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Summary:

At its 3rd meeting, the Committee, in particular:

- examined the possible national and/ or intermafidegal problems affecting the
feasibility of certain possible modalities for thatroduction of a simplified
amendment procedure, took note of the opinion @Gbmmittee of legal advisers on
public international law (CAHDI) on this issue addcided to ask the CDDH to
examine the issue in detail at its next meeting;

- examined the different modalities for introducimgimplified amendment procedure,
namely the choice between a Statute and a newswavin the Convention and
should a Statute be chosen, the disposition ofptio@isions of Section Il of thg
Convention and the choice of legal instrument, datihg the arguments for and
against each modality;

- examined the issues or matters not found in tlavention, notably interim
measures, the pilot judgment procedure and urélbtkclarations;

- continued its study of the possible modalitieshaf simplified amendment procedure
itself;

- organized its future work.
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ltem 1: Opening of the meeting, adoption of the agenda and
order of business

1. The Committee of experts on a simplified procedor amendment of certain
provisions of the European Convention of Human RigibH-PS) held its third
meeting in Strasbourg from 19-21 October 2011 witts Bjorg THORARENSEN
(Iceland)in the chair. The list of participants appears ppéndix | The agenda, as
adopted, appears at Appendix The Head of the Human Rights Policy and
Development Department, Mr Jorg POLAKIEWICZ, infardch the Committee of
recent changes in the structure of the Secretdrlag. Division responsible for the
CDDH and its subordinate bodies would still formrtpaf his (now renamed)
department, but that department would be contaimgdin a new Directorate on
Human Rights, whose Director was Mr Christos GIAKOROULOS.

ltem 2: Possible national and/ or international legal prokems
affecting the feasibility of certain possible modaties for
the introduction of a simplified amendment procedue

2. The Committee took note of the opinion giventbg Committee of Legal
Advisers on Public International Law (CAHDI) on thaestion put to it by the CDDH
at the DH-PS’ request. It noted that the CAHDI aminwas not conclusive on the
specific questions put concerning possible intéonat and national legal problems.
The opinion did, however, confirm some of the viesigshe DH-PS concerning the
nature of the provisions that could be amended bymplified procedure — i.e. only
those “relating to organisational questions andeut any impact on the rights and
obligations of States and applicants” — and thahsurovisions should be “presented
in a clear and exhaustive list. The Committee noted with interest the CAHDI’s
potential willingness to address these questioffigture, on the basis of more detailed
models, and decided to consider the possible neexek further advice at a later
stage.

3. The Committee recalled that introduction of angified amendment
procedure in whatever form would have to be based Brotocol to the Convention.
It then exchanged views on possible national Ipgablems affecting the feasibility
of certain possible modalities for the use of apdified amendment procedure. It
noted that none of its members had insuperablelgabwith all and any of the
possible models of simplified amendment procedumeeatly under consideration,
providing, notably, that the scope of provisionsittitould be subject to such a
procedure were clearly and exhaustively determinextivance and that only those of
strictly organisational or procedural nature, arad those touching upon rights or
obligations of States or applicants, be includede Tommittee noted that a final
determination of this issue could only be made lb@ basis of final draft text
concerning provisions subject to a simplified anmeadt procedure. In particular, it
noted that:
- Armenia’s national law would require parliamentapproval of amendments
to a Statute if the latter were contained in atyéat not if it were contained

! See doc. DH-PS(2011)006, para. 5.
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in a resolution of the Committee of Ministers, grmmendments to treaties of
any character are subject to parliamentary ratiboaas a matter of national
law. A six-month period to submit the amendments parliamentary
ratification and, if as a consequence necessaryplject to proposed
amendments would probably not, for practical reasba long enough;

- Austria’s national law would not require parliamemyt approval of
amendment of a Statute, depending on the natutesqirovisions it contained
and subject to prior approval of future use of {hwcedure given by
parliament in a Constitutional Law when ratifyingetProtocol to introduce
the procedure;

- France’s national law would not require parliamentaapproval for
amendment of provisions of a Statute of purely edocal nature, although it
was difficult to give a definitive general answeradvance;

- Sweden’s national law would require parliamentgrgraval of amendment of
Convention provisions, since the Convention wad pamational law, but
probably not of provisions of a Statute were thépurely procedural nature,
although it was difficult to give a definitive gelakanswer in advance.

4. The Committee then recalled that certain othemiver States, not members of
the Committee, had indicated possible problemghdtrefore decided to ask the
CDDH to enquire further into the issue at the l&taext meeting.

ltem 3: Modality for introduction of a simplified amendment
procedure

Choice between a Statute and a new provision in @a@vention

5. A majority of experts expressed a preference @&rmodel involving
introduction of a simplified amendment procedure ey of establishment of a
Statute for the Court, containing provisions taken from the Conventiow &ther
issues not currently found in the Convention.

6. Arguments in favouof introducing a simplified amendment procedurenay
of a Statute included the following:

- The clarity and simplicity of the Convention woudd improved by removing
procedural and organisational issues, leaving dahdamental rights and
freedoms.

- The simplified amendment procedure would be cleararseparate Statute.

- It would introduce a third level of text betweere tBonvention and the Rules
of Court, similarly to the situation for other int@tional courts.

7. Arguments againshcluded the following:
- There was no legal or practical reason why the Cshiould be like other
international courts and have a Statute.
- Establishment of a Statute would be complex and-4tonsuming to realise in
practice.

8. Some experts expressed a preference for a nmodsVing introduction of a
simplified amendment procedure by way gdravision in the Convention
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9. Arguments in favouof introducing a simplified amendment procedurentay
of the Convention included the following:

- It would be the simplest, easiest and quickest Gaur to achieving the
Committee’s main objective, namely to simplify tnm@endment procedure for
certain provisions currently found in the Convenfio

- It would be more accessible than a system involthmge texts.

10.  Arguments againgicluded the following:
- The Convention had already over the years becomg a@mplicated and
should not now be made more so.
- Some States may be unable to accept that Convgmtomisions be subject to
a simplified amendment procedure

Statute — disposition of provisions from Sectiondf the Convention

11. Should there be a Statute, some experts waefdrpthat it contairall of
Section Il of the Convention, in which case not all of iteysions would be subject
to the simplified amendment procedure. Opiniongedid on the suggestion that such
a Statute should not have the legal form of a Reiswmi of the Committee of Ministers
but, since it would contain provisions binding datgs, instead have treaty status.

12.  Arguments in favourf including all of Section Il included the follomg:

- The structure of both the Convention and the Statvduld be immediately
clear and coherent, with the various sectionsxdfremaining largely intact.

- There would be a clear distinction between the @ation (establishing
protected rights and freedoms), the Statute (eshaby the Court) and the
Rules of Court (regulating details of procedure).

- Drafting such a Statute would be relatively easy.

13. Arguments againgtcluded the following:

- Such a Statute would offer no advantages overdnttion of a simplified
amendment procedure by way of a new provision & @onvention, other
than creating a separate legal instrument callestasute.”

- Since such a Statute would have the status ofadyfreome States may be
unable to accept that any of its provisions be exibjo a simplified
amendment procedure.

14. Other experts would prefdividing Section II, by selecting provisions of a
purely procedural/ organisational nature and movihgm to the Statute, with
provisions that contained principles or affectegl ights and obligations of States and
applicants remaining in the Convention.

15.  Arguments in favounf dividing Section Il included the following:

- The Statute would represent a “middle level” ofttdgvoted solely to purely
organisation/ procedural issues, all subject to $implified amendment
procedure.

- It may allow the Statute to have the legal stattisa dResolution of the
Committee of Ministers, which may avoid that somat& have possible
problems of amendment of the Statute through algietgbprocedure.

Z See the report of thé'eeting, doc. DH-PS(2010)003, para. 3.
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16.  Arguments againgicluded the following:

- Such a Statute would be very difficult to underdtarithout extensive
redrafting, which would be a difficult, uncertaimda excessively time-
consuming exercise.

- It would not allow for a clear distinction betwetre purpose of the three texts
(Convention, Statute and Rules of Court).

Statute — choice of legal instrument

17. Most experts were in favour of a Statute com@iin atreaty. This would
allow inclusion of all of Section Il of the Conveém, including those provisions that
concerned rights and obligations of States and@yk, or only part of Section II.

18.  Arguments in favounf a Statute with treaty status included the foitay:
- It would give the highest normative status to psammns concerning the rights
and obligations of States and applicants.
- It appeared to present no difficulties from the spective of public
international law.

19.  Arguments againgicluded the following:
- Some States may not be able to accept amendmemsiogplified procedure
of provisions of a Statute contained in a legaruraent with treaty status.

20. Some experts were in favour of a Statute coathin a legal instrument with

the status of aesolution of the Committee of Ministers This would be possible

only if Section Il of the Convention were divideéttyeen the Convention and the
Statute, since for some States, legal obligatiomgldc only be contained in an

instrument with treaty status. It was suggested Were the Statute to have such
status, the simplified amendment procedure forhibutdd be laid down in the

Convention.

21.  Arguments in favouof a Statute with the status of a resolution ideldi the
following:
- It may solve certain States’ domestic legal prolslem
- It would represent a third level of text, betwebka Convention and the Rules
of Court.

22.  Arguments againgtcluded the following:
- Provisions currently found in the Convention shoalt, for some States,
could not be transferred to an instrument withveelolegal status.
- It was uncertain whether this approach was congistéh all member States’
domestic legal orders.

ltem 4: Treatment of provisions or matters not found in the
Convention

23. The Committee took note of the CDDH'’s concladioat Rule 39 of the Rules
of Court on interim measures, the pilot judgmemicedure and unilateral declaration
may be suitable for “upgrading” to a Statute or thenvention but that further
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consideration of possible inclusion of additionab\psions of the Rules of Court
could not feasibly be undertaken at preseMany experts expressed their interest in
also considering other Rules of Court under futarms of referencé.

24. The Committee noted the CDDH’s suggestion tralvisions on interim
measures, the pilot judgment procedure and urdlatéleclarations could be
“upgraded” directly into the ConventiGnMost experts were in favour of including
such provisions in a Statute. Almost all expertssidered that the essential principles
should not be subject to a simplified amendmentgulare.

25. In the context of its consideration of thesthative Model 111° the Committee
further addressed the following issues:

() Interim measures. The great majority agreed that the Statute shoaidain
the essential principle underpinning the Courtsipetence to indicate interim
measures and States’ obligation to abide by thedntlaat all aspects of the
issue should be addressed in a single, separatie afidr clarity and visibility.
Such an article should be placed in proximity tdicde 16 of Statute Model
[l on individual applications. Many experts felat the relevant Statute
provision should also clarify the circumstanceswhich the Court could
exercise its competence. It was suggested thafmherican Convention on
Human Rights could provide inspiratiémjthough some felt that this might be
overly restrictive and that the Court's freedom respond to different
situations should not be restricted. It was alsggssted that a reasonableness
criterion be included, referring notably to siteais where action was
interdicted when already underway. It was obsemad the Court’s current
practice and revised Practice Direction should aalye avoid most such
situations. Some felt that any attempt at reguiatine Court’s ability to
exercise this competence would run contrary taathreof increasing its ability
to react flexibly.

(i)  Pilot judgment procedure. Again, the great majority agreed that the Statue
should contain the essential principle underpinriiregCourt’'s competence to
operate the pilot judgment procedure and delivelld judgment and that all
aspects should be addressed in a single, sepatatke,afor clarity and
visibility. Such an article should be placed inxmoity to Article 29 of Statute
Model 11l on the binding force and execution of gmdents. Many felt that
more than just the text of Rule 61(1) was needi&doagh to include all of
Rule 61 would be excessive, unbalanced and inapptepparagraphs (2) (in
its first sentence), (3) and (4) could be considefer inclusion. Others

% See the CDDH's Interim Activity Report to the Coiittiee of Ministers, doc. CDDH(2011)R72
Addendum I, para. 29.

* See also the report of th& DH-PS meeting, doc. DH-PS(2011)R2, para. 17.

®> See doc. CDDH(2011)R72 Add. |, para. 29.

® Model IlI sets out a Statute containing the priovis currently found in Section Il of the Conventio

and other issues not currently found in the Congar{hamely interim measures, the pilot judgment
procedure and unilateral declarations). See fupheas. 11-14 above and doc. DH-PS(2011)002Rev.

" Article 63(2) of the ACHR states that “In caseerfreme gravity and urgency, and when necessary
to avoid irreparable damage to persons, the Chait adopt such provisional measures as it deems
pertinent in matters it has under consideratiomé Suggestion made in the DH-PS would replace the
word “and” with “or.”
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observed that the more of Rule 61 were transfetoed Statute, the greater
would be the reduction in simplicity and flexibyljt notably in the future
evolution of the pilot judgment procedure.

(i)  Unilateral declarations. Again, the great majority agreed that the Statue
should contain the essential principle underpinnthg use of unilateral
declarations and that all aspects should be adetess a single, separate
article, for clarity and visibility. Many felt thahe relevant article should refer
to the need for a prior attempt to resolve the tlaisrigh a friendly settlement,
which should generally be preferred due to the tgremvolvement of the
applicant. It was noted, however, that unilateeadldrations were preferable in
some situations, such as where a State wishedstdveea large number of
similar applications at once. Most were againstat@ial declarations being
transmitted to the Committee of Ministers for sm@on of execution, since
this would further over-load the latter. Many fetat reference to the Court’s
ability to restore a case to its list was unneagssance such a competence
would already exist under Article 19(2) of the 8taf It was suggested that a
Statute provision should stipulate that unilatelatlarations be confidential so
that the Court, if having found them unacceptabight not subsequently
refer to them in any judgment on the merits ofdhse.

ltem 5: The procedure for simplified amendment

26. The Committee further considered the procedaoresimplified amendment
itself, recalling its earlier discussions and tlsipon of the CDDH.

() Proposals to amend the Convention should come frbgh Contracting
Parties or from the Court.

(i)  The decision to pursue such proposals should kenthly the Committee of
Ministers by qualified majority vote in the sendeAnticle 20(d) of the Statute
of the Council of Europ&’

(i)  There should be formal provision for consultatioh tbe Parliamentary
Assembly, the Court (on proposals made by High Gatihg Parties) and,
possibly, the Commissioner for Human Rights.

(iv)  Civil society should be given an opportunity to eegs its views effectively,
without formal provision to that effect.

(v) Draft amendments should be adopted by the Commidfe#linisters by
unanimity in the sense of Article 20(a) of the Statof the Council of
Europe™!

8 |.e. Article 37(2) ECHR.

° See docs. DH-PS(2011)R2, para. 20 and CDDH(20LLYRId. |, para 32 respectively.

10 47A] two-thirds majority of the representativesstiag a vote and of a majority of the represengativ
entitled to sit on the Committee.”

1 “[T]he unanimous vote of the representatives ngsiivote, and of a majority of the representatives
entitled to sit on the Committee.”
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(vi)

If any national law problems of certain member &tatremained

insurmountable, there could be a period betweeptadoand entry-into-force

during which parliamentary approval could be soughtl any consequent
objection raised. This approach, however, shouldvmded if at all possible,

since it would delay and complicate the simplifeedendment procedure. In
this context, it was noted that any such periodukhamot be too short,

otherwise it might incite the government to refts@dopt an amendment, for
fear that there would be insufficient time to cdbhshe national parliament
effectively.

ltem 6: Organisation of future work

27.
()

(ii)

(iii)

The Committee:

Recalled that it would have only one further megtat which to fulfil its
terms of reference and took note that this meetiag foreseen to take place
in May 2012 (precise dates to be fixed by the CDDH)

Noted that, in the light of the CDDH’s Interim Axity Report*? it would
have to review its provisional determination of @rhprovisions of Section Il
of the Convention should be subject to a simplifsaendment procedure and
which not.

Decided to ask the CDDH, at its next meeting, tguere further into possible
problems arising from member States’ domestic legalers with the
introduction and, in particular, use of a simptifi@mendment procedure.

2 See doc. CDDH(2011)R72 Add. |, para. 27.
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Appendix |
List of participants / liste de participants
ARMENIA / ARMENIE

Mr Arthur GRIGORYAN, Second Secretary, Legal Depant, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the Republic of Armenia, Government Building NRepublic Square, Yerevan 0010

AUSTRIA / AUTRICHE
Ms Leonore LANGE, Desk Officer in the Deputy Govwment Agent’'s office, Federal
Chancellery, Legal Service, Ballhausplatz 2, 1016V

BELGIUM / BELGIQUE
Mme Isabelle NIEDLISPACHER co-Agent du Gouvernemedervice Public Fédéral Justice,
Service des droits de I'homme, Boulevard de Watetlbh, B-1000 Bruxelles

BULGARIA / BULGARIE
Mr Ivan PETKOV, Directeur de la Direction "Droitsed’'Homme" auprés du Ministére
des affaires étrangéres, 2 rue "Alexander Jenddu'3 Sofia

CZECH REPUBLIC / REPUBLIQUE TCHEQUE
Mr Vit SCHORM, Government Agent, Ministry of JusticvVySehradska 16, 128 10 Praha 2

ESTONIA / ESTONIE
Ms Maris KUURBERG, Government Agent before the B@an Court of Human Rights,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Islandi véljak 1, 1504Rallinn

FINLAND / FINLANDE
Mr Jaakko HALTTUNEN, Counsellor, Legal Service, Ufor Human Rights Courts and
Conventions, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, P.O. Bd41, FI-00023 Valtioneuvosto

FRANCE
Mme Emanuelle TOPIN, Conseiller, Ministére des iedfa étrangéres, 57 boulevard des
Invalides, F-75007 Paris

GERMANY / ALLEMAGNE
Ms Sonja WINKELMAIER, Federal Ministry of Justidglohrenstr. 37, 10117 Berlin

GREECE / GRECE
Mrs Zinovia STAVRIDI, Legal Adviser, Special Legakpartment, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, 11,V.Sofias Avenue, Athens

ICELAND /ISLANDE
Ms Bjorg THORARENSEN, _Chairperson of the DH-PS /édtente du DH-PS
Professor of Law, University of Iceland, 150 Reyika

ITALY /ITALIE
Apologies /excusé

THE NETHERLANDS / PAYS-BAS
Ms Liselot EGMOND, Deputy Government Agent, Minystf Foreign Affairs, PO Box 20061,
The Hague NL-2500
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NORWAY / NORVEGE

Ms Elin WIDSTEEN,

Adviser, Department of Legal Affairs, Ministry obFeign Affairs, PO Box 8114 Dep, N-00302
Oslo

POLAND / POLOGNE
Mr Michal BALCERZAK, Assistant Professor, Human Rig Department, Faculty of Law
and Administration, Nicolaus Copernicus UniverstBggarina str. 15, 87100 TdiuPoland

PORTUGAL/ PORTUGAL
Apologies / excusé

ROMANIA/ROUMANIE
Ms Irina CAMBREA, Co-agent of the Government beftive European Court of Human Rights
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Romania, 31 Aleeae¥andru, 011882, Bucharest

RUSSIAN FEDERATION / FEDERATION DE RUSSIE

Mr Nikolay MIKHAILOV, Office of the Representativef the Russian Federation at the
European Court of Human Rights, Deputy Head, Mipief Justice of the Russian Federation,
Zhitnaya St., 14, 119991 Moscow

Ms Maria MOLODTSOVA, 1st Secretary, Department fbrternational Humanitarian
Cooperation and Human Rights, Ministry of Foreidifeits, 32/34, Smolenskaya-Sennaya sq.,
119200 Moscow

M. Vladislav ERMAKQV, Représentation permanentelalé&édération de Russie auprés du
Conseil de I'Europe, 75 allée de la Robertsau, FB6/STRASBOURG

SWEDEN / SUEDE
Ms Gunilla ISAKSSON, Deputy Director, Ministry foForeign Affairs, Department for
International Law, Human Rights and Treaty Lawc8tmlm, SE-103 39

Ms Hanna KRISTIANSON, legal adviser, Ministry forofeign Affairs, Department for
International Law, Human Rights and Treaty Lawc8bmIim, SE-103 39

SWITZERLAND / SUISSE

Mme Cordelia EHRICH, juriste, Département fédémljuktice et police DFJP, Office fédéral
de la justice OFJ, Domaine de direction droit pykliroit européen et protection internationale
des droits de 'homme, Bundesrain 20, CH-3003 Berne

TURKEY / TURQUIE
Ms Gonul ERONEN, Legal Adviser, Deputy to the Pererd Representative, Permanent
Representation of Turkey to the Council of Eurdpteasbourg, France

Ms Halime Ebru DEMIRCAN, Conseiller juridique, Régentation permanente de la Turkey
auprés du Conseil de I'Europe, Strasbourg, France

UNITED KINGDOM / ROYAUME-UNI
Ms Joanne NEENAN, Assistant Legal Adviser, ForegnCommonwealth Office, King
Charles Street, LONDON SW1A 2AH
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PARTICIPANTS

Registry of the European Court of Human Rights / Geffe de la Cour européenne des
droits de 'homme

Mr John DARCY, Conseiller du président et du geffi adviser to the President and the
Registrar, Private Office of the President, Europ&ourt of Human Rights, Cabinet du
Président, Cour européenne des droits de 'Homme

Parliamentary Assembly / Assemblée parlementaire

Mr Andrew DRZEMCZEWSKI, Head of Department, Legaffahs & Human Rights
Department of Parliamentary Assembly / Chef deiserdes questions juridiques & des
droits de ’'homme de I'’Assemblée parlementaire

The European Commission for the Efficiency of Justie / Commission européenne pour
I'efficacité de la justice (CEPEJ)
Apologies /excusé

European Commission for Democracy through Law (*Veice Commission”) /
Commission européenne pour la démocratie par le dio(« Commission de Venise »)
Apologies / excusé

Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights / ®@mmissaire aux Droits de
'Homme du Conseil de I'Europe
Apologies /excusé

Conference of INGOs of the Council of Europe / Cofrence des OING du Conseil de

'Europe
Apologies /excusé

OBSERVERS / OBSERVATEURS

Non governmental Organisations / Organisations nomgouvernementales

Amnesty International
Mr Sébastien RAMU, Senior Legal Adviser, Law andidgoProgramme, 1 Easton Street,
UK - London WC1X ODW

International Commission of Jurists (ICJ) / Commis$on internationale de Juristes (ClJ)
Apologised /excuse

International Federation of Human Rights (FIDH) / Fédération internationale des droits
de I'homme (FIDH)
Apologies / excusé

European Roma and Travellers Forum / Forum européenles Roms et des Gens du

voyage
Apologies / excusé

European Group of National Institutions for the Promotion and Protection of Human
Rights / Groupe européen des institutions nationagede promotion et de protection des
droits de I'homme

Apologies / excusé
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SECRETARIAT / SECRETARIAT

DG | — Human Rights and Rule of Law, Human Rights Orectorate / Droits de 'Homme
et Etat de droit, Direction des droits de 'Homme

Council of Europe, F-67075 Strasbourg Cedex / Conisele I'Europe, F-67075 Strasbourg
Cedex

Fax: 00333884137 39

Mr Jorg POLAKIEWICZ, Head of Human Rights Policydabevelopment Department /
Chef du Service des politiques et du développenentroits de 'Homme

M. Alfonso DE SALAS, Head of the Human Rights liggevernmental Co-operation Division /
Chef de la Division de la coopération intergouveraetale en matiere de droits de 'Homme

Mr David MILNER, Administrator / Administrateur, Hman Rights Intergovernmental Co-
operation Division / Division de la coopérationdrgouvernementale en matiére de droits de
'Homme, Secretary of the DH-PS / Secrétaire du PX-

Mme Virginie FLORES, Lawyer / Juriste, Human Rigl$ergovernmental Co-operation
Division / Division de la coopération intergouvenmentale en matiere de droits de 'Homme

Mme Szilvia SIMOND, Assistant / Assistante, Humargh®s Intergovernmental Co-
operation Division / Division de la coopérationdrgouvernementale en matiére de droits de
'Homme

Mme Adisa BULIC, Assistant / Assistante, Human Réghaw and Policy Division / Division
du droit et de la politique des droits de I'Homme

Ms Valeri LINDHOLM, Stagiaire, Human Rights Intengernmental Cooperation Division /
Division de la coopération intergouvernementalenatiere de droits de 'Homme

Mme Clara ESTRADA-MERAYO, Stagiaire, Human Rightgelrgovernmental Cooperation
Division / Division de la coopération intergouvenmentale en matiere de droits de 'Homme

* * *

INTERPRETERS / INTERPRETES
Ms Rémy JAIN

Mr William VALK

Ms Christine TRAPP
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Appendix Il

Agenda (as adopted)

ltem 1: Opening of the meeting, adoption of the agenda anurder
of business

Background documents

- Draft Annotated Agenda of thé“3meeting of the DH-PS (19-21 October DH-PS(2011)0J002

2011)
- Report of the 7% meeting of the CDDH (29 March — 1 April 2011) CDDH(2011)R72
- CDDH Interim Activity Report CDDH(2011)R72
Addendum |
- Report of the 2 meeting of the DH-PS (9-11 March 2011) DH-PS(2011)R2
- Report of the ¥ meeting of the DH-PS (6-8 October 2010) DH-PS(2010)003

ltem 2: Possible national and/ or international legal prokems
affecting the feasibility of certain possible modaties for
the introduction of a simplified amendment procedue

Background documents

- Compatibility of a possible simplified amendmenbgedure with domestic DH-PS(2011)001
law: Compilation of information provided by membé&tates (document
prepared by the Secretariat)

- Modalities for the introduction of a simplified an@gment procedure: Possible DH-PS(2011)002
illustrative models (document prepared by the Sade) REV.

- Internal Council of Europe procedure for preparmatiand adoption of DH-PS(2011)003
international treaties (document prepared by trozedariat)

- Compatibility of a possible simplified amendmenbgedure with domestic DH-PS(2011)005
law: Limitations of the scope of a possible siniptif amendment procedure —
Extract from the information provided by member t&sa(prepared by the
Secretariat)

- Opinion of the Committee of legal advisers on puhbinternational law DH-PS(2011)006
(CAHDI)

Item 3: Modality for introduction of a simplified amendment
procedure

Working document

- Report of the T meeting of DH-PS (6-8 October 2010) DH-PS(2010)003
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- Report of the ? meeting of DH-PS (9-11 March 2011)

DH-PS(2011)R2

ltem 4: Treatment of provisions or matters not found in tre

Convention

Background document

- Report of the ¥ meeting of DH-PS (6-8 October 2010)

- Report of the ? meeting of DH-PS (9-11 March 2011)

ltem 5:  The procedure for simplified amendment

Background document

- Report of the T meeting of DH-PS (6-8 October 2010)
- Report of the ? meeting of DH-PS (9-11 March 2011)

- Modalities for the simplified amendment procedutself — document
submitted by Estonia

Item 6: Organisation of future work

ltem 7: Other business

DH-PS(2010)003

DH-PS(2011)R2

DH-PS(2010)003

DH-PS(2011)R2



