
 

 

 

 

 

on the Court’s situation



The CDDH’s terms of reference for the biennium 2012

to prepare a report for the Committee of Ministers “containing elements to 

t’s situation”. The 

A). The present document constitutes the report required under the CDDH’s 

intervening period, in view of the continuing rapid growth in the Court’s case

–

–

–

–

The Court’s experience of operating the 

Court’s situation can be taken as starting on 1 June 2010 up to the date of the present 

ibility criterion of manifest disadvantage (see under “Article 12” 

Conseil de l’Europe –

de l’homme



Protocol No.14 on the Court’s situation.

on the Court’s 

examination of the provisions of Section E (“The Court”) of the Interlaken Declaration 

and Section F (“The Court”) of the Izmir Dec

’ Deputies

14 ON THE COURT’S SITUATION

amending Article 22 (“Election of judges”) of the Convention

No. 14, this was because paragraph 2 “no longer served any useful purpose in view of the 

changes made to Article 23”. 

Article 23 (“Terms of office”) of the Convention

Article 2 extended the judges’ terms of office to nine years whilst making them 

See “The Interlaken Process and the Court”, doc. 4038635, 16 October 2012.



Article 3 amending Article 24 (“Dismissal”) of the Convention

Article 4 creating new Article 24 (“Registry and rapporteurs”) of the Convention

Article 4 of the Protocol made two changes: it deleted reference to “legal 

secretaries”, who had in practice never existed, and it introduced the function of 

“non judicial rapporteurs”

these “first tier” countries has since been added France

Article 26 (“Plenary Court”)

Article 6 changed the Court’s judicial formations by introducing the new single 

Court’s Chambers, which may 

the Committee of Ministers at the Court’s request



’

Article 7 concerning new Article 27 (“Competence of single judges”) of the Convention

drawn evenly from the Court’s five sections. The States for which each 

The Court’s 



 

2015, be both a balance between the “input” of new cases and the “output” of decided 

2012, for example, the Registry’s filtering section extended 

“second tier” states 



that “It 

… Thanks to the Single Judge 

could be closed within as little as two and a half years.”

Article 8 concerning new Article 28 (“Competence of Committees”) of the Convention



 

Article 29 (“Decisions by Chambers on admissibility and merits”) 

makes the practice of the Court’s deciding

Article 10 amending Article 31 (“Powers of the Grand Chamber”) of the Convention

such referral (see under “Article 16” 

Article 32 (“Jurisdiction of the Court”) of the Convention

3) (“Admissibility criteria”) of the Convention

Article 12 introduced the new “manifest disadvantage” admissibility criteria into 

The Court’s Chambers have so far applied

Bratři



Matoušek v. Czech Republic

Čavajda v. Czech Republic 

Ştefănescu v. Romania

Durić v. Serbia

Živić v. Serbia



Article 13 amending Article 36 (“Third party intervention”) of the Convention

Article 14 amending Article 38 (“Examination of the case”) of the Convention

Article 15 amending Article 39 (“Friendly settlements”) of the Convention

Article 16 amending Article 46 (“Binding force and execution of judgments”) of the 

No. 14 dealing with this provision, stated that “

”.



In reviewing the effects of Protocol No. 14 on the Court’s situation, the CDDH 

addressed in the Court’s Preliminary Opinion in preparation for the Brighton Conference.

relieving the Court’s backlog of cases before Chambers. The CDDH considers that it may 

on the Court’s situation


