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Statistics 1959 to 2020

Judgments by State

Since it was established in 1959 the Court has delivered 23,406 judgments.
Around 40% of these concerned 3 member States of the Council of Europe:
Turkey (3,742), the Russian Federation (2,884) and Italy (2,427).

In 84% of the judgments it has delivered since 1959, the Court has found at
least one violation of the Convention by the respondent State.
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This document has been prepared by the Public Relations Unit, and does not bind the Court. It
is infended to provide basic general information about the way the Court works.

For more detailed information, please refer to documents issued by the Registry, available on the
Court’s website: www.echr.coe.int.
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Judgments delivered by the Court

In recent years the Court has concentrated on examining complex cases,
and has decided to join certain applications which raise similar legal
questions so that it can consider them jointly.

Although in some years the number of judgments delivered each year by
the Court has decreased, more applications have been examined by it.

Since it was set up, the Court has decided on the examination of around
921,200 applications through a judgment or decision, or by being struck
out of the list.

2020
2019
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
2004
2003
2002
2001
2000
1999
1959-98

871
884
1,014
1,068
993
823
891
916
1,093
1,157
1,499
1,625
1,543
1,503
1,560
1,105
718
703
844
888
695
177
837
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Throughput of applications 1959* - 2020

Albania [ 1516 832  132] 964
Armenia [ 3944 2390  162] 2552
Azerbaijon [  6553]  4033]  486] 4519
Bosnia and Herzegovina | 12428] 11445  581] 12026
CzechRepublic | 13685 13280  281] 13561
Estonio [ 3694 35771 80 3657
France [  34494] 32380 1220 33600
Germany | 27181] 30842  397] 31239
Hungary |  24266]  22881]  842] 23723
relend [ 1050 __1o71] 38 1109
Malta [ 472 308  124] 432
Monaco [ 2] 95 6 101
Netherlands [ 11345]  11254]  196] 11450
Norway [ 2015] 1956 65 202
Portugal [  4408] 3429  539] 396§
Serbia | 32865 30853  851] 31704
Slovenia | 9902 9462 385 9847
Sweden | 10397  10323] 54| 10477
United Kingdom | 22987]  23091] __1850] 24950

* This table includes cases dealt with by the European Commission of Human Rights prior to 1959.




Subject-matter of the Court’s violation judgments
(1959-2020)

Nearly 40% of the violations found by the Court have concerned
Article 6 of the Convention, whether on account of the fairness (16.79%) or
the length (20.86%) of the proceedings.

The second most frequently found violation has concerned the right to
liberty and security (Article 5).

Lastly, in more than 16% of cases, the Court has found a serious violation
of the Convention, concerning the right to life or the prohibition of torture
and inhuman or degrading treatment (Articles 2 and 3).

Right to a fair hearing
(Art. 6),
37.65%
Right to life
(Art. 2),
4.61%
Right to respect for private
and family life
(Art. 8),
4.99%

Right to liberty and security
(Art. 5),
13.34%

Other violations,

7.63%
Protection of property

(P1-1),

11.43% Right to an effective
remedy
(Art. 13),...

Prohibition of torture and
inhuman or degrading
treatment
(Art. 3),

11.70%
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Subject-matter of the Court’s violation judgments
(Comparative Graph 1959-2020 & 2020)

The violation most frequently found by the Court concerns Article 6 (right
to a fair hearing), particularly with regard to the excessive length of the
proceedings. In 2020 almost a quarter of all violations found by the Court
related to this provision.

For a number of years, however, other violations of the Convention have
been found increasingly frequently. In 2020 this was particularly the case
with regard to the prohibition of torture and inhuman or degrading
treatment (Article 3) as well as the right to liberty and security (Article 5).

37.65%

15.23%

AL 7.34%

7.63% 8.65%
6.71%

Article 2
Article 8
Other
violations Article 13 .
Article 3
Protocol
1-1 Article 5

2020 = 1959-2020

Article 6
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Luxembourg

Republic of Moldova

[Montenegro
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This table has been generated automatically using the conclusions in the metadata for each judgment in the HUDOC database.

1. Other judgments: just satisfaction, revision, preliminary objections and lack of jurisdiction.

2. Figures in this column may include conditional violations.

3. Cases where the Court found there would be a violation of Article 2 and/or 3 if the applicant is removed to a State where he/she is at risk.
Figures in this column are available only from 2013.

4. Seventy-nine judgments are against more than one respondent State.
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Since the Court was set up in 1959, the member States of the Council of
Europe have adopted a number of protocols to the European Convention
on Human Rights with the aim of improving and strengthening its supervisory
mechanism.

In 1998 Protocol No. 11 thus replaced the original two-tier structure,
comprising the Commission and the Court on Human Rights, sitting a few
days per month, by a single full-time Court. This change put an end to the
Commission’s filtering function, enabling applicants to bring their cases
directly before the Court.

A second major reform to address the considerable increase in the number
of applications and the Court’s backlog was brought about by the entry
into force of Protocol No. 14 in 2010. This Protocol introduced new judicial
formations for the simplest cases and established a new admissibility criterion
(existence of a “significant disadvantage” for the applicant); it also extended
the judges’ term of office to 9 years (not renewable).

Since 2010, several high-level conferences on the future of the Courthave been
convened to identify methods of guaranteeing the long-term effectiveness
of the Convention system. These conferences have, in particular, led to the
adoption of Protocols Nos. 15 and 16 to the Convention.

Protocol No. 15, adopted in 2013, inserted references to the principle
of subsidiarity and the doctrine of the margin of appreciation into the
Convention’s preamble; it also reduced from 6 to 4 months the time within
which an application must be lodged with the Court after a final national
decision. It entered into force on 1 August 2021.

Protocol No. 16 entered into force in 2018, allowing the highest courts
and tribunals of a State Party to ask the Court to give advisory opinions on
questions of principle relating to the interpretation or application of the
Convention rights and freedoms.

Working methods
The Court has reformed its working methods in order to increase its efficiency.

The Court has developed the pilot-judgments procedure to cater for the
massive influx of applications concerning similar issues, also known as
“systemic or structural issues” —i.e. those that arise from the non-conformity
of domestic law with the Convention as regards the exercise of a particular
right.

The Court has also adopted a priority policy so as to take into consideration
the importance and urgency of the issues raised when deciding the order in
which cases are to be dealt with.
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The life of an application

Beginning of the dispute

v

Proceedings before the national courts

Exhaustion of domestic remedies

Decision of the highest domestic court

hd

Application to the Court

Admissibility criteria

Exhaustion of B-month deadline for Complaints against a Applicant has
domestic remedies applying to the Court contracting State suffered a significant
(from the final domestic judicial decision) to the Convention disadvantage
Initial analysis
Inadmissibility decision Examination of the admissibility e e e e
= case concluded and merits Y

Judgment finding a violation Judgment finding
no violation

Request for re-examination of the case

Request dismissed Request accepted
= case concluded = referral to the Grand Chamber
Final j g a violation udgment finding no violation
= case concluded

Transmission of the case file to the Committee of Ministers
Obligations of the State in question

Payment of compensation Adoption of individual measures
(just satisfaction) (restitution, reopening
of the proceedings...)

Examination by the
Committee of Ministers
Satisfactory execution Unsatisfactory execution
Final resolution = case conclude:

Adoption of general measures
(amendment to the legislation)
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- Simplified flow chart of case-processing by the Court

INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION

+ v
SINGLE JUDGE COMMITTEE IR IR CHAMBER
1 judge 3 judges r 7 judges
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Relinquishment GRAND CHAMBER
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+
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