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I. Foreword by the 2010 Chairs of the �Human Rights� meetings

2010 has been marked by a series of important 
events. 

On 18 February, Russian Federation thus ratified 
Protocol No. 14 paving the way for the long 
awaited entry into force of the Protocol on 1 June 
2010. At the same time, High Representatives of 
the European Governments met up in Interlaken, 
at the invitation of the Swiss Chairmanship, to 
establish a roadmap for the reform process towards 
long-term effectiveness of the Convention system. 

Important work rapidly started both in the 
Committee of Ministers and the European Court 
of Human Rights (the Court). At the opening of 
the judicial year end of January 2011, the President 
of the Court, Jean-Paul Costa, gave a number of 
hints with respect to the work carried out at the 
level of the Court: the further development of pilot 
judgments; the adoption of a priority policy for the 
handling of applications, new criteria and scales for 
the calculation of just satisfaction awards under 
Article 41 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights (the Convention), the adoption of a Prac-
tical Guide on Admissibility Criteria, the enhance-
ment of other tools required for productivity, 
consistency of case-law and information sharing 
with practitioners and national authorities, in 
particular the HUDOC database. 

The Committee of Ministers for its part endorsed 
the reform proposals made at Interlaken at the 
Ministerial session in May 2010. In their decision, 
the Ministers notably reaffirmed that prompt and 
effective execution of the judgments and decisions 
delivered by the Court is essential for the credibility 
and effectiveness of the Convention system and a 
determining factor in reducing the pressure on the 
Court. They underlined that this requires the joint 
efforts of member states and the Committee of 
Ministers. The latter thus instructed its Deputies to 
step up their efforts to make execution supervision 

more effective and transparent and to bring this 
work to a conclusion by December 2010. 
Work immediately started to revise the modalities 
of the Committee of Ministers� supervision proce-
dure in line with the indications given. Special 
concern was given to reflect the States� strong 
commitment to the Convention and their attach-
ment to the fundamental principle of subsidiarity. 
This latter principle has been the cornerstone in all 
the Committee of Ministers� activities under the 
Convention over the last decade, as notably mani-
fested through the seven recommendations adopted 
by the Committee of Ministers to the States to 
improve both the implementation of the Conven-
tion at national level and the execution of the judg-
ments of the Court.
The new working methods adopted in December 
2010 build on the progress achieved. However, they 
draw more fully the conclusions of the States� 
commitments at Interlaken and the developments 
over the last decade, notably the improved domestic 
capacity for implementing the Convention and the 
judgments of the Court and the important increase 
in the Committee of Ministers� case-load. A major 
aim of the reform has thus been to ensure that the 
Committee of Ministers� attention can concentrate 
on those cases which really deserve special 
Committee of Ministers� attention � notably cases 
requiring urgent individual measures, pilot judg-
ments and cases otherwise revealing major complex 
and/ or structural problems. Improved reactivity 
has also been underlined through better informa-
tion exchanges and a principle of continuous super-
vision. Increased transparency should be ensured 
notably through the speedy publication of relevant 
execution information and improvements of 
existing databases. 
As Chairs of the Human Rights meetings we wish 
to express our satisfaction with the conclusion of 
this important work within the deadline set by the 
Committee of Ministers� Annual report, 2010 7



I. Foreword by the 2010 Chairs of the �Human Rights� meetings
Ministers. It will be with great interest that we will 
follow the practical implementation of the new 
working methods in 2011 so as to allow a first 
stock-taking of results end 2011.

As regards the concrete supervision activity in 
2010, the Court�s interest in the application of 
Article 46 continued and numerous judgments 
contained valuable information with respect to 
structural problems revealed. Where appropriate, 
account was also taken of the results of the supervi-
sion process. This improved interaction between 
the Court and the Committee of Ministers is 
welcome and further initiatives to ensure all 
possible synergies between the two Convention 
organs must be encouraged. 

Besides the above reform work, the Committee of 
Ministers� activities continued to develop along the 
different avenues outlined by the Director General 
in the 2009 report. Special mention should be 
made of the persistent efforts deployed to ensure 
the existence of effective domestic remedies and of 
the increasing importance attached to experience 
sharing among states, especially in the areas most 
concerned by clone and repetitive cases. In 2010, an 
important Round Table was thus organised in 
Strasbourg on effective remedies in case of exces-
sively lengthy proceedings and non-execution of 
domestic judicial decisions. Several other events 
were also organised, notably to assist in the elabora-
tion of action plans. A further important Round 
Table has recently taken place in Bucharest, in 
February 2011, this time on another frequently 
structural problem capable of creating big numbers 
of clone and repetitive cases �Property restitution/
compensation: general measures to comply with the 
Court�s judgments�. The continuation of these 
efforts is encouraged by all participants. 

The support provided by the Human Rights Trust 
Fund for many of these activities has been an essen-

tial prerequisite for their success. It is thus with 
great satisfaction that we have noted that two addi-
tional countries, Switzerland and Finland, have 
decided to contribute to the Fund in 2010, thus 
joining themselves to the founding state, Norway, 
and to Germany and the Netherlands.

Of great importance is also the fact that the efforts 
under Article 46 have been supported by the Chairs 
of the Committee of Ministers which have ensured 
during their mandate that efficient execution and 
supervision thereof have been part of the general 
political priorities of the Council of Europe. The 
intention of the Turkish Chairmanship to continue 
this practice by organising at Izmir in April 2011 a 
follow up to the Interlaken Conference has thus 
been noted with great interest. As underlined by the 
Interlaken process and by the statistics, which 
notably continue to demonstrate a high level of 
clone and repetitive cases, further efforts are, never-
theless called for. 

The efforts under way are, however, considerable: 
States have renewed their strong commitment to 
the Convention and to the principle of subsidiarity, 
the Committee of Ministers� seven recommenda-
tions to the States to promote the domestic imple-
mentation of the Convention in key areas and the 
execution of the judgments of the Court continue 
to be of the greatest relevance, important efforts are 
being undertaken by the Court and the Committee 
of Ministers and reflection on possible further 
reforms continue. 

It is thus with considerable hope and confidence in 
the future that we close our introduction to the 
2010 Annual report and also express our conviction 
that the reforms in the Committee of Ministers� 
supervision of the execution of the Court�s judg-
ments and decisions will efficiently contribute to 
guaranteeing the long term effectiveness of the 
Convention system.

The Chairs of the Committee of Ministers� Human Rights meetings in 2010 

�The former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia�

Turkey Ukraine

Mr Vladimir Ristovski Mr Daryal Bat�bay Mr Mykola Tochytskyi
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II. Remarks by the Director General of Human Rights and Legal 
Affairs

Introduction
1. As the Chairs of the Human Rights meetings 
have noted in their introduction to this Annual 
report, 2010 has been a remarkable year. The Inter-
laken conference in February set a new agenda for 
the reform work required to guarantee the long 
term effectiveness of the Convention system. The 
results were endorsed by the Committee of Minis-
ters at its 120th session in May 2010. In this context, 
the Committee of Ministers notably called for a 
stepping up of the efforts to make supervision of 
execution more effective and transparent. Shortly 
afterwards, on 1 June 2010, Protocol No. 14 
entered into force, paving the way for important 
changes in the functioning of the control mecha-
nism of the Convention. The entry into force of 
this Protocol also allowed the start of the discus-
sions regarding the European Union�s accession to 
this mechanism, including the Committee of 
Ministers� supervision of the execution of the judg-
ments of the European Court of Human Rights 
(the Court). On 5 November, we celebrated the 

60th anniversary of the Convention and, on 
2 December, the Committee of Ministers adopted 
new working methods for its supervision function, 
considerably reviewed to reflect the directions given 
in the context of the �Interlaken process�. 
2. One of the main principles stressed at the Inter-
laken Conference was the principle of subsidiarity. 
The need to strengthen subsidiarity did not, 
however, take away the need to reinforce the super-
vision of the execution process. These conclusions 
also appear shared by PACE in its recent recom-
mendation (1955)2011 to the Committee of 
Ministers.
3. The strengthening of subsidiarity is also very 
much at the heart of the new working methods 
adopted in response to the call made by the 
Committee of Ministers at its 120th  session. I will 
revert to the working methods and to the different 
avenues pursued to ensure the efficiency of the 
execution process � which I outlined in some detail 
in last year�s Annual report � below. 

Comments on statistics
4. I will first address the present situation before the 
Committee of Ministers as it appears from the 
statistics, notably in the light of the changes which 
have intervened since the last review of working 
methods in 2004 and the entry into force of 
Protocol No. 14.

New cases � in particular new 
Protocol No. 14 cases

5. As regards the influx of new cases, I expressed last 
year certain concerns that the entry into force of 
Protocol No. 14 might bring with it a noticeable 
increase of the number of cases as a result, on the 

one hand, of the Committee of Ministers� new 
competence to supervise the respect of the terms of 
all friendly settlements (and not only those taking 
the form of a judgment) and, on the other hand, of 
the committees of three judges� new competence to 
pronounce judgments finding a violation of the 
Convention when the underlying question in the 
case, concerning the interpretation or the applica-
tion of the Convention is already the subject of 
well-established case-law of the Court.

6. 2010 is indeed the year with the highest number 
of new cases ever, to be dealt with, many of which 
result from the entry into force of Protocol No. 14. 
Committee of Ministers� Annual report, 2010 9



II. Remarks by the Director General of Human Rights and Legal Affairs
The Committee of Ministers was thus seized of the 
supervision of some 234 friendly settlements 
(against 211 for the whole period from 1999 to 
June 2010) and 116 cases with violations decided 
by committees of three judges, i.e. a total of 350 
cases (none in 2009). This means that some 20 % 
of the total number of new cases in 2010 were 
linked with the entry into force of the Protocol. It 
should be borne in mind that this figure only 
covered the period June-December in 20101. In 
view hereof, the figures may well increase further in 
2011. 
7. In 2010, as a result of the practices adopted so 
far, both by the states and by the Court, most of 
these new �Protocol No. 14 cases� were clone or 
repetitive cases requiring mainly the supervision of 
the payment of just satisfaction. As regards general 
measures, the cases simply joined the group of cases 
related to the structural problem at issue. 
8. It�s too early to know whether Protocol No. 14 
will imply a continuing increase in the number of 
cases. Among the outstanding questions is whether 
the new procedure before the committees might be 
applicable to problems which may subsist in a 
specific state, notwithstanding the existence of a 
�well-established case-law of the Court� against 
other states. The approach that the Court will take 
on this issue is not without importance, in partic-
ular for for the Committee of Ministers� supervi-
sion activity, the more so since this situation is 
unfortunately not infrequent. The Action Plan 
adopted at Interlaken also specifically called upon 
the states to �take into account the Court’s developing 
case-law, also with a view to considering the conclu-
sions to be drawn from a judgment finding a violation 
of the Convention by another State, where the same 
problem of principle exists within their own legal 
system�.

The situation of the execution in general
9. The most striking element is the continuing 
important increase in the number of pending cases. 
The Committee of Ministers is presently 
confronted with the supervision of almost 10 000 
cases (9 300 if cases awaiting a final resolution are 
excluded). When the Committee of Ministers last 
reviewed its working methods in 2004 the number 
was just short of 4 000, i.e.a 150 % increase since 
then. If one looks at leading cases, that is cases 
revealing general or even structural problems, the 
figure is almost 1 000. Even if  figures were not 

prepared for 2004 (such were prepared only as from 
2005, in the context of the Committee of Ministers� 
first Annual report 2007), the estimate is that 
around 300 such cases were pending at the time, 
which indicates a possible 330 % increase.

Consequences

10. These increases obviously bring with them 
important problems. 

11. The first one is the important increase of the 
workload of the Secretariat and, in particular, of the 
Department for the execution of the Court�s judg-
ments which is responsible for following develop-
ments and providing different forms of assistance 
and advice both to the Committee of Ministers and 
to respondent states. 

12. Another more pernicious problem relates to the 
sheer number of cases and the mastering of all the 
information involved in the supervision of the 
execution of the Court�s judgments. The number of 
clone and repetitive cases (and indeed also friendly 
settlements and unilateral declarations), has made it 
more and more difficult to identify the truly impor-
tant cases; those really deserving enhanced atten-
tion. Also the number of leading cases and the 
complexity of many of them, often revealing not 
only one, but indeed several structural problems, 
make it difficult to organise adequately the infor-
mation flows required to follow up the different 
problems raised.  

13. This situation obviously calls for recourse to 
efficient computerised databases to manage the 
wealth of information necessary for efficient execu-
tion and supervision of execution � this was indeed 
noted by the Committee of Ministers already in the 
context of the adoption of the 2004 working 
methods. Considerable efforts have been under-
taken since then to ensure the existence and effi-
cient functioning of such databases (in particular 
CMIS and the Execution Department�s web site). 
I would like to express here my gratitude to all 
involved in these efforts, not least the governments 
which have supported our efforts with voluntary 
contributions. The new tools are very promising 
but additional resources are nevertheless needed to 
optimise their potential. Combined with the adop-
tion of the new working methods, 2010 has thus 
seen significant steps forward to improve visibility 
of the Committee of Ministers� supervision of the 
execution of judgments. 

1. Protocol No. 14 bis did allow judgments by committees of three judges already as from 1 November 2009. However, 
very few such decisions were given before the entry into force of Protocol No. 14, on 1 June 2010.
10 Supervision of the execution of judgments



II. Remarks by the Director General of Human Rights and Legal Affairs 
14. Besides these considerations, the developments 
of the case load since the last change of working 
methods in 2004 lead to certain additional conclu-
sions.
15. A first one relates to the confirmed importance 
of clone and repetitive cases. The ratio of such cases 
has not really decreased since 2004 and remains at 
around 80-85 %. This fact demonstrates that 
certain major structural problems persist and, 
accordingly, that important efforts continue to be 
required at national level to remedy these problems, 
notably by ensuring effective domestic remedies in 
order better to relieve the Court of these type of 
cases. 
16. Another relates to the constant increase in the 
number of new leading cases every year. In 2004, 
the estimate was that some 140 such cases were sent 
to the Committee of Ministers for supervision of 
their execution. In 2010 the figure is some 230, i.e. 
an increase of 60 %. No statistics are available as to 
the global number of pending leading cases in 
2004. It is nevertheless noteworthy that the 

Committee of Ministers has presently over 1000 
such cases on its agenda and that the number has 
increased with between 17 and 18 % a year over the 
last few years. The Committee od Ministers has, 
however, succeeded in closing some 540 leading 
cases since 2004. These figures attest the impor-
tance of the work carried out � and yet to be carried 
out � to support European states in their efforts to 
ensure the execution of the Court�s judgments and, 
in general, to uphold, through constant surveillance 
of their laws and practices, the values which are at 
the heart of the Council of Europe � Human 
Rights, Rule of Law and Democracy. 

17. This situation highlights the continuing impor-
tance of all the different recommendations adopted 
by the Committee of Ministers since 2000 to 
improve both the national implementation of the 
Convention and, in particular, the execution 
process. Indeed, the two aspects are intimately 
linked as was already indicated in the course of the 
adoption of these recommendations.

Nature of questions examined by the Committee of Ministers
18. Leaving the statistics and glancing at the nature 
of the questions examined � as apparent in the 
thematic overview � it is clear that most of the cases 
still concern a series of important structural prob-
lems, in particular : excessive length of judicial 
proceedings, including the excessive delays in 
implementing domestic judgments; problems 
relating to pre-trial detention and poor detention 
conditions; violations linked to security forces� 
actions; property issues, notably linked with the 
schemes adopted in numerous states to find just 
solutions to the problems caused by nationalisa-
tions under the former communist regimes.

19. A number of more specific issues have, however, 
attracted particular attention. Examples are: issues 
related to the expulsion of aliens; different discrim-
inations, notably related to elections and vis-à-vis 
Roma; issues related to the freedom to broadcast 
and freedom of expression in the press.

20. The detailed examination of these issues and 
the concrete Committee of Ministers� reactions are 
well illustrated in the different decisions adopted by 
the Committee of Ministers. A number of examples 
are presented in the thematic overview.

The Interlaken process and the new working methods
21. The statistical data indicate that the Committee 
of Ministers is facing, just as the Court, a very diffi-
cult situation. The Interlaken process and the 
impetus it has given to improve the efficiency and 
transparency of the supervision process have thus 
been very welcome.

Meeting the challenges
22. The current situation of the Committee of 
Ministers was duly considered at Interlaken and the 
adoption of the new working methods in the wake 
of this conference represents a major contribution 
to address the current challenges. Combined with 

the other general efforts to improve the efficiency of 
the execution process � notably those outlined in 
my observations to the 2009 Annual report � the 
new working methods should help the Committee 
of Ministers to master the important case load 
implied by the process of supervision and in partic-
ular contribute to find a more efficient solution to 
the persisting problem of clone and repetitive cases. 

23. The new working methods are described in 
more detail in section III of this report. I will 
accordingly limit myself here to some comments on 
the main improvements under way. 
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Standard supervision
24. All new cases are in principle automatically 
examined under a procedure known as �standard 
supervision procedure�. 

25. Under this procedure the Committee of Minis-
ters formally intervenes mainly when action plans 
have been prepared and action reports lodged. The 
Committee of Ministers keeps, however, the cases 
under continuous supervision as all cases are on the 
agenda of all meetings. Relevant state authorities 
are expected to be in regular contact with the 
Execution Department to ensure that any develop-
ment in the execution process, possibly requiring 
the Committee of Ministers� intervention, is 
rapidly brought to the attention of the Committee 
of Ministers. It is hoped that such contacts will, in 
addition, allow to sort out rapidly and satisfactorily 
different questions relating to the progress of execu-
tion, without the Committee of Ministers� formal 
intervention being required. The Execution 
Department is thus prepared to provide, albeit 
exceptionally because of the limited resources avail-
able, different types of support also in the context 
of standard supervision (e.g. different forms of legal 
advice, practical assistance in drafting action plans, 
organisation of certain bilateral or multilateral 
activities).

26. The main idea underlying the standard supervi-
sion is that of subsidiarity. Accordingly, it is today 
reasonable to assume that action plans (provided for 
by the working methods of 2004) will be rapidly 
adopted and implemented wherever necessary 
without requiring special Committee of Ministers� 
support. This development appears notably to be 
due to the influence of the Committee of Ministers� 
different recommendations as well as the Court�s 
insistence on effective remedies and growing 
interest for different Article 46 issues. For the 
success of the new working methods it is, however, 
essential that the present developments of the 
national implementation of the Convention 
continue. 

Enhanced supervision
27. The new working methods nevertheless suggest 
that certain cases merit specific � enhanced � super-
vision. They thus introduce a set of criteria to hier-
archisise and prioritise cases already from the 
outset. The indicators applied to select the cases 
deserving enhanced superrvision are: 

� judgments requiring urgent individual measures; 

� pilot judgments; 

� judgments disclosing major structural and/or 
complex problems as identified by the Court and/
or by the Committee of Ministers; 
� interstate cases.
28. In addition, the Committee of Ministers may 
decide to examine any case under the enhanced 
procedure following an initiative of a member state 
or the Secretariat. The request may be made at any 
stage of the supervision procedure, notably in 
response to a development noted in the course of 
the standard execution supervision procedure (see 
above §§24-26). Member states and the Secretariat 
should however be mindful of the selected indica-
tors when requesting that a case be examined under 
the enhanced procedure.
29. For cases under enhanced supervision, the 
Committee of Ministers� support and the whole 
array of cooperation tools and legal expertise at the 
states� disposal can be used  to help secure rapid and 
efficient execution. 
30. It should be emphasised that the enhanced 
procedure has been designed to support the execu-
tion process and that the first selection of cases takes 
place at the very outset of the supervision process 
on objective criteria � mainly related to the impor-
tance of the execution process for the individual(s) 
concerned and for the good functioning of the 
Convention supervision system (notably the 
importance and complexity of the structural 
problem revealed and the risk of clone and repeti-
tive cases). 
31. This new enhanced procedure is based on the 
experience gained under the earlier working 
methods, i.e. that hierarchisation of cases is impor-
tant and that close Committee of Ministers� exami-
nation is beneficial to the progress of more impor-
tant and/or complex structural problems. The deci-
sions adopted by the Committee of Ministers in 
earlier examinations reveal that the encouragements 
and recommendations given, often allow the 
Committee of Ministers to record with satisfaction 
rapid progress in the pursuit of the reform work 
engaged. It is more rare that the Committee of 
Ministers is compelled to express regrets about the 
progress expected. One can note in this context that 
the Court is more and more frequently assisting the 
process by giving itself in the judgments, on the 
basis of the information available to it, certain 
suggestions and recommendations, where appro-
priate.

Improved interaction with the Court
32. The signals sent by the Committee of Ministers 
during its supervision of execution of the judg-
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II. Remarks by the Director General of Human Rights and Legal Affairs 
ments are also more and more frequently used by 
other bodies, including notably the Court when 
evaluating the need for additional support to 
ongoing execution processes through pilot proce-
dures or otherwise (e.g. giving priority to cases 
capable of solving more intricate problems 
regarding the interpretation of certain questions 
related to execution). It is interesting to note that 
most of the six �pilot�2 judgments rendered 
inscribed themselves in ongoing supervision proce-
dures, while also explaining the interaction with the 
Committee of Ministers. 
33. The new working methods should help to 
develop further the fruitful interaction between the 
two Convention organs in the spirit of the Inter-
laken process.

The importance of recommendation 
(2008)2 of the Committee of Ministers 
34. From the perspective of ensuring the success of 
the new working methods and of execution in 
general, the particular importance of recommenda-
tion CM/Rec(2008)2, on efficient domestic 
capacity for rapid execution of judgments of the 
European Court of Human Rights deserves to be 
underlined. Indeed, the implementation of this 
recommendation appears essential for the success of 
the new working methods. In order to facilitate 
access to this text, as well as to other relevant recom-
mendations of the Committee of Ministers, they 
have all recently been put on the Execution Service�s 
web site.

Improved transparency
35. A last feature deserves special comment : the 
introduction of improved transparency. When 
introducing the new working methods the Depu-
ties decided to fully implement the rule on 
publicity of information submitted in the execution 
process, in principle introduced already in the 2001 
Rules. Henceforth all relevant execution informa-

tion submitted to the Committee of Ministers will 
be promptly published, unless a reasoned request 
for confidentiality is made when the information is 
submitted. The new practice has already opened up 
interesting avenues for improving existing databases 
and web sites. The full exploitation of these new 
possibilities requires, however, important resources 
which are not guaranteed today. It would, however, 
appear clear that besides allowing easier diffusion in 
many countries of information on the advancement 
of the execution requirements to judges, prosecu-
tors and other law officials, it will also contribute to 
the possibilities of civil society to better follow the 
execution process. 

Protocol No. 14 and the new action possi-
bilities offered to the Committee of Minis-
ters
36. Before concluding, mention must be made of 
the new possibilities given the Committee of Minis-
ters through Protocol No. 14 : on the one hand, the 
possibility to request an interpretation from the 
Court if the Committee of Ministers considers that 
the supervision of the execution of a final judgment 
is hindered by a problem of interpretation of the 
judgment, and on the other hand, the possibility to 
engage �infringement� proceedings before the 
Court if the Committee of Ministers considers that 
a state persists in its refusal to abide by a final judg-
ment in a case to which it is a party. 
37. The exercise of the new powers is descriibed 
with more precision in the Rules of the Court and 
of the Committee of Ministers. It is, however, too 
early to provide any more detailed comments as 
regards their use. I simply note with satisfaction 
that these two new possibilities are today part of the 
means at the Committee of Ministers� disposal to 
support execution, it being clear, however that they 
should be used only in very exceptional circum-
stances. 

Final remarks

38. The entry into force of Protocol No. 14 and the 
Interlaken process have set in motion an important 
reform and reflection process, conducted by a 
number of different actors. As far as the Committee 
of Ministers is concerned, 2010 has seen one major 
step forward in the form of the new working 

methods. A number of further reflections of rele-
vance for execution supervision are, however, in 
progress and it is important to ensure that the 
execution stakes are duly taken into account.
39. Among these reflections figure the further 
improvement of the implementation of the 

2. Yuriy Nikolayevich Ivanov v. Ukraine, judgment of 15/01/2010; Suljagic v. Bosnia and Herzegovina, judgment of 03/02/
2010; Rumpf v. Germany, judgment of  02/09/2010; Vassilios Athanasiou and Others v. Greece, judgment of 21/12/2010; Maria 
Atanasiu and Others v. Romania, judgment of 12/10/2010; Greens v. the United Kingdom, judgment of 23/11/2010 (request for 
referral to the Grand Chamber under examination). 
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Convention at domestic level, including notably 
awareness raising activities, the setting up of effec-
tive remedies, the implementation of the different 
recommendations adopted by the Committee of 
Ministers, and targeting and co-ordination with 
other mechanisms activities and programmes of the 
Council of Europe. Another reflection of great 
importance relates to the handling of many clone 
and repetitive cases which follow major structural 
problems. Among measures discussed figure the 
conclusion of friendly settlements and unilateral 
declarations (including submitting the latter on a 
regular basis to execution supervision), improved 
interaction between the Court and the Committee 
of Ministers and a more co-operative approach to 
the execution process including all relevant parts of 
the Council of Europe. A final reflection relates to 
the Court�s continued efforts to identify priorities 
for the dealing with cases (for example the priority 
given to a second complaint alleging disrespect of 
Article 46) and to identify structural problems in 
the judgments. 
40. 2010 is thus a year which has opened up new 
promising prospects in several fields of great interest 
for the execution of judgments. The immediate 
priority is, however, to ensure the successful imple-
mentation of the new working methods. 
41. Action in the different priority areas identified 
over the last years, along  the lines developed over 
the same period, continues nevertheless to be of the 
greatest importance: ensuring after each violation 
that effective domestic remedies are in place to care 
for possible clone and repetitive cases; providing, 
whenever requested, advice or other forms of coop-

eration needed to ensure the effectiveness of action 
plans; organising, in this same spirit, different 
support activities to allow the domestic authorities 
involved in the solution of complex structural prob-
lems to exchange on a bilateral or multilateral level 
their good practices and experiences so as to facili-
tate and speed up necessary reform work (and 
including in such work also other Council of 
Europe expert bodies).

42. This latter activity, largely supported by the 
Human Rights Trust Fund, has been very well 
received and has yielded important results. For 
example, an important multilateral round table 
with high level participation on �Effective remedies 
against non-execution or delayed execution of 
domestic court decisions� was held in Strasbourg in 
March 2010. It is indeed a very topical problem 
continuously generating numerous applications to 
the Court. A further similar activity took place in 
Bucharest in February 2011 dealing with the 
complex problems raised for certain members of the 
Council of Europe by the nationalisations carried 
out by former communist regimes. The possibilities 
of exchanging good practices and experiences 
during these round tables have been unanimously 
welcomed by the participants.

43. On these positive notes I would like to warmly 
thank all those involved in the execution process 
2010 for their contributions. Much has been 
achieved. Much remains to be done. The Director 
General for Human Rights and Legal Affairs relies 
on the co-operation of all involved to bring this 
undertaking to a successful end.
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III. The Committee of Ministers� supervision of the execution of 
judgments

A. The implementation machinery of the Convention

1. The machinery for the implementation of the 
Convention has considerably developed over the 
years, most recently through the entry into force of 
Protocol No. 14 on 1 June 2010. A brief descrip-
tion of the earlier developments is found in 
previous Annual reports.

2. Protocol No.14 is part of the reforms aimed at 
guaranteeing the long term effectiveness of the 
system set up. The other main part of the reforms 
relates to the measures aimed at improving the 
domestic implementation of the Convention, 
notably through a number of recommendations to 
the member states. Further details regarding these 
developments, as well as regarding the ongoing 
�Interlaken process�, are found in Chapter IV 
�Improving the execution procedure: a permanent 
reform work�. 

3. The new Protocol introduces a number of 
reforms affecting both the Court and the 
Committee of Ministers. The basic provisions 
governing the supervision by the Committee of 
Ministers of execution are now two : Article 46 
which provides for the supervision of the judg-
ments of the Court and Article 39 which provides 

for the supervision of the terms of friendly settle-
ments. 
4. An outline of the major consequences of the 
entry into force of Protocol No. 14 for the 
Committee of Ministers is found in document 
DGHL-Exec/Inf (2010)1, see appendix 13. In 
short, a first reform has been to extend the 
Committee of Ministers� supervision to all friendly 
settlements (earlier the Committee of Ministers 
only supervised those enshrined in judgments, i.e. 
adopted after an admissibility decision had been 
rendered). A second one has been to allow the 
Committee of Ministers to refer to the Court a 
question relating to the interpretation of a judg-
ment in case the Committee of Ministers considers 
that execution supervision is hindered by the 
problem. A third has been the introduction of a 
possibility for the Committee of Ministers, in 
exceptional circumstances, to refer to the Court also 
cases where the Committee of Ministers considers 
that a state refuses to abide by a final judgment in a 
case to which it is a party, to have a decision from 
the Court on the question whether the state has 
failed to fulfil its obligation to abide by the judg-
ment. 

B. The obligation to abide by the judgments

5. The content of contracting states� undertaking 
�to abide by the final judgment of the Court in any 
case to which they are parties� is summarised in the 
Committee of Ministers� Rules of Procedure3 � see 
Rule 6.2. This undertaking, which has received 
considerable precision through the development of 

states and Committee of Ministers practice and the 
case-law of the Court, has not been affected by 
Protocol No. 14. The measures to be taken are of 
two types.
6. The first type of measures � individual measures
� concern the applicants. They relate to the obliga-

3. Currently called, in their 2006 version, �Rules of the Committee of Ministers for the supervision of the execution of 
judgments and of the terms of friendly settlements”.
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tion to erase the consequences suffered by them 
because of the violations established so as to 
achieve, as far as possible, �restitutio in integrum�. 
7. The second type of measures � general measures
� relate to the obligation to prevent similar viola-
tions similar to that or those found or putting an 
end to continuing violations. In certain circum-
stances they may also concern the setting up of 
remedies to deal with violations already committed.
8. The obligation to take individual measures and 
provide redress to the applicant has two aspects. 
The first is to provide the just satisfaction (normally 
a sum of money) which the Court may have 
awarded the applicant under Article 41 of the 
Convention. 
9. The consequences of the violation for the appli-
cants are, however, not always adequately remedied 
by the Court�s just satisfaction award. It is here that 
a further aspect of individual measures intervenes. 
Depending on the circumstances, the basic obliga-
tion of achieving, as far as possible, restitutio in inte-
grum may thus require further actions involving for 
example the re-opening of unfair criminal proceed-
ings, the destruction of information gathered in 
breach of the right to privacy, the enforcement of an 
unenforced domestic judgment or the revocation of 
a deportation order issued despite a real risk of 
torture or other forms of ill-treatment in the 
country of destination. The Committee of Minis-
ters issued a specific recommendation to member 
states in 2000 inviting them �to ensure that there 
exist at national level adequate possibilities to achieve, 
as far as possible, �restitutio in integrum� and, in 
particular, �adequate possibilities of re-examination of 
the case, including reopening of proceedings, in 
instances where the Court has found a violation of the 
Convention� (Recommendation No. R (2000) 2)4.

10. The obligation to take general measures may, 
depending on the circumstances, imply a review of 
legislation, regulations and/or judicial practice to 
prevent similar violations. Some cases may even 
involve constitutional changes. In addition, other 
kinds of measures may be required such as the 
refurbishing of a prison, increase in the number of 
judges or prison personnel or improvements of 
administrative arrangements or procedures. 

11. In this context, the Committee of Ministers 
today pays particular attention to the efficiency of 
domestic remedies, in particular where the judg-
ment reveals5 important structural problems. The 
Committee of Ministers also expects competent 
authorities to take different interim measures, 
notably to find solutions to possible other cases 
pending before the Court and to limit the conse-
quences of violations as regards individual appli-
cants and, more generally, to prevent new similar 
violations, pending the adoption of more compre-
hensive or definitive reforms. 

12. These developments are intimately linked with 
Recommendation Rec(2004)6 on the improve-
ment of domestic remedies and the recent develop-
ments of the Court�s case-law as regards the require-
ments of  Article 46, notably in different �pilot 
judgments�.

13. The direct effect more and more frequently 
accorded the judgments of the Court by domestic 
courts and authorities largely facilitates both 
providing adequate individual redress and the 
necessary development of domestic law and prac-
tices to prevent similar violations. Where execution 
through such direct effect is not possible, other 
avenues will have to be pursued, most frequently 
legislative or regulatory.

C. The scope of the execution measures required

14. The scope of the execution measures required is 
defined in each case on the basis of the conclusions 
of the Court in its judgment, considered in the light 
of the Court�s case-law and Committee of Ministers 
practice, and relevant information about the 
domestic situation. In certain situations, it may be 
necessary to await further decisions by the Court 
clarifying outstanding issues (e.g. decisions 
declaring new, similar complaints inadmissible as 

general reforms adopted are found to be effective or 
decisions concluding that the applicant continues 
to suffer the violation established or its conse-
quences). 
15. As regards the payment of monetary just satisfac-
tion, the execution conditions are usually laid down 
with considerable detail in the Court�s judgments 
(deadline, recipient, currency, default interest, etc.). 
Payment may nevertheless raise complex issues, e.g. 

4. Cf. Recommendation No. R (2000) 2 on the re-examination or reopening of certain cases at domestic level following 
judgments of the European Court of Human Rights and Explanatory memorandum.

5. Whether as a result of the Court�s findings in the judgment itself or of other information brought forward during the 
Committee of Ministers� examination of the case, inter alia by the respondent state itself.
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as regards the validity of powers of attorney, the 
acceptability of the exchange rate used, the incidence 
of important devaluations of the currency of 
payment, the acceptability of seizure and taxation of 
the sums awarded etc. Existing Committee of Minis-
ters practice on these and other frequent issues is 
detailed in a Secretariat memorandum (document 
CM/Inf/DH(2008)7final).
16. As regards the nature and scope of other execu-
tion measures, whether individual or general, these 
have in principle, as has been stressed also by the 
Court on numerous occasions, to be identified by 
the state itself under the supervision of the 
Committee of Ministers. Besides the different 
considerations enumerated in the preceding para-
graph, national authorities may find additional 
guidance inter alia in the rich practice of other 
states as developed over the years, and in relevant 
Committee of Ministers recommendations (e.g. 
Recommendation R (2000) 2 on the re-examina-
tion or reopening or Recommendation Rec(2004)6 
on the improvement of domestic remedies).
17. This situation is explained by the principle of 
subsidiarity, by virtue of which respondent states 
have freedom of choice as regards the means to be 
employed in order to meet their obligations under 
the Convention. However this freedom goes hand-
in-hand with the Committee of Ministers� control 
so that in the course of its supervision of execution 
the Committee of Ministers may also, where appro-
priate, adopt decisions or Interim Resolutions to 
express satisfaction, concern, encouragement and/
or to make suggestions with respect to the execu-
tion measures required. 
18. In addition, the Court�s practices under Article 
46 are in constant evolution. Since a number of 

years it has thus more and more frequently started 
to provide guidance itself as to relevant execution 
measures in its judgments.
19. The Court today provides such recommenda-
tions in respect of individual measures in a growing 
number of cases. It may also, in certain circum-
stances, where the State does not have any real 
choice as to the execution measures required, 
directly itself order the taking of the relevant 
measure. For example in case of arbitrary detention, 
restitutio in integrum will necessarily require, 
among other things, release from detention and in 
several cases the Court has also ordered such 
release6. Moreover, in the context of general meas-
ures, notably in the new �pilot� judgment proce-
dure, the Court also today frequently examines 
more in detail the causes of structural problems 
and, if appropriate, provide certain recommenda-
tions as to general measures.The Court has in 
certain �pilot� judgments7 ordered that effective 
remedies be set up within a certain time limit8. In 
situations involving important risks of clone or 
repetitive cases, the Court can also �freeze� its 
examination of all pending applications while 
waiting that the remedies start to function. 
20. The Directorate General of Human Rights and 
Legal Affairs, represented by the Department for 
the Execution of Judgments of the Court9, assists 
the Committee of Ministers with the supervision of 
the measures taken by the states in the execution of 
the Court�s judgments. The states can, in the 
context of their examination of the necessary execu-
tion measures, request support from the Depart-
ment for the Execution of Judgments of the Court 
(advice, legal expertises, round tables and other 
targeted cooperation activities).

D. The present arrangements for the Committee of Ministers� supervision of 
execution of judgments

21. The practical arrangements for execution super-
vision are governed by the Rules adopted by the 

Committee of Ministers for the purpose10 (repro-
duced in Appendix 8). Guidance is also given 

6. See Assanidze v. Georgia, judgment of 08/04/2004, Ilascu v. Moldova and the Russian Federation, judgment of 13/05/2005 
and Fatullayev v. Azerbaijan, judgment of 22/04/2010. The Court had previously developed some practice in this direction in 
certain property cases by indicating in the operative provisions that states could choose between restitution and compensation � 
see e.g. the Papamichalopoulos and others v. Greece judgment of 31/10/1995 (Article 50). 

7. See for instance Broniowski v. Poland (application No. 31443/96; Grand Chamber judgment of 22/06/2004 � pilot judg-
ment procedure brought to an end on 06/10/2008); Hutten-Czapska v. Poland (application no. 35014/97, Grand Chamber judg-
ment of 19/06/2006 and Grand Chamber friendly settlement of 28/04/2008).

8.  See e.g. Xenides-Arestis v. Turkey, judgment of 22/12/2005 ; Burdov No. 2 v. Russia, judgment of  15/01/2009 ; Olaru v. 
Moldova, judgment of 28/07/2009 and Yuriy Nikolayevich Ivanov v. Ukraine, judgment of 15/10/2009.

9. In so doing the Directorate continues a tradition which has existed ever since the creation of the Convention system. By 
providing advice based on its knowledge of execution practice over the years and of the Convention requirements in general, the 
Directorate in particular contributes to the consistency and coherence of state practice in execution matters and of the Committee 
of Ministers supervision of execution. 
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through the Committee of Ministers� decisions 
regarding its working methods. The latter have 
been reconsidered in depth in 2010 and the ones 
defined in 2004 (the 2004 working methods, see in 
particular CM/Inf(2004)008final, available on the 
Committee of Ministers website) have been 
replaced by new ones as from 1 January 2011 (the 
2011 working methods). 
22. The decision to review the working methods 
inscribed itself in the so called �Interlaken process�. 
At the High level conference in Interlaken in 
February 2010 the participants adopted an action 
plan  whereby they stressed the urgent need for the 
Committee of Ministers to:
a) develop the means which will render its super-
vision of the execution of the Court�s judgments 
more effective and transparent. In this regard, they
invited the Committee of Ministers to strengthen 
this supervision by giving increased priority and 
visibility not only to cases requiring urgent indi-
vidual measures, but also to cases disclosing major 
structural problems, attaching particular impor-
tance to the need to establish effective domestic 
remedies;
b) review its working methods and its rules to 
ensure that they are better adapted to present-day 
realities and more effective for dealing with the 
variety of questions that arise.
The Committee of Ministers integrated these 
concerns in the decision adopted at its 120th 
session in May 2010. The Committee of Ministers 
here instructed its Deputies to step up their efforts 
to make execution supervision more effective and 
transparent and to bring this work to a conclusion 
by December 2010. The new 2011 working 
methods, adopted at the last HR meeting in 
December 2010, are the Deputies� response hereto. 
The documents which explain the reform more in 
depth are presented on the Committee of Ministers 
web site and on the web site of the Execution 
Department (see notably CM/Inf/DH(2010)37 
and CM/Inf/DH(2010)45 final).  Further details 
are also given in Chapter IV �Improving the execu-
tion procedure : a permanent reform work�. 
23. The 2011 working methods take as a point of 
departure the subsidiary nature of the supervisory 
mechanism established by the Convention, much 
underlined by the Interlaken process, and the 

fundamental role which national authorities, i.e. 
governments, courts and parliaments, thus must 
play in guaranteeing and protecting human rights 
at the national level, in line also with the different 
recommendations adopted by the Committee of 
Ministers since 2000 with a view to improve the 
national implementation of the Convention. 
24. A major development to meet the call for 
improved efficiency is the introduction of a new 
twin track supervision system the base of which is a 
new �standard supervision� procedure. Only 
deserving cases will be subject to what is called 
�enhanced supervision�. This new prioritisation 
and hierarchisation also gives more concrete effect 
to the existing priority requirement in the Rules 
(Rule 4).   
25. The cases where the 2011 working methods 
foresee from the outset �enhanced supervision� are 
the following: 
� judgments requiring urgent individual meas-
ures; 
� pilot judgments; 
� judgments disclosing major structural and/or 
complex problems as identified by the Court and/
or by the Committee of Ministers; 
� interstate cases;
In addition, the Committee of Ministers may 
decide to examine any case under the enhanced 
procedure following an initiative of a member state 
or the Secretariat. The request may be made at any 
stage of the supervision procedure. Both member 
states and the Secretariat should be mindful of the 
selected indicators when requesting that a case be 
examined under the enhanced procedure.
26. The new 2011 working methods continue to be 
based on the rule that all new judgments and deci-
sions requiring execution supervision are inscribed 
without delay on the Committee of Ministers� 
agenda and that supervision mainly takes place at 
the Committee of Ministers special HR meetings 
(Rules 2 and 3).
27. They introduce, however, a more continuous 
supervision of the further execution process. 
Indeed, all cases shall henceforth be considered 
inscribed on the agenda of all HR meetings (cf Rule 
7). This allows the Committee of Ministers to 
respond more easily and rapidly to different 
national developments and encourages improved 

10. The currently applicable Rules were adopted on 10/05/2006 (964th meeting of the Ministers� Deputies). On this occa-
sion the Deputies also decided �bearing in mind their wish that these rules be applicable with immediate effect to the extent that they 
do not depend on the entry into force of Protocol No. 14 to the European Convention on Human Rights, that these rules shall take effect 
as from the date of their adoption, as necessary by applying them mutatis mutandis to the existing provisions of the Convention, with the 
exception of Rules 10 and 11�. As a result of the recent Russian ratification of Protocol No. 14, the rules in their entirety entered 
into force on 1 June 2010.
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III. The Committee of Ministers� supervision of the execution of judgments 
information exchanges and consultations between 
states and the Execution Department. 
28. In addition, in response to the call for increased 
transparency, the Committee of Ministers has 
decided that all execution information received 
shall be published promptly, unless a request for 
confidentiality is made at the same time as the 
information is lodged, in which case it may be 
necessary to await the next HR meeting to allow the 
Committee of Ministers to decide the matter (cf 
Rule 8). This rule thus applies to action plans/
reports, communications from applicants and 
observations submitted by NGOs and NHRI�s � 
see more below.
29. Under the �standard supervision� procedure, 
intervention by the Committee of Ministers is 
limited. Such intervention is foreseen only in order 
to confirm, when the case is first put on the agenda, 
that it is to be dealt with under this procedure, and 
subsequently to approve action plans/reports. The 
Committee of Ministers can, however, rapidly 
intervene in case of need in order transfer the case 
to the �enhanced supervision� procedure and define 
appropriate Committee of Ministers responses to 
intervening developments. 
30. Under the �enhanced supervision� procedure, 
the progress of execution is regularly followed and 
appropriate decisions/resolutions adopted, where 
necessary after debate, notably to express satisfac-
tion, encouragement or concern, or to provide 
suggestions and recommendations as to appropriate 
execution measures (see Rule 17). Such interven-
tions may, depending on the circumstances, take 
different forms, such as declarations by the Chair, 
press releases, high-level meetings, decisions or 
Interim Resolutions (see e.g. Rule 16). To be effec-
tive such texts may require translation into the 
language(s) of the state concerned and adequate 
and sufficiently wide distribution (cf Recommen-
dation CM/Rec(2008)2).
31. Under both supervision procedures, the exami-
nation of the advancement of the execution process 
is based primarily on the information submitted by 
the respondent government (Rule 6). This informa-
tion should, however, now be more standardised 
and follow the scheme of action plans and reports 
proposed already in the context of the 2004 
working methods and further developed thereafter 

(see notably the Committee of Ministers decision at 
its HR meeting in June 200911). Such action plans/
reports should be submitted at the latest within 6 
months from the date a certain judgment becomes 
final12. Further details of the kind of information 
today expected to be contained therein have been 
provided in the documentation underlying the 
2011 working methods (see para. 22 above). 

32. The Committee of Ministers also takes into 
account communications made by the applicant as 
regards the question of individual measures and by 
non-governmental organisations and national insti-
tutions for the promotion and protection of human 
rights with respect to both individual and general 
measures (see Rule 9). Such communications, 
which are more and more frequent, as well as the 
respondent state�s reply, if any, should be addressed 
to the Committee of Ministers through the Depart-
ment for the Execution of Judgments of the 
Court13.

33. As regards the payment of just satisfaction, 
supervision has been simplified under the 2011 
working methods. Applicants are informed in the 
letters accompanying the judgments from the 
Court that it is henceforth their responsibility to 
rapidly react to any apparent shortcoming in the 
payment by rapidly informing the Department for 
the execution of judgments of the Court. If no 
complaint has been received within two months 
from the date the payment information provided by 
the government has been lodged with the Depart-
ment for the Execution of Judgments of the Court 
and registered, the payment issue is considered 
closed. To help applicants and governments to keep 
track of the payment information submitted, all 
registered payments are published weekly on the 
Department for the Execution of Judgments of the 
Court�s web site (www.coe.int/execution).

34. Once the Committee of Ministers has estab-
lished, on the basis of the final action report 
received, that the state concerned has taken all the 
measures necessary to abide by the judgment, it 
closes its examination of the case by adopting a final 
resolution (see Rule 17). Final resolutions should, 
under the 2011 working methods, be presented at 
the latest within 6 months from the Committee of 
Ministers� acceptance of the final action report.

11. In this decision the Committee of Ministers formally invited States to provide, within six months of a judgment becom-
ing final, an action plan and/or an action report as defined in document CM/Inf/DH(2009)29rev.

12. Unless they raise a specific issue under individual or general measures clone and repetitive case are dealt with in the action 
plan report of the leading case.

13. Council of Europe, 67075 Strasbourg Cedex, France; Fax No.: (33) (0)3 88 41 27 93; e-mail: DGHL.execu-
tion@coe.int.
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35. It should be mentioned that the practical 
modalities of supervision of the execution of Euro-
pean Court�s judgments and decisions under the 

twin-track approach would be evaluated specifically 
at the DH December meeting in 2011.

E. Friendly settlements
36. The supervision of the respect of undertakings 
made by states in friendly settlements accepted by 

the Court follows in principle the same procedure 
as the one outlined above. 
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IV. Improving the execution procedure: a permanent reform 
work 

A. Guaranteeing long term effectiveness : main trends
1. The main European Convention on Human 
Rights (the Convention) developments leading to 
the present system, put in place by Protocol No. 11 
in 1998, have been briefly described in previous 
Annual reports.  
2. The increasing pressure on the Convention 
system led, however, to further efforts to ensure the 
long-term effectiveness of the system. The starting 
point for these new efforts was the Ministerial 
Conference in Rome in November 2000 which 
celebrated the 50th anniversary of the Convention. 
The three main avenues followed since then have 
been to improve:
� the efficiency of the procedures before the Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights (the Court);
� the domestic implementation of the Conven-
tion in general;

� the execution of the Court�s judgments.
3. The importance of these three lines of action has 
been regularly emphasised at ministerial meetings 
and also at the Council of Europe�s 3rd Summit in 
Warsaw in 2005 and in the ensuing plan of action. 
A big part of the implementing work was entrusted 
to the steering committee on Human Rights 
(CDDH). Since 2000 the CDDH has presented a 
number of different proposals. These in particular 
led the Committee of Ministers to adopt:
� seven recommendations to states on various 
measures to improve the national implementation 
of the Convention14, including in the context of 
execution of judgments of the Court15;
� Protocol No. 1416, both improving the proce-
dures before the Court and providing the 
Committee of Ministers with certain new powers 

14. Recommendation No. R (2000) 2 on the re-examination or reopening of certain cases at domestic level following judg-
ments of the European Court of Human Rights;
� Recommendation Rec(2002)13 on the publication and dissemination in the member states of the text of the European 
Convention on Human Rights and of the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights;
� Recommendation Rec(2004)4 on the European Convention on Human Rights in university education and professional 
training;
� Recommendation Rec(2004)5 on the verification of the compatibility of draft laws, existing laws and administrative practice 
with the standards laid down in the European Convention on Human Rights;
� Recommendation Rec(2004)6 on the improvement of domestic remedies. 
The status of implementation of these five recommendations has been evaluated with the assistance of the CDDH. Civil society 
was invited to assist the governmental experts in this evaluation (see doc. CDDH (2006)008 Add.1). A certain follow-up also 
takes place in the context of the supervision of the execution of the Court�s judgments. Subsequently the Committee of 
Ministers has adopted a special recommendation regarding the improvement of execution:
� Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)2 on efficient domestic capacity for rapid execution of judgments of the European Court of 
Human Rights. 
- Recommendation CM/Rec(2010)3 on effective remedies for excessive length of proceedings � adopted on 24/02/2010.
In addition to these recommendations to member states, the Committee of Ministers has also adopted a number of resolutions 
addressed to the Court: 
� Resolution Res(2002)58 on the publication and dissemination of the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights;
� Resolution Res(2002)59 concerning the practice in respect of friendly settlements;
� Resolution Res(2004)3 on judgments revealing an underlying systemic problem. 
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for the supervision of execution (in particular the 
possibility to lodge with the Court requests for the 
interpretation of judgments and to bring infringe-
ment proceedings in case of refusal to abide by a 
judgment) and
� new rules for the supervision of the execution of 
judgments and of the terms of friendly settlements 
in 2000, with further important amendments in 

2006 and, in parallel, the development of the 
Committee of Ministers� working methods.
4. Relevant texts are notably published on the 
Department for the Execution of Judgments of the 
Court�s web site. Further details with respect to the 
developments of the Rules and working methods 
are found in Chapter III and also in previous 
Annual reports.

B. The new Interlaken process
5. The above efforts to guarantee the long term 
effectiveness of the system have received an impor-
tant impetus as a result of the High Level Confer-
ence in Interlaken on the future of the Court, 
organised by the Swiss Chair of the Committee of 
Ministers in February 2010. The full text of the 
Declaration and the Action Plan adopted is found 
in Appendix 11.
6. The new reform process set in motion covers a 
number of areas, also linked to the entry into force 
of Protocol No. 14 : the right to individual petition; 
the implementation of the Convention at domestic 
level (including notably awareness raising, effective 
remedies, the implementation of the different 
recommendations adopted by the Committee of 
Ministers and targeting and co-ordination of other 
mechanisms, activities and programmes of the 
Council of Europe), the filtering of applications to 
the Court; the handling of repetitive applications 
(including the facilitation of friendly settlements 
and unilateral declarations, co-operation with the 
Committee of Ministers in order to adopt the 
general measures required and ensuring a co-opera-
tive approach including all relevant parts of the 
Council of Europe); the functioning of the Court 
(notably the pursuit of the policy of identifying 
priorities for the dealing with cases and of identi-
fying structural problems in the judgments); the 
supervision of the execution of judgments (making 
supervision more effective and transparent) and the 
possibilities of simplified procedures for amending 

the Convention. Many of the above themes are 
interlinked. 
7. At its 120th session in May 2010, the Committee 
of Ministers endorsed the Interlaken Declaration 
and Action Plan and expressed its determination to 
implement the Interlaken outcome in a timely 
manner.
8. A first important result of relevance for the 
Committee of Ministers� execution supervision is 
the adoption of the 2011 working methods at the 
HR meeting in December 2010 � described in 
Chapter III. 
9. In addition, the CDDH presented in December 
2010 a report �on measures that result from the 
Interlaken Declaration that do not require amend-
ment of the Convention�17. Among these figure the 
possibility of extending execution supervision also 
to cases closed by the Court with decisions on the 
basis of unilateral declarations by the government 
of the respondent state.
10. The implementation of the �Interlaken process� 
continues and further results are awaited in 2011. 
The Committee of Ministers has notably welcomed 
the intention of the Turkish Chairmanship of the 
Committee of Ministers to organise in April 2011 a 
further High-level Conference on the Future of the 
European Court of Human Rights to review the 
progress made in the follow-up to the Interlaken 
Declaration and, as appropriate, provide further 
guidance for its successful completion.

C. Specific issues
11. In the course of the work on the reform of the 
Convention system the issue of slowness and negli-
gence in execution has attracted special attention.18

The Committee of Ministers has also developed its 
responses to such situations, in particular by devel-
oping its practices as regards Interim Resolutions 

15. The implementation of the first five recommendations was subject to special follow up, including civil society. The 
results were published by CDDH in April 2006 in document CDDH(2006)008. An additional follow up, in response to the 
Committee of Ministers 116th meeting in May 2006 (CM(2006)39), was published by the CDDH in 2008 in document CD-
DH(2008)008, Addendum 1.

16. This Protocol, now ratified by all contracting parties to the Convention, entered into force on 1 June 2010.
17. See document CDDH(2010)13 Addendum I.
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and detailed decisions supporting the persuit of 
reforms or setting out the Committee of Ministers� 
concerns. The Committee of Ministers has further-
more, in line, inter alia with a number of proposals 
from the CDDH,19 taken a number of preventive 
measures to ensure, to the extent possible, that such 
situations do not occur. 
12. Among such measures are the rapid submission 
(at the latest six months after a certain judgment 
has become final) by the governments of action 
plans and/or action reports (covering both indi-
vidual and general measures). These action plans 
and reports are today at the basis of the new 2011 
woring methods. The latter also rely on further 
improvements of the on-line accessibility of execu-
tion information in pending cases. Work continues 
to develop additional parts of the vademecum (to 
supplement the practices as regards the payment of 
just satisfaction published in 2008).
13. Since 2006 the Committee of Ministers has 
furthermore encouraged the development of special 
targeted co-operation activities for the execution of 
judgments of the European Court of Human 
Rights (comprising for example legal expertise, 
round tables and training programmes) to assist 
respondent states in their efforts to adopt rapidly 
the measures required by the Court�s judgments. 
On a more general level, national officials from 
different countries regularly come to Strasbourg for 
study visits, seminars or other events where the 
work of the Committee of Ministers on execution 
supervision is presented and special execution prob-
lems are discussed. 
14. Such activities have also been strongly 
supported by the Human Rights Trust Fund set up 

in 2008 by the Council of Europe, the Council of 
Europe Development Bank and Norway, with 
contributions from Germany, the Netherlands, 
Finland and Switzerland. The fund supports in 
particular activities that aim to strengthen the 
sustainability of the European Court of Human 
Rights in the different areas covered by the 
Committee of Ministers� seven recommendations 
regarding the improvement of the national imple-
mentation of the European Convention on Human 
Rights and by ensuring the full and timely national 
execution of the judgments of the European Court 
of Human Rights. The first execution projects 
aimed at sharing experiences in certain areas of 
special interest started in 2009 (non-execution of 
domestic court decisions and actions of security 
forces). Activities were further developed in 2010, 
including the organisation in Strasbourg of a big 
round table �Effective remedies against non-execu-
tion or delayed execution of domestic court deci-
sions�. A special web site presenting the Fund in 
more detail is under elaboration. 
15. A special mention should also be made of the 
Committee of Ministers� recommendation � 
Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)2 � to the 
member states on efficient domestic capacity for 
rapid execution of the European Court of Human 
Rights�s judgments (reproduced in appendix 9) 
which has continued to be an important element of 
the Committee of Ministers� supervision and a 
constant source of inspiration in the bilateral rela-
tions established between different national author-
ities and the Department for the execution of judg-
ments of the European Court of Human Rights. 

18. In the context of this work the Secretariat has also presented several memoranda on the issue see notably CM/
inf(2003)37, CM/Inf/DH(2006)18, CDDH(2008)14 Addendum II. 

19. See for example the CDDH proposals in the above mentioned document CDDH(2006)008. The CDDH has also more 
recently presented additional proposals � see document CDDH(2008)014 relating notably to action plans and action reports. 
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Appendix 1: Initial explanations and list of abbreviations

The appendices below contain a number of over-
views and statistics relating to the Committee of 
Ministers� supervision of execution of judgments of 
the European Court of Human Rights in 2010. 
Some initial explanations may be useful in order to 
explain the information provided in the thematic 
overview (appendix 16) and the statistical part 
(appendix 2), in particular the references to the 
Committee of Ministers� meetings and to the 
sections on the agenda under which cases have been 
examined. Thus, when the thematic overview indi-
cates �Last examination at the 1092-6.1 meeting�, 

it means that the case was examined at the 1092nd 
�Human Rights� meeting of the Deputies held 
from 30/11/2010 to 03/12/2010 in section 6.1, i.e. 
the section where, until 31/12/2010, cases were 
placed with a view to a decision on the question 
whether or not it appeared possible on the basis of 
available information to close the examination of 
the case and request the Secretariat to present a 
draft final resolution.

A full list of �Human Rights� meetings and agenda 
sections appears below.

A. CM�S HR meetings in 2010

Meeting No. Meeting Dates

1078 02-04/03/2010

1086 01-03/06/2010

1092 13-14/09/2010

1100 30/11/2010-03/12/2010
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B. Sections used for the examination of cases at the Committee of Ministers� 
Human Rights meetings
Under the old working methods still in force in 
2010, at each Human Rights meeting, cases were 
registered into different sections of the annotated 
agenda and order of business. These sections corre-
sponded to the different stages of examination of 
the execution of each case, in the following way: 
Section 1 � Final resolutions i.e. cases where a Final 
resolution, putting an end to the examination of 
the case, is proposed for adoption. 
Sub-section 1.1 � Leading cases or pilot cases, i.e. 
cases evidencing a more structural problem 
requiring general measures.
Sub-section 1.2 � Cases concerning general prob-
lems already solved.
Sub-section 1.3 � Cases not involving general or 
individual measures.
Sub-section 1.4 � Friendly settlements. 
Section 2 � New cases examined for the first time.
Sub-section 2.1 � Cases raising new problems. 
Sub-section 2.2 � Cases raising issues already exam-
ined by the Committee of Ministers (�repetitive 
cases�).
Section 3 � Just satisfaction i.e. cases where the CM 
has not received or verified yet the written confir-
mation of the full compliance with the payment 
obligations stemming from the judgment.
Sub-sections 3.A and 3.Aint � Supervision of the 
payment of the capital sum of the just satisfaction 
in cases where the deadline for payment expired less 
than 6 months ago (3.A), as well as, where due, of 
default interest (3.Aint). 
Sub-section 3.B � Supervision of the payment of 
the capital sum of the just satisfaction in cases 
where the deadline for payment expired more than 6 
months ago. 
Section 4 � Cases raising special questions i.e. cases 
where the Committee of Ministers is examining 

questions of individual measures or questions 
relating to the scope, extent or efficiency of general 
measures. 
Sub-section  4.1 � Supervision of individual meas-
ures only.
Sub-section 4.2 � Individual measures and/or 
general problems.
Sub-section 4.3 � Special problems.
Section 5 � Supervision of general measures already 
announced i.e. cases not raising any outstanding 
issue as regards individual measures and where the 
adoption of well identified general measures is 
under way. 
Sub-section 5.1 � Legislative and/or regulatory 
changes.
Sub-section 5.2 � Changes of courts’ case-law or of 
administrative practice. 
Sub-section 5.3 � Publication / dissemination.

5.3.a � Cases in which supervision of measures 
concerning publication and dissemination has been 
taking place for less than a year.

5.3.b � Cases in which supervision of measures 
concerning publication and dissemination has been 
taking place for more than a year.
Sub-section 5.4 � Other measures.
Section 6 � Cases presented with a view to the prep-
aration of a draft final resolution i.e. cases where 
information provided indicates that all required 
execution measures have been adopted and whose 
examination is therefore in principle ended, 
pending the preparation and adoption of a Final 
Resolution.
Sub-section 6.1 � Cases in which the new informa-
tion available since the last examination appears to 
allow the preparation of a draft final resolution.
Sub-section 6.2 � Cases waiting for the presenta-
tion of a draft final resolution.
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C. General abbreviations 

AR 2007 Annual Report 2007

AR 2008 Annual Report 2008

AR 2009 Annual Report 2009

CDDH Steering Committee for Human Rights

CM Committee of Ministers

CPT European Committee for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrad-
ing Treatment or Punishment

ECHR European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms

ECtHR European Court of Human Rights

HRTF Human Rights Trust Fund

GM General Measures

HR �Human Rights� meeting of the Ministers� Deputies

IM Individual Measures

IR Interim Resolution

NGO Non-governmental organisation

Prot. Protocol

Sec. Section

Secretariat The Secretariat of the Department for the Execution of Judgments of the 
European Court of Human Rights

UN United Nations

UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
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D. Country codes20

ALB Albania LIT Lithuania

AND Andorra LUX Luxembourg

ARM Armenia MLT Malta

AUT Austria MDA Moldova

AZE Azerbaijan MCO Monaco

BEL Belgium MON Montenegro

BIH Bosnia and Herzegovina NLD Netherlands

BGR Bulgaria NOR Norway

CRO Croatia POL Poland

CYP Cyprus PRT Portugal

CZE Czech Republic ROM Romania

DNK Denmark RUS Russian Federation

EST Estonia SMR San Marino

FIN Finland SER Serbia

FRA France SVK Slovak Republic

GEO Georgia SVN Slovenia

GER Germany ESP Spain

GRC Greece SWE Sweden

HUN Hungary SUI Switzerland

ISL Iceland MKD �The former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia�

IRL Ireland TUR Turkey

ITA Italy UKR Ukraine

LVA Latvia UK. United Kingdom

LIE Liechtenstein

20.  These codes result from the CMIS database, used by the Registry of the European Court of Human Rights, and repro-
duce the ISO 3166 codes, with a few exceptions (namely: Croatia = HRV; Germany = DEU; Lithuania = LTU; Montenegro = 
MNE; Romania = ROU; Switzerland = CHE; United Kingdom = GBR).
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Appendix 2: Statistics

A. Introduction

The data presented in this chapter are those of the 
calendar year, from 1 January to 31 December, and 
are based on the internal database of the Depart-
ment for the Execution of Judgments of the Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights.

By the term leading cases, reference is made to cases 
which have been identified as revealing a new struc-
tural/general problem in a respondent state and 
which thus require the adoption of new general 
measures (although these may already have been 
taken by the time the judgment is given), more or 
less important according to the case(s). Leading 
cases include a fortiori pilot judgments delivered by 
the European Court of Human Rights.

In particular, the identification of leading cases 
allows some qualitative insight into the impact of 
the Court�s judgments on domestic law as well as 
into the workload related to the supervision of their 
execution. The number of leading cases thus re-
flects that of structural problems dealt with by the 
Committee of Ministers, regardless of the number 
of single cases. Three elements should, however, be 
kept in mind:

� The distinction between leading and isolated 
cases can be difficult to establish when the case 
is examined for the first time, it can thus happen 
that a case initially qualified as �isolated� is sub-
sequently re-qualified as �leading� in the light of 
new information attesting to the existence of a 
general problem;

� Leading cases have different levels of impor-
tance. While some of them imply important and 
complex reforms, others might refer to problems 
already solved or to specific sub-aspects of a 
more important problem already under consid-

eration, yet others can be solved by a simple 
change of case-law or administrative practice;

� Leading cases refer to the general measures and 
do not, in principle, take into account individu-
al measures issues.

Other cases include:

� �Clone� or �repetitive� cases, i.e. those relating 
to a structural or general problem already raised 
before the Committee of Ministers in one or 
several leading cases; these cases are usually 
grouped together � with the leading case as long 
as this is pending � for the purposes of the Com-
mittee�s examination.

� �Isolated� cases, i.e. cases which do not fall 
within any of the above categories. In particular, 
the violations found in these cases appear linked 
only to the specific circumstances of each case.

Friendly settlements are included in one of the 
above-mentioned groups of cases depending on the 
nature of the undertakings agreed and on the spe-
cific character of the situation at issue.

It should be noted that, as from the entry into force 
of Protocol No. 14 on 1 June 2010, the new cases 
include decisions acknowledging friendly settle-
ments concluded under Article 39 §4 of the Euro-
pean Convention on Human Rights as well as judg-
ments rendered by committees of three judges 
under Article 28 (1) b.

In addition, certain decisions striking out cases 
from the Court�s list as part of a pilot procedure 
may involve the Committee of Ministers� supervi-
sion of the respect of the undertakings contained 
therein if the European Court of Human Rights or 
the government concerned have transmitted the 
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case to the Committee of Ministers for such super-
vision.

Reference to the sections used for the presentation 
of cases to the Committee of Ministers in the anno-
tated agenda in use until 1 January 2011 is made in 
several places. The sections are explained at the be-
ginning of �Appendices�, under �Initial explana-
tions and list of abbreviations�.

Owing to the developments in the cases brought 
before the Court and its jurisprudence, as well as 
the domestic developments, every year a number of 

cases need to be re-qualified (for example, a case in-
itially appearing to be isolated can, in the light of 
the above-mentioned developments, later be found 
to be a leading case of a group revealing a structural 
problem). As a consequence, every year the figures 
of the previous years are subject to a certain 
review.21

The tables below present a historical overview of 
the number of cases under the supervision of the 
execution of judgments by the Committee of Min-
isters.

Figure 1. Development in the number of new cases that became final during the year from 1959 
until today

Figure 2. Development in the number of cases pending at the end of the year, from 1996 until today

21. It might be noted in this respect that the data on �leading cases� for 2009 had been under-evaluated, as indicated in the 
2009 Annual report (p. 34) insofar as it was not possible to check the cases which had become final at the end of the year but had 
not been examined by the Committee of Ministers yet.
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General statistics 
B. General statistics

In 2010 the number of cases pending before the 
Committee of Ministers (see below) has continued 
to increase, but less that in the previous two years, 
mainly because of the significant production of 
final resolutions in 2010.

The global increase is due to the fact that the total 
number of new cases continues to be more than 
three times higher than the number of cases closed 
by a final resolution.

It can be noted that the 2010 figures include an im-
portant number of new types of cases, almost exclu-
sively clone or repetitive cases, linked to the entry 
into force of Protocol No. 14 on 1 June 2010. On 
the one hand, some 234 friendly settlement deci-
sions under Article 39 §4 were transmitted by the 
European Court of Human Rights in the last six 

months of 2010, i.e. more than the 211 friendly set-
tlement judgments transmitted to the Committee 
of Ministers from 1999 till end 2010, including 
friendly settlements on just satisfaction rendered 
after the finding of a violation. On the other hand, 
the Committee of Ministers was seized of the super-
vision of some 116 judgments rendered by commit-
tees of three judges under Article 28 §1.b, including 
six cases decided under Protocol No. 14 bis (no such 
decisions were rendered in 2009).

The number of new leading cases remained at the 
same level as in 2009. Considering the number of 
such cases closed (see Figures 6 and 7), the number 
of leading cases pending before the Committee of 
Ministers continued to increase.

B.1. Pending cases
The persistent trend of an increasing number of 
pending cases is confirmed. The total number of 
cases pending at 31 December, including cases 
pending for adoption of a final resolution, has in-
creased by some 14% from 2009 to 2010, from 
8 667 to 9 922, while they had increased respective-
ly by 18% and 17% from 2008 to 2009 (from 7 

328 to 8 667) and from 2007 to 2008 (from 6 248 
to 7 328) (see below, Figure 3).

Within the pending cases, all sections included, the 
number of leading cases has increased slightly, by 
almost 8% from 2009 to 2010 (see below, Figure 
3).
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Figure 3. Evolution of pending cases at 31 December, all sections included

If the cases waiting for a final resolution under 
section 6.2 are excluded, the number of pending 
cases have increased by some 18% between 2009 
and 2010, from 7 892 to 9 325, while the increase 
was of 19% from 2008 to 2009, i.e. from 6 614 to 
7 892 (see below, Figure 4).

As regards leading cases, the progression was by 
18% from 2009 to 2010, against 17% from 2008 
to 2009 (see below, Figure 4).
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General statistics 
Figure 4. Evolution of pending cases at 31 December, excluding cases for which examination has 
been closed (section 1 and 6.2)

B.2. New cases
The input of new cases in which new cases became 
final during the calendar year (from 1 January to 31 
December) increased by some 13% from 2009 to 
2010. The increase had been of some 8% from 
2008 to 2009, i.e. from 1 397 to 1 511 (see Figure 
5 below). The new cases include henceforth, in ac-
cordance with Protocol No. 14, all the friendly set-
tlements acknowledged by Court�s decisions and vi-
olations found by three-judge committees under 
the simplified procedure described at Article 28 
§1(b) of the Convention. The first group � 234 
cases in 2010 � corresponds to a real extension of 

the Committee of Ministers� competence, while the 
second one � 116 cases in 2010 � mainly reflects the 
efforts aimed at streamlining the procedures before 
the Court. The cases at issue in both groups are 
either clone or isolated ones.

The proportion of leading cases, out of the new 
cases, has remained almost stable in 2010 compared 
to the data of 2009, while non-leading cases have 
increased by some 16% from 2009 to 2010 (see 
Figure 5).
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Figure 5. New cases which became final between 1 January and 31 December

B.3. Cases closed

The number of cases closed by a final resolution in-
creased by almost 90% in 2010 as compared to 
2009 (see Figure 6 below). In particular, the 

number of leading cases closed was more than the 
double of that of 2009, with an increase of 107%. 
The other cases also increased by some 83%.

Figure 6. Cases closed by the adoption of a final resolution (section 1) during the year

The number of cases in which the Committee of 
Ministers has taken a decision in principle to close 
its examination (and in which only the preparation 
of a final resolution is awaited), which had in-

creased in 2009, decreased in 2010 by some 11%. 
The decrease affected in particular leading cases (see 
Figure 7 below).
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General statistics 
Figure 7. Cases in which the examination was in principle closed during the year whether or not 
they have led to the adoption of a final resolution during the same year

B.4. Cases examined at the HR meetings of the Committee of Ministers
The data concerning the number of new cases, 
pending cases and cases closed provide a global 
overview of the trends in the Committee of Minis-
ters� supervision of execution.

This work continues for all cases all over the year, 
regardless of the HR meeting cycle. This ongoing 
supervision has been strengthened with the adop-
tion by the Committee of Ministers, in December 
2010, of new working methods, in force as of 
1 January 2011, inasmuch as all cases are hence-
forth considered to be on the agenda of all the HR 
meetings � see also sections III and IV.

Some cases nevertheless require, depending on the 
urgency and seriousness of the issues they raise, to 
be examined at more regular and frequent intervals. 
It goes without saying that the frequency at which 

cases are examined has also an impact on the Com-
mittee of Ministers� workload, since all cases on the 
agenda of an HR meeting22 imply both an admin-
istrative treatment and a special treatment on the 
merits in view of their collective examination.

The data relating to HR meetings � under the 
former working methods applied in 2010 � also 
show that the number of cases examined continues 
to increase.23 Indeed, although from one meeting to 
the next the number of cases examined can be very 
different, and while this number reflects the pres-
ence on the agenda of certain groups of cases, on 
average the number of cases examined each meeting 
increased from 4139 in 2009 to 5710 in 2010, i.e. 
an increase of some 38%.
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22. In certain cases, particularly urgent or serious, the examination can also continue, beyond the meetings specially dedi-
cated to the supervision of execution of judgments, at the �regular� weekly meetings of the Committee of Ministers.

23. It should be noted that cases registered for control of payment of the just satisfaction, under section 3, can be registered 
at the same time under another section, in view of their being examined on the merits.
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Figure 8. Average number of cases examined by meeting, on the basis of the HR meetings of the 
year, excluding cases whose examination has in principle been closed (under sections 1 and 6.2)

C. Detailed statistics for 2010

The data below present an overview of a number of 
execution issues related to the year 2010:

� Cases closed between 1 January and 31 Decem-
ber 2010 or awaiting a final resolution at 
31 December 2010

� Cases pending before the Committee of Minis-
ters at 31 December 2010

� New cases which became final between 
1 January and 31 December 2010

� Respect of payment deadlines expiring in 2010

� Just satisfaction awarded in cases which became 
final between 1 January and 31 December 2010

� Length of execution of leading cases pending 
before the Committee of Ministers at 
31 December 2010

C.1. Cases closed between 1 January and 31 December 2010 or awaiting a 
final resolution at 31 December 2010

When all the information which appears necessary 
for the closure of a case is available, the case is pre-
sented to the Committee of Ministers, which assess-
es whether a final resolution may be prepared. If the 
information is deemed satisfactory, the Committee 
of Ministers mandates the Secretariat to prepare a 
draft final resolution. Owing, in particular, to the 
time between meetings, a final resolution adopted 
in a certain year may relate to one or more cases in 
which the closure decision was taken before the year 
in question.

Under the procedure applied until the end of 2010, 
cases whose examination was proposed to be closed 

appeared under section 6.1 of the Agenda, and cases 
in which a decision to close the examination had 
already been taken appeared under section 6.2 of 
the Agenda, pending the formal preparation of a 
resolution.

Figures 9 and 10 provide an overview of, respective-
ly, all the cases and the leading cases in which the in-
formation received during the year led the Com-
mittee of Ministers to conclude that all execution 
measures had been taken and only the preparation 
and adoption of a final resolution was required. In 
certain of these cases, a final resolution was already 
adopted before the end of the year.
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Detailed statistics for 2010 
Figure 9. Total cases in which examination was in principle closed in 2010, resulting in the adoption 
of a final resolution or still awaiting a final resolution at 31 December 201024

Table I, page 39, presents, state by state, the 
number of:

A.  all cases � whether leading or not � closed by a 
final resolution between 1 January and 31 
December 2010, irrespective of whether their 
examination was closed in 2010 or earlier;
B. all cases � whether leading or not � in which 
examination was closed between between 1 January 
and 31 December 2010 and the Committee of 
Ministers has requested the preparation of a final 
resolution. This list overlaps to a certain extent with 
the cases listed in column �A�, insofar as cases 
whose examination was closed in 2010 may also 
have been the subject of a final resolution adopted 
the same year;

C. all cases awaiting the adoption of a final resolu-
tion at 31 December 2010. This list includes some 
of the cases listed in column �B� as well as cases 
where the decision to close the examination was 
taken before 2010.
It should be noted that cases in principle closed, i.e. 
already examined under section 6 and awaiting only 
the presentation of a draft final resolution, are ex-
cluded from the statistics below relating to pending 
cases (Figures 11 to 13 and Table II) and to the 
length of execution of leading cases (Figures 22 to 
24 and Table VI).

Owing to the important variations in data from one 
year to another, depending in particular on the 
nature and timetables of reforms adopted, the 

24. For data see Table I, page 39.
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tables under this section do not present a compari-
son between the data of 2010 and 2009. The latter 

can nevertheless be consulted in the 2009 Annual 
report.

Figure 10. Total leading cases in which examination was in principle closed in 2010, resulting in the 
adoption of a final resolution or still awaiting a final resolution at 31 December 201025

C.2. Cases pending before the Committee of Ministers at 31 December 2010
As long as a final resolution has not been adopted, 
a case remains formally pending before the Com-
mittee of Ministers. The tables in this section, how-
ever, present only the cases where execution meas-
ures are still required, according to the information 
available at 31 December, or in which the measures 
taken are still under assessment. These statistics do 
not include, therefore, the cases in principle closed 

and awaiting a final resolution under sections 1 or 
6. The data in Figures 11 and 12, outer rings, and 
also those in Figure 13, refer to the the situation at 
31 December 2010, as reflected in the data of Table 
II.26 The figures presented in the inner rings of 
Figures 11 and 12 refer to the data in the 2009 
Annual report.

25. For data see Table I, page 39.
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26. It should also be noted that the large number of cases concerning certain countries is mainly explained by the large 
number of clone cases. Thus, if Italy e.g. has a total of 2 481 cases, representing some 27% of the total of cases pending for exe-
cution, it has to be borne in mind that more than 2 000 of these cases relate to one single problem, the excessive length of judicial 
proceedings.
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Detailed statistics for 2010 
Table I. Leading cases/Other cases � by state

State

A. Cases closed by a final resolution 
in 2010

B. Cases in which examination 
ended in 2010 which are awaiting a 

final resolution

C. Cases awaiting 
a final resolu-
tion at 31 De-
cember 2010 
(examination 

closed in 2010 or 
earlier)

Leading cases Other cases Leading cases Other cases

ALB 0 0 1 0 1
AND 0 0 1 3 0
ARM 0 0 0 0 0
AUT 5 4 0 0 38
AZE 0 0 0 0 0
BEL 4 3 0 0 26
BIH 0 0 1 1 3
BGR 2 14 7 8 8
CRO 0 0 2 1 12
CYP 2 0 1 1 4
CZE 0 8 3 6 18
DNK 0 0 0 2 6
EST 3 3 1 1 0
FIN 2 2 2 3 15
FRA 29 65 9 28 34
GEO 2 0 2 0
GER 2 2 2 0 18
GRC 7 16 2 11 18
HUN 1 0 0 1 10
ISL 0 0 0 0 1
IRL 0 0 0 0 0
ITA 16 40 6 30 24
LVA 1 0 0 0 6
LIE 0 0 0 0 0
LIT 0 4 0 2 19

LUX 1 0 0 2 7
MLT 0 1 3 1 3
MDA 2 3 0 1 2
MCO 0 0 0 0 0
MON 0 0 0 0 0
NLD 12 8 0 0 2
NOR 1 0 3 0 4
POL 1 4 2 2 41
PRT 2 6 1 3 7

ROM 3 29 9 38 52
RUS 0 0 0 0 6
RSM 0 0 0 0
SER 0 0 1 1 2
SVK 2 3 2 3 27
SVN 0 0 0 0 2
ESP 2 0 1 0 2
SWE 2 2 0 1 3
SUI 2 0 3 2 15

MKD 0 0 0 11 14
TUR 8 46 3 36 95
UKR 2 0 0 3 11
UK 25 51 2 12 42

TOTAL 141 314 70 214 598
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Figure 11. Pending leading cases by state at 31 December 2010 (outer ring) and at 31 December 
2009 (inner ring) in relation to the total number of pending cases

The proportions of leading cases pending for execu-
tion before the Committee of Ministers in respect 
of the different contracting states have not much 
changed from 2009 to 2010.

Indeed, the states with the highest total of leading 
cases have remained the same ones during the last 
two years. With a few exceptions, in general the 
number of these cases has increased, although in 
different proportions (see Table II, page 42).
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Detailed statistics for 2010 
Figure 12. Total cases by state at 31 December 2010 (outer ring) and at 31 December 2009 (inner 
ring) in relation to the total number of pending cases at the same dates

When considering the global number of leading, 
clone and isolated cases (see Figure 12 and Table II), 
some bigger difference can be noted. Cases against 
Italy represented 27% of the total number of 
pending cases in 2010, while they were 31% in 
2009. This development does not, however, mean 

that the number of Italian cases has decreased, on 
the contrary these have even slightly increased in 
2010. The same is true for example for Ukraine, al-
though the percentage of cases for this state appears 
stable as compared to 2009.
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Table II. Types of case pending before the Committee of Ministers at 31 December 2010 by state � 
details (except cases in principle closed, awaiting a final resolution)

State

Leading cases Clone/repetitive or isolated 
cases Cases by state

Number % of all cases Number % of all cases Number
% of all cases 

against all 
states

ALB 14 66.67% 7 33.33% 21 0.23%
AND 1 50.00% 1 50.00% 2 0.02%
ARM 12 52.17% 11 47.83% 23 0.25%
AUT 15 35.71% 27 64.29% 42 0.45%
AZE 21 67.74% 10 32.26% 31 0.33%
BEL 16 31.37% 35 68.63% 51 0.55%
BIH 8 66.67% 4 33.33% 12 0.13%
BGR 92 31.29% 202 68.71% 294 3.15%
CRO 31 35.23% 57 64.77% 88 0.94%
CYP 7 21.88% 25 78.13% 32 0.34%
CZE 12 14.81% 69 85.19% 81 0.87%
DNK 1 33.33% 2 66.67% 3 0.03%
EST 3 60.00% 2 40.00% 5 0.05%
FIN 15 20.00% 60 80.00% 75 0.80%
FRA 36 53.73% 31 46.27% 67 0.72%
GEO 23 79.31% 6 20.69% 29 0.31%
GER 9 15.25% 50 84.75% 59 0.63%
GRC 49 13.39% 317 86.61% 366 3.92%
HUN 12 6.67% 168 93.33% 180 1.93%
ISL 4 100.00% 0 4 0.04%
IRL 3 42.86% 4 57.14% 7 0.08%
ITA 48 1.93% 2433 98.07% 2 481 26.61%
LVA 9 52.94% 8 47.06% 17 0.18%
LIE 0 1 1 0.01%
LIT 6 40.00% 9 60.00% 15 0.16%

LUX 6 35.29% 11 64.71% 17 0.18%
MLT 9 64.29% 5 35.71% 14 0.15%
MDA 53 31.74% 114 68.26% 167 1.79%
MCO 1 100.00% 0 1 0.01%
MON 3 100.00% 0 3 0.03%
NLD 7 70.00% 3 30.00% 10 0.11%
NOR 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.01%
POL 64 8.76% 667 91.24% 731 7.84%
PRT 13 16.46% 66 83.54% 79 0.85%

ROM 77 13.18% 507 86.82% 584 6.26%
RUS 88 9.15% 874 90.85% 962 10.32%
RSM 2 50.00% 2 50.00% 4 0.04%
SER 14 25.00% 42 75.00% 56 0.60%
SVK 13 9.63% 122 90.37% 135 1.45%
SVN 6 2.74% 213 97.26% 219 2.35%
ESP 12 52.17% 11 47.83% 23 0.25%
SWE 4 66.67% 2 33.33% 6 0.06%
SUI 6 75.00% 2 25.00% 8 0.09%

MKD 15 20.83% 57 79.17% 72 0.77%
TUR 134 8.66% 1413 91.34% 1 547 16.59%
UKR 60 8.96% 610 91.04% 670 7.18%
UK 21 70.00% 9 30.00% 30 0.32%

TOTAL 1056 11% 8269 89% 9 325 100.00%
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Detailed statistics for 2010 
Figure 13. Types of case pending before the Committee of Ministers at 31 December 2010 by state
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C.3. New cases which became final between 1 January and 31 December 2010
The data in Figures 14 and 15 (outer rings), and 
also those in Figure 16 refer to Table III. The figures 

presented in the inner rings of Figures 14 and 15 
refer to 2009 data.

Figure 14. New leading cases per state in 2010 (outer ring) and in 2009 (inner ring) in relation to the 
total number of new leading cases which became final between 1 January and 31 December

The proportion of new leading cases increased in 
2010 for Bulgaria, Croatia, Moldova and United 
Kingdom. It decreased for France, Greece, Italy 

Poland, the Russian Federation, Turkey and 
Ukraine and has remained stable for Romania.
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Detailed statistics for 2010 
Figure 15. Total of new cases per state which became final in 2010 (outer ring) and in 2009 (inner 
ring) in relation to the total number of new cases

When considering all new cases which became final 
in 2010, without any distinction between leading 
and other types of cases, the states with an increased 
proportion of new cases, as compared to 2009, were 
in particular Turkey, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Slovak Re-

public. The proportion of new cases decreased for 
the Russian Federation, Romania, Greece, Italy, 
with Poland, Moldova and Hungary keeping in 
2010 the same proportion of new cases as in 2009.
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Table III. Types of new judments (or decisions) which became final in 2010 � by state � details

State

Leading cases Clone/repetitive or isolated 
cases

Cases by state in relation to 
the global number of cases

Number
% of the total 

of cases by 
state

Number
% of the total 

of cases by 
state

Number
% of the total 
of cases for all 

states
ALB 3 50.00% 3 50.00% 6 0.35%
AND 0 0.00%
ARM 4 50.00% 4 50.00% 8 0.47%
AUT 6 35.29% 11 64.71% 17 0.99%
AZE 8 53.33% 7 46.67% 15 0.88%
BEL 2 50.00% 2 50.00% 4 0.23%
BIH 3 60.00% 2 40.00% 5 0.29%
BGR 20 23.53% 65 76.47% 85 4.97%
CRO 9 37.50% 15 62.50% 24 1.40%
CYP 3 75.00% 1 25.00% 4 0.23%
CZE 3 60.00% 2 40.00% 5 0.29%
DNK 0.00%
EST 1 33.33% 2 66.67% 3 0.18%
FIN 3 9.68% 28 90.32% 31 1.81%
FRA 7 29.17% 17 70.83% 24 1.40%
GEO 5 83.33% 1 16.67% 6 0.35%
GER 5 13.51% 32 86.49% 37 2.16%
GRC 7 11.29% 55 88.71% 62 3.63%
HUN 2 6.25% 30 93.75% 32 1.87%
ISL 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.06%
IRL 1 50.00% 1 50.00% 2 0.12%
ITA 5 11.11% 40 88.89% 45 2.63%
LVA 1 50.00% 1 50.00% 2 0.12%
LIE 0 0.00% 1 100.00% 1 0.06%
LIT 2 25.00% 6 75.00% 8 0.47%

LUX 4 100.00% 4 0.23%
MLT 3 75.00% 1 25.00% 4 0.23%
MDA 12 30.00% 28 70.00% 40 2.34%
MCO 0 0.00%
MON 2 100.00% 2 0.12%
NLD 2 66.67% 1 3 0.18%
NOR 0 0.00%
POL 14 9.46% 134 90.54% 148 8.65%
PRT 4 14.29% 24 85.71% 28 1.64%

ROM 16 10.26% 140 89.74% 156 9.12%
RUS 13 5.86% 209 94.14% 222 12.98%
RSM 2 100.00% 2 0.12%
SER 3 10.34% 26 89.66% 29 1.70%
SVK 1 1.59% 62 98.41% 63 3.68%
SVN 1 14.29% 6 85.71% 7 0.41%
ESP 6 60.00% 4 40.00% 10 0.58%
SWE 2 66.67% 1 33.33% 3 0.18%
SUI 4 66.67% 2 33.33% 6 0.35%

MKD 7 16.67% 35 83.33% 42 2.46%
TUR 15 4.26% 337 95.74% 352 20.58%
UKR 15 10.34% 130 89.66% 145 8.48%
UK 12 70.59% 5 29.41% 17 0.99%

TOTAL 233 14% 1477 86% 1710 100.00%
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Detailed statistics for 2010 
Figure 16. Types of new judgments (or decisions) which became final in 2010 by state (leading, 
clone/repetitive, isolated cases)

C.4. Respect of payment deadlines expiring in 2010
If the European Court of Human Rights finds that 
there has been a violation of the European Conven-
tion on Human Rights, it can afford just satisfac-
tion to the injured party.

The payment of certain sums can also be provided 
for by a judgment or, since 1 June 2010, a decision 
taking note of a friendly settlement between the 
parties. In both cases, payment is usually expected 
within three months after the judgment has become 

final and default interest can be imposed in case of 
late payment.

In certain cases, the European Court of Human 
Rights reserves the issue of just satisfaction and de-
livers a judgment on this matter at a subsequent 
date. The statistics presented in this section include 
the judgments on just satisfaction which became 
final during the year.27
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The data on respect of payment deadlines concern 
all cases in respect of which just satisfaction awards 
became due for payment in 2010. Cases where no 
award was made, as well as cases where the deadline 
expired before 1 January 2010 or after 31 Decem-
ber 2010, are excluded. Figures 17 and 18 refer to 
the data in Table IV, page 54, as regards 2010 (outer 
ring); for the data concerning 2009 (inner ring) see 
the 2009 Annual report.

It should be noted that the data presented reflect 
only the information received and assessed up to 
31 December.

Accordingly, where confirmation of payment has 
been received and the terms of the judgment re-
garding just satisfaction appear to have been re-
spected, the case is identified as �paid within the 
deadlines�.

Cases are classified as �paid after the deadline� 
where the confirmation of payment received shows 
that the payment was made after the deadline for 
payment set by the judgment. It can be noted that 
the payments made after the deadlines are the ex-
ception: 11% in 2009 and 13% in 2010. Cases are 
classified as �paid after the deadline� where the con-
firmation of payment received shows that the 
payment was made after the deadline for payment 
set by the judgment. Payments made after the dead-
lines are the exception: 11% in 2009 and 13% in 
2010. It should be noted that late payments may be 
due to special requests from applicants or to the 
submission of incomplete payment documentation 

(bank references, powers of attorneys etc�) to re-
sponsible government bodies.

All other cases, where no information has been re-
ceived or is incomplete are shown as �pending for 
control of payment� according to the data available 
at 31 December.

The cases where the lack of information on the 
payment can be explained by the recent expiry of 
the payment deadlines, are identified in Figures 17 
and 18 and Table IV as �cases pending for control 
of payment for less than six months�. They corre-
spond to cases which at 31 December were regis-
tered under former section 3.a.

Cases in which at 31 December more than six 
months had elapsed since the expiry of the payment 
deadlines, without confirmation of full payment are 
presented in the tables as �cases pending for control 
of payment for more than six months� and corre-
spond to cases which at 31 December were regis-
tered under former section 3.b.

It is interesting to note that the percentage of cases 
without full confirmation of payment and thus pre-
sented as �pending for control of payment� re-
mained almost stable between from 2009 to 2010: 
it was 61% in 2009 and 60% in 2010. However, it 
should be noted that in 2010 there was an increase 
in the percentage of cases where full payment re-
mained to be confirmed more than six months after 
the expiry of the deadlines (these cases increased 
from 29% to 35%).

27. These judgments are not included in the statistics concerning new cases. The latter only take into account judgments 
on the merits having become final in the course of the year.
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Figure 17. Respect of payment deadlines: situation at 31 December 2010 (outer ring) and at 
31 December 2009 (inner ring)
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Figure 18. Respect of payment deadlines by states: situation at 31 December 2010
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C.5. Just satisfaction awarded in cases which became final between 1 January 
and 31 December 2010

The data in this chapter take into account payment 
awards in all new judgments, including those on 
just satisfaction, which became final in 2010.28

Figures 19, 20 and 21 refer to the data in Table V, 
page 55.

It should be noted that the sums are those indicated 
in the judgment � usually in euros � and do not 
include default interest. In order to facilitate com-
parison, sums awarded in currencies other than the 
euro have also been converted into euros. For the 
purposes of these statistics the rate used was that ap-
plicable at 31 December 2010.

As regards cases where the European Court of 
Human Rights left the respondent state the choice 
between restitution of property and payment of its 
equivalent market value, as assessed by the Court 
itself, the latter amount has been included in the 
data.

In 2010 the total amount awarded by the European 
Court of Human Rights was 64 032 638 euros.

The highest awards of just satisfaction concerned 
cases against Turkey, Romania, Russian Federation, 
Italy, Portugal, Greece, Ukraine, Poland and Bul-
garia.

Figure 19. Total just satisfaction awarded in judgments (and decisions) which became final in 2010

28. The total number of new cases considered in this chapter does not correspond to that of new cases in Figures 14 to 16 
and Table III, because these tables only included final judgments on the merits and not those on just satisfaction.
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Figure 20. Total just satisfaction awarded in judgments (and decisions) which became final in 
201029
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Figure 21. Just satisfaction awarded on average by case in judgments which became final in 201030

29. Figures in thousands of euros, rounded in the graph.
30. Figures in thousands of euros, rounded in the graph.
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Table IV. Sums awarded by state in judgments and decisions which became final in 2010*� details

State
Number 
of new 
cases

Average 
just satis-

faction 
by case 

( )

Pecuni-
ary dam-
ages ( )

Non-pe-
cuniary 

damages 
( )

Pecuni-
ary and 
non-pe-
cuniary 

damages 
together 

( )

Costs and 
expenses 

( )
Global 
sum ( )

Internal 
debts ( ) Total ( )

ALB 5 19 170 7 200 19 500 65 000 4 150 95 850
AND
ARM 6 5 158 745 25 700 4 500 30 945
AUT 17 6 912 5 000 49 000 61 000 2 500 117 500
AZE 12 27 884 178 880 145 900 9 822 334 602
BEL 3 16 391 26000 23173 49 173
BIH 5 43 186 60000 55000 929 100000 215 929
BGR 82 12 592 201902 449012 254460 106607 7500 13100 1 032 581
CRO 22 8 459 106150 41743 35905 2300 186 098
CYP 3 19 883 52000 3150 4500 59 650
CZE 6 14 775 30000 17000 41647 88 647
DNK
EST 2 3 604 2 000 208 5 000 7 208
FIN 31 11 922 147080 119350 79621 9935 13600 369 586
FRA 19 16 335 64572 120000 47424 77860 500 310 356
GEO 6 9 215 51000 4289 55 289
GER 32 13 242 238200 50233 135300 423 733
GRC 58 64 582 2376267 1215000 73500 81000 3 745 767
HUN 30 11 585 0 260 000 24 340 63 200 347 540
ISL 1 29 000 29 000 29 000
IRL 2 15 250 20 500 10 000 30 500
ITA 58 104 727 4514327 1051892 507933 6 074 151
LVA 1 5 000 5 000 5 000
LIE 1 8 000 6000 2000 8 000
LIT 8 4 199 17400 10000 3790 2400 33 590

LUX 4 11 325 33800 11500 45 300
MLT 3 48 167 93 000 42 500 9 000 144 500
MDA 39 18 296 5 349 176 600 325 096 50 088 9 000 147 404 713 537
MCO
MON 2 5 750 11 500 11 500
NLD 3 16 139 2 500 45 918 48 418
NOR
POL 137 8 503 254385 553740 16000 56144 284578 1 164 847
PRT 19 262 010 4086194 573500 220000 98500 4 978 194

ROM 138 53 936 5874822 647840 650500 96727 3500 169800 7 443 189
RUS 189 39 203 1108496 4991795 342 738 826000 49861 7 409 391
RSM 1 20 500 20 500 20 500
SER 29 4 762 35 700 46 100 52 700 3 600 138 100
SVK 54 6 016 32 188 150 540 15 961 126 150 324 839
SVN 7 5 967 11 500 3 275 26 991 41 766
ESP 7 19 487 50 600 70 000 15 811 136 411
SWE 2 27 853 25000 14000 16705 55 705
SWI 5 8 176 4202 12000 24 676 40 878

MKD 36 5 999 24 000 6 805 185 170 215 975
TUR 287 85 512 15416333 5 098 490 3 021 550 401 629 598 060 24 541 838
UKR 122 20 786 389747 413945 2 400 13 491 2 435 80 080 2 535 894
UK 13 28 551 58 000 313 160 371 160

TOTAL   1 507 42 490 34 875 688 16 951 654 4 684 930 2 727 722 1 182 136 1 880 433 64 032 638

* Figures rounded to whole number of euros. Sums awarded in national currency have been converted into euros. The 
amount in euros corresponds to the amount converted and indicated directly in the judgment, or, failing such an indication, 
the conversion was done at the rate applicable at 31 December 2010.
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Pecuniary and non-pecuniary damages cover sums 
awarded by the European Court of Human Rights 
for both pecuniary and non-pecuniary damages, 
without any distinction being made between the 
two.

Global sum refers to sums awarded by the European 
Court of Human Rights (often in friendly settle-
ments) without any further detail. The sums can 

therefore cover all kinds of damages as well as costs 
and expenses.

Internal debts cover those sums which the European 
Court of Human Rights has awarded under this 
specific heading in this judgment. Normally such 
sums cover �internal debt� due under a domestic 
judgment which has not been executed.

C.6. Length of execution of leading cases pending before the Committee of 
Ministers at 31 December 2010

The Court�s judgments in general do not set an 
express deadline for the adoption of execution 
measures, other than the payment of just satisfac-
tion. It is thus difficult to assess in absolute terms 
the acceptable length of execution of a judgment. 
Such assessment forms one of the main parts of the 
supervision by the Committee of Ministers and 
takes into account, inter alia, the type of measures 
required, any action plan and the obstacles, if any, 
encountered by states. Because of the great variety 
of situations, the time needed for execution can be 
very different from case to case.

In 2010 the percentage of leading cases pending for 
more than two years has increased as compared to 
2009, while the percentage of cases pending for less 
than two years has decreased.

Note that the following tables do not include cases 
where only the formal adoption of a final resolution 
is awaited (under section 6).

Furthermore, these data only reflect the informa-
tion received and assessed up to 31 December 
2010.

Accordingly, where no information concerning the 
execution measures has been received, is incomplete 
or still under assessment, the cases are shown as still 
pending, according to the data available at 31 De-
cember of the year in question, although the rele-
vant measures might have been taken.31 Only when 
the information is received and the Committee of 
Ministers has concluded that the measures taken are 
sufficient for the purposes of Article 46 is the exam-
ination in principle closed and a final resolution 
prepared and adopted.

Moreover, it should be borne in mind that in many 
cases appearing as �pending�, important interim 
measures have been taken to limit the possibilities 
of new violations awaiting the entry into force of 
more permanent measures, whether legislative or 
not.

Figures 22 and 23 (outer rings) and Figure 24 refer 
to the data in Table VI, page 59. The figures in the 
inner rings of Figures 22 and 23 refer to the Annual 
report 2009.

Table V. Sums awarded in foreign currency*

State Number of 
new cases

Pecuniary 
damages Global sum Internal debts Total Currency

POL 39 1 127 000 1 127 000 zlotys, PLN
RUS 2 26 449 26 449 rouble, RUR

TUR 1 9 200 000 000 9 200 000 000 former Turkish 
lira, TRL

UKR 11 225 614 16 966 112 17 191 725 hryvna, UAH

* In Table IV, page 54, sums are converted into euros at the rate applicable at 31 December 2009, in order to allow the pres-
entation of the total amount in euros. An exact calculation would take into account the rate applicable at the date of payment.

31. For instance, a number of cases appear as �pending� due to outstanding problems with payment of just satisfaction, while 
all other execution measures have been taken.
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Figure 22. Leading cases, by state, pending for more than two years at 31 December 2010 (outer 
ring) and at 31 December 2009 (inner ring)
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Figure 23. Length of leading cases pending before the Committee of Ministers � global situation at 
31 December 2010 (outer ring) and at 31 December 2009 (inner ring)
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Figure 24. Leading cases pending before the Committee of Ministers at 31 December 2010 by state
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Table VI. Leading cases pending before the Committee of Ministers at 31 December 2010 by state 
� details (except cases in principle closed, awaiting a final resolution under sections 1 and 6.2)*

State
Leading cases pending for 2 

years or less
Leading cases pending for be-

tween 2 to 5 years
Leading cases pending for 

more than 5 years
Number % Number % Number %

ALB 6 42.86% 8 57.14% 0 0.00%
AND 0 0.00% 1 100.00% 0 0.00%
ARM 6 50.00% 6 50.00% 0 0.00%
AUT 8 53.33% 7 46.67% 0 0.00%
AZE 11 52.38% 10 47.62% 0 0.00%
BEL 4 25.00% 11 68.75% 1 6.25%
BIH 4 50.00% 4 50.00% 0 0.00%
BGR 37 40.22% 50 54.35% 5 5.43%
CRO 17 54.84% 14 45.16% 0 0.00%
CYP 5 71.43% 1 14.29% 1 14.29%
CZE 7 58.33% 3 25.00% 2 16.67%
DNK 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
EST 2 66.67% 1 33.33% 0 0.00%
FIN 9 60.00% 6 40.00% 0 0.00%
FRA 12 33.33% 22 61.11% 2 5.56%
GEO 12 52.17% 11 47.83% 0 0.00%
GER 7 77.78% 2 22.22% 0 0.00%
GRC 19 38.78% 25 51.02% 5 10.20%
HUN 9 75.00% 2 16.67% 1 8.33%
ISL 1 25.00% 2 50.00% 1 25.00%
IRL 1 33.33% 0 0.00% 2 66.67%
ITA 14 29.17% 15 31.25% 19 39.58%
LVA 2 22.22% 7 77.78% 0 0.00%
LIE
LIT 4 66.67% 2 33.33% 0 0.00%

LUX 0 0.00% 6 100.00% 0 0.00%
MLT 5 55.56% 4 44.44% 0 0.00%
MDA 20 37.74% 33 62.26% 0 0.00%
MCO 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
MON 3 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
NLD 2 28.57% 5 71.43% 0 0.00%
NOR 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
POL 31 48.44% 26 40.63% 7 10.94%
PRT 5 38.46% 7 53.85% 1 7.69%

ROM 31 40.26% 42 54.55% 4 5.19%
RUS 32 36.36% 53 60.23% 3 3.41%
RSM 0 0.00% 1 50.00% 1 50.00%
SER 3 21.43% 11 78.57% 0 0.00%
SVK 7 53.85% 6 46.15% 0 0.00%
SVN 3 50.00% 2 33.33% 1 16.67%
ESP 9 75.00% 3 25.00% 0 0.00%
SWE 3 75.00% 1 25.00% 0 0.00%
SUI 5 83.33% 1 16.67% 0 0.00%

MKD 9 60.00% 6 40.00% 0 0.00%
TUR 34 25.37% 89 66.42% 11 8.21%
UKR 26 43.33% 33 55.00% 1 1.67%
UK 13 61.90% 5 23.81% 3 14.29%

TOTAL 441 41.76% 544 51.52% 71 6.72%

* The length of execution is calculated as from the date at which the judgment became final.
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Appendix 3: Where to find further information on execution of 
the European Court of Human Rights judgments

Further information on the supervision by the CM 
of the execution of ECtHR judgments, on the cases 
mentioned in the Annual reports as well as on all 
other cases is available on 

� the CM website: http://www.coe.int/cm/ , 
and also from
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� the special Council of Europe website dedicated 
to the execution of the ECtHR�s judgments, kept 
by the Department for the Execution of Judgments 
of the ECtHR (Directorate General of Human 
Rights and Legal Affairs), at the following address: 
www.coe.int/execution

This website contains notably overview of pending 
cases, sortable by state, type of supervision proce-
dure, type of violation and date of judgment. It also 
contains a number of collection of reference docu-
ments.
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