


of the Committee of Ministers, noted that “to enable the Court to decide in a reasonable time 

term of office and/or a different range of functions from the existing judges of the Court” and 

invited the Committee of Ministers “to decide by the end of 2013 whether or not to proceed to 

decision of the Committee of Ministers acting on information received from the Court” (para. 

(CDDH) “to submit conclusions and possible proposals for action in response 

to this invitation”. The deadline for this work was fixed at 31 December 2013.

was begin within the Drafting Group “E” on the reform of the Court (GT

of the Interlaken Declaration, which recommended, “with regard to filtering mechanisms, … 

”

Furthermore, para. 7.c)i) of the Interlaken Declaration had called upon “the Committee of 

filtering”. As a result, the CDDH was in 2011 given terms of reference to elaborate “

…”

the Court’s Registry provided information 

expected to resolve the backlog of clearly inadmissible cases by the end of 2015. The Court’s 

extended to 31 December 2013 by the Ministers’ Deputies at their 1159th meeting (16 January 2013).

“

”.

of which the Ministers’ Deputies rook note at their 1135



“

ver 128,000 by the end of 2012” a “

last year have been confirmed”

Court’s work will shift from single judge and repetitive cases to 

he Registry’s information concerning the number of 

Court’s expectations for the future treatment of clear

above) had implications for the CDDH’s work

growing concern that a more important question may in fact be the growth in the Court’s 

measures to increase the Court’s filtering capacity was therefore shifted towards possible 

measures to increase the Court’s general case

Concerning the increase in the Court’s general case



‘ ’

decisions (subject to the Court’s budgetary envelope);

more time to chamber cases. The number of judges would vary according to the Court’s needs 

“possess the qualifications required for appointment to high judicial office or be jurisconsults 

of recognised competence,” as is required of regular judges by Article 21(1) of the 

rt’s discretion how 



The CDDH’s work on the 

“Repetitive applications” means those that are dealt with by committees of three judges in accordance with 

advisability and modalities of a ‘representative application procedure’ (see 



the Court’s capacity, whether for filtering or the treatment of 


