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This shadow report assesses the relationship between rule-of-law guarantees and media freedom 

in the Republic of Moldova. It is intended as a civil-society contribution to the European 

Commission’s Rule of Law and enlargement processes, and as an advocacy instrument for 

Moldovan authorities, international partners, media regulators and civil society. The report 

combines analysis of legislation and policy with documented incidents, institutional practice and 

expert assessment. Its principal reference period is 2025, while significant reforms and incidents 

occurring through the first half of 2026 are included where they clarify continuing trends or 

materially alter the assessment. The report applies the standards of Article 10 of the European 

Convention on Human Rights, the EU audiovisual and digital acquis, the European Media 

Freedom Act, the EU Anti-SLAPP Directive and relevant Council of Europe recommendations. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Moldova entered 2025 with a media sector that was simultaneously more pluralistic, more 

strategically important and more vulnerable than at any point in the previous decade. The country’s 

accelerated European integration created a credible pathway for legal alignment and institutional 

reform. At the same time, Russia’s war against Ukraine, sustained foreign information 

manipulation, the 2025 parliamentary elections, economic pressure on independent outlets and 

continuing political polarisation placed the media at the centre of national-security and democratic-

governance debates. The result was not a simple trajectory of progress or decline. It was a contested 

transition in which stronger regulation and public support for journalism coexisted with weak 

safeguards, uneven enforcement and new forms of pressure. 

 

The European Union formally opened accession negotiations with Moldova in June 2024. By 

2025, the accession process had moved from political commitment to detailed screening, roadmaps 

and reform benchmarks, including in the fundamentals cluster. The European Commission’s 2025 

Moldova Report assessed Moldova as being between “some” and a “moderate” level of preparation 

in the area of freedom of expression and concluded that the country had made good progress during 

the reporting period. It specifically acknowledged the adoption and implementation of legislation 

on access to information of public interest, the operationalisation of the Media Subsidy Fund, 

amendments to the Audiovisual Media Services Code and the legislation on advertising, and 

stronger statutory protection for journalists. It also welcomed the revision of the rules governing 

the selection and dismissal of members of the Audiovisual Council and the governing bodies of 

the public service broadcaster, measures intended to reduce their exposure to political control and 

reinforce their institutional autonomy. 

 

Nevertheless, the Commission’s assessment highlighted several persistent structural concerns that 

continue to undermine media freedom and pluralism in Moldova. Media ownership remains 

concentrated, while political influence over parts of the media sector continues to affect editorial 

independence and the diversity of information available to the public. At the same time, 

intimidation of journalists by private actors has increased, without corresponding progress in 

their effective protection.  

 

Although legislative safeguards were strengthened, attacks, threats and other forms of interference 

with journalistic activity have not always been followed by prompt and thorough law-enforcement 

investigations. The Commission also acknowledged Moldova’s intensive efforts to address foreign 

https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/moldova-report-2025_en
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information manipulation and interference (FIMI), while stressing that measures adopted for this 

purpose must remain lawful, necessary and proportionate, and fully aligned with European 

standards on freedom of expression and opinion.  

 

As the recommendations from the previous reporting cycle had been implemented only partly, the 

Commission maintained its principal priorities. It called on Moldova to review the mechanism 

allowing the withdrawal of television and radio licences under the legislation on investments of 

importance to state security and to bring it into line with the EU acquis and international standards. 

It also recommended extending media ownership transparency requirements to the currently 

under-regulated print and online sectors; adopting a new Law on Mass Media to establish a 

coherent regulatory framework for freedom of expression and media transparency across different 

types of media; and ensuring adequate protection of journalists against intimidation and attacks, 

including through effective, prompt and thorough investigations.1 

 

Moldova’s EU perspective changes the standard against which the national policy must be 

measured. It is no longer sufficient for legislation to pursue a legitimate aim in broad terms. The 

rules must be compatible with the Audiovisual Media Services Directive (AVMSD), the Digital 

Services Act (DSA), the European Media Freedom Act (EMFA), the EU Anti-SLAPP Directive 

and the Charter-based principles that underpin the accession process. 

 

Against this background, and based on the issues and recommendations identified by the European 

Commission, this Shadow Report focuses on the following areas: 

 

I. The legal and institutional framework for media freedom, including the development of 

the new Law on Mass Media, amendments to audiovisual and advertising legislation, and 

alignment with the relevant EU acquis and European standards.  

II. The safety of journalists and the institutional response to attacks, including physical and 

verbal aggression, online harassment, threats, obstruction, risks during elections and protests, 

restrictions in Gagauzia and the Transnistrian region, and the effectiveness of law-enforcement 

investigations.  

III. SLAPPs and other forms of legal pressure, including abusive civil proceedings, 

disproportionate claims, pre-litigation threats, access to legal assistance and the development of 

an effective national anti-SLAPP framework.  

IV. Access to information of public interest, including the implementation of the new legal 

framework, access to public databases and official documents, institutional compliance and the 

effectiveness of available remedies.  

V. FIMI, national security and restrictions on media activity, including the suspension or 

withdrawal of broadcasting licences, website blocking, regulation of online content and the 

safeguards required to ensure legality, proportionality and effective judicial review.  

 

Through these areas of analysis, the report evaluates whether the reforms recognised by the 

European Commission have produced measurable improvements in practice and identifies the 

legislative, institutional and enforcement measures still required to secure a free, pluralistic, 

independent and sustainable media environment in Moldova. 

 

                                                        
1  European Commission, Moldova Report 2025, 4 November 2025, https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/moldova-report-2025_en.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2018/1808/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2022/2065/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1083/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2024/1069/oj/eng
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/moldova-report-2025_en
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I. THE LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR MEDIA FREEDOM 

 

1.1. Reform trajectory and applicable benchmarks 

 

During 2025–2026, Moldova moved from piecemeal regulation towards a more coherent legal 

architecture for media freedom2. Three reforms are central. Law No. 221/2025 amended the 

Audiovisual Media Services Code (AVMSC), strengthening the appointment and dismissal rules 

for the Audiovisual Council (CA) and the national public service media provider, Compania 

„Teleradio-Moldova” (TRM). Law No. 220/2025 amended the Law on Advertising to regulate 

state advertising. Finally, draft Law No. 123/2026 on Mass Media would replace the 1994 Press 

Law and establish horizontal rules for media services, including print and online media. The 

European Commission characterised the 2025 audiovisual and advertising reforms as good 

progress, while continuing to identify media concentration, political influence and the absence of 

ownership-transparency rules for print and online media as structural deficiencies.3 

 

The governing standards are cumulative. Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights 

protects the freedom to impart and receive information and imposes positive obligations to sustain 

effective pluralism. The Audiovisual Media Services Directive (AVMSD), especially Article 30, 

requires a regulator legally distinct from government, functionally independent, adequately 

resourced and protected by transparent appointment and narrowly defined dismissal rules. The 

European Media Freedom Act (EMFA) adds horizontal standards on public service media, 

ownership and financing transparency, independent media authorities, measures affecting media 

pluralism, media-market concentrations and state advertising.4 

 

Council of Europe standards reinforce the need for transparent ownership, autonomous regulators 

and public service media governed and funded so that neither government nor a temporary 

parliamentary majority can determine editorial choices.5 Moldova is not yet an EU Member State, 

so the EMFA is an alignment benchmark rather than a directly applicable regulation. That 

distinction matters. National legislation should reproduce the Regulation’s level of protection 

during the pre-accession period without creating definitions, authorities or procedures that will 

conflict with direct application at accession. The Government’s opinion on draft Law No. 

123/2026 correctly recommends that transposition clauses be repealed upon accession while 

retaining only the national implementing provisions that remain necessary.6 

 

                                                        
2 https://activewatch.ro/articole/legisla%C8%9Bia-media-din-republica-moldova-%C8%99i-armonizarea-cu-noile-
reglement%C4%83ri-europene/  
3 European Commission, Moldova Report 2025, pp. 7 and 38–40, including the findings on the audiovisual amendments, CA 

implementation, TRM, ownership concentration and the need for a new mass-media law: 
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-
2025.pdf  
4 Regulation (EU) 2024/1083, European Media Freedom Act, especially Articles 5–7, 21–22 and 25: EUR-Lex; Directive 
2010/13/EU, Article 30: consolidated AVMSD. 
5 Council of Europe, Recommendation CM/Rec(2018)1 on media pluralism and transparency of media ownership: 
https://search.coe.int/cm?i=0900001680790e13 ; Recommendation CM/Rec(2012)1 on public service media governance: 
https://search.coe.int/cm?i=09000016805cb4b4  
6 Government of the Republic of Moldova, Opinion on draft Law No. 123 of 10 April 2026, including Articles 7 and 13–17 and 
the proposed transitional provisions: https://www.gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2026-05/IL-123-
2026.pdf  
 

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150262&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150367&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=149886&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150681&lang=ro
https://www.parlament.md/material-details-md.nspx?param=54d6c397-6c76-4c06-8b22-010b9c0be382
https://activewatch.ro/articole/legisla%C8%9Bia-media-din-republica-moldova-%C8%99i-armonizarea-cu-noile-reglement%C4%83ri-europene/
https://activewatch.ro/articole/legisla%C8%9Bia-media-din-republica-moldova-%C8%99i-armonizarea-cu-noile-reglement%C4%83ri-europene/
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1083/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02010L0013-20250208
https://search.coe.int/cm?i=0900001680790e13
https://search.coe.int/cm?i=09000016805cb4b4
https://www.gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2026-05/IL-123-2026.pdf
https://www.gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2026-05/IL-123-2026.pdf
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The direction is positive, but formal approximation is not sufficient. The decisive question is 

whether the emerging system makes ownership and public financing genuinely traceable, entrusts 

intrusive regulatory functions to bodies protected from political influence, and produces 

enforceable decisions subject to effective judicial review. 

 

1.2. Draft Law No. 123/2026 on Mass Media 

 

Draft Law No. 123/2026 was formally registered on 10 April 2026 and approved in first reading 

on 11 June 2026. As of 19 July, it awaited further parliamentary consideration. The draft’s main 

achievement is conceptual: it seeks to replace an obsolete, medium-specific Press Law with a 

framework applying across distribution technologies. It partially aligns national law with EMFA 

Articles 1–4, 6, 22 and 24, recognises editorial independence and source protection, defines media-

service providers and press publications, regulates financing and ownership transparency, creates 

a register, and introduces a media-pluralism assessment for concentrations. Registration is 

voluntary and is not a condition for exercising media activity. That is an important safeguard 

against converting transparency rules into a licensing system for journalism. 

 

However, horizontal reach also creates a risk of duplication. The AVMSC already regulates linear 

and non-linear audiovisual providers, including ownership disclosure, editorial responsibility, 

annual reporting, sanctions and registers. The draft must state with precision which horizontal 

provisions apply to all media and which sector-specific rules prevail. A blanket exclusion of 

audiovisual providers from the new law would preserve fragmentation and make a cross-media 

ownership database impossible; applying two inconsistent regimes would create double reporting 

and unequal sanctions. The preferable solution is a common minimum dataset and common 

definitions in the Mass Media Law, with the CA continuing to collect, verify and enforce the 

audiovisual component under the AVMSC through interoperable procedures. 

 

The institutional design also needs refinement. The draft gives the Ministry of Culture 

responsibility for the Register of Media Service Providers and an administrative role that includes 

examining complaints, requesting information or expert opinions, issuing compliance notifications 

and referring matters to competent authorities. EMFA Article 6(2) permits an ownership database 

to be developed by a media regulator or another competent body; ministerial administration is 

therefore not automatically incompatible with the acquis. Yet any decision capable of restricting 

media activity or materially affecting pluralism or editorial independence must meet EMFA 

Article 21: a clear legal basis, objective and non-discriminatory criteria, proportionality, reasons, 

predetermined time limits and appeal to an independent body or court. Policy-making, 

administrative record-keeping and coercive supervision should not be blurred in one ministry. 

 

1.3. Ownership, control and financing transparency 

 

Ownership transparency is the draft’s most important reform. Moldova’s audiovisual regime is 

already comparatively detailed: providers must publish their legal identity, beneficial owners 

exercising direct or indirect control, shareholders up to the natural-person level, members of 

management and supervisory bodies, the editorial policy and the persons who determine and bear 

responsibility for it. Since the 2025 amendments, annual reports submitted electronically to the 

CA also include the ownership and capital structure, budget and funding sources; failure to report 

https://www.parlament.md/material-details-md.nspx?param=54d6c397-6c76-4c06-8b22-010b9c0be382
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or disclose can lead to graduated sanctions. Print and online outlets have not been subject to an 

equivalent, consistently enforced system. This regulatory asymmetry prevents citizens, advertisers 

and authorities from reconstructing influence across media sectors. 

 

Article 14 of the draft moves in the right direction by imposing ownership-transparency duties on 

media-service providers. The publicly available materials indicate disclosure of legal status, 

ownership chains through the last legal person to the ultimate natural person, beneficial ownership 

or control structures, management information, editorial responsibility, sources of financing and 

state-budget funding. Providers must make the information easily accessible and submit it when 

beginning activity; transitional rules are needed for existing providers.7 These obligations reflect 

the core of EMFA Article 6, but several elements should be made explicit before final adoption. 

 

First, the law should distinguish four related categories. Direct owners hold shares or participation 

interests in the provider. Indirect owners hold interests through one or more intermediate entities. 

Beneficial owners are the natural persons who ultimately own or control the provider under the 

anti-money-laundering definition incorporated by EMFA. Persons exercising effective control 

may influence strategic or editorial decisions even without a qualifying shareholding. Control can 

arise through voting agreements, veto rights, appointment powers, financing or debt arrangements, 

trusts, nominees, family or affiliated-person relationships, control of essential distribution or 

intellectual property, or another combination of legal and factual circumstances. A filing that ends 

at an offshore company, a nominal shareholder or a person with no plausible economic capacity 

should not be treated as complete. 

 

Second, disclosure should cover the locus of editorial power. For every outlet or service, the public 

should be able to identify the legal person providing the service, the editor-in-chief or equivalent, 

the person or body that determines the editorial line, and any separate person exercising ultimate 

editorial responsibility. For providers of news and current-affairs content, internal measures should 

ensure that individual editorial decisions are made freely within the established editorial line and 

that actual or potential conflicts of interest affecting coverage are disclosed. This translates EMFA 

Article 6(3) without allowing the state to prescribe professional ethics or interfere in editorial 

judgments.8 

 

Third, funding information must be quantitative, comparable and attributable. A generic statement 

that an outlet receives “advertising”, “donations” or “public funding” is insufficient. At minimum, 

the database and the provider’s website should show the total annual public funds received for 

state advertising; the public authority or entity and contract concerned; subsidies and project 

grants, including funding from the Media Subsidy Fund; significant donations and sponsorships 

by category; and the total annual advertising revenue received from third-country public 

authorities or entities. Commercially sensitive detail may be protected where strictly necessary, 

but the EMFA fields cannot be reduced to broad labels. The same identifiers should be used in 

                                                        
7 Government of the Republic of Moldova, Opinion on draft Law No. 123 of 10 April 2026, including Articles 7 and 13–17 and 
the proposed transitional provisions, https://www.gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2026-05/IL-123-

2026.pdf  
8 Regulation (EU) 2024/1083, European Media Freedom Act, especially Articles 5–7, 21–22 and 25: EUR-Lex; Directive 
2010/13/EU, Article 30: consolidated AVMSD. 
 

https://www.gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2026-05/IL-123-2026.pdf
https://www.gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2026-05/IL-123-2026.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1083/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02010L0013-20250208
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ownership, public-procurement and state-aid datasets so that public money can be traced to the 

ultimate beneficiary. 

 

Fourth, the relationship between the voluntary provider register and the mandatory ownership 

database must be resolved. Voluntary registration is appropriate if it merely offers recognition, 

administrative services or access to optional support and if non-registration carries no disadvantage 

in journalistic activity. It cannot determine whether a provider appears in the EMFA ownership 

database. Article 6 requires all covered media-service providers to disclose the prescribed 

information and requires the state to develop a database containing it. Moldova should therefore 

maintain either a mandatory ownership-and-financing module within the register or a separate 

mandatory database populated from providers’ filings and interoperable official records. The 

public interface should be free, searchable and downloadable in machine-readable format; show 

current and historical ownership; identify the date and source of each entry; and allow searches by 

person, company, outlet, media group and public-funding recipient. 

 

Fifth, the responsible institutions need powers and safeguards proportionate to their roles. The 

Ministry of Culture can operate the technical register, but verification should be rule-bound and 

shared with institutions already holding authoritative data: the CA for audiovisual providers, the 

Public Services Agency for legal persons and beneficial ownership, the Competition Council for 

corporate groups and concentrations, and the Public Procurement Agency for state-advertising 

contracts. Automated cross-checking should be supplemented by risk-based review where 

ownership chains are complex, filings conflict, or effective control is alleged. The competent body 

should be able to request narrowly defined documents, correct obvious errors with notice, order 

completion of a filing and refer suspected false declarations to the appropriate authority. 

 

Finally, sanctions must be effective without becoming a tool of pressure. The law should separate 

late or incomplete filing from deliberate concealment. The normal sequence should be notice, a 

reasonable correction period, a published compliance order and a proportionate fine. Higher 

sanctions should be reserved for repeated non-compliance, knowingly false declarations or 

concealment that obstructs a concentration assessment. Every measure must be reasoned and 

appealable; suspension or prohibition of a media activity should not be available merely for a 

transparency breach. Aggregate enforcement data (filings, discrepancies, correction orders, 

sanctions and appeals) should be published annually. Personal identification numbers, home 

addresses and other unnecessary personal data should remain protected, but data-protection rules 

should not be used to hide the names and interests of owners or controllers. 

 

1.4. Cross-media concentration and the EMFA pluralism test 

 

Competition law and media-pluralism review protect different interests. The first addresses market 

power, prices and consumer welfare; the second asks whether a transaction would reduce the 

diversity of independent voices, distort the formation of public opinion or weaken editorial 

autonomy. EMFA Article 22 therefore requires a distinct, transparent and proportionate 

assessment, prior notification or information-gathering powers, predetermined criteria and time 

limits, and responsibility or substantive involvement of the national media regulator.9 

                                                        
9 Regulation (EU) 2024/1083, European Media Freedom Act, especially Articles 5–7, 21–22 and 25: EUR-Lex; Directive 
2010/13/EU, Article 30: consolidated AVMSD. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1083/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02010L0013-20250208
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Article 15 of the draft introduces a media-specific assessment and assigns the Competition Council 

a central role in setting rules and procedures for concentrations involving press publications. This 

is a useful starting point, but the official review identified an unclear relationship with general 

merger control and an insufficiently defined consultation procedure with the Ministry of Culture 

and the CA. The first-reading framework must also expressly cover the online environment and 

cross-media interests rather than treating print, broadcasting and online services as separate 

markets. 

 

A compliant mechanism should give the Competition Council the economic lead and the CA a 

mandatory, substantive pluralism role, with a single notification portal and coordinated deadlines. 

The assessment should examine the transaction’s expected impact on the formation of public 

opinion, the diversity of services and offers, audience reach, ownership and financing links across 

media and non-media businesses, safeguards for editorial independence, the parties’ economic 

sustainability absent the transaction, realistic alternatives, and enforceable commitments proposed 

by the parties. Decisions and non-confidential evidence should be published, with judicial review 

available. Numerical ownership caps can remain useful safeguards, but they cannot substitute for 

a transaction-specific assessment that captures nominees, common control and influence exercised 

across platforms. 

 

1.5. Independence and accountability of the Audiovisual Council 

 

Law No. 221/2025, effective from 21 August 2025, corrected the most serious defect introduced 

in 2021: parliamentary control through which rejection of the CA’s annual report could trigger 

collective dismissal and findings of “defective activity” or improper performance could terminate 

individual mandates. Those provisions were repealed. The CA remains accountable through a 

public annual report presented to Parliament, but reporting no longer operates as a confidence vote. 

This is a major improvement and is consistent with the distinction between democratic 

accountability and political subordination. 

 

The current Code defines the CA as an autonomous public authority, organisationally independent 

from any other entity. Its seven members are proposed from several sources (parliamentary 

majority and opposition, the President, the Government and civil society) and appointed by 

Parliament for six-year terms.  

 

The 2025 reform added more detailed eligibility and competition criteria, reasoned committee 

decisions, incompatibilities and political-affiliation restrictions. Members do not represent the 

nominating entity, are irremovable during their mandates, and may leave office only on 

enumerated grounds. CA decisions are reasoned, public and judicially reviewable. These 

safeguards substantially approximate AVMSD Article 30.10 

 

 

 
                                                        
 
10 Directive 2010/13/EU, Article 30(1)–(6), requiring legal and functional independence, adequate resources, transparent 
appointment and limited dismissal, and effective appeal, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02010L0013-20250208  

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150262&lang=ro
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02010L0013-20250208
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02010L0013-20250208
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1.6. Teleradio-Moldova: governance, dismissal and funding guarantees 

 

The same reform removed direct parliamentary control over TRM. The nine-member Supervisory 

Council is now selected by the CA through public competitions and appointed in a public meeting 

by a two-thirds vote for six-year terms. Candidates must meet professional and integrity 

requirements, cannot have recent party affiliation, and are subject to incompatibility rules. 

Parliament and the Ministry of Culture receive annual reports, but the repealed provisions no 

longer allow Parliament to dismiss the Supervisory Council because it rejects a report. This 

restores reporting to its proper transparency function. 

 

The Director-General is selected by the Supervisory Council through a public competition for a 

single, non-renewable seven-year term. Dismissal is decided by the Supervisory Council on 

grounds listed in law, rather than by Parliament. The director must remain politically unaffiliated, 

while the Supervisory Council approves the public-service remit, editorial-policy framework, 

budget changes and performance criteria. The Code also provides that the state subvention equals 

the previous year’s allocation indexed by the consumer-price index; requires separation of public-

service and commercial accounts; publishes budget-execution reports; and subjects financial 

activity to audit by the Court of Accounts. The Commission assessed these changes as improving 

TRM’s independence and financial sustainability.  

 

The reform is a substantial response to Moldova’s long-standing obligation under Manole and 

Others v. Moldova to secure a genuinely independent and pluralistic public broadcaster.11 It also 

approaches EMFA Article 5, which requires editorial and functional independence, open and 

objective appointment, exceptional and reviewable early dismissal, adequate and predictable 

funding, and monitoring by an independent mechanism free from political influence.  

 

Indexation protects TRM against nominal cuts, yet it can reproduce historical underfunding and 

does not automatically finance a demonstrably expanded public-service remit, digital 

transformation or capital investment. A transparent multiannual needs assessment and an 

exceptional-adjustment procedure, protected against editorial conditions, are therefore required. 

Independent monitoring of Article 5 safeguards should publish findings on appointments, 

dismissals, funding adequacy, remit delivery and editorial independence. 

 

1.7. State advertising and public economic influence 

 

Law No. 220/2025 entered into force on 1 January 2026 and expressly partially transposes EMFA 

Article 25. It adopts a broad definition of public-sector entity, covers media services and online 

platforms, and includes direct or indirect funds, consideration or advantages for state advertising 

and related supply or service contracts. Allocation must follow pre-published, transparent, 

objective, proportionate and non-discriminatory criteria and procedures. The statutory criteria 

include diversity of media services, editorial independence, thematic profile, language, target 

audience, professional standards and transparency of financing. Contracts planned above MDL 

100,000 in a calendar year must be announced in the electronic public-procurement system.12 

                                                        
11 European Court of Human Rights, Manole and Others v. Moldova, no. 13936/02, judgment of 17 September 2009: HUDOC. 
12 Law No. 220/2025 amending Law No. 62/2022 on Advertising, especially new Articles 11¹–11⁴; published 1 August 2025 and 
in force from 1 January 2026, https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=149886&lang=ro  

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=149886&lang=ro
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-94075
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=149886&lang=ro
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The law also requires annual online reports from public entities and media or platform providers. 

Public-entity reports must identify the provider, the business group where applicable, total annual 

spending and the amount per provider. Purchasing entities must submit reports to the Public 

Procurement Agency by 1 February, and the Agency must publish its monitoring report by 1 

March. These are strong formal-alignment measures and reproduce much of EMFA Article 25(1)–

(2).13 

 

Two issues remain. First, the EMFA requires states to seek an overall yearly distribution to a wide 

plurality of providers. Moldova lists diversity among the award criteria, but should also require an 

outcome-based assessment across central and local spending, including whether allocations are 

repeatedly concentrated within the same ownership group. The MDL 100,000 threshold should 

trigger an open procurement notice, not exempt smaller purchases from substantive criteria, 

reporting or anti-splitting controls. Second, EMFA Article 25(3) requires monitoring by the media 

regulator or another competent independent body, with power to request additional information 

and an easily accessible annual report. The Public Procurement Agency’s statutory monitoring 

should therefore be supplemented by an explicit independence guarantee and structured 

cooperation with the CA, or by an independent joint monitoring mechanism. A single open-data 

portal should consolidate all reports rather than leaving them dispersed across institutional 

websites. 

 

Practical performance cannot yet be fully assessed. The first reporting year began on 1 January 

2026, and the first complete reports on 2026 expenditure are due in February-March 2027. By the 

cut-off date, implementation should therefore be judged by the adoption of templates, guidance, 

data standards and monitoring arrangements, not by an annual dataset that was not yet legally due. 

The Mass Media Law should complement, rather than duplicate, the Advertising Law by requiring 

each provider to disclose the total state-advertising amount it received and enabling reconciliation 

with procurement data. 

 

Overall, Moldova has made material progress. Parliamentary dismissal mechanisms for the CA 

and TRM have been removed; public-broadcaster appointments and funding are better protected; 

state-advertising allocation is governed by criteria close to the EMFA; and the new Mass Media 

Law promises to close the print and online transparency gap. The remaining challenge is 

institutional coherence. A voluntary provider register, a mandatory ownership database, sectoral 

CA registers, procurement data and concentration review must operate as one verifiable system 

without becoming a system of media authorisation. 

 

The first-reading draft should therefore be improved before adoption. Formal references to the 

EMFA must be matched by complete fields, effective-control tests, independent and coordinated 

verification, proportionate enforcement, a genuine cross-media pluralism assessment and effective 

remedies. The 2025 safeguards should be consolidated through transparent appointments, adequate 

resources and monitoring that informs the public without reviving political control. 

 

                                                        
13 EMFA Article 25 requires pre-published criteria and open procedures, yearly allocation to a wide plurality, disclosure of 
providers, groups and amounts, and annual monitoring by a national regulator or another competent independent body: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1083/oj/eng  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1083/oj/eng
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1.8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Ensure effective verification and proportionate enforcement of transparency obligations.  
Within three months of entry into force, the Ministry of Culture, the Audiovisual Council and the 

Public Services Agency should adopt procedures based on change notifications, inter-register 

checks and risk-based review. Enforcement should distinguish erroneous filings from non-

compliance and deliberate concealment. Providers should receive notice and an opportunity to 

correct deficiencies. Decisions must be reasoned, proportionate and appealable, and ordinary 

disclosure breaches should not suspend media activity. Enforcement data should be published.  

 

2. Introduce a unified cross-media concentration and pluralism assessment. Before final 

adoption, Parliament should distinguish pluralism assessment from general merger control and 

ensure the Audiovisual Council’s substantive involvement in every notifiable media concentration. 

Within six months of entry into force, the Competition Council and the Audiovisual Council 

should adopt a joint methodology covering audience reach, online and cross-media influence and 

editorial independence. The procedure should provide one notification route, deadlines and judicial 

review. A non-confidential assessment should be published in every case.  

 

3. Establish an independent and participatory review of implementation. Twelve months 

after entry into force, the competent parliamentary committee, the Ministry of Culture, the 

Audiovisual Council, the Competition Council and the Public Procurement Agency should review 

the ownership database, concentration mechanism, independence safeguards and state-advertising 

framework.  
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II. SAFETY OF JOURNALISTS 

 

The safety of journalists remained one of the weakest elements of Moldova’s media-freedom 

environment during the reporting period. The European Commission’s 2025 Moldova Report 

found that intimidation by private actors had increased and that no notable progress had been made 

in protecting journalists in practice. It recommended that Moldova ensure adequate protection 

against intimidation and attacks, supported by thorough law-enforcement investigations. This 

assessment is especially significant because it distinguishes legislative progress from operational 

protection: formal rules improved, but journalists continued to face violence, threats and 

obstruction without a consistently effective institutional response.14 

 

Two major indices reinforce this mixed picture. The 2025 Press Situation Index identified the 

safety indicator as the area of the most significant regression, reflecting both a rise in incidents and 

the limited effectiveness of protection mechanisms.15 At the same time, Reporters Without Borders 

ranked Moldova 31st of 180 countries in its 2026 World Press Freedom Index, up from 35th place 

in 202516. The apparent contrast is not a contradiction. The RSF ranking is a composite measure 

of the political, economic, legal, social and security environments, while incident monitoring 

captures the frequency and nature of concrete attacks. Moldova’s stronger overall position 

therefore coexists with a deterioration in journalists’ day-to-day safety. Indeed, in the 2026 RSF 

index, Moldova’s security indicator ranked lower than its overall position, at 50th place.17 

 

The scale of the deterioration is most clearly shown by the Justice for Journalists Foundation, 

which documented 97 attacks against media workers in Moldova in 2025- the highest annual figure 

since its monitoring began in 2017 and a 47 % increase on the 66 attacks recorded in 2024. Of 

these incidents, 77 involved non-physical or cyber pressure, 12 involved physical attacks or threats 

to life, liberty or health, and eight involved judicial or economic pressure. A quarter occurred in 

August and September, during the parliamentary-election period. Private or non-state actors, 

including persons associated with political entities, were identified as the largest perpetrator 

category.18 

 

The figures point to a diversified risk environment rather than a single pattern of abuse. Journalists 

were pushed, struck, insulted or obstructed while covering protests and public institutions; 

received death threats and threats of bodily harm; faced coordinated smear campaigns, doxxing, 

phishing, account compromise and attacks on media websites; and saw their names, images and 

outlet branding used in manipulated or fraudulent content. These methods were concentrated 

around politically sensitive reporting, elections, corruption investigations and coverage of 

                                                        
14 European Commission, Moldova Report 2025, https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-
a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf   
15 Independent Journalism Center, Press Situation Index 2025, https://cji.md/indicele-privind-situatia-presei-din-republica-
moldova-in-anul-2025/  
16 https://activewatch.ro/articole/de-ce-st%C4%83-republica-moldova-mai-bine-dec%C3%A2t-rom%C3%A2nia-la-libertatea-

presei/  
17 Reporters Without Borders, Moldova country profile and 2026 index, https://rsf.org/en/country/moldova  
18 Justice for Journalists Foundation, Attacks on Media Workers in Moldova in 2025, https://jfj.fund/attacks-on-media-workers-
in-moldova-in-2025/  

https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://cji.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Studiu-Indicele-2025-ro-1.pdf
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://cji.md/indicele-privind-situatia-presei-din-republica-moldova-in-anul-2025/
https://cji.md/indicele-privind-situatia-presei-din-republica-moldova-in-anul-2025/
https://activewatch.ro/articole/de-ce-st%C4%83-republica-moldova-mai-bine-dec%C3%A2t-rom%C3%A2nia-la-libertatea-presei/
https://activewatch.ro/articole/de-ce-st%C4%83-republica-moldova-mai-bine-dec%C3%A2t-rom%C3%A2nia-la-libertatea-presei/
https://rsf.org/en/country/moldova
https://jfj.fund/attacks-on-media-workers-in-moldova-in-2025/
https://jfj.fund/attacks-on-media-workers-in-moldova-in-2025/
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polarising public events. The purpose and cumulative effect were often the same: to raise the 

personal cost of reporting, undermine professional credibility and encourage self-censorship.19 

 

2.1 Online and offline safety 

 

Violence, obstruction and intimidation in public space. The risk of physical confrontation was 

most visible during protests, politically charged gatherings and coverage at public institutions. 

Documented incidents included the pushing of a CU SENS reporter and an attempt to seize her 

notebook while she covered supporters of the Bashkan of Gagauzia; assaults on Ziarul de Gardă 

reporters at a protest in March 2025; the shoving of a photojournalist at Chișinău City Hall; and 

the striking of a TV8 reporter with a flagpole during a July protest. Further incidents occurred 

during demonstrations in August 2025.20 

 

The state’s positive obligation is not limited to reacting after serious injury. Under Article 10 of 

the European Convention on Human Rights and Council of Europe standards on the protection of 

journalism, the authorities must create an enabling environment, take reasonable preventive 

measures when risks are known, protect journalists at public events and conduct effective 

investigations capable of identifying and sanctioning those responsible. Police planning should 

therefore treat clearly identifiable media workers as rights-holders performing a public-interest 

function, while preserving their independence from the authorities and their freedom to move, 

observe and record.21 

 

In practice, public condemnations by officials were not matched by sufficiently visible case 

outcomes. The European Commission noted that, although authorities condemned attacks, most 

cases remained unaddressed. The deterrent effect of criminal law depends on prompt registration 

of complaints, preservation of video and digital evidence, correct legal classification, contact with 

victims, and prosecutorial review when an investigation is discontinued or delayed. 

 

Online, technology-enabled and gendered harassment. Online harassment became both more 

frequent and more technically sophisticated. Monitoring identified coordinated attacks by fake 

accounts, the cloning of media portals and social-media pages, phishing and account-compromise 

attempts, distributed attacks on websites, doxxing, manipulated video and the misuse of 

journalists’ identities or outlet logos in deceptive content. These tactics amplified each other: a 

smear narrative could be seeded through political messaging, repeated by coordinated accounts, 

converted into manipulated audiovisual content and accompanied by direct threats.  

 

The weaponisation of media funding was a prominent feature. Following the suspension and 

political controversy surrounding United States assistance in early 2025, several journalists and 

independent outlets were publicly portrayed as part of a purported criminal or foreign-controlled 

network. The framing was not merely criticism of donor dependence. In several cases, it 

                                                        
19 Media Azi / Legal Resources Centre from Moldova, Attacks on independent media intensified in 2025, https://media-
azi.md/en/crjm-report-attacks-on-the-independent-media-in-moldova-have-intensified-and-become-more-sophisticated-in-2025/  
Independent Journalism Center, Stronger legal protections for journalists: amendments explained, https://cji.md/en/stronger-
legal-protections-for-journalists-the-new-criminal-and-contravention-law-amendments-explained/  
20 Justice for Journalists Foundation, Attacks on Media Workers in Moldova in 2025, https://jfj.fund/attacks-on-media-workers-
in-moldova-in-2025/  
21 Council of Europe, Recommendation CM/Rec(2016)4 on the protection of journalism, 
https://search.coe.int/cm?i=09000016806415d9  

https://cji.md/en/category/%d1%81ampaigns/statements-and-petitions/
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://cji.md/en/category/%d1%81ampaigns/statements-and-petitions/
https://media-azi.md/en/crjm-report-attacks-on-the-independent-media-in-moldova-have-intensified-and-become-more-sophisticated-in-2025/
https://media-azi.md/en/crjm-report-attacks-on-the-independent-media-in-moldova-have-intensified-and-become-more-sophisticated-in-2025/
https://cji.md/en/stronger-legal-protections-for-journalists-the-new-criminal-and-contravention-law-amendments-explained/
https://cji.md/en/stronger-legal-protections-for-journalists-the-new-criminal-and-contravention-law-amendments-explained/
https://jfj.fund/attacks-on-media-workers-in-moldova-in-2025/
https://jfj.fund/attacks-on-media-workers-in-moldova-in-2025/
https://search.coe.int/cm?i=09000016806415d9
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personalised hostility, labelled named journalists as illegitimate actors and contributed to waves 

of abuse.22 Direct threats demonstrate the porous boundary between online and offline risk. TV8 

journalist Mariana Rață received a message in October 2025 containing an explicit threat involving 

a knife.23 In March 2026, journalist Viorica Tătaru became the target of a viral smear campaign 

after reporting from a political event; false allegations were circulated hundreds of times and 

generated aggressive messages even after the original author retracted them.24  

 

Access to courts and other public institutions. Restrictions on access to public proceedings also 

affected journalists’ ability to work safely and independently. In April 2025, the Superior Council 

of Magistracy adopted rules on access to court premises that media organisations criticised as 

excessively restrictive, insufficiently consulted and substantially based on an earlier model that 

had been suspended. In May, Nokta journalist Vlada Verșinina was prevented from accessing a 

public hearing in a criminal case of major public interest involving Evghenia Guțul.25 Access 

restrictions are not equivalent to physical attacks, but they form part of the enabling environment. 

Broad discretion exercised by security staff, unclear authorisation requirements and the absence 

of a rapid remedy can expose journalists to arbitrary treatment and prevent contemporaneous 

scrutiny of proceedings.  
 

Gagauzia. Independent media in the Autonomous Territorial Unit of Gagauzia faced a particularly 

hostile local environment. The European Commission recorded frequent obstruction, including 

denial of access to the People’s Assembly and threats from protesters and local political figures. 

Justice for Journalists recorded ten attacks involving Nokta and three involving Laf, illustrating 

the disproportionate exposure of small regional outlets. The incidents included direct threats, 

smear campaigns and pressure linked to reporting on local political actors.26 The regional context 

requires a tailored response. Independent outlets work in a small and highly polarised information 

market, where journalists are readily identifiable and pressure can extend beyond the workplace. 

Central law-enforcement institutions must ensure that complaints are handled impartially and are 

not weakened by local political relationships.  

 

Legal and institutional response. Moldova strengthened its legal framework through Law No. 

252/2025, which entered into force on 14 February 2026. Amendments to Article 180¹ of the 

Criminal Code clarified and expanded liability for intentional obstruction of media activity and 

intimidation connected with criticism, expressly covering violence or threats, damage to 

equipment and attacks on information systems. Aggravated forms address offences committed by 

                                                        
22 https://cji.md/en/category/%d1%81ampaigns/statements-and-petitions/  
23 https://cji.md/en/condamnam-campaniile-de-hartuire-a-presei-in-mediul-online-si-cerem-organelor-de-drept-sa-sanctioneze-
autorul-injuriilor-si-amenintarilor-la-adresa-jurnalistei-tv8-mariana-rata/  
24 https://cji.md/en/condamnam-campaniile-de-hartuire-a-presei-in-mediul-online-si-cerem-organelor-de-drept-sa-sanctioneze-
autorii-amenintarilor-la-adresa-jurnalistei-tv8-viorica-tataru/  
25 Independent Journalism Center, statement on restrictions concerning media access to courts, https://cji.md/en/condamnam-
aprobarea-restrictiilor-abuzive-privind-accesul-presei-in-sediile-instantelor-judecatoresti-si-cerem-csm-sa-anuleze-neintarziat-
reglementarile/  
statement on restriction of Nokta journalist’s access to a public hearing, https://cji.md/en/condamnam-ingradirea-accesului-
jurnalistei-nokta-vlada-versinina-la-o-sedinta-publica-de-judecata-pe-cauza-penala-a-evgheniei-gutul-si-solicitam-interventia-
urgenta-a-csm/  
26 https://cji.md/en/we-condemn-the-online-harassment-campaign-against-journalist-elena-celac-from-radio-moldova-comrat-
and-call-on-law-enforcement-agencies-to-punish-the-perpetrators-of-insults-and-verbal-attacks/  
https://cji.md/en/cerem-stoparea-si-contracararea-actiunilor-ilegale-ale-protestatarilor-asociati-bascanei-evghenia-gutul-
indreptate-impotriva-jurnalistilor/  

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150197&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150197&lang=ro
https://cji.md/en/category/%d1%81ampaigns/statements-and-petitions/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-campaniile-de-hartuire-a-presei-in-mediul-online-si-cerem-organelor-de-drept-sa-sanctioneze-autorul-injuriilor-si-amenintarilor-la-adresa-jurnalistei-tv8-mariana-rata/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-campaniile-de-hartuire-a-presei-in-mediul-online-si-cerem-organelor-de-drept-sa-sanctioneze-autorul-injuriilor-si-amenintarilor-la-adresa-jurnalistei-tv8-mariana-rata/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-campaniile-de-hartuire-a-presei-in-mediul-online-si-cerem-organelor-de-drept-sa-sanctioneze-autorii-amenintarilor-la-adresa-jurnalistei-tv8-viorica-tataru/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-campaniile-de-hartuire-a-presei-in-mediul-online-si-cerem-organelor-de-drept-sa-sanctioneze-autorii-amenintarilor-la-adresa-jurnalistei-tv8-viorica-tataru/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-aprobarea-restrictiilor-abuzive-privind-accesul-presei-in-sediile-instantelor-judecatoresti-si-cerem-csm-sa-anuleze-neintarziat-reglementarile/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-aprobarea-restrictiilor-abuzive-privind-accesul-presei-in-sediile-instantelor-judecatoresti-si-cerem-csm-sa-anuleze-neintarziat-reglementarile/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-aprobarea-restrictiilor-abuzive-privind-accesul-presei-in-sediile-instantelor-judecatoresti-si-cerem-csm-sa-anuleze-neintarziat-reglementarile/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-ingradirea-accesului-jurnalistei-nokta-vlada-versinina-la-o-sedinta-publica-de-judecata-pe-cauza-penala-a-evgheniei-gutul-si-solicitam-interventia-urgenta-a-csm/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-ingradirea-accesului-jurnalistei-nokta-vlada-versinina-la-o-sedinta-publica-de-judecata-pe-cauza-penala-a-evgheniei-gutul-si-solicitam-interventia-urgenta-a-csm/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-ingradirea-accesului-jurnalistei-nokta-vlada-versinina-la-o-sedinta-publica-de-judecata-pe-cauza-penala-a-evgheniei-gutul-si-solicitam-interventia-urgenta-a-csm/
https://cji.md/en/we-condemn-the-online-harassment-campaign-against-journalist-elena-celac-from-radio-moldova-comrat-and-call-on-law-enforcement-agencies-to-punish-the-perpetrators-of-insults-and-verbal-attacks/
https://cji.md/en/we-condemn-the-online-harassment-campaign-against-journalist-elena-celac-from-radio-moldova-comrat-and-call-on-law-enforcement-agencies-to-punish-the-perpetrators-of-insults-and-verbal-attacks/
https://cji.md/en/cerem-stoparea-si-contracararea-actiunilor-ilegale-ale-protestatarilor-asociati-bascanei-evghenia-gutul-indreptate-impotriva-jurnalistilor/
https://cji.md/en/cerem-stoparea-si-contracararea-actiunilor-ilegale-ale-protestatarilor-asociati-bascanei-evghenia-gutul-indreptate-impotriva-jurnalistilor/
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a group, against several journalists, through abuse of office or during a public assembly; the most 

serious form, involving a death threat or moderate bodily injury, may be punished by imprisonment 

of three to six years. Related Contravention Code amendments introduced sanctions for insulting 

a journalist in the performance of duties and for unjustified interference with media activity.27 

 

The reform closes important normative gaps, particularly for cyber interference and attacks at 

assemblies. Its value, however, will be determined by application. The predecessor provision was 

rarely used in practice, and over-reliance on generic offences can obscure the connection between 

an attack and journalistic work. Police and prosecutors need guidance on motive, evidence 

collection and the relationship between Article 180¹ and other offences. Application data should 

identify cases registered under the journalist-specific provision and explain reclassification, 

discontinuance and outcome. This is necessary both for accountability and to ensure that the new 

law is applied consistently and without political selectivity. 

 

A further positive development was the adoption on 29 April 2026 of Moldova’s first Action Plan28 

on the Safety of Journalists for 2026–2027, jointly approved by the Ministry of Culture, Ministry 

of Internal Affairs, Ministry of Justice and Prosecutor General’s Office. The Plan covers early 

warning and rapid response, institutional contact points, training for police and justice-sector 

professionals, safety at public assemblies, collection of disaggregated data, legal and cybersecurity 

education, psychological support and measures concerning abusive litigation. It foresees an interim 

focal-point arrangement in 2026 and a permanent national early-warning and rapid-response 

mechanism by December 2027.29 

 

The Plan is a major policy advance, but it was too recent at the reporting cut-off to demonstrate 

measurable protection outcomes. Several central measures (systematic data collection, specialised 

training, feasibility work on a specialised prosecutor and legal aid, and a permanent response 

mechanism) were scheduled for later in 2026 or 2027. A June 2026 police–media dialogue 

supported by UNESCO, which brought together law-enforcement officials, prosecutors and media 

representatives and began developing policy guidance, was a useful early implementation step.30 

The next test is whether these activities produce clear protocols, rapid handling of actual threats, 

timely investigations and confidence among journalists. 

 

Implementation should be independently verifiable. The Plan’s output indicators, such as the 

number of training sessions, participants or guidance documents, should be supplemented by 

outcome indicators: response times; risk assessments completed; protective measures offered; 

investigation duration; reasons for discontinuance; prosecutions and judgments; recurrence 

involving the same alleged perpetrator; and victim feedback. The baseline should also be updated 

to reflect the 97 attacks documented in 2025. Without adequate resources and public reporting, the 

                                                        
27 Independent Journalism Center, Stronger legal protections for journalists: amendments explained, https://cji.md/en/stronger-
legal-protections-for-journalists-the-new-criminal-and-contravention-law-amendments-explained/  
28 Government of Moldova, Action Plan on the Safety of Journalists for 2026–2027, https://mc.gov.md/sites/default/files/file-
cloud/action_plan_on_the_safety_of_journalists_for_2026-2027en.pdf  
29 Council of Europe, Moldova adopts Action Plan on the Safety of Journalists 2026–2027, https://www.coe.int/en/web/freedom-

expression/-/republic-of-moldova-adopts-action-plan-on-the-safety-of-journalists-2026-2027-  
30 UNESCO, Moldova’s first police–media dialogue strengthens institutional responses, 
https://www.unesco.org/en/articles/moldova-first-police-media-dialogue-strengthens-institutional-responses-attacks-against-
journalists  

https://mc.gov.md/sites/default/files/file-cloud/action_plan_on_the_safety_of_journalists_for_2026-2027en.pdf
https://cji.md/en/stronger-legal-protections-for-journalists-the-new-criminal-and-contravention-law-amendments-explained/
https://cji.md/en/stronger-legal-protections-for-journalists-the-new-criminal-and-contravention-law-amendments-explained/
https://mc.gov.md/sites/default/files/file-cloud/action_plan_on_the_safety_of_journalists_for_2026-2027en.pdf
https://mc.gov.md/sites/default/files/file-cloud/action_plan_on_the_safety_of_journalists_for_2026-2027en.pdf
https://www.coe.int/en/web/freedom-expression/-/republic-of-moldova-adopts-action-plan-on-the-safety-of-journalists-2026-2027-
https://www.coe.int/en/web/freedom-expression/-/republic-of-moldova-adopts-action-plan-on-the-safety-of-journalists-2026-2027-
https://www.unesco.org/en/articles/moldova-first-police-media-dialogue-strengthens-institutional-responses-attacks-against-journalists
https://www.unesco.org/en/articles/moldova-first-police-media-dialogue-strengthens-institutional-responses-attacks-against-journalists
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Plan risks becoming a coordination framework without a corresponding change in journalists’ 

lived safety. 

 

2.2 Safety challenges for journalists reporting from Transnistrian region 

 

Journalism in the Transnistrian region remained exceptionally vulnerable because of the de facto 

authorities’ restrictive accreditation system, broad security powers and absence of effective 

independent remedies. Journalists from the right bank and foreign correspondents continued to 

face refusal of entry or accreditation, questioning, detention, seizure of equipment and deletion of 

recordings31. Local journalists and residents who transmit information outside the region faced an 

additional risk of retaliation. The accreditation system thus operates not as a neutral administrative 

procedure but as a discretionary mechanism for controlling access to information.32 

 

On 31 March 2025, the de facto Supreme Council registered proposed amendments that would 

allow fines of up to 800 Transnistrian rubles for freelance reporters and journalists from outside 

the region who work without accreditation. The proposal was particularly concerning because 

accreditation is itself frequently denied, creating a closed loop in which the authorities can refuse 

permission and then sanction reporting undertaken without it. A separate proposal introduced in 

January 2025 contemplated severe criminal penalties for residents who collect or transmit certain 

information to foreign persons, organisations or authorities, further increasing the chilling effect 

on sources and local reporting. 

 

The risks materialised in concrete cases. In January 2025, SOTA journalist Timofei Ilyushin was 

detained near Varnița and threatened with deportation. In May, accreditation was refused to a 

group of journalists. In September, two journalists from Glossa were detained for approximately 

two hours in Tiraspol; their equipment was seized, footage was deleted and they were warned 

about possible deportation. On 16 July 2026, Glossa editor-in-chief Natalia Melnic and 

videographer Maria Terlețkaia were again detained at the Rîbnița checkpoint and informed that 

they were prohibited from entering the region for three years, reportedly on the basis of a decision 

taken by the de facto security structures after the September 2025 incident. 

 

The constitutional authorities do not exercise effective control over the region and cannot directly 

enforce Moldovan criminal or administrative law there. This limitation must be recognised when 

assessing responsibility for individual acts. It does not, however, eliminate Moldova’s duty to take 

all measures within its power: document incidents; preserve evidence; provide legal, security and 

psychological support; investigate conduct or accomplices within its jurisdiction; raise individual 

cases through the Bureau for Reintegration and international mechanisms; and seek the removal 

of entry bans, accreditation barriers and punitive measures. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

Ombudsperson and prosecution authorities should act through a coordinated case protocol rather 

than through ad hoc public statements alone. 

 

                                                        
31 https://www.balcanicaucaso.org/en/cp_article/viorica-tataru-and-andrei-captarenco-journalism-beyond-the-dniester/  
32 Promo-LEX, public appeal concerning proposed repressive measures against journalists in Transnistria, 

https://promolex.md/apel-public-privind-noile-masuri-represive-propuse-de-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistilor/  
Independent Journalism Center, statement on new abuses against Glossa journalists, 16 July 2026, https://cji.md/en/condamnam-
noile-abuzuri-ale-structurilor-separatiste-de-la-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistelor-publicatiei-glossa-si-cerem-autoritatilor-
constitutionale-sa-intervina/amp/  

https://cji.md/en/ong-urile-de-media-isi-exprima-ingrijorarea-in-raport-cu-retinerea-jurnalistului-timofei-iliusin-in-regiunea-transnistreana/
https://cji.md/en/ong-urile-de-media-isi-exprima-ingrijorarea-in-raport-cu-retinerea-jurnalistului-timofei-iliusin-in-regiunea-transnistreana/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-noile-abuzuri-ale-structurilor-separatiste-de-la-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistelor-publicatiei-glossa-si-cerem-autoritatilor-constitutionale-sa-intervina/
https://www.balcanicaucaso.org/en/cp_article/viorica-tataru-and-andrei-captarenco-journalism-beyond-the-dniester/
https://promolex.md/apel-public-privind-noile-masuri-represive-propuse-de-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistilor/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-noile-abuzuri-ale-structurilor-separatiste-de-la-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistelor-publicatiei-glossa-si-cerem-autoritatilor-constitutionale-sa-intervina/amp/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-noile-abuzuri-ale-structurilor-separatiste-de-la-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistelor-publicatiei-glossa-si-cerem-autoritatilor-constitutionale-sa-intervina/amp/
https://cji.md/en/condamnam-noile-abuzuri-ale-structurilor-separatiste-de-la-tiraspol-impotriva-jurnalistelor-publicatiei-glossa-si-cerem-autoritatilor-constitutionale-sa-intervina/amp/
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Overall, the Republic of Moldova entered the reporting period with a visible gap between a 

generally plural media environment and weak practical protection for journalists. By July 2026, 

the state had taken important steps to narrow the normative gap: stronger criminal and 

contravention provisions, a cross-institutional Action Plan and initial police-media dialogue. These 

measures respond to key European Commission and Council of Europe concerns and should be 

acknowledged as progress. 

 

They do not yet amount to adequate protection in practice. The record number of attacks in 2025, 

the concentration of incidents around elections and politically sensitive events, the expansion of 

technology-enabled harassment, recurring pressure on regional outlets, restrictions on access to 

public proceedings and continued abuses in Transnistria show that risk remains systemic. The 

decisive benchmark for the next reporting cycle should be whether authorities move from 

condemnation and planning to prevention, rapid protection, effective investigation and 

demonstrable accountability. 

 

2.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Operationalise the 2026–2027 Action Plan and introduce measurable accountability. The 

Ministry of Culture, in cooperation with the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the General Police 

Inspectorate, the Ministry of Justice and the Prosecutor General’s Office, should establish the 

interim focal-point and rapid-response mechanism without delay. By 30 September 2026, the 

authorities should adopt and publish a common protocol governing the receipt of alerts, risk 

assessment, allocation of institutional responsibility and referral of journalists to emergency 

protection, legal assistance, digital-security expertise and psychological support. Media and civil-

society representatives should participate in monitoring implementation. Semi-annual reports 

should include updated incident data, response times, protective measures taken and anonymised 

feedback from affected journalists.  

 

2. Ensure prompt, effective and transparent investigations into attacks against journalists. 

The Prosecutor General’s Office and the General Police Inspectorate should issue practical 

guidance on the application of Article 180¹ of the Criminal Code and related offences. The 

guidance should address the connection between an attack and journalistic activity, the 

identification of relevant motives, preservation of physical and digital evidence, access to 

protective measures and review of decisions to discontinue proceedings. Unresolved cases from 

2025 should be reviewed by 31 December 2026, with priority given to physical violence, credible 

death threats and cases involving recurring perpetrators. The authorities should publish 

disaggregated case data covering complaints, legal classifications, investigation periods, 

prosecutions, judgments and reasons for discontinuance or closure.  

 

3. Strengthen protection at public assemblies and guarantee effective media access to courts. 

The General Police Inspectorate, General Inspectorate of Carabinieri and local police authorities 

should revise their procedures for demonstrations and other high-risk events to include advance 

risk assessments, designated media liaison officers and prompt intervention against violence, 

intimidation or obstruction. In parallel, the Superior Council of Magistracy should revise the rules 

governing media access to courts through meaningful consultation with journalists and media 

organisations. The revised framework should establish a presumption in favour of access to public 
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hearings, require written and individualised reasons for any restriction and provide an effective 

mechanism for prompt review. The revised procedures should be adopted by 31 December 2026, 

and their implementation should be regularly assessed.  

 

4. Establish a rights-based response to online and gender-based attacks. Law-enforcement, 

cybercrime, data-protection and cybersecurity authorities should establish a rapid mechanism for 

preserving evidence and referring cases involving credible threats, doxxing, account compromise, 

impersonation and coordinated harassment. Risk assessments and support services should reflect 

the specific forms and consequences of gender-based abuse, while maintaining a clear distinction 

between unlawful conduct and legitimate criticism or political speech. Within six months, the 

authorities should establish operational contact channels with major online platforms for urgent 

threats, compromised accounts and impersonation. Monitoring should cover response times, 

referral outcomes, account recovery, removal of impersonation content and access to legal, digital-

security and psychosocial support.  

 

5. Develop a dedicated protection response for journalists operating in Gagauzia. Central 

law-enforcement and prosecution authorities should establish a trusted regional contact 

mechanism through which journalists can report threats, obstruction and other forms of 

interference. Complaints involving local officials, politically affiliated actors or protesters should 

be subject to independent review where local conflicts of interest may arise. Access to the People’s 

Assembly and other public institutions should be systematically monitored. The authorities, the 

Ombudsperson, regional media and civil society should conduct Romanian-, Russian- and Gagauz-

language outreach on the role, rights and protection of journalists. The mechanism should be 

operational by 31 December 2026 and supported by regular consultations with Nokta, Laf and 

other regional media outlets.  

 

6. Establish a coordinated protection protocol for journalism concerning Transnistria. By 31 

December 2026, the Bureau for Reintegration Policies, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of 

Culture, General Police Inspectorate, Prosecutor General’s Office and Ombudsperson should 

adopt an inter-institutional protocol for responding to incidents involving journalists reporting 

from or about the Transnistrian region. The protocol should provide for the systematic registration 

of detentions, accreditation refusals, entry bans, equipment seizures, deletion of journalistic 

material and intimidation of journalists or sources. It should also guarantee rapid access to legal, 

security and psychological assistance. Recognising the constitutional authorities’ limited effective 

control over the region, individual cases and restrictive practices should be consistently raised 

through reintegration, diplomatic and international mechanisms, including cooperation with the 

OSCE Mission and other international partners. Periodic public reporting should document 

institutional follow-up while protecting sources, personal data and other sensitive information. 
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III. LEGAL THREATS: SLAPPS AND OTHER FORMS OF LEGAL PRESSURE 

 

Legal threats against journalists rarely take the form of explicit censorship. They operate through 

the cost, uncertainty and reputational burden of proceedings33. Even a claim that ultimately fails 

may consume months of legal work, require disclosure of sensitive material and deter future 

investigation. The rule-of-law response must therefore distinguish ordinary access to justice from 

proceedings that misuse legal process to suppress public participation. 

 

The Moldovan risk environment includes defamation and privacy civil actions, demands for large 

non-pecuniary damages, repeated preliminary claims, and complaints to self-regulatory or 

professional bodies used as a prelude to litigation. The available national evidence is limited but 

sufficiently serious to justify legislative intervention. A 2024 Legal Resources Centre from 

Moldova (LRCM) study reviewed 37 cases concerning media freedom of expression that had been 

finally determined between 1 January 2019 and 31 December 2023. Twenty-six cases, or 70%, 

targeted media outlets directly, while 11 involved them indirectly. More than half of the claimants 

were politicians or public officials. The average duration exceeded three years, approximately 

three times the average duration of civil proceedings generally. More than 70% of the actions were 

ultimately dismissed. The study did not equate every dismissed case with a SLAPP, but considered 

the overall pattern indicative of attempts to silence the media and identified cases with intimidatory 

characteristics. The distinction matters: reliable anti-SLAPP monitoring must be based on 

indicators and judicial findings, not merely on whether the defendant wins. 34  

 

The broader enabling environment reinforces the concern. In its 2025 Moldova Report, the 

European Commission recorded an increase in intimidation by private actors, 66 reported 

intimidation incidents in 2024 compared with 43 in 2023 and 56 in 2022, and an absence of 

progress in supporting journalists facing SLAPPs. It also concluded that Moldova lacked anti-

SLAPP legislation aligned with the EU acquis and European standards. Although these figures 

encompass more than legal pressure, they show that abusive litigation operates within a wider 

environment of verbal attacks, threats, obstruction and economic fragility. For a financially 

vulnerable newsroom, even a legally defensible investigation may be chilled by the prospect of 

several years of proceedings. 

 

Until a special mechanism is enacted, Moldovan courts must process suspected SLAPPs under 

ordinary civil-procedure rules. Those rules presume that disputes will proceed through full 

adjudication and address procedural abuse mainly through general powers, allocation of costs and 

the final rejection of the claim. A 2026 LRCM concordance analysis found that Moldova had no 

specific procedure for security, accelerated handling or early dismissal, no dedicated concept of 

abusive proceedings against public participation, and no adequate mechanism for dissuasive 

sanctions. It found only partial alignment on the recovery of legal costs because Article 96 of the 

Code of Civil Procedure allows reimbursement insofar as legal-assistance expenses are real, 

necessary and reasonable but does not guarantee full recovery. In a conventional dispute, a 

                                                        
33 https://www.balcanicaucaso.org/en/cp_article/moldovas-media-targeted-by-slapp/  
34 Legal Resources Centre from Moldova (LRCM), “Media Freedom of Expression before the Courts: How Can We Counter 
Lawsuits Intended to Silence Journalists?”, 2024, https://crjm.org/libertatea-de-exprimare-a-mass-mediei-in-fatajustitiei-cum-
combatem-procesele-judiciare-menite-sa-reduca-la-tacere-jurnalistii/23189/ 

https://crjm.org/libertatea-de-exprimare-a-mass-mediei-in-fatajustitiei-cum-combatem-procesele-judiciare-menite-sa-reduca-la-tacere-jurnalistii/23189/
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://www.balcanicaucaso.org/en/cp_article/moldovas-media-targeted-by-slapp/
https://crjm.org/libertatea-de-exprimare-a-mass-mediei-in-fatajustitiei-cum-combatem-procesele-judiciare-menite-sa-reduca-la-tacere-jurnalistii/23189/
https://crjm.org/libertatea-de-exprimare-a-mass-mediei-in-fatajustitiei-cum-combatem-procesele-judiciare-menite-sa-reduca-la-tacere-jurnalistii/23189/
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successful judgment and partial cost award may be adequate. In a SLAPP, relief delivered only 

after the claimant has imposed the intended cost and delay is structurally late.35 

 

An additional concern is the survival of punitive defamation provisions outside civil law. Article 

70 of the Contravention Code36 regulates defamation, allowing a complainant to engage the 

coercive machinery of the state rather than bear the responsibility and cost of a civil claim. Even 

though defamation is not a criminal offence, contravention proceedings retain a punitive character 

and may involve police officers who do not specialise in freedom-of-expression law. The Ministry 

of Justice itself has acknowledged that these provisions can facilitate an administrative form of 

pressure whereby influential complainants use the police to sanction or harass journalists while 

bypassing civil-law safeguards.37 

 

3.1 European standards and Moldova's accession obligations 

 

Directive (EU) 2024/1069 establishes minimum safeguards against manifestly unfounded claims 

and abusive court proceedings in civil or commercial matters with cross-border implications. It 

defines public participation broadly, covering statements and activities by natural and legal persons 

in the exercise of freedom of expression and information, artistic and scientific freedom, and 

freedom of assembly and association, together with directly linked preparatory, supporting or 

assisting action. The protected subject must concern a matter of public interest. The Directive 

therefore protects not only journalists and media organisations but also publishers, whistleblowers, 

human-rights defenders, civil-society organisations, trade unions, artists, researchers and 

academics.38 

 

Its procedural core consists of three tools: security for estimated costs, early dismissal of 

manifestly unfounded claims at the earliest possible stage, and effective remedies against abusive 

proceedings. When early dismissal is sought, the claimant must substantiate the claim sufficiently 

for the court to assess whether it is not manifestly unfounded. A claimant responsible for abusive 

proceedings may be ordered to bear all recoverable types of costs, including the full costs of legal 

representation unless excessive. Penalties or equivalent measures must be effective, proportionate 

and dissuasive. The Directive also requires protection against qualifying third-country judgments, 

accessible information, publication of relevant final judgments and data collection.39 

 

The Directive is a minimum, not a ceiling. Its binding scope is shaped by the EU competence for 

judicial cooperation in cross-border civil matters, but Article 3 permits more favourable national 

rules. Commission Recommendation (EU) 2022/758 encourages safeguards for domestic as well 

                                                        
35 LRCM, Table of Concordance: Directive (EU) 2024/1069 and the Legislation of the Republic of Moldova (2026), analysis of 
Articles 6-11 and 15, https://crjm.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Table_of_concordance_anti_SLAPP_en.pdf  
36 Contravention Code, Article 70 (Defamation) 
37 Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Moldova, Explanatory Note to draft No. 329/MJ/2026, sections 2.1, 2.2 and 3.4, 

https://www.justice.gov.md/sites/default/files/document/attachments/nota_de_fundamentare_10.pdf; Contravention Code of the 
Republic of Moldova, Articles 69-70, https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=133257&lang=ro  
38 Directive (EU) 2024/1069, cited above, Articles 1-5 
39 Directive (EU) 2024/1069, cited above, Articles 6-20 

https://crjm.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Table_of_concordance_anti_SLAPP_en.pdf
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=133257&lang=ro
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as cross-border cases and complements procedural reform with legal support, training, awareness-

raising and monitoring.40 

 

Council of Europe Recommendation CM/Rec(2024)2 adopts a similarly comprehensive approach, 

structured around safeguards and remedies, support for targets and victims, education and training, 

transparency, national coordination and international cooperation. Moldova should therefore 

assess the reform not only as a technical transposition exercise, but as part of its positive obligation 

to maintain an enabling environment for Article 10 ECHR expression and democratic 

participation.41 

 

The reform is also embedded in the EU accession process. The Ministry of Justice linked it to 

Action 5.5 of the Fundamental Rights chapter of the Rule of Law Roadmap approved by 

Government. The 2025-2029 National Programme for EU Accession provides the broader 

planning framework, while the European Commission's 2025 assessment expressly identified the 

absence of aligned anti-SLAPP legislation. Legislative progress should therefore be measured by 

both formal compatibility and practical capacity: a safeguard that exists on paper but is 

inaccessible, underfunded or routinely delayed will not satisfy the reform's rule-of-law objective.42 

 

3.2. The 2026 draft anti-SLAPP law 

 

The Ministry of Justice initiated preparation of the anti-SLAPP amendments in February 2026 and 

published draft No. 329/MJ/2026 for consultation from 7 to 30 April 2026. As at the reporting cut-

off, 19 July 2026, the proposal had not yet been registered in Parliament and remained at the pre-

parliamentary stage. The chapter therefore assesses the Ministry of Justice consultation draft, not 

a bill pending before Parliament and not legislation in force.43 

 

The draft amends the Law on Freedom of Expression No. 64/2010, the Contravention Code, the 

Law on State-Guaranteed Legal Aid, the Law on State Fees and the Code of Civil Procedure. Its 

architecture closely follows the EU Directive but goes beyond the Directive's minimum scope in 

an important respect: the civil safeguards would apply without requiring cross-border implications. 

This is appropriate for Moldova, where the majority of likely cases are domestic and where limiting 

protection to cross-border litigation would leave the principal risk environment untouched. 

 

Broad definitions and personal scope. The draft introduces definitions of public participation 

and abusive court proceedings against public participation. Public participation covers any 

statement or activity by a natural or legal person in the exercise of the relevant fundamental 

freedoms, including directly linked preparatory, supporting or assisting action, concerning a matter 
                                                        
40 Commission Recommendation (EU) 2022/758 of 27 April 2022 on protecting journalists and human rights defenders who 
engage in public participation from manifestly unfounded or abusive court proceedings, sections 2-6, https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2022/758/oj/eng  
41 Council of Europe, Recommendation CM/Rec(2024)2 and Explanatory Memorandum, https://edoc.coe.int/en/international-
law/12056-countering-the-use-of-strategic-lawsuits-against-public-participation-slapps-recommendation-and-explanatory-
memorandum.html  
42 Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Moldova, announcement initiating preparation of draft No. 329/MJ/2026, 4 February 
2026, https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-acte-normative-instituirea-

mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149; European Commission, Republic of Moldova 2025 Report, cited above, p. 39.  
43 Government of the Republic of Moldova, public-consultation file for draft No. 329/MJ/2026, recording consultation between 7 
and 30 April 2026, accessed 19 July 2026, https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-
acte-normative-instituirea-mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149 .  

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=148501&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=148501&lang=ro
https://gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/sedinte-de-guvern/2025-12/NU-939-CS-2025_1.pdf
https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-acte-normative-instituirea-mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149
https://particip.gov.md/ro/download_attachment/32867
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=141515&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=155109&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=149213&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=152741&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=152860&lang=ro
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2022/758/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2022/758/oj/eng
https://edoc.coe.int/en/international-law/12056-countering-the-use-of-strategic-lawsuits-against-public-participation-slapps-recommendation-and-explanatory-memorandum.html
https://edoc.coe.int/en/international-law/12056-countering-the-use-of-strategic-lawsuits-against-public-participation-slapps-recommendation-and-explanatory-memorandum.html
https://edoc.coe.int/en/international-law/12056-countering-the-use-of-strategic-lawsuits-against-public-participation-slapps-recommendation-and-explanatory-memorandum.html
https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-acte-normative-instituirea-mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149
https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-acte-normative-instituirea-mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149
https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-acte-normative-instituirea-mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149
https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-pentru-modificarea-unor-acte-normative-instituirea-mecanismului-anti-slapp/16149
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of public interest. The definition protects the full chain through which public-interest information 

is researched, edited, supported and disseminated. Protection should consequently be available 

irrespective of formal professional status and may extend to journalists, editors, publishers, media 

organisations, sources, experts, researchers, advocates and civil-society actors. 

 

Abusive proceedings are defined as proceedings not genuinely brought to assert or exercise a right, 

whose main purpose is to prevent, restrict or penalise public participation and in which unfounded 

claims are pursued. Indicators include a power imbalance, disproportionate or excessive claims, 

multiple similar proceedings, intimidation or harassment, and bad-faith procedural tactics. This 

non-exhaustive, context-based approach is preferable to a rigid definition. SLAPPs frequently 

combine a superficially arguable allegation with excessive damages, unnecessary defendants, 

multiple venues or conduct designed to maximise burden. A legitimate minor grievance should 

not immunise an otherwise abusive strategy. 

 

The special section applies to civil actions examined under civil procedure, including 

counterclaims and proceedings concerning interim measures. It excludes administrative litigation, 

specified state-liability proceedings, arbitration, criminal cases and civil claims within criminal 

proceedings. These exclusions reflect the Directive's formal scope, but they also leave a protection 

gap when pressure is exerted through proceedings other than ordinary civil litigation. A specific 

ambiguity arises where inseparable civil and administrative claims are examined by the 

administrative court under Article 201 of the Administrative Code: the draft does not make clear 

whether the civil component retains anti-SLAPP protection. 

 

Security and support for the defendant. At the defendant's reasoned request, a court may require 

the claimant to provide security covering estimated litigation costs and potential compensation for 

harm caused by the proceedings. If security is not deposited within the court's deadline, the claim 

must be removed from the docket. Properly applied, this can alter the incentives of a claimant who 

expects the defendant alone to carry the financial risk. The measure must, however, remain 

proportionate and should be based on transparent criteria, including the estimated recoverable 

costs, indications of abuse, the parties' resources and the claimant's genuine access to court. 

 

Article 36 also allows associations, trade unions and other legally constituted entities with a 

legitimate interest to support the defendant, with consent, or submit written material. This is a 

valuable route for civil-society expertise and can reduce isolation. Its procedural effect remains 

unclear: the draft does not specify whether such entities are participants, amici-type contributors 

or a distinct form of intervener, nor does it set out their rights, access to the file, duties or exposure 

to costs. Uncertainty may lead courts to apply different admissibility standards. 

 

Early dismissal. The central innovation is expedited dismissal of a manifestly unfounded claim. 

Before first-instance hearings begin, the defendant may show that the action is connected to their 

public participation; the defendant is not required to prove that the claimant's allegations are 

unfounded. The claimant then has up to 15 days to present a written position and bears the burden 

of demonstrating that the claim is not manifestly unfounded by identifying its factual and legal 

grounds and evidence. The court must decide within one month. The procedure is normally written, 

although a hearing may be held where necessary. 
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The design correctly places substantiation on the party that brought the claim and avoids turning 

the screening stage into a full trial. Its practical success will depend on a shared judicial 

understanding of the threshold. A court should ask whether the claim has the minimum factual and 

legal substance needed to justify full adjudication, while reading that question together with the 

nature of the public-interest activity and the indicators of abuse. It should not require the journalist 

to prove the ultimate truth of an investigation at the screening stage. Conversely, early dismissal 

should not decide genuinely contested and material facts without an appropriate hearing. 

 

If dismissal is granted, the court issues a judgment subject to appeal; refusal is issued by an 

interlocutory ruling subject to recourse within 15 days. The draft also permits the court to raise 

early dismissal ex officio.  

 

Costs, compensation, penalties and corrective measures. The draft preserves access to remedies 

even if the claimant withdraws or modifies the action. It permits recovery of litigation costs, 

compensation for pecuniary and non-pecuniary harm, a financial penalty of 20 to 5,000 

conventional units (MDL 1,000 to MDL 250,000), and publication of the judgment at the 

claimant's expense. The court must consider the intensity of the abusive indicators, the impact on 

the defendant and the claimant's available resources when setting the penalty. These remedies 

recognise that the harm may include legal expenditure, lost work, disruption of investigations, 

stress, reputational injury and depletion of organisational capacity. 

 

One important transposition issue remains unresolved. Draft Article 41 awards costs in accordance 

with the ordinary Code of Civil Procedure, but does not expressly guarantee the full costs of legal 

representation unless excessive. The 2026 concordance analysis had already identified this as only 

partial alignment with Article 14 of the Directive. Without a special rule, courts may continue to 

reduce lawyers' fees by reference to general reasonableness practice, leaving a successful 

defendant to finance part of the abuse. The nature of the new fine and the remedy against its 

imposition also require express regulation. A range from MDL 1,000 to MDL 250,000 can be 

proportionate only if its legal character, mandatory or discretionary operation, relevant factors and 

appellate route are predictable. 

 

Foreign proceedings, information and institutional support. The draft provides for refusal to 

recognise or enforce a foreign judgment resulting from manifestly unfounded or abusive 

proceedings against a Moldovan-domiciled person or entity. It also permits that person or entity to 

seek compensation in Moldova for damage and costs incurred in abusive foreign proceedings. 

These provisions are increasingly relevant to digital journalism, where publication is accessible 

across borders and claimants may seek a favourable jurisdiction.  

 

The People's Advocate Office would publish information on safeguards, remedies and support 

measures. The Agency for Digitalisation in Justice and Court Administration would collect and 

publish quarterly data on early-dismissal applications, decisions, remedies and findings of abuse, 

with annual transmission to the European Commission. This can create the evidence base Moldova 

currently lacks. The draft schedules the main provisions to enter into force on 1 May 2027, while 

the data-collection article would apply from 1 January 2028 after reconfiguration of the Integrated 
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Case Management Programme. The delayed data start means that baseline preparation, coding 

rules and institutional responsibilities should begin well before formal entry into force.44 

 

Finally, the draft repeals Articles 69 and 70 of the Contravention Code, extends eligibility for state-

guaranteed legal aid to persons intending to seek early dismissal, and exempts claims for 

compensation for abusive proceedings from state and stamp duties. Repeal of contraventional 

insult and defamation is a particularly important safeguard because it removes a punitive, state-

assisted route that sits uneasily with the civil anti-SLAPP rationale.  

 

Overall, the draft represents the most significant Moldovan policy development to date in 

addressing abusive litigation against public participation. Its broad personal and domestic scope, 

one-month screening deadline, claimant substantiation burden, security mechanism, remedies, 

foreign-judgment protection, repeal of contraventional defamation and planned data collection are 

substantial strengths. It responds directly to gaps identified in the 2025 European Commission 

report and the 2026 concordance analysis. 

 

Adoption alone, however, will not resolve the structural problem. The mechanism is procedurally 

novel and will be applied within a justice system where freedom-of-expression disputes already 

take significantly longer than ordinary civil cases. Its effectiveness will depend on clear appeal 

rules, a screening threshold that does not become a full merits trial, genuine recovery of defence 

costs, specialised representation, funded institutions and consistent court practice. The 

implementation period should therefore be treated as part of the reform, not as an administrative 

phase that begins after enactment. 

 

3.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Advance and adopt a comprehensive anti-SLAPP law without narrowing its domestic or 

personal scope. The Government should finalise and submit the proposal to Parliament without 

undue delay; once it is registered, Parliament should preserve protection for both domestic and 

cross-border civil proceedings and for all natural and legal persons engaged in public participation, 

including journalists, media organisations, sources, civil-society groups, researchers, artists and 

persons providing directly connected support. The final text should preserve legitimate access to 

court and expressly require interpretation consistent with Articles 6 and 10 ECHR and Directive 

(EU) 2024/1069. 

 

2. Guarantee complete and effective remedies. Article 41 should expressly require reimbursement 

of the full costs of legal representation unless manifestly excessive, rather than relying solely on 

ordinary cost rules. The law should clarify recovery for pecuniary and non-pecuniary harm and 

preserve remedies after withdrawal. Article 43 should define the sui generis nature of the fine, the 

competent appellate route, whether imposition is mandatory or discretionary, and proportionality 

factors. The sanction range should be reviewed against national sanctioning frameworks to ensure 

predictability and deterrence without disproportionate outcomes. 

 

                                                        
44 Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Moldova, draft Law amending certain normative acts (establishment of the anti-SLAPP 
mechanism), No. 329/MJ/2026, proposed Articles 34-48 of Law No. 64/2010 and final provisions, 
https://particip.gov.md/ro/download_attachment/32867.  

https://particip.gov.md/ro/download_attachment/32867
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3. Clarify participation by supporting organisations and protection in mixed proceedings. 
Article 36 should specify the procedural status, rights and obligations of associations, trade unions 

and other supporting entities. The law should also address inseparable civil claims heard in 

administrative litigation under Article 201 of the Administrative Code, ensuring that the forum 

chosen for a mixed dispute does not remove protection from the civil public-participation claim. 

 

4. Complete decriminalisation and monitor other forms of state-assisted legal pressure. Article 

70 of the Contravention Code should be repealed as proposed. Police, prosecutors and other 

competent authorities should receive freedom-of-expression training so that complaints, 

investigative measures and requests for information are not used to bypass civil safeguards or 

expose confidential sources. The Government should review whether other administrative or 

criminal-law pathways are being used strategically and publish the findings. 

 

5. Fund implementation and build judicial capacity before entry into force. The National 

Institute of Justice, in cooperation with the Superior Council of Magistracy, courts, the legal 

profession, media organisations and civil society, should develop practical training and bench 

guidance on the burden of proof, abuse indicators, cost awards, proportionality of security and 

penalties, source protection and relevant ECtHR standards. The state budget should separately 

identify the resources required by legal aid, the People's Advocate Office, courts and the Agency 

for Digitalisation in Justice and Court Administration. 

 

6. Create a transparent monitoring and information system. Case-management codes and 

collection methodology should be designed before May 2027, with data disaggregated by type of 

claimant, defendant, claim, remedy, duration and outcome. Published statistics should be linked to 

an accessible database of final decisions. The People's Advocate Office should operate a single, 

user-friendly information point and cooperate with media and civil-society organisations to 

document pre-litigation threats and proceedings outside the formal civil anti-SLAPP mechanism, 

while respecting privacy and source confidentiality. 

7. Institutionalise dialogue among the judiciary, lawyers, journalists and civil society. Regular 

exchanges should use existing platforms, including the Consultative Council of the Ministry of 

Justice and consultative councils attached to courts. Joint capacity-building for lawyers and 

journalists should address legal risk assessment, evidence preservation, rights of reply, source 

protection and available anti-SLAPP remedies. Dialogue must support accurate reporting on 

justice and mutual understanding while fully respecting judicial independence and editorial 

freedom. 

8. Review the mechanism after an initial period of operation. Within two years of entry into force, 

the Ministry of Justice should conduct a public, evidence-based review of the scope, timelines, 

cost recovery, fines, legal aid, mixed proceedings and use of ex officio powers. The review should 

assess not only the number of successful applications but also whether the mechanism has reduced 

duration, unrecovered defence costs and the chilling effect on public-interest reporting. 
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IV. ACCESS TO INFORMATION OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
 

Access to information of public interest is an indispensable component of media freedom and 

democratic accountability. During the reporting period, the Republic of Moldova continued to 

operate under Law No. 148/2023 on access to information of public interest, in force since 8 

January 2024. The law represents a substantial improvement over the previous framework. It 

establishes short response periods, a broad definition of information providers, an extensive duty 

of proactive publication, partial-access obligations and direct judicial review. The European 

Commission’s 2025 country report also noted improved cooperation with the media in the 

provision of requested information. These advances should be recognised. 

 

Implementation nevertheless remained uneven in 2025 and the first half of 2026. Public 

monitoring and media-sector assessments continued to record late or incomplete replies, confusion 

between information requests and petitions, failures to register requests, unjustified reliance on 

personal-data protection, weak proactive transparency (particularly at local level) and access 

systems that make public databases technically or financially difficult to use. The principal 

challenge is therefore no longer the absence of a modern general law, but inconsistent institutional 

practice and the lack of a sufficiently rapid, uniform and data-driven enforcement system. 

 

4.1. Legal framework and European standards 

 

Article 34 of the Constitution guarantees the right of access to information of public interest. Law 

No. 148/2023 gives this guarantee operational content. It applies not only to central and local 

authorities, but also to public institutions and enterprises, entities controlled by public bodies, 

providers of public services, professional self-regulatory bodies and political parties. Any natural 

or legal person may request information, without having to establish residence, give reasons or 

demonstrate a special interest. A request need not be signed; it must be registered promptly and 

may not be rejected merely because it is inconveniently framed or submitted electronically. 

 

The ordinary time limit is ten calendar days, with a single extension of no more than seven calendar 

days where the request is complex or voluminous. A refusal must be in writing, reasoned by 

reference to a lawful restriction and accompanied by information on the available remedy. If only 

part of a document is legitimately protected, the remainder must be disclosed. The law also requires 

proactive publication of institutional, budgetary, procurement, decision-making and public-service 

information and links to relevant state information systems. These features align the domestic 

regime with the principle that disclosure is the rule and restriction the exception. 

 

Moldova is also bound by the Council of Europe Convention on Access to Official Documents 

(the Tromsø Convention), which requires limitations to be set by law, necessary in a democratic 

society and proportionate to a legitimate aim. Access may be withheld only where disclosure 

would harm a protected interest and that harm outweighs the public interest in disclosure. In its 

first evaluation report, published on 16 July 2024, the Council of Europe Access Info Group 

concluded that Moldova’s legal framework (particularly Law No. 148/2023) largely complies with 

the Tromsø Convention and guarantees access to official documents without discrimination. 

However, it raised concerns about potentially broad or absolute secrecy restrictions and urged the 

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=137908&lang=ro
https://enlargement.ec.europa.eu/document/download/23fa6af0-89b3-4532-a3d9-d1638727d14c_en?filename=moldova-report-2025.pdf
https://cji.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Index-of-the-State-of-the-Press-for-2025.pdf
https://constcourt.md/public/files/file/Actele%20Curtii/acte_en/MDA_Constitution_EN.pdf
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=137908&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=137908&lang=ro
https://www.coe.int/en/web/access-to-official-documents
https://rm.coe.int/baseline-evaluation-report-moldova/1680b0f65c
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authorities to apply the public-interest test consistently and minimise absolute limitations on 

disclosure.45 

 

4.2. Implementation: measurable progress, persistent inconsistency 

 

The first national implementation data demonstrate both progress and significant compliance gaps. 

The State Chancellery’s report46 on 2024 (the first full year under Law No. 148/2023) covered 

1,211 of 1,424 providers required to report, an 85 % response rate. Those providers recorded 

31,535 information requests. Approximately 71.5 % were reported as fully resolved, while 77 % 

were answered within the applicable statutory period. Only 995 respondents, or 82 %, reported 

having established the legally required register of requests. 

 

These figures show that the new system is being used at scale and that most reporting institutions 

are capable of responding within the law. They also mean, however, that thousands of requests 

were not fully resolved or were handled late. Moreover, the data are self-reported, not 

automatically generated and affected by inconsistent categorisation. The State Chancellery itself 

cautioned that the information supplied by providers was not fully reliable. The absence of reports 

from 15 % of covered entities further limits the value of national averages (poor performers may 

be underrepresented). 

 

Evidence from 2025 confirms that these are continuing implementation problems, not merely 

transitional anomalies. The People’s Advocate recorded complaints concerning delayed and 

incomplete replies, erroneous refusal grounds, inadequate proactive publication and confusion 

between the right of access and the separate rules governing petitions. In individual interventions 

described publicly by the institution, a missed ten-day deadline and a response that failed to address 

the requested information were treated as violations. The People’s Advocate recommended a 

unified reporting and monitoring mechanism through the e-Democrație platform and stronger 

public information on how to use the law.47 

 

Media-sector monitoring reached a similar conclusion. The Index of the State of the Press for 2025 

found that authorities continued to delay or ignore requests and to invoke personal-data protection 

unlawfully. The joint memorandum of Moldovan media organisations covering 3 May 2025 to 3 

May 2026 likewise identified delayed answers, unjustified refusals and inconsistent application, 

especially at local level. 48  

 

                                                        
45 https://media-azi.md/en/conventia-de-la-tromso-grupul-de-experti-al-consiliului-europei-a-publicat-primul-raport-de-evaluare-
a-r-moldova/  
46 https://gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/2025-
04/Raport%20privind%20examinarea%20peti%C8%9Biilor%202024_docx.pdf  
47 People’s Advocate of the Republic of Moldova, Annual Report on the Observance of Human Rights and Freedoms in the 
Republic of Moldova in 2025, chapter on access to information of public interest, available at: https://ombudsman.md/wp-
content/uploads/2026/05/ro_raport-anual-privind-respectarea-drepturilor-omului-si-libertatilor-omului-in-r.-moldova-in-2025-
.pdf  
48 Independent Journalism Center, Index of the State of the Press in the Republic of Moldova in 2025, February 2026, pp. 7–9, 
available at: https://cji.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Index-of-the-State-of-the-Press-for-2025.pdf ; “Memorandum on Press 
Freedom in Moldova,” covering 3 May 2025–3 May 2026, available at: https://cji.md/en/press-freedom-days-media-ngos-launch-
memorandum-on-press-freedom-in-moldova/  

https://media-azi.md/en/conventia-de-la-tromso-grupul-de-experti-al-consiliului-europei-a-publicat-primul-raport-de-evaluare-a-r-moldova/
https://media-azi.md/en/conventia-de-la-tromso-grupul-de-experti-al-consiliului-europei-a-publicat-primul-raport-de-evaluare-a-r-moldova/
https://gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/2025-04/Raport%20privind%20examinarea%20peti%C8%9Biilor%202024_docx.pdf
https://gov.md/sites/default/files/media/documents/2025-04/Raport%20privind%20examinarea%20peti%C8%9Biilor%202024_docx.pdf
https://ombudsman.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/ro_raport-anual-privind-respectarea-drepturilor-omului-si-libertatilor-omului-in-r.-moldova-in-2025-.pdf
https://ombudsman.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/ro_raport-anual-privind-respectarea-drepturilor-omului-si-libertatilor-omului-in-r.-moldova-in-2025-.pdf
https://ombudsman.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/ro_raport-anual-privind-respectarea-drepturilor-omului-si-libertatilor-omului-in-r.-moldova-in-2025-.pdf
https://cji.md/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Index-of-the-State-of-the-Press-for-2025.pdf
https://cji.md/en/press-freedom-days-media-ngos-launch-memorandum-on-press-freedom-in-moldova/
https://cji.md/en/press-freedom-days-media-ngos-launch-memorandum-on-press-freedom-in-moldova/


 

28 

Capacity remains an important factor. In the State Chancellery’s baseline reporting, 953 of the 

1,211 responding providers (about 79%) reported a need for training. Local institutions were 

disproportionately affected.  

 

Personal-data protection was the most frequently reported basis for refusal in the State 

Chancellery’s baseline data. It is also the ground most often identified by journalists and the 

People’s Advocate as being applied too broadly. The recurring error is to treat the presence of any 

personal data as making an entire record inaccessible. That approach is incompatible with the duty 

of partial disclosure and with a context-specific balance between privacy and the public interest. 

 

4.3. Proactive transparency and access to public databases 

 

Proactive publication is essential because a request-only system shifts the cost of government 

opacity onto the applicant and reproduces unequal access. Information should be searchable, 

downloadable, machine-readable, accessible to persons with disabilities and available in formats 

that permit comparison over time. In the State Chancellery’s 2024 assessment, 510 public 

authorities, including 445 local authorities, reported that they had no institutional website. This 

prevented them from meeting core proactive-publication duties.  

 

Access to structured public databases requires separate attention. Journalists have publicly 

documented that cadastral and other state-held information may require paid, contractual or query-

by-query access, creating costs and delays for investigations that depend on cross-checking many 

records. A service that allows a citizen to purchase a single extract is not necessarily adequate for 

systemic journalistic analysis.  

 

Law No. 109/2025 on open data and the reuse of public-sector information entered into force on 

14 June 2026 and partially transposes Directive (EU) 2019/1024. It establishes open-by-design 

and open-by-default principles, requires machine-readable and reusable formats, addresses 

dynamic data and provides for high-value datasets, including geospatial, company and public-

administration data. As a rule, reuse is to be free of charge, subject to defined exceptions, while 

high-value datasets are to be available free of charge through appropriate technical means. 

 

4.4. Excessive anonymisation on public platforms 

 

Excessive anonymisation is a distinct form of functional non-disclosure. A document may be 

formally public yet stripped of the names, institutional roles, locations, dates, case identifiers or 

factual links needed to understand it. The risk is particularly acute in published judicial decisions, 

disciplinary materials, local-council acts and administrative registers such as actelocale.gov.md. 

 

Moldova should adopt uniform, publicly available anonymisation rules based on the sensitivity of 

the data, the role of the person concerned, the public-interest value of identification and the 

possibility of less restrictive measures. Public bodies and office-holders acting in their official 

capacity should not be anonymised merely because their names are personal data. Decisions should 

retain stable case or document identifiers, dates, the responsible institution, the legal basis and 

sufficient factual context to remain intelligible and searchable.  

 

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=148946&lang=ro
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4.5. Remedies, oversight and enforcement 

 

Law No. 148/2023 permits direct judicial challenge without a mandatory prior administrative 

procedure. An applicant may contest an answer within 30 days; where the provider remains silent 

or omits information on the remedy, a longer period applies. Courts may order disclosure and 

impose fines, while responsible officials may also incur contravention liability. These safeguards 

are stronger than under the former regime. 

 

Their deterrent effect depends on speed and consistency. The State Chancellery recorded 54 first-

instance access cases in 2024: 31 were allowed, 10 dismissed and 13 pending at the time of 

reporting. Even a successful action may arrive too late for time-sensitive journalism, and the cost 

of repeated proceedings can discourage challenges to smaller but recurrent violations. Published 

case law is also necessary so that providers, applicants and judges can identify consistent standards 

on deadlines, personal data, partial access and the public-interest test. 

 

Oversight is currently distributed among the State Chancellery, the People’s Advocate, the courts 

and other competent bodies. This model can work only if their functions are coordinated. The e-

Democrație register, piloted during 2025, should become a unified and interoperable monitoring 

system capable of producing verified statistics by institution, response time, outcome, legal ground 

for restriction, appeal and remedy. Public dashboards should distinguish between a lawful refusal, 

a request redirected because the information is not held, an incomplete answer and administrative 

silence. Without those distinctions, national averages conceal the forms of non-compliance most 

harmful to public watchdogs. 

 

Overall, Moldova has moved from a dated access regime to a strong legal framework that can 

support European integration and accountable government. The evidence available nevertheless 

shows a material gap between law and practice. That gap is most visible in late or incomplete 

answers, overuse of personal-data arguments, weak local-level publication, costly or technically 

limited access to databases, excessive anonymisation and remedies that may not deliver 

information while it remains newsworthy. The next phase should focus on enforceable 

implementation rather than further broad legislative redesign. 

 

4.6. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Establish and apply a uniform disclosure test. The State Chancellery, the People’s Advocate 

and the National Centre for Personal Data Protection should jointly develop and formally endorse 

practical guidance on the application of lawful restrictions, the harm and public-interest tests, and 

the obligation to grant partial access wherever protected information can be separated from 

disclosable material. Mandatory, scenario-based training should be provided to designated access-

to-information officers and their managers, with particular attention to requests concerning 

journalistic activity, public officials, public expenditure and the use of public resources.  

 

2. Introduce reliable, institution-level monitoring of implementation. The Government should 

make the e-Democrație register fully operational across central and local public authorities, using 

standardised classifications and automated calculation of statutory deadlines. Institution-level data 

should be published annually in an open and machine-readable format, covering the number of 



 

30 

requests received, response times, outcomes, grounds for restricting access, appeals, judicial 

decisions and sanctions imposed. Applicants’ personal data should be protected. Information 

providers that fail to report, repeatedly exceed statutory deadlines or demonstrate other patterns of 

non-compliance should be publicly identified and required to adopt time-bound corrective action 

plans.  

 

3. Strengthen proactive transparency, particularly at local level. Central government should 

establish a shared, accessible and adequately maintained publication platform for authorities that 

lack functional institutional websites. Mandatory publication categories should include budgets, 

public procurement information, agendas and minutes, local administrative acts, organisational 

and contact information, and links to relevant public registers and databases. Information should 

be published promptly in searchable, accessible and machine-readable formats and retained in a 

reliable public archive. Each authority should designate an official responsible for the 

completeness, accuracy and timely updating of published information.  

 

4. Implement the open-data framework without creating new barriers to access. The 

Government should promptly adopt and publish the measures necessary to implement Law No. 

109/2025, identify high-value datasets and ensure free bulk download and application 

programming interface access where required. It should conduct a comprehensive review of the 

fees, contractual conditions, registration requirements, query limits and service interruptions 

affecting cadastral, company, procurement, asset-declaration, judicial and local-government data.  

 

5. Replace blanket anonymisation with a proportionate and uniform approach. The 

competent data-protection authorities should adopt a common methodology for the publication 

and anonymisation of judicial and administrative decisions. Redactions should be individually 

justified, targeted and limited to information whose disclosure would create a concrete and 

demonstrable risk to privacy, safety or another legally protected interest. Published decisions must 

retain sufficient factual and legal context to remain intelligible, searchable and useful for public 

scrutiny.  
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V. FIMI, NATIONAL SECURITY AND RESTRICTIONS ON MEDIA ACTIVITY 

 

Foreign information manipulation and interference (FIMI) presents a real and sustained threat to 

Moldova’s democratic security49. The 2025 parliamentary election showed both the scale and 

adaptability of these operations. An international Rapid Response Mechanism assessment 

identified more than 450 FIMI products connected with Russian-aligned networks during the 

relevant election cycle, while the OSCE/ODIHR documented widespread disinformation, foreign 

interference, bots, trolls and AI-generated content. The operations intensified around the 27–28 

September election weekend and often migrated between television, websites, Telegram, TikTok, 

Facebook and other services.50 

 

This security context creates a positive duty to protect the conditions for free democratic choice 

and a legitimate basis for proportionate action against covert influence, unlawful content, illicit 

financing and coordinated inauthentic behaviour. It does not, however, displace Article 10 of the 

European Convention on Human Rights, constitutional freedom of expression or rule-of-law 

guarantees. Measures capable of removing a broadcaster from the market, blocking a news site or 

causing a platform to suppress journalistic content interfere with both the speaker’s rights and the 

public’s right to receive information.  

 

Moldova’s Law No. 242/2023, as amended in 2025, defines FIMI in terms of intentional, 

coordinated and manipulative behaviour capable of negatively affecting political, economic or 

social values and processes. That conduct-centred approach is preferable to viewpoint control, 

provided that assessments are supported by a published methodology and do not themselves 

become binding determinations of illegality. The Centre for Strategic Communication and 

Combating Disinformation has a legitimate coordinating role. Its statutory functions include 

analysis, strategic communication, resilience, inter-institutional cooperation and recommendations 

to authorities, media and technology companies. The Centre may notify competent bodies, but it 

is not a court, an audiovisual regulator or a platform appeals body. Its recommendations to remove 

the causes or conditions that facilitate FIMI should therefore remain non-binding unless an 

independently applicable law empowers another institution to act.  

 

5.1. Broadcasting licences: the emergency legacy 

 

During the state of emergency, the Commission for Exceptional Situations suspended the licences 

of six television services on 16 December 2022—Primul în Moldova, Accent TV, RTR Moldova, 

NTV Moldova, TV6 and Orhei TV—and six more on 30 October 2023—Orizont TV, ITV, Prime 

TV, Publika TV, Canal 2 and Canal 3. Official explanations referred in general terms to repeated 

failures to provide accurate information and to links with persons subject to international sanctions. 

The security concern may have been substantial, but the published decisions did not set out outlet-

specific facts, the evidentiary nexus, the duration required or why ordinary audiovisual sanctions 

                                                        
49 https://www.balcanicaucaso.org/en/cp_article/moldovan-women-journalists-challenging-russian-disinformation/  
50 G7 Rapid Response Mechanism, Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference Threats to the 2025 Moldovan 
Parliamentary Election (11 May 2026), https://international.canada.ca/en/global-affairs/corporate/reports/rapid-response-
mechanism/news/2025-moldovan-election. 

OSCE/ODIHR, Republic of Moldova, Parliamentary Elections, 28 September 2025: Final Report (18 February 2026), 
https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20R
eport_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf. 
 

https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=150159&lang=ro
https://www.balcanicaucaso.org/en/cp_article/moldovan-women-journalists-challenging-russian-disinformation/
https://international.canada.ca/en/global-affairs/corporate/reports/rapid-response-mechanism/news/2025-moldovan-election
https://international.canada.ca/en/global-affairs/corporate/reports/rapid-response-mechanism/news/2025-moldovan-election
https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20Report_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf
https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20Report_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf
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were inadequate. A later review by the Independent Journalism Center (IJC) found that only 

Orizont TV among the second group had been sanctioned for breach of the requirement to provide 

correct information; the other sanctions cited were largely unrelated, and none of the six had been 

sanctioned under the Audiovisual Media Services Code’s provision on disinformation.51 

 

The ensuing cases demonstrate why eventual access to a court is not enough. Jurisdictional 

disputes, inconsistent procedural treatment, consolidation of some claims but not others and the 

refusal of interim protection left proceedings unresolved for one or two years or more. By 12 

November 2025, only the RTR Moldova case had ended finally, on procedural grounds; most 

challenges by affected outlets were still pending or moving through appeal. The courts had not 

suspended execution while examining the merits.52 In a time-sensitive media market, a judgment 

delivered after audiences, staff, contracts and distribution have disappeared cannot normally 

restore the position that existed before suspension. 

 

The Constitutional Court had already drawn the relevant line in 2012. It held unconstitutional the 

immediate enforceability of decisions suspending or withdrawing a broadcasting licence, 

recognising that removal from air is a particularly serious interference requiring judicial 

safeguards.53 The European Court of Human Rights’ Grand Chamber judgment in NIT S.R.L. v. 

Moldova does not establish that licence withdrawal is impermissible. It shows that such a measure 

may comply with Article 10 where it follows numerous serious and repeated breaches, is imposed 

by an independent regulator under a foreseeable pluralism framework, is preceded by graduated 

sanctions and is subject to meaningful judicial scrutiny.54  

 

The appropriate standard is not immunity for broadcasters, but exceptional and individualised use 

of closure-level sanctions. Suspension or withdrawal should address serious or repeated violations 

defined by law, identify the relevant programme or conduct, demonstrate actual or imminent harm 

and explain why narrower measures would fail. Temporary measures require a fixed duration, 

review and automatic expiry. Except in an immediate emergency, an independent court should 

authorise or suspend the measure before it takes effect. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
51 Independent Journalism Center, report launch summary, CJI a lansat un raport privind mecanismele de suspendare și revocare 
a licențelor posturilor de radio și TV (10 November 2025), https://cji.md/cji-a-lansat-un-raport-privind-mecanismele-de-

suspendare-si-revocare-a-licentelor-posturilor-de-radio-si-tv/; report page, https://cji.md/raport-privind-mecanismele-de-
suspendare-revocare-a-licentelor-de-emisie-a-furnizorilor-de-servicii-media-audiovizuale-aflati-sub-jurisdictia-republicii-
moldova/. 
Media Azi, La ce etapă se află astăzi dosarele celor 12 posturi TV suspendate în timpul stării de urgență? (12 November 2025), 
https://media-azi.md/la-ce-etapa-se-afla-astazi-dosarele-celor-12-posturi-tv-suspendate-in-timpul-starii-de-urgenta/. 
52 Media Azi, La ce etapă se află astăzi dosarele celor 12 posturi TV suspendate în timpul stării de urgență? (12 November 
2025), https://media-azi.md/la-ce-etapa-se-afla-astazi-dosarele-celor-12-posturi-tv-suspendate-in-timpul-starii-de-urgenta/. 
53 Constitutional Court of the Republic of Moldova, Judgment No. 17 of 6 December 2012, 

https://www.constcourt.md/ccdocview.php?docid=434&l=ro&tip=hotariri. 
54 ECtHR (Grand Chamber), NIT S.R.L. v. the Republic of Moldova, no. 28470/12, 5 April 2022, 
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-216872. 
 

https://cji.md/cji-a-lansat-un-raport-privind-mecanismele-de-suspendare-si-revocare-a-licentelor-posturilor-de-radio-si-tv/
https://cji.md/cji-a-lansat-un-raport-privind-mecanismele-de-suspendare-si-revocare-a-licentelor-posturilor-de-radio-si-tv/
https://cji.md/raport-privind-mecanismele-de-suspendare-revocare-a-licentelor-de-emisie-a-furnizorilor-de-servicii-media-audiovizuale-aflati-sub-jurisdictia-republicii-moldova/
https://cji.md/raport-privind-mecanismele-de-suspendare-revocare-a-licentelor-de-emisie-a-furnizorilor-de-servicii-media-audiovizuale-aflati-sub-jurisdictia-republicii-moldova/
https://cji.md/raport-privind-mecanismele-de-suspendare-revocare-a-licentelor-de-emisie-a-furnizorilor-de-servicii-media-audiovizuale-aflati-sub-jurisdictia-republicii-moldova/
https://media-azi.md/la-ce-etapa-se-afla-astazi-dosarele-celor-12-posturi-tv-suspendate-in-timpul-starii-de-urgenta/
https://media-azi.md/la-ce-etapa-se-afla-astazi-dosarele-celor-12-posturi-tv-suspendate-in-timpul-starii-de-urgenta/
https://www.constcourt.md/ccdocview.php?docid=434&l=ro&tip=hotariri
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-216872
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5.2. Investment security: a necessary correction, with residual risks 

 

At the end of 2023, a mechanism permitting suspension or withdrawal of broadcasting licences 

was inserted into Law No. 174/2021 on investments of importance to state security. It extended 

restrictions beyond the original twelve emergency cases. The European Commission reported that 

19 licences had been suspended or withdrawn under the mechanism by the end of its 2025 reporting 

period, while the IJC’s later study documented decisions affecting 31 television and radio services. 

The difference reflects the date and unit of measurement, but both accounts confirm that an 

exceptional instrument became a broad post-emergency route affecting media market access. 

Law No. 33/2025, in force from 20 April 2025, made an important correction. The consolidated 

Law No. 174/2021 no longer expressly empowers the investment council to suspend or withdraw 

a broadcasting licence. Its sanctions now concern unapproved or non-compliant investments and 

transactions: restoration of the previous situation, a fine, and – only where non-compliance 

continues and an imminent risk of irreparable damage exists - temporary suspension of economic 

activity until restoration.55  
 

5.5. Website blocking and the migration of restricted outlets online 

 

Blocking has become a central media-freedom issue because suspended brands and audiences 

migrate online and because contemporary news sites may depend on shared infrastructure. The 

OSCE/ODIHR reported that, in the first nine months of 2025, more than 85 websites were blocked 

on national-security grounds, including 35 during the election campaign and 22 on the campaign-

silence day. The underlying SIS decisions were not publicly accessible and no comprehensive 

register allowed users, hosts, journalists or courts to determine which address was blocked, for 

what content, under which provision and for how long. ODIHR also recorded an election-day 

response to a cyberattack in which blocking the host.md infrastructure made approximately 4,000 

websites unavailable.56  

 

The European Court of Human Rights treats wholesale website blocking as an extreme measure 

comparable in effect to prohibiting a newspaper or television channel. Authorities and courts must 

consider collateral effects, technical precision and less intrusive alternatives. Action against an 

exact URL is ordinarily preferable to domain blocking, which is itself preferable to disabling 

shared hosting or an IP address. The order should preserve the targeted material as evidence, 

identify its exact address, legal basis, scope, duration and technical method, and explain why a 

narrower remedy would fail. 

 

Law No. 100/2025 broadened concepts and mechanisms that may support removal of online 

content, preventive measures against media and eventual suspension or closure. In May 2026, the 

Venice Commission accepted that Moldova faces a legitimate security threat but found key notions 

(including “extremist activity,” “support,” dissemination of extremist materials and “facts 

denoting extremism) too open-ended to be foreseeable. It warned that the pre-judicial role of the 

SIS, an institution that is not independent from the executive, could produce a chilling effect and 

                                                        
55 Law No. 174/2021 on the mechanism for examining investments of importance to state security, consolidated following Law 

No. 33/2025, especially Articles 11, 11¹ and 14 
56 OSCE/ODIHR, Republic of Moldova, Parliamentary Elections, 28 September 2025: Final Report (18 February 2026), 
https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20R
eport_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf. 

https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20Report_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf
https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20Report_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf
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recommended a high threshold tied to intent, violence or concrete harm, last-resort use of 

suspension or dissolution, time limits and effective judicial review with suspensive effect except 

in duly justified cases.57 

 

As of 19 July 2026, a further proposal to amend the terrorism-prevention law remained at the 

consultation stage. It would designate the SIS to determine whether online material is terrorist in 

character and issue removal or access-blocking orders, generally requiring providers to act within 

one hour. The draft contains some valuable elements, including exact-URL identification, reasons, 

a legal basis and information on appeal, but speed magnifies the risk of error and the proposal 

should not be adopted without independent authorisation or automatic rapid judicial confirmation, 

a clear journalism and research safeguard, a requirement to use removal before site-wide blocking 

where effective, and public aggregate reporting.58  

 

Platform cooperation is also insufficiently transparent. ODIHR reported that Moldovan authorities 

sent approximately 1,000 content-related requests during the 2025 election campaign, that most 

were not acted upon and that neither state bodies nor platforms provided adequate information 

about the requests, the applicable basis or the outcomes.59 

 

All closure, blocking and compelled-removal regimes should be rebuilt around a common rights 

test. First, the law must be accessible and precise about the authority, prohibited conduct, 

evidentiary threshold, measures, duration and appeal. Secondly, regarding the necessity and 

proportionality, the authority must show a pressing social need and sufficiently direct threat, assess 

effectiveness and collateral effects, compare less restrictive alternatives and explain why they are 

inadequate. Third, prior notice and a hearing should be provided unless the authority demonstrates 

genuine urgency or a concrete risk of evidence destruction. Even then, the affected party must 

receive prompt notice and the essential substance of the case. Fourth, a tribunal independent of the 

restricting authority must review fact, law, attribution, technical scope, necessity and 

proportionality. Proceedings must be expedited. Interim relief should normally suspend a closure-

level measure. And the last, but not the least, effective remedy and accountability should be 

provided. Courts must be able to quash the decision, lift a block, restore a licence or economic 

activity, require correction of a public register and award compensation where appropriate. 

Automatic sunset clauses and periodic reassessment prevent emergency logic from becoming 

permanent.  

 

Moldova does not face a choice between national security and media freedom. A resilient 

information space depends on both. FIMI exploits opacity, institutional distrust and weak 

journalism; arbitrary or unexplained restrictions deepen the same vulnerabilities. The strongest 

                                                        
57 Venice Commission, Republic of Moldova – Opinion on Law No. 100 of 13 June 2025 amending some normative acts (as 
regards countering extremist activity), CDL-AD(2026)007, adopted 8–9 May 2026, 
https://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/default.aspx?pdffile=CDL-AD%282026%29007-e. 
 
58 Government consultation portal, draft law amending Law No. 120/2017 on preventing and combating terrorism, unique 
number 685/MAI/SIS/2026, consultation 29 June–13 July 2026, https://particip.gov.md/ro/document/stages/proiectul-de-lege-
pentru-modificarea-legii-nr-1202017-cu-privire-la-prevenirea-si-combaterea-teror/16864. 
59 OSCE/ODIHR, Republic of Moldova, Parliamentary Elections, 28 September 2025: Final Report (18 February 2026), 
https://odihr.osce.org/sites/default/files/documents/official_documents/2026/02/MLD%20Parliamentary%202025%20Final%20R
eport_18.02.2025_ENG.pdf. 
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response is one that identifies covert conduct accurately, acts against it with technically precise 

tools, protects pluralistic journalism and produces decisions capable of surviving prompt 

independent scrutiny. 

 

The 2025 correction to the investment-security law is meaningful progress, and the development 

of a specialised strategic-communication function is justified. Nevertheless, the unresolved 

emergency-licence cases, the absence of suspensive relief, opaque website blocking, broad 

counter-extremism concepts and undocumented platform referrals prevent a finding that current 

safeguards are adequate. The next reform phase should shift from institutional expansion to legal 

consolidation: precise competences, published decisions, narrow measures, equality of arms and 

courts able to intervene before the interference becomes irreversible. 

 

5.6. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Adopt a single rights-based framework for website blocking. Legislation should reserve 

ordinary blocking decisions to courts and require exact-URL identification, reasons, necessity, 

technical precision, notice, fixed duration, automatic expiry and a public register. Urgent 

administrative blocking should trigger automatic judicial review within 24–48 hours. 

Infrastructure-wide blocking should be prohibited unless the court demonstrates that no narrower 

method is effective and expressly assesses foreseeable collateral effects. 

2. Protect safeguards before adopting the 2026 terrorism-content proposal. Any one-hour order 

regime should include independent authorisation or automatic rapid confirmation, content-specific 

scope, an effective appeal and restoration process, protection for bona fide media use, secure 

preservation of evidence and transparency reporting. Secrecy should be individually justified and 

reviewed; it should never conceal the existence, legal basis or aggregate use of the power. 

3. Publish an institutional competence and transparency protocol. By 31 December 2026, the 

Government, Audiovisual Council, SIS, investment council, Centre for Strategic Communication, 

Central Electoral Commission and communications authorities should define who may analyse, 

notify, order, execute and review each type of restriction. A common database should distinguish 

binding orders from voluntary platform notifications and report legal bases, targets, outcomes, 

appeals and restored content. 

4. Align platform governance with DSA and EMFA safeguards. State notices should be precise, 

attributable and reportable. Platforms should provide user notice, reasons, Romanian- and Russian-

language human review, rapid appeals, political-advertising transparency and special procedural 

protection against unjustified restrictions on recognised media providers. Election-period 

cooperation should be governed by a published protocol and independently evaluated after each 

election. 

5. Invest in democratic resilience and measure outcomes. Government and donor programmes 

should support independent local and minority-language journalism, fact-checking, cyber 

resilience, authentic official communication, media literacy and research access. Evaluation should 

measure audience reach, trust, correction uptake, detection of coordinated operations and 

resistance to manipulation—not only the number of activities or items removed. 

 

 


