
 

 

 



Committee of Ministers at Brighton, called on the “the States Parties, the Committee of 

and taking into account the principle of equal treatment of all States Parties” (para. 20.c).

respective responsibilities of those involved. “R

violations are resolved as part of the effective execution of judgments of the Court…, 

including by the implementation of general measures to resolve wider systemic issues… The 

isters must … effectively and fairly consider whether the measures taken 

quickly and effectively implement pilot judgments.”

Human Rights (CDDH) to present “conclusions and possible proposals for action to follow 

up” paragraph 20.c) of the Brighton Declaration. The deadline for this work has been set at 31 

GDR), where work was initiated in Drafting Group “D” on the reform of the 

understanding of certain essential terms. ‘Repetitive applications’ ar

nal level. The term ‘repetitive’ implies that the Court 

reference, however, to be somewhat broader, in that they refer to “large numbers of 

applications”, which wou

Court’s approach to, for example, the Bug River cases

to certain public officials’ pension rights)

back to 31 December 2013 by the Ministers’ Deputies at their 1159

In paragraph 7 below, the Court’s statistics on ‘repetitive applications’ in fact include both groups.



the Court’s envisaged ‘default judgment procedure’

prisoners’ voting rights

D meeting, the Court’s Registry indicat

Vučković 

ourt does not use the term “repetitive” in exactly the same sense as does the 



New cases which became final between 1 January and 31 December 

 

–

the Court’s published priority policy, these consist of “

pilot/leading judgment” – mentioned at p.9 of the Court’s Analysis of Statistics 2012.

For the purposes of the supervision of execution, ‘leading cases’ are considered to be those whic

respondent States and which thus require the adoption of new general measures; ‘repetitive cases’ are those 
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Pending cases at 31 December 

 

“

”. It has also been noted that they “

”.

A respondent State’s execution of a judgment is subje

implement general measures in execution of ‘leading’ judgments relating to systemic issues 
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‘representative 

application procedure’, listed the following existing procedural tools available to the Court for 

dealing with ‘similar applications’

the ‘expedited Committee procedure’ (see further at 

On this basis, the CDDH concluded that “very numerous ‘similar’ applications are a 

responses: ‘similar’ applications can be dealt with in various ways within the current 

framework… The Court has … always been able to find procedural tools when the need has 

challenges facing the Court arising from ‘similar’ applications”.

be recalled that the CDDH had concluded that “it would be inadvisable to introduce a 

‘representative application procedure’” and recommended that “in the current circumstances, 

, which defined ‘similar’ applications as “applications that allege the 

all similar cases”: see para. 5.



governmental level”.

Ministers’ Deputies at their 1169

Court Registrar’s invitation to settle a list of some 7,000 cases on the basis of the levels of 

he Government Agent’s office. A certain amount of time is therefore 

necessary for the technical purposes of contacting applicants’ legal representatives, obtaining 

aid. The Court’s decision in 

visited the Court’s Registry and inspected the files in all the ‘Bug River’ cases (of which 

called “accelerated payment procedure” on the basis of the above

clearly acknowledging that there has been a violation of the Convention in the applicant’s 

Although such requests would normally follow an applicant’s refusal of the respondent 

State’s offer of a friendly settlement, Rule 62A mak

“where exceptional circumstances so justify”; it is apparent from the Court’s practice that 



Court to “[

remedying a structural problem, where these are possible and appropriate”.

that “[in]

” In the Court’s Analysis of 

Statistics 2012, it was noted that “[the] number of applications struck out … following a

friendly settlement or a unilateral declaration increased by 25% in 2012… Friendly 

”.

The Court’s envisaged ‘default judgment procedure’

arguing that “the 

limit (see p.59). No statistical data is available on States’ c



situations which generate repetitive cases.”

“As things stand, the Court is not in a position to deal with these ca

period of time would lead to a “default judgment” awarding compensation to the 

applicant.”

the Chair of the Ministers’ 

“… the Court’s Bureau has now given a mandate to its Committee on Working 

introducing a default judgment procedure.”

underlying principle is that of ‘shared responsibility’: more of the burden of processing 

–

–

o label them as a sort of ‘default judgment procedure’ is open to 

It can be noted that the Court’s 

application of the principle of ‘one in/ one out’ –

–

See the Court’s Preliminary Opinion, para. 35. 



these approaches, and would distinguish a ‘default judgment procedure’ 

called, from the hypothetical ‘representative application procedure’ mentioned in 

inform the Court that the Constitutional Court’s 

and there was therefore no need for a ‘default judgment’ at this stage.

,300 on the Court’s docket.

, the Government Agent’

’s favour

’s

’s

This corresponds to what was described as the ‘expedited Committee procedure’ in the CDDH 

a ‘representative application procedure’ –



further development of a ‘default judgment procedure’ properly so

ractices or even of public officials’ 

ases out of the Court’s list 



above) and the Court’s Preliminary 

tates that “the major challenges in the supervision of execution [are] repetitive cases and the 

persistence of certain major structural problems”.

Ministers’ supervision. That said, the Court increasingly gives indications concerning the 

In 2011, the Committee of Ministers introduced a ‘twin track’ approach by which 

certain cases are subject to ‘enhanced supervision’, with others under ‘st

supervision’. ‘Enhanced supervision’ applies 



The Brighton Declaration “

, practical ways to improve … the targeting of relevant 

”.

Committee of Ministers’ supervision of execution, as well as against possible new judgments 

ordination of the Organisation’s 

C on the ‘representative application procedure’, and 

nt report, insofar as it concerns the Court’s procedures for resolving systemic issues (see Section IV 



the relevant Committee of Ministers’ 

o

o

the purposes of this report, ‘repetitive applications’ were considered to be “

” (CDDH(2010)013 



‘leading’ judgments their intention, where appropriate, to settle 

organisations’

not only the Court’s impartiality but also the appearance of 

a carefully designed, effective domestic remedy allows the ‘repatriation’ of applications 




