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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE MEETING: 

 

 Participation of 30 human rights lawyers from 23 litigating NGOs in 14 countries 

across the Council of Europe (CoE)  

 Exchange of advocacy experiences related to the implementation of European 

Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) judgments and identification of shared needs of 

NGOs from various political and social contexts  

 Collective revision of the European Implementation Network’s (EIN) 2016-2020 

strategy  

 Strong endorsement for further development of and partnership with the EIN  
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This report summarises the first Network meeting of the EIN, held in Istanbul on 11-12 April 

2016. The objectives of the meeting were to: 

 

 To exchange experiences and identify the needs of civil society organizations in the 

implementation field 

 To identify best strategies to maximise NGO capacities and enhance their implementation 

advocacy at the national level and with Strasbourg-based institutions 

 To introduce the European Implementation Network (EIN) and receive input on the draft 

EIN strategy  

 

The Consulate of Sweden to Turkey generously provided financial support for this meeting.   

 

 

SESSION ON SHARING EXPERIENCES AND IDENTIFYING NEEDS OF CIVIL 

SOCIETY IN IMPLEMENTATION WORK 

Participants broke out into three moderated group to address the following questions. Key points 

raised in the discussion are highlighted below. 

 

1.  What advocacy have you carried out or are you currently undertaking to support the 

 implementation of European Court judgments.  

 

National level 

 

 Some NGOs are using Rule 9 submissions as a tool for national advocacy. 

 Engagement/dialogue with domestic governments; however, the extent of this dialogue 

varies significantly across countries and depends on the political context. 

 Working groups and other platforms have, in some instances, been set up to discuss 

implementation strategies and share information – either among NGOs or with the 

authorities (e.g., in Moldova, the government has consulted civil society on the law on 

implementation).  

 Capacity building for lawyers litigating cases and NGOs working on implementation. 

 Awards to judges for promoting European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) standards. 

 Sharing information and raising awareness: some organizations have started websites 

dedicated to implementation. 

 

Strasbourg level 

 

 Rule 9 submissions to the Committee of Ministers (CoM) with recommendations for 

necessary reforms.  

 NGO briefings for CoM members to provide them with an independent assessment of 

government efforts and the steps needed to achieve effective implementation.  

 Cultivating relations with individual country delegations to “adopt” a case. 

 Third party interventions in new cases referring to the lack of implementation of existing 

ECtHR judgments.  

 Using other regional/international forums beyond Strasbourg, such as UN treaty bodies. 
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2.  What impediments have you encountered in your advocacy, both at the national 

 level and in Strasbourg?  

 

National level 

 

 The sustainability of domestic implementation structures is weak. For example, in Poland, 

the Parliament’s subcommittee on implementation of ECtHR judgments has been affected 

by the political shift in the government. 

 Lack of ownership of the implementation process by national NGOs, which affects their 

meaningful involvement in the implementation process domestically.  

 There is a lack of political good will on the part of many domestic judicial actors and a 

resistance to enforced ECtHR judgments, as well as overall European Convention standards.  

 

Strasbourg level 

 

 There is an information gap on the implementation progress, which has been documented by 

the CoM’s annual report (for instance, 80 submissions out of 9000 cases in 2015; moreover, 

submission rates have remained largely flat).  

 NGOs lack information and knowledge about the supervision of execution process by the 

CoM in Strasbourg; the CoE’s lack of transparency and limited engaged with civil society 

contributes to this information deficit.  

 Limited access to key institutions like the Department for the Execution of Judgments is a 

continued problem. It is difficult to see how much of NGOs’ feedback to the CoM and/or the 

Department is taken into consideration 

 Organizations struggle with a kack of institutional memory as state delegation in Strasbourg 

change every few years. 

 There is a lack of ownership of the implementation process amongst NGOs at the regional 

level. 

 Lack of political good will by respondent governments.  

 The premature closure or transfer of cases from enhanced to standard supervision has been 

an ongoing challenge.  

 The CoM is a peer review process and countries have a common goal in not criticizing each 

other. The Committee is insufficiently critical of the information it receives from respondent 

states, nor is it clear how the CoM interprets the judgments and translates them into 

appropriate remedies.  

 

 

3.  What would you like to be able to do undertake more effective advocacy on behalf of 

 implementation? What do you think is needed? 

 

National level 

 

 Better access to information given to/by the CoM domestically through translation of 

submissions, CoM decisions, etc. This speaks to a more general need to share information 

about domestic structures/arrangements that facilitate implementation (an example is 

Moldova, where the authorities asked for examples from other countries when discussing a 

draft law on implementation), advocacy strategies, legislative frameworks.  

 More regular sharing of success stories and raising awareness about successful strategies.   
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Strasbourg level 

 

 Better Rule 9 submissions: this would require specialized trainings for NGOs, more 

coordination amongst civil society. 

 More information on how the supervision processes work in Strasbourg. 

 More regular, informative feedback from the Department of Execution of Judgments is 

necessary.  

 Dedicated funding support for implementation-oriented work in Strasbourg and in other 

international fora. 

 Database mapping of what is being done by NGOs with respect to implementation work 

(e.g., what NGOs focus on which cases/themes across CoE)  would lead to better 

coordination of efforts and resources  

 Identify and liaise with allies and potential allies at the CoM, and in other relevant CoE 

institutions.  

 To push the CoM to have a CSO liaison in each country (how realistic is this?) 

 Reform of the supervision process in Strasbourg – more rigor, frequency, transparency.  

 

Other questions for consideration:  

 

 How often do those who advocate for implementation differ from those who do litigation?  

 Government are skilled at avoiding and redirecting scrutiny in Strasbourg; evasive tactics 

need to be challenged. 

 Trainings for lawyers that bring ECtHR cases: do they think about implementation?  

 Information sharing amongst NGOs – how can this be regular, customary practice? Could 

a Network assist in systematizing that practice? 

 

 

SESSSION ON REVIEWING AND REVISING THE EIN’S DRAFT STRATEGY  

 

Key recommendations are reflected in the revised EIN strategy 2016-2020 (attached). These brief 

notes summarise the prevailing ideas of the group.   

 

 A strategy should be an organizational roadmap and a fundraising instrument. 

 It is important to define the EIN’s vision and separate it from the Network’s goals, which 

also have to be very clearly defined (there appear to be three main goals or pillars: 

increased advocacy/access to Strasbourg; capacity building; and improving the CoE’s 

supervision process.) 

 Suggested timeframe for the strategy is 4-5 years. 

 Need to clearly define what is the nature of the problem and how EIN can solve it; we 

need to demonstrate the Network’s added value. 

 Effective communication on equal footing is a key value of the Network.  

 The importance of being a “bridge” between Strasbourg and national contexts – the 

permanency of the Network is important for ensuring continuity and institutional memory. 

 Important to clarify the structure and the governance of the EIN.  

 The strategy should identify risks and a plan for mitigating those risks.  
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Structure and Governance  

 

 A dictionary definition: a network is a group of people or organisations that are closely 

connected and that work with each other; this is what the EIN idea is about. 

 No membership – the EIN is loose affiliation of partners, it is rooted in complementing 

NGOs’ advocacy work and supports inclusive participation. The more organizations that 

participate and benefit from the EIN, the better.  

 EIN plays a dual role: 

o Reactive: provides access to CoE structures for national NGOs; coordinate 

the sharing of information and provides technical support.   

o Proactive: identifies ways for NGOs to engage and new initiatives and 

opportunities to advocate for implementation, e.g. “orphan” judgments, those 

that many organizations do not have time or capacity to focus on. 

 The Network would be coordinated by a Secretariat, under the umbrella of Judgment 

Watch. 

 The Secretariat or Steering Committee exercises discretion as to whether a potential 

partner NGO (or individual) fits the values of the Network. 

 

 

SESSION ON IDENTIFYING TACTICS FOR MAXIMIZING NGO CAPACITIES 

 

Strategic National Implementation Advocacy  

 

 How can the EIN pick its cases? 

o According to the ECtHR’s priority policy 

o Systemic problems in CoE countries 

o Conduct a mapping of priorities in each country 

 How would the EIN assist an NGO at the national level? 

o Provide advice on action plans, general measures, etc. 

o Liaise with national bodies that could potential assist with implementation 

(e.g., ombudsman, NHRIs)  

o Maintain a website compiling all available information on the 

implementation of judgments and existing domestic mechanisms, 

structures, legislation (referencing to partner NGOs’ websites) 

o Connect local NGOs with groups in other countries focusing on similar 

thematic issues 

 

Advocacy with Strasbourg-based Institutions and Actors 

 

1. Communication with Strasbourg 

 Public quarterly briefings to CoM (CM-DH briefings) 

 Private meetings/briefings on particular cases (where there are security concerns, etc.) 

 Coordinate meetings between NGO partners and Strasbourg-based actors, including 

CoM or PACE members, Department for Execution of Judgments, etc. 

 Proactively identify and advocate for certain issues or cases to be on the CoM’s agenda 

(both it quarterly CM-DH or broader agenda) 

 Advocate for PACE to hold regular, public hearings on long-standing judgments 

 Communicate regularly with many actors (Dept of Exec, CoM, HR Commissioner) 

 Increased civil society participation 
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 Social events: opportunities to engage member states outside of formal meetings, 

which is often how relationships are formed and strengthened in Strasbourg 

 Use of social media to share information from Strasbourg  

 

2. Capacity-building of NGOs 

 Training workshops on Rule 9 submissions – when to submit, how long, what issues to 

address 

 Private briefings to CoM members 

 Sharing intelligence and information given the secrecy of Strasbourg 

 Identify information on implementation-related issues 

 Help partners produce and use useful information (briefing notes, reports) 

 Help partners find litigation support, as needed 

 Share good practices, advocacy tactics, positive experiences 

 

3. Reform of Strasbourg  

 Advocating for new approaches to supervision 

 Proposing new approaches rather than responding to existing ones 

 

Reforming the European human rights system: Brussels Declaration and Beyond  

  

 Should and could EIN at all engage in the reform process of CoE institutions that 

monitor and supervise execution of judgments?  

Yes, important for: 

o Transparency 

o Effectiveness 

o Participation of civil society (query whether the Conference of INGOs would be 

a good partner for the EIN?) 

 Reactive or proactive on the Brussels Declaration? Reactive through the development 

of position papers, etc.  

 Proactive on the following: 

o Convening seminars on particular groups of cases, themes 

o Developing fact sheets on “reform” initiatives  

o Suggesting thematic debates at the CoM 

 

IDENTIFICATION OF NEXT STEPS  

 

 Revise the EIN strategy reflecting feedback of participating NGOs and invite their 

endorsement  

 Updates on further steps: fundraising and activity planning for 2016 

 Quarterly CM-DH briefings will continue in 2016, co-convened with the Justice 

Initiative (interested organizations should be in touch with the EIN/OSJI) 

 The Justice Initiative will seek to host a bi-annual meeting with the Court in November 

2016, which could be combined with the next EIN meeting. 

 

APPENDICES 

 

 List of participants of the EIN meeting in Istanbul 


