

23. ECLJ noted high rates of trafficking in human beings in Romania.32 CoE-GRETA 

stated that Romania remained predominantly a country of origin of victims of trafficking in 

human beings, many of whom were trafficked within the country. Sexual exploitation 

remained the most common purpose of trafficking, followed by labour exploitation.33 

24. Noting with concern the scale of child trafficking, CoE-GRETA urged the authorities 

to strengthen their efforts to identify child victims and to provide them with specialised 

assistance. The authorities should sensitise and train child protection professionals and 

teachers on the risks and indicators of human trafficking and raise awareness of the risks of 

recruitment and abuse through the Internet and social networks.34 

25. CoE-GRETA urged the authorities to step up their efforts to provide assistance to 

victims of trafficking, in particular by providing a sufficient number of shelter places around 

the country and by ensuring adequate funding and staff to work with victims of trafficking.35 

It urged Romania to make additional efforts to guarantee access to compensation for victims 

of trafficking.36 

26. CoE-GRETA was concerned that the criminal justice response to human trafficking 

had weakened. A significant number of sentences were suspended. The use of plea 

bargaining, or similar agreements allowed defendants to have their punishments reduced. 

Romania should promote specialisation and training of judges to deal with human trafficking 

cases in a victim-sensitive and trauma-sensitive manner.37 

  Right to work and to just and favourable conditions of work 

27. JS4 referred to gender inequalities in economic spheres. Women were 

underrepresented in well-paid posts, whereas they dominated as unpaid family workers or 

occupied low paid feminized sectors. Women remained economically vulnerable and at a 

high risk of poverty.38 JS4 recommended reducing disparities between men and women in 

labour market and establishing equal salary scales for all sectors.39 

28. JS4 recommended investing in childcare facilities and multiplying the social 

assistance facilities for persons with disabilities and older persons so that women can fully 

participate in the labor market.40 
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29. JS7 recommended developing and implementing programmes so that young people 

acquire skills and competences for integration in the labour market, especially focusing on 

young people who left the State protection system, young mothers and other vulnerable 

groups.41 

30. CoE-ECSR concluded that the national minimum wage was not sufficient to ensure a 

decent standard of living and that young workers and apprentices’ wages were not fair.42 

  Right to social security 

31. CoE-ECSR concluded that the minimum level of unemployment benefit was 

inadequate. Efforts made to progressively raise the system of social security to a higher level 

were inadequate.43 

32. SC-Romania reported on the discrepancies between the urban and the rural population 

of Romania – 16.1 percent of the population living in cities were at risk of poverty or social 

exclusion, while more than half of the rural population was facing such risk.44 HHCUK 

recommended addressing the issue of poverty, including extreme poverty and social 

exclusion in a coordinated and integrated manner.45 

33. SC-Romania noted that since 2020 the percentage of children at risk of poverty or 

social exclusion increased owing to COVID-19 pandemic. SC-Romania recommended 

strengthening the welfare system to support children and families at risk of poverty, and 

prioritising children and vulnerable families in policy development and budgeting processes 

and supporting local authorities in tackling child poverty.46 

  Right to an adequate standard of living 

34. CoE-ECRI recommended amending the law on housing to establish clear and uniform 

criteria for allocating social housing and to prioritise vulnerable groups, including Roma, and 

ensuring that housing allocation is transparent and non-discriminatory.47 

  Right to health 

35. SC-Romania reported on high infant mortality rates with a significant discrepancy 

between rural and urban areas.48 CoE-ECSR observed that the measures taken to reduce 

infant and maternal mortality rates were insufficient.49 

36. HHCUK urged the Government to acknowledge the shortcomings and the inequity in 

the healthcare system and to take all steps necessary to protect the life and health of all 

children.50 

37. JS2 reported on problems in the protection of sexual and reproductive health and 

rights, including in the provision of adequate access to contraceptives, and accessibility to 

and availability of abortion services despite being legal.51 JS2 stated that the number of family 

planning centres were reduced by more than 50 percent. These centres were significantly 

financed from external funds and the Government failed to replace them with domestic 

funding.52 

38. JS2 noted that during the COVID-19 pandemic, the Government restricted the access 

to various sexual and reproductive services in hospitals.53 JS4 stated that abortions were 

removed from the list of emergency medical acts and postponed.54 

39. JS2, JS3 and JS4 reported on cases of refusal to perform abortions in some public 

hospitals.55 JS2 stated that abortion on request could be expensive, and the costs were not 

subsidized. Women continued to resort to illegal and unsafe abortions putting their health 

and life at risk given the financial constraints, the refusal of state medical units to fulfil their 

legal obligations to perform such medical intervention and the lack of access to emergency 

contraception.56 

40. JS3 stated that some anti-choice organizations established pregnancy crisis centres, 

providing women with incorrect and biased information. New anti-abortions hotlines were 

opened in 2022.57 
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41. JS2 noted high birth rates among adolescent in Romania.58 Likewise, SC-Romania 

reported on a problem of underage mothers.59 

42. JS2 and JS4 recommended the adoption of a national strategy on sexual and 

reproductive health and its operational plan.60 JS4 recommended that the operational plan 

focuses on preventing teenage pregnancies and sexual education in schools.61 JS4 

recommended securing access of adolescents to youth-friendly family planning services.62 

JS2 recommended increasing access to free contraceptives for adolescents and vulnerable 

women and ensuring that conscientious objection is not used to refuse access to legal 

abortion.63 

43. JS2 stated that transgender people were exposed to health risks due to a lack of 

specialised services and expertise in supporting medical transition, high costs of tests, 

treatments and interventions, and a lack of necessary commodities in pharmacies such as 

hormones.64  

44. JS8 reported that the number of new cases of HIV infections increased.65 JS4 and JS8 

stated that Romania did not take steps to prevent HIV/AIDS and other sexually transmitted 

diseases. The current National HIV Program was primarily focused on antiretroviral 

treatment.66 JS8 stated that the international commitment made by Romania in the context of 

the United Nations Agenda 2030 to end AIDS by 2030 could not be achieved.67 JS8 and JS2 

recommended adopting a national strategy on HIV/AIDS with an operational plan based on 

a multiannual budget that focuses on the prevention among vulnerable groups and key 

populations at increased risk of HIV and uninterrupted treatment for people infected with 

HIV.68 

45. JS4 and JS8 stated that the Government did not apply a human rights-based approach 

to drug users, failing to respect their basic right to health.69 JS4 noted a proposal made in the 

Parliament in 2022 to increase criminal penalties for possession of drugs for personal 

consumption and penalties for all drug-related offenses.70 JS8 recommended that the 

authorities support and finance interventions and policies designed to serve people who used 

drugs reflecting their specific needs and replace the criminalisation of the drug use with 

health policies.71 

  Right to education 

46. RIHR stated that in 2022, the budget allocation for education was 3.11 percent of the 

GDP while the legislation stipulated 6 percent. There were schools in rural areas without 

adequate sanitation, central heating, sport halls, or libraries.72 SC-Romania stated that 

although free under the law, public education involved a wide range of costs, including 

unofficial payments by families to cover certain running school costs.73 SC-Romania 

recommended improving the cost-per-pupil financing so that the allocated budget entirely 

covers the costs and parents’ financial participation is no longer needed, and investing in the 

improvement of the school infrastructure.74 

47. CoE-ECSR noted that the net enrolment rate in primary education was too low.75 SC-

Romania noted that in 2020–2021 school year, the enrolment rate in pre-primary education 

(3 to 5 years old) reached 76.9 percent and only 5.7 percent of children under 3 years old 

were enrolled in early education services.76 

48. BCN noted the limited access of children to education in rural areas. The enrolment 

rates were the lowest in rural areas owing to inadequate education infrastructure in rural 

areas. Dropout rates were also higher among children in rural areas.77 BCN stated that during 

the COVID-19 pandemic, online education deepened the education gap between urban and 

rural areas as students in rural areas had less access to internet and digital equipment 

necessary to participate in classes.78 SC-Romania concluded that Romania failed to ensure 

equal opportunities in education to children in rural areas compared to their peers living in 

towns or cities.79 BCN recommended building new schools and improving infrastructure in 

rural areas.80 

49. BCN noted an inequality in the quality of education received by different social 

groups.81 SC-Romania noted a strong link between socioeconomic status and the academic 

results of 15-year-old children in Romania.82 BCN noted that the children who were the most 
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affected in their education due to the COVID-19 pandemic were reportedly the poor, rural, 

and persons with disabilities who already faced difficulties in accessing quality education 

before the pandemic.83 HHCUK recommended ensuring accessible, inclusive, high-quality 

education for all children without discrimination.84 SC-Romania recommended developing 

and implementing a national plan aimed at ensuring the equity in education of children in 

vulnerable situations.85 

50. CoE-ECSR reported that the right of children with disabilities to mainstream 

education was not effectively guaranteed.86 HHCUK stated that in most instances, children 

with disabilities were attending special schools and that they often stopped their education 

after high school.87 BCN stated that teachers often lacked professional training on how to 

provide inclusive education to students with various disabilities.88 CoE-Commissioner was 

concerned about the high number of children with disabilities out of education or segregated 

in special schools. She called on Romania to ensure that children with disabilities are not 

excluded from free and compulsory primary or secondary education and that they can access 

inclusive and quality education on an equal basis with others.89 

51. BCN recommended providing refugee and migrant children with access to education 

that is appropriate of their age and skills and non-discriminatory and offers effective 

Romanian language training.90 

52. BCN stated that bullying remained a widespread problem despite the adoption of legal 

provisions in 2019, prohibiting bullying in education institutions.91 BCN recommended 

taking measures to tackle bullying in schools.92 

53. Noting that many queer youths were bullied by both teachers and students,93 JS6 

recommended that Romania train school staff on gender identity and sexuality and ensure 

school counsellors have experience working with LGBTQ+ youth.94 

54. JS4 reported on a lack of comprehensive, evidence-based sexuality education.95 JS4, 

JS7 and JS8 noted that sexuality education was not a mandatory subject in schools.96 JS7 

stated that in 2022, the term sex education was replaced by health education, limiting the 

discipline to a few aspects of personal hygiene. The 2022 legal amendments stipulated that 

health education could only be taught from grade 8 and only with the consent of the legal 

representative of the child, on an opt-in basis.97 JS4 noted a lack of access of teachers to 

specific training related to sexuality education.98 JS4 and JS8 noted that the lack of 

comprehensive and evidence-based sexuality education was one of the contributors to the 

high rates of teenage pregnancies.99 

55. JS2, JS4 and JS8 recommended that Romania offer comprehensive, rights- and 

evidence-based and age-appropriate sexuality education and information in schools.100 BCN 

recommended lowering the age limit for the access to sex education.101 JS7 recommended 

training teachers and education specialists to teach this subject in a non-discriminatory and 

inclusive manner and establishing a mechanism to monitor schools to ensure effective 

implementation of health and/or sex education courses.102 

 2. Rights of specific persons or groups 

  Women 

56. RIHR stated that stereotypes about the role of women in society persisted in 

advertising and the press.103 CoE-Commissioner highlighted the authorities’ obligation to 

fight prejudices and practices which were based on the idea of the inferiority of women or on 

stereotyped roles for women and men and called on officials at the highest political levels to 

send a strong message that gender-based discrimination was unacceptable.104 

57. According to JS3 and JS4, the National Strategy for Promoting Equality of 

Opportunity and Equal Treatment between Women and Men and for Preventing and 

Combating Domestic Violence, submited for public debate in 2021, was not yet approved.105 

JS3 recommended adopting the National Strategy and allocating state funding in accordance 

with its objectives and targeted results.106 

58. JS4 noted that despite Roma women were facing multiple and intersectional 

discrimination, the Strategy for the Inclusion of Romanian Citizens Belonging to the Roma 
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Minority 2021–2027 did not contain a gender perspective and nor had an intersectional 

approach to Roma women problems and needs.107 

59. JS4 stated that women’s political participation remained an issue of concern. Political 

parties were not respecting legal provisions regarding equal access of women in the electoral 

process.108 OSCE/ODIHR noted a lack of effective mechanisms for promoting women’s 

political participation.109 JS4 recommended including mandatory gender quotas in electoral 

legislation and undertaking awareness campaigns on women’s political representation.110 

OSCE/ODIHR recommended that political parties consider ways to increase gender balance 

and place women in electable positions on the candidate lists.111 

60. JS4 stated that violence against women and sexual violence were widespread.112 JS4 

noted that during the COVID-19 pandemic violence increased, disproportionately affecting 

Roma women.113 

61. CoE-Commissioner welcomed the efforts of the authorities to bring the legal and 

institutional framework in line with the requirements of the Istanbul Convention.114 CoE-

GREVIO stated that the amended Domestic Violence Law contained a wide definition of 

domestic violence. It noted the introduction of temporary protection orders and cyber 

violence as a new form of violence in the definition of domestic violence, and the adoption 

of normative acts aimed to ensure the efficient protection for victims of domestic violence.115 

However, CoE-Commissioner stated that further measures were needed to ensure that 

provisional protection orders and protection orders were systematically enforced and that 

breaches of issued orders were subject to effective and dissuasive sanctions.116 

62. RIHR noted a lack of adequate funding of the protection system and insufficient 

specialised centres for survivors of gender-based violence.117 JS3 was concerned that the 

infrastructure created to support survivors of domestic violence with financial support of 

European Union funds would disappear without adequate and continuous funding from local 

or central authorities.118 CoE-GREVIO invited the authorities to gradually reduce the 

dependency on external funding for activities to combat violence against women and ensure 

a wider share of funding from the state budget.119 CoE-GREVIO encouraged Romania to 

ensure appropriate resources for social services, including those delivered by local authorities 

in support of victims of all forms of violence against women.120 

63. Noting a lack of specialized personnel to work with survivors of domestic violence 

and insufficient personnel, JS3 recommended that professionals working with gender-based 

violence survivors are trained.121 

64. RIHR noted insufficient public funding for education, training and awareness-raising 

programmes to prevent violence against women.122 CoE-GREVIO encouraged the authorities 

to step up their efforts to conduct awareness-raising campaigns, with a view to addressing 

the various aspects of preventing and combating all the forms of violence against women and 

to reaching specific groups of women and girls, in particular Roma women.123 

65. CoE-Commissioner was concerned about the prevailing gender-based discrimination 

faced by women victims of domestic violence in law enforcement and the judiciary system 

and the impunity enjoyed by aggressors. She urged Romania to fight gender-based 

discrimination, including any form of intersectional discrimination, in law enforcement and 

the judiciary, strengthen legal assistance for victims, and enhance capacity-building for all 

officials in the justice system.124 

66. Furthermore, CoE-GREVIO was concerned by the light sentences that were imposed 

on perpetrators of acts of violence against women.125 CoE-GREVIO encouraged Romania to 

ensure that judicial sanctions in cases of violence against women and domestic violence are 

effective, proportionate and dissuasive.126 

67. CoE-GREVIO stated that the definition of rape in the Criminal Code was not in line 

with the Istanbul Convention and the victims of rape had no access to fully established rape 

crisis and/or sexual violence referral centres adequately distributed geographically.127 It urged 

the authorities to amend the provisions of the Criminal Code covering rape and sexual assault 

and fully incorporate the notion of the lack of freely given consent, and ensure appropriate 

sanctions for all sexual acts without the consent of the victim.128 
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  Children 

68. SC-Romania stated that abuse, neglect and exploitation of children occurred at home, 

in schools and in the communities.129 JS7 recommended establishing child-friendly 

mechanisms for children to effectively report abuse.130 SC-Romania recommended training 

the law enforcement and judiciary staff on the rights of the child.131 

69. Furthermore, SC-Romania recommended developing information programmes and 

materials aimed at improving parental skills and training the health, education and social 

work professionals that work with parents to foster positive parental skills and approaches.132 

70. CoE-Lazarote Committee recommended ensuring that all children at primary and 

secondary level receive information about the risks of child sexual exploitation and sexual 

abuse facilitated by information and communication technologies. It also recommended 

ensuring that the persons who have regular contacts with children are equipped to identify 

any situations of sexual exploitation and sexual abuse of children in the education, health and 

social protection sectors.133 

71. JS3 reported that debates about forced marriages and early marriages were filled with 

prejudices and generally associated with the Roma, although it was reportedly a wider 

practice.134 BCN recommended that Romania achieve its target of eliminating child marriage 

by 2030.135 

72. JS6 recommended raising the minimum age of sexual consent to 16 years.136 

73. HHCUK stated that the Government made deinstitutionalisation of children a priority, 

but the actual closure of institutions was slow owing to insufficient county budgets allocated 

for this purpose.137 HHCUK recommended that Romania close all remaining institutions, 

ensure their transition to community-based care, and invest in services to support the 

prevention of family breakdown and support for young adults leaving care system.138 

74. CoE-Commissioner was worried that, unlike in the case of other children, the 

legislation permitted the placement in institutions of young children with severe 

disabilities.139 She urged the authorities to prevent further placements of children with 

disabilities in institutions and ensure that they are provided with care in families, rather than 

“family-type” institutions.140 

75. JS5 referred to difficulties relating to the issuance of birth certificates and birth 

registration of some children. Many Roma children and young adults remained unregistered 

at birth. The risk was heightened for children born to parents who themselves were 

undocumented. Birth registration might be delayed in the case of marriages concluded abroad 

without transcription/registration in the Romanian civil register.141 JS5 recommended that 

Romania remove all practical barriers to birth registration, with a particular focus on minority 

groups, so that all children are registered immediately regardless of their parents’ 

documentation or residence status.142 

  Persons with disabilities 

76. CoE-Commissioner called on the authorities to repeal the legislation, allowing the 

involuntary placement of persons with disabilities in closed institutions.143 Romania should 

develop a strategy to replace involuntary placements with alternative measures in the 

community designed to ensure care and treatment based on free and informed consent.144 

77. CoE-Commissioner was concerned about the reported cases of serious abuse 

committed against adults and children living in institutions and urged Romania to ensure that 

those responsible are brought to justice. Romania should also adopt a clear 

deinstitutionalisation plan and allocate sufficient funding for replacing institutions with 

community-based services.145 

78. CoE-ECSR concluded that persons with disabilities were not guaranteed effective 

access to employment.146 

79. CoE-Commissioner urged Romania to address the systemic obstacles hindering the 

effective protection of the rights of persons with disabilities.147 
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  Minorities 

80. CoE-ECRML noted that minority languages were not used in public services.148 CoE-

CM recommended facilitating the use of minority languages in relations with administrative 

authorities in those municipalities where persons belonging to national minorities live in 

substantial numbers.149 

81. JS1 noted with concern deficiencies concerning intercultural education in general.150 

National minorities were rarely mentioned in textbooks and when mentioned, they 

reproduced stereotypical images and did not provide adequate information about their 

history, culture, and their contribution to society.151 CoE-CM recommended intensifying 

efforts to promote mutual respect and intercultural dialogue between the majority population 

and persons belonging to national minorities, including the Hungarian minority.152 JS1 

recommended that Romania review Romanian language and literature, civic education, and 

history textbooks to ensure intercultural content.153 

82. JS1 highlighted the negative representation of Hungarians in mainstream media and 

political discourse. Hungarians’ positive contribution to Romania’s development was rarely 

mentioned.154 JS1 recommended that Romania encourage the media to adopt codes of 

professional ethics and press codes that respect the principle of non-discrimination and 

promote a non-stereotyped representation of minorities.155 

83. JS1 noted that Hungarian students faced discrimination in mixed language schools 

and did not have equal access to higher education due to, inter alia, indirect linguistic 

discrimination inherent in the official examination process. Hungarian speakers were 

disproportionately underrepresented among university students and in higher education.156 

BCN stated that education in Hungarian was not always available because of shortage in 

Hungarian-speaking teachers.157 

84. CoE-CM recommended assessing, in consultation with the representatives of national 

minorities, whether the existing legal framework for teaching in minority languages and 

practical arrangements correspond to actual needs and, where appropriate, taking the 

necessary steps to address any shortcomings.158 JS1 recommended promoting a balanced 

linguistic landscape in mixed language schools so that minority students are not discriminated 

to use their language in extracurricular settings, and removing barriers to equal access to 

higher education for minority students studying in their mother tongue.159 

85. JS6 stated that the Roma faced problems in accessing to education, health care, and 

decent living, and of insufficient social protection, a lack of representation, anti-Roma 

propaganda and social exclusion.160 CoE-ECRI stated that Roma occupied the most 

disadvantaged position in the labour market. The shortage of social housing persisted and the 

forced evictions of Roma from their irregular settlements continued, often without any re-

housing solutions. The implementation of the National Strategy for the Inclusion of 

Romanian Citizens belonging to the Roma Minority suffered considerable financial 

constraints.161 

86. CoE-CM recommended increasing efforts to prevent and combat inequality and 

discrimination suffered by the Roma. It recommended that Romania make specific budgetary 

provision for the implementation of the national, county and municipal action plans for the 

Roma integration.162 BCN recommended that Romania continue improving the integration of 

the Roma in the society.163 

87. CoE-ECRI recommended that the authorities step up their efforts to regularise 

irregular settlements and ensure that all Roma, who may be evicted from their homes enjoy 

all the guarantees provided in relevant international standards.164 CoE-CM recommended 

ensuring that adequate alternative non-segregated accommodation is provided to Roma 

inhabitants relocated from dwellings unsuitable for habitation.165 

88. BCN stated that school segregation of Roma children remained a problem.166 In 2020, 

Roma children had lower enrolment and higher dropout rates. The illiteracy rate in the Roma 

population was ten times higher than in the rest of society.167 BCN recommended ending the 

segregation of Roma children in education and implementing inclusive education 

strategies.168 
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89. JS1 noted that Hungarian-speaking Roma barely appeared in census figures. Their 

housing conditions were more dire than that of Roma in general. They were less integrated 

into the labour market and a greater proportion of them lived in poverty. Moreover, Roma 

strategies failed to address the specific situation of the Hungarian-speaking Roma, 

vulnerability, and their multiple and intersectional discrimination.169 JS1 recommended 

adjusting the Strategy for Inclusion of Citizens Belonging to the Roma Minority 2021–2027 

to the needs of Hungarian-speaking Roma.170 

90. WJRO was concerned by the lack of progress in Romania relating to Holocaust-era 

property restitution since its 3rd review. There continued to be significant problems with the 

restitution process, including long delays, overly narrow interpretations of the law, and 

frequent requests for unnecessary, and often unavailable, additional documentary evidence. 

Tens of thousands of claims of private properties and hundreds of Jewish communal property 

claims remained unresolved. WJRO proposed steps to speed up the processing of claims, 

including reconvening the Prime Minister’s working group on outstanding Jewish property 

issues.171 

  Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex persons 

91. CoE-ECRI noted a growing homo- and transphobic climate in Romanian society. 

LGBT persons experienced various forms of discrimination in their daily lives.172 JS6 

reported that LGBTQI+ persons were prone to harassment, discrimination and abuse.173 JS2 

noted a lack of measures taken by the authorities to combat discrimination based on sexual 

orientation, gender identity and gender expression.174 

92. JS2 stated that LGBT persons and gatherings were attacked without legal recourse.175 

Hate crimes remained severely underreported, while the number of unresolved criminal 

complaints affecting LGBTI individuals and groups was growing.176 

93. JS2 stated that public discourse remained hostile to sexual and gender minorities. 

Considered efforts were taken to remove the discussion of gender and sexuality from the 

public sphere under the guise of protecting children and the family. New legal initiatives 

were tabled in Parliament to ban the dissemination of information concerning sexual 

orientation and gender identity in schools and public spaces.177 

94. JS2 and CoE-ECRI recommended adopting and implementing a plan to combat 

homophobia and transphobia in all areas of life.178 JS2 recommended raising the level of 

awareness among the general public on equality, non-discrimination and LGBTI persons 

through public campaigns funded by Romanian authorities in partnership with LGBTI 

organizations.179 JS6 recommended investing in training programmes and information 

campaigns for police officers, judges and prosecutors to ensure effective investigations into 

crimes against the LGBTQI+ community.180 

95. JS2 noted that the Civil Code prohibited same-sex marriage and did not recognise 

civil partnership between same-sex couples. Nevertheless, the authorities backed a national 

referendum in 2018 to exclude same-sex families from constitutional protection.181 CoE-

ECRI recommended a legal framework that affords same-sex couples the possibility to have 

their relationship recognised and protected.182 

96. JS2 stated that Romania lacked a legal framework for legal gender recognition.183 

CoE-ECRI recommended developing legislation on gender recognition and gender 

reassignment in line with the Council of Europe guidelines.184 

   Stateless persons 

97. JS5 reported on a lack of reliable data of statelessness and of a dedicated statelessness 

determination procedure.185 JS5 recommended establishing a fair, accessible statelessness 

determination procedure in law and providing stateless persons with a right to residence and 

an opportunity for naturalisation and other rights in line with the 1954 Convention and 

UNHCR guidance.186 

98. JS5 noted a lack of legal provisions for children born stateless in Romania to acquire 

Romanian nationality.187 JS5 recommended ensuring that all children born in Romania 

acquire Romanian nationality automatically at birth, irrespective of their parents’ status.188 
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