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Introductory note:

This supporting table is intended to serve as a reference document to facilitate the third stage negotiations. It includes the recommendations of the Special Working Group, the proposals by member states for implementing each recommendation, and the response of the IACHR.

3. Procedural matters in processing cases and individual petitions
A. Regarding recommendations to the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights
	Recommendation of the Special Working Group

AG/doc.5310/12



	Proposals by member states for implementing the recommendation

CP/doc.4813/12 rev. 1
	Responses of the IACHR

CP/INF.6541/12 corr. 1

	a) Rigorously apply criteria for admissibility of petitions, including thorough verification of the exhaustion of local remedies to avoid parallel proceedings in domestic instances and the IACHR.

	i. Ask the IACHR to conduct a thorough analysis of the exceptions provided for in the American Convention on Human Rights to the exhaustion of domestic remedies, especially as regards the qualification of “unwarranted delay,” taking into account the legal scope and context of each case.

ii. Ask the IACHR to ensure that this recommendation is strictly observed in accordance with Article 31 of its Rules of Procedure.

iii. Ask the IACHR to request the state to present a report on exhaustion of domestic remedies before the IACHR begins its examination of the petition lodged with it. 

iv. Ask the IACHR to explore options for conducting the initial study of a petition in a reasonable period of time. 

v. Ask the IACHR to avoid situations in which some petitions are lodged after others and yet are brought to the attention of states earlier, as this constitutes unequal treatment for victims when there are no apparent reasons for altering the chronological order.

vi. Ask the IACHR to apply with greater rigor the criteria already set forth in Articles 31, 32, 33, and 34 of its Rules of Procedure and in Articles 46 and 47 of the ACHR, bearing in mind the subsidiary nature of the IAHRS and the workload.
	99. The IACHR acknowledges the importance of rigorous application of admissibility criteria described in articles 31 to 34 of its Rules, and which faithfully reflect articles 46 and 47 of the Convention. In its reports on admissibility, the Commission analyzes each one of these requirements even when the parties did not interpose them. When the Commission decides in its Admissibility Report that one of the exceptions of the principle of previous-exhaustion applies, it carries out a detailed explanation.

100. Any measures to be adopted in this connection cannot undermine the protection of human rights, or the Commission’s capacity to effectuate this protection. For instance, exhaustion requirements are defenses that States may tacitly renounce before the Report on Admissibility; the onus of demonstrating the existence of an adequate remedy is on the respondent State.
101.
The IACHR will develop a practical guide with information as to these criteria.
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	b) Develop and broaden the criteria or parameters for setting aside petitions and cases, including, in particular, those in which there has been a protracted period of procedural inactivity. 
	i. Ask the IACHR to amend the IACHR Rules of Procedure article that covers the archiving of petitions or cases, given that with what it has to date, the IACHR has opted to reopen cases that had already been reported as closed months or years ago. Accordingly, archiving should be considered a stage to close a petition or case before the IAHRS after which it cannot be reopened for debate, in the interest of legal certainty. Amending the provisions on archiving petitions at the IACHR must include the criterion of a long period of procedural inactivity on the part of the petitioners to proceed with it, and the criteria for ordering a reopening.
ii. Ask the IACHR to consider adding a new subparagraph to Article 43 of its Rules of Procedure that provides for the possibility of archiving a case due to prolonged procedural inactivity. 

iii. Ask the IACHR to consider adding to the grounds contemplated in its Rules of Procedure one relating to lack of activity on the part of a petitioner over a reasonable period of time. Accordingly, it is proposed that a sub-subparagraph (c) be added to Article 42(1) of the Rules of Procedure as follows:

“It finds that the petitioner has been inactive for a reasonable period of time, exceeding one year.”
iv. Ask the IACHR to consider defining criteria for setting aside cases, in particular those that have been resolved through friendly settlement procedures or where the petitioners have shown disinterest. 

v. Ask the IACHR to observe the provisions of Article 42 (a) and (b) of its Rules of Procedure as regards the archiving of petitions and cases.

vi. Ask the IACHR to schedule talks with member states to define the criteria for archiving petitions and cases.

	102. The IACHR acknowledges the importance of following up inactive petitions to archive them after long periods of inactivity. In the last two years the IACHR has archived 109 cases in which the lack of activity was incumbent on the petitioner.
103.
In response to the recommendation of the Special Working Group, the Commission is currently
considering the following amendments to the rules of procedure:

· Including a provision in the Rules of Procedure under which the absence of any procedural momentum by the petitioner would be grounds for archiving the respective case file;

· Including a provision in the Rules of Procedure under which decisions to archive would be considered final or with prejudice, except in special circumstances, when called for in the interest of justice, such as in instances of error or fraud or when important facts come to light of which the IACHR was not aware at the time of making the decision.

104.
The logic behind establishing such preclusion to the proceedings, however, is not applicable to cases in which the delay can be attributed to the State concerned or the Commission itself.
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	c) Put into effect deadlines (at least on an indicative basis) for each procedural stage.
	i. Ask the IACHR to cut to three months the period for registration and notification of the state concerned (goal contained in the Strategic Plan of the IACHR), and set reasonable deadlines, equivalent to those granted to the petitioners, in light of the situation to be documented. The mechanism of tight deadlines and extensions wears down management and the state, petitioners, and the IACHR alike. For petitions with long periods of procedural inactivity, deadlines must be commensurate with the ability of states to update their information on each specific case

ii. Ask the IACHR to establish an appropriate time limit for processing petitions, after which the possibility of holding the state responsible shall lapse, because of the violation entailed in maintaining proceedings before the IACHR open indefinitely. 

iii. Ask the IACHR to design more efficient communication mechanisms to reduce the exchange of briefs between states and petitioners.

iv. Ask the IACHR for greater uniformity in the processing of cases with respect to procedural time limits. Implementation of this recommendation would require changes to the Rules of Procedure of the IACHR.


	105. The IACHR recognizes the importance of the recommendation and realizes that delays in decision-making on petitions and cases adversely affect the interests of all users of the system. The Commission is engaged in implementing performance-based management practices and has created specialized working groups within the Executive Secretariat and, in so doing, has been successful in the past years at decreasing procedural backlog of matters in the initial review phase and increasing the number of decisions issued.
106. A program to eliminate procedural backlog in the initial review stage has been implemented since 2007. In the early days of the program, the average duration of the initial review process78 was 50.2 months; currently it is down to 27 months. This drop is the result of a strategy of focusing resources on the Registry section of the Executive Secretariat to prioritize the first response to a petition. Maintaining this pace of reduction in procedural delay for petitions in the initial review stage and extending it to the other stages of the procedure (admissibility and merits) requires additional resources. In its Strategic Plan, the IACHR was transparent about the resources that would be required to reduce procedural backlog for each stage of the procedure; however, no additional resources have been obtained. In order to continue the reduction in backlog, during the rest of the year 2012 an estimated 14.400 hours of legal analysis would be required. Unfortunately, only a fifth of these are currently available.
107. The Commission underscores that the aforementioned measures involve case management; however, setting time periods to preclude the adoption of decisions on petitions and cases would be a measure that weakens the individual petition system, because it would transfer to the alleged victims of human rights violations the consequences of the inadequate funding available to the IACHR to serve the universe of matters before it. In light of the foregoing, the Commission finds that in order to strengthen its capacity to swiftly and efficiently provide a response to the parties, it is absolutely essential to have the resources that it has called for in its Strategic Plan.
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	d) Define objective criteria or parameters and provide cause and grounds for applying the exceptional mechanism of joining the admissibility and merits stages. 
	i. Request the IACHR to review its Rules of Procedure article on the exceptional mechanism of accumulation of the stages of admissibility and merits, since it may affect both the state's and the alleged victims' procedural rights. That would not affect the rights of alleged victims, but rather ensure a rigorous process, considering that the IACHR processing itself (Rules of Procedure) establishes two stages–one for admissibility and another for merits–a distinction between the evaluation to be performed by the IACHR in order to declare a petition admissible and evaluation required to establish a violation.

ii. Request the IACHR to define more precisely what constitute “exceptional circumstances” as envisaged in Article 36(2) of its “Rules of Procedure.” 

iii. Request the IACHR to establish the practice of holding consultations with the states concerned, in order to determine on a case-by-case basis if a situation genuinely warrants the joinder of procedural stages. 

iv. Request the IACHR, in adopting joinder decisions, to consider requiring a qualified majority, as opposed to a simple majority. Therefore, it is suggested that a new subparagraph be included with a provision to that effect in Article 18 of its Rules of Procedure.

v. Request that the IACHR ensure, in every petition that it processes, that all the stages envisaged in its Rules of Procedure are exhausted and that it avoid deferring its examination of admissibility until the discussion on merits, since that deprives the state of the possibility of exercising its right to defense
	108. In response to this recommendation, the Commission shall consider amending Article 36.3 of its Rules of Procedure, by establishing that decisions to join these stages must be made on the basis of well supported rulings and only in exceptional circumstances that warrant taking the measure, such as:

· When there is an inextricable link between the merits of the matter and consideration as to whether any of the grounds for exception applies to the prior exhaustion of domestic remedies requirement; and

· When the passage of time may undermine the practical effect of the petition. 
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	e) Establish mechanisms for determining and individually identifying alleged victims. 
	i. Request the IACHR to establish a protocol to individualize and identify victims under the system of processing cases and individual petitions. The objective here is for states to know the alleged victims from the outset of the process and to make information search easier in the organizations.

ii. Request the IACHR to reach, prior to the report on the admissibility, a determination on the number and identity of the victims, limiting the possibility of subsequent accreditation that would impair legal certainty, undermine the validity of the proceedings, and distort the nature of the system.

iii. Request the IACHR to make certain that the persons named as victims in a petition truly are victims.

iv. Request the IACHR to avoid the presumption of victimhood as it complicates appropriate reparation when it comes to signing a friendly settlement agreement or implementing the recommendations of the IACHR. 

v. Request the IACHR to require that when a petitioner presents a petition through a legal representative, that representation be duly accredited, in order to avoid situations in which petitioners disavow steps taken by their representatives, which obstructs the progress or settlement of cases.

vi. Request the IACHR to establish the criteria for inclusion of new alleged victims in cases already being processed. 
	109. In response to the recommendation of the Working Group, the Commission is considering incorporating into its Rules of Procedure the main elements of the jurisprudence of the organs of the Inter-American system with regard to the identification of alleged victims.
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110. These legal precedents of the Inter-American Court and IACHR doctrine establish that, when it is impossible to individually identify the victims, the circumstances of time and space in which the alleged human rights violations have taken place or information on belonging to a particular group (a family, organization, indigenous community, presence in a prison facility), as well as any other type of information that would enable the respondent State to determine who the victims are, should be provided.
111. In this context, as well as in other ones, the IACHR deems it relevant to mention the challenge at the core of the process of reform to which the IACHR is committed: striking a delicate balance. The Commission recognizes its duty to strictly apply existing procedures to ensure not only legal certainty, but also due process of the law. At the same time, the situation of many of the victims that resort to the system makes it necessary to maintain a reasonable degree of flexibility. Thousands of the individuals resorting to the Inter-American system are from the poorest and most excluded social strata of the hemisphere and do not have any legal counsel available to them. The reforms adopted by the Commission, particularly as they concern the system of individual petitions, must recognize this uneven playing field by building in flexibility and informality into its procedures, in order to not extend to the supranational arena the obstacles to access to justice, which unfortunately are prevalent in some countries of the region. For the system of individual petitions to be effective, all potential victims of human rights violations need to be able to gain simple and prompt access to the Commission, both parties must be able to assert the right to present their points of view at each stage of the process, the decision of the Commission must be timely and implementation of the recommendations by States concerned must be effective.
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	f) Ensure prompt notification of initial petitions to states, immediately after they have been registered. 
	i. Request the IACHR to consider adding the phrase “as promptly as possible” to paragraph “2” of Article 30 of its Rules of Procedure.

ii. Ask the IACHR to establish the practice for the Registry Working Group to disclose, upon request from the state, information on files that it is evaluating, unless the petitioner requests nondisclosure or the IACHR considers that to release such information could endanger the petitioner.

	112. The IACHR has adopted the necessary measures to implement this recommendation. Additionally, the Commission has made the decision that it will prioritize resources in the future to make sure that the time between the end of the initial review stage and the State’s notification of the respective petition is never longer than one month.
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	g) Provide factual updates on initial petitions that are transmitted to states a considerable time after registration or in the even of long periods of procedural inactivity. 
	i. Request the IACHR to ensure that in notifying the state of the initial communication it include up-to-date information on the facts.  


	113. The IACHR recognizes the importance of the recommendation and realizes that delay in reviewing and serving notice of petitions compromises efficiency in the petition and case procedure.

114. The IACHR follows the practice of requesting information from the petitioner when facts are lacking in order to make a decision as to whether to begin processing the petition or not. When the petitioning party does not submit the requested information within the time period granted to it to do so and the information available is insufficient to formulate a recommendation on possibly beginning the processing of the petition, the respective case file is placed on the inactive docket. As a result of that practice, the Executive Secretariat renders a high number of petitions inactive periodically.
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	h) Continue to develop objective criteria for setting priorities regarding treatment of petitions and other cases, considering the nature, complexity, and impact of the alleged situations.

	i. To request the IACHR, in addressing this recommendation, to consider altering its working methods, so that in stating the priority accorded to a particular complaint, it rationalize that decision and elucidate the parameters that guided it.

ii. Request the IACHR to consider undertaking a review of its priorities for addressing petitions, as well as the balance it strikes between handling petitions and other parts of its mandate, to ensure that its available resources are focused effectively on all parts of its mandate.

iii. Request the IACHR to consider the kinds of petitions it is best positioned to address: as a body with limited resources that complements the national and provincial justice systems in the countries of the region, the Commission should not attempt to take action in every situation brought to its attention where individuals and communities are at risk. Rather it should take up those cases where well-established and applicable international human rights obligations are specifically implicated, the requirements for admissibility are met, and where the Commission’s intervention is necessary.


	115. This recommendation has been reiterated both by delegations of the Member States and by members of civil society at Forums on the Strengthening Process. The Commission maintains a policy of handling petitions on a first-come, first-served basis. However, to effectively protect human rights, certain exceptions must be made. For example, death penalty-related petitions, as an institutional policy, are forwarded to the State within 24 hours of being received by the IACHR, and processing is triggered with the mere affirmation that the death penalty has been imposed and is legally valid, though the Commission has historically decided that all petitions relating to application of the death penalty receive a higher level of scrutiny.
116. Exceptions to the first-come, first-served rule are handled under the procedure known as per saltum, which involves the initial review of the petition departing from the chronological order in which it was received, inasmuch as it is believed that the passage of time would substantially affect the very purpose of the functions of the Commission. Past performance of the Executive Secretariat shows that the maximum capacity to handle petitions on a per saltum basis is at 10% of all petitions reviewed.
117. Moreover, in light of current needs with regards to this issue, and in accordance with the recommendation of the Special Working Group, the plenary Commission has taken under advisement including in its Rules of Procedure the possibility of expediting the review of petitions that are in the initial review phase when they meet certain requirements such as:

· When the alleged victims are elderly, children or when the passage of time strips the petition of its practical effect;

· When the alleged victim is afflicted by a terminal disease;

· When it is claimed that the alleged victims may be subject to application of the death penalty;

· When the subject of the petition is connected to an ongoing precautionary measure;

· When the alleged victims are persons deprived of liberty;

· When the State formally expresses its intention to reach a friendly settlement in the matter;

· When one of the following circumstances arises:

· The decision may have the effect of remedying serious structural situations that have an impact on the enjoyment of human rights;

· The decision may help to bring about changes in laws or in government practices and avoid the filing of multiple petitions regarding the same matter; or

· As a result of exceptional circumstances, delay in a ruling on the merits of the matter may strip the petition of its practical effect.
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	i) Grant reasonable deadlines and extensions for states to relay observations on petitions, considering the time elapsed since the facts stated in the petition and the volume of the background material, and/or the complexity of the matter.
	i. Request the IACHR to consider granting, on an exceptional basis, extensions exceeding three months, taking into account the nature of the complaint, the specific circumstances of each state and the complexity of the case. It is suggested that a new paragraph, supplementing paragraph 3, be added to Article 30 of the Rules of Procedure.

ii. To request the IACHR to consider extending the time limit for submitting observations on the admissibility report to three months, given that relatively new facts that have emerged in the processing of the petition are added to that report, which the state needs to investigate using its entire apparatus in order to corroborate their veracity. Furthermore, when the IACHR invokes the principle of iura novit curia and states in the admissibility report that it will take cognizance of violations of human rights not alleged by the petitioners, the State needs more than the statutory two months currently allowed to collect information on, and respond to, such allegations. 

iii. Request the IACHR to consider the possibility of extending the time limit currently envisaged in Article 37(1) of its Rules of Procedure to six months. 

iv. Request the IACHR to assess objectively the efforts of the state to implement its recommendations, increasing its rapprochement with states and investigating their workings so that the potential granting of extensions to carry out recommendations is not influenced by personal conceptions of the victims and their representatives.  

v. Request the IACHR to give priority to domestic reparation mechanisms available to states, so as not to create twin reparation mechanisms that differ greatly from each other. 

vi. Request the IACHR to eliminate the maximum extension (four months) of time limits that the Commission may grant in response to well-founded requests from states and provide more detailed guidelines with respect to grounds for supporting petitions. In that regard, it is suggested that Article 37(2) of the Rules of be amended as follows:

“The Executive Secretariat shall evaluate requests for an extension of the time periods established in the preceding subparagraph that are duly founded, giving particular consideration to the age of the facts alleged in the petition, the volume of accompanying background information, and the multifaceted nature of the case, among other circumstances.”
	118. The IACHR is considering amending Article 30.3 of its Rules of Procedure and lengthening the time period for States to relay their responses on admissibility to three months, with the possibility of an extension of an additional month. It is also considering perhaps amending Article 37.1 of its Rules of Procedure and lengthening the time period for the parties to submit observations on the merits to four months, with the possibility of an extension of two additional months.
119. The IACHR believes that lengthening the periods for the parties to submit observations would not lead to further delay in the processing of petitions and cases, but instead would make additional time available to States and petitioners to provide information and higher quality factual information to the IACHR; but it will also be taking into consideration the observations that it has received through the consultation module on this issue of the Individual Petition System.
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	j) Grant reasonable deadlines and extensions for states to follow up on the recommendations of the IACHR in the light of their nature and the scope of the actions requested of the State, as appropriate, subject to applicable standards.
	i. Request the IACHR to consider including the criteria mentioned in the above recommendation in Article 44(2) of its Rules of Procedure.

ii. Request the IACHR to ensure that the applicable deadlines and extensions in a case, prior to its referral to the Inter-American Court, take into account the specific nature, background, and complexity of the matter.  
	120. The Commission is currently considering changing its Rules of Procedure to include the possibility of granting extensions of time when recommendation implementation involves different branches of government, coordination between central and regional governments or other types of complexity, in the view of the Commission members. Additionally, the Commission shall take into consideration the existence of domestic laws that establish mechanisms for implementation of the decisions of the bodies of the system. The IACHR could, as a practice, require States to provide an implementation timetable of the recommendations issued in its final report on the merits. The IACHR could also establish as a practice that, after granting an initial extension, any further extensions would be conditioned upon an explanation by States of the measures that they have been taking in order to implement the recommendations issued in the final merits report.
121. With regard to this recommendation, as with the previous one, the Commission will also be taking into consideration the observations that it has received on this issue through the consultation module on the Individual Petition System. It will also bear in mind that, for States accepting the contentious jurisdiction of the Inter-American Court, Article 46 of its Rules of Procedure already establishes that in order to grant extensions, the State concerned must make an express request, which must meet the following formal requirements:

· That the State shows its willingness to implement the recommendations included in the merits report through the adoption of concrete and adequate measures of compliance; and

· That in its request the State expressly and irrevocably accepts the suspension of the time limit established in Article 51.1 of the American Convention for the submission of the case to the Court and consequently expressly waives the right to file preliminary objections regarding compliance with the aforementioned time limit in the event that the matter is later referred to the Court.
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	k) Improve mechanisms to enable states, petitioners, and victims concerned to access records of petitions and cases in electronic format in order to encourage the prompt solution of said cases. 
	i. Request the IACHR to consider expanding existing electronic information mechanisms to provide broad access to procedural records concerning cases and petitions.


	122. The Commission has developed, in cooperation with the OAS Department of Information and Technology Services, a system of digital management of petitions, cases and precautionary measures, which has been the recipient of several international awards. Over this year, the IACHR expects to publish the first module of this system, whereby the access of Commissioners to the digital records will be further enhanced, and States and petitioners will be able to check the procedural status of petitions, cases and precautionary measures. Throughout several different stages of the procedure, parties can check digital case files of the matters before the IACHR, as well as send in and receive from the IACHR documents, letters and audiovisual materials in electronic format.
123. The final stage of this process is to digitize all case files, which would mean that any person with Internet access could submit documents and manage their matters with the IACHR without incurring any costs in sending materials to the headquarters of the Commission.
124. In designing these tools, the need to safeguard sensitive information in the custody of the IACHR has been taken into account and, consequently, guidelines have been drafted on access to information and how secret and confidential information will be managed.
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	l) Consider the development of an electronic mechanism designed to systematize background material, reports, and decisions of the IACHR.
	i. Request the IACHR to include on its website complete records of cases being processed to enable their consultation by petitioners and states.

ii. Request the IACHR to consider designing a system arranged in chronological order to facilitate consultation of cases on the IACHR website.

iii. Request the IACHR to create thematic virtual folders.
	125. The IACHR recognizes the importance of this recommendation, and it plans to implement a new on-line search system for precautionary measures and case reports, similar to the HUDOC system used by the European Court of Human Rights, which allows for advanced legal precedent searches. The IACHR is seeking the funding required for implementation of this project.


B.
Other measures proposed by members states:
i. Hold discussions on the importance of promoting draft legislation at the domestic level on compliance with the decisions of the inter-American human rights system, particularly the judgments of the Court. 

ii. Request the IACHR to improve the initial examination of petitions and cases. To that end, the following could be considered:

· Establish the maximum allowable time for the initial review, admissibility, and foundation stages, preventing a backlog of old petitions that in some cases have become moot because the situations denounced no longer obtain.

· Introduce the principle of timeliness. Set criteria for determining priority in processing petitions

· Set objective criteria for decisions to set aside cases, including the consequences of adopting the measure.

· Set objective criteria for extending time limits for compliance with recommendations contained in Article 50 reports, including the possibility of freezing deadlines.

· Set objective criteria for referring a case to the Court, preventing the IACHR from automatically sending cases to the Court as a matter of course.

iii. Request the IACHR to seek greater coordination with UN treaty bodies and other regional mechanisms dealing with individual complaints process to learn techniques for managing expanding caseloads.

iv. Request the IACHR to review its administrative practices dealing with new petition intake and closure of dormant petitions. 

v. Request the IACHR, when it notes a pattern of cases, to adopt modalities to permit it to address such cases jointly.

vi. Request the IACHR to continue its commendable efforts to reduce the time taken to process petitions and cases, and to implement additional procedures to underpin those efforts

vii. Request the IACHR to consider making changes in how it applies its rules, organizes its work, and carries out its procedures. While inadequate resources are a factor, we also believe that steps can be taken to achieve this goal within a limited budget.

viii. Request the IACHR to consider consulting information available about the mass claims processing experience of numerous domestic and international bodies, and to draw on it to make its procedures as efficient and cost-effective as possible. 

ix. Request the IACHR to take greater care in adhering strictly to procedural rules, both to address the backlog and to enhance its credibility. As a body with a quasi-judicial role that is often called on to review the consistency of domestic legal proceedings with international standards, it is important for the Commission to ensure that its own handling of petitions is carried out in compliance with applicable procedures and with full transparency. 

x. Request the IACHR, in order to provide maximum transparency to petitioners and States in cases where petitions are granted or denied, to ensure that its communications set forth clearly and specifically how it applies standards of admissibility, including the requirement that domestic remedies be exhausted. When addressing the merits of a petition the IACHR should state the specific provisions of relevant international instruments or treaties at issue, as well as the relevant facts, and analyze their applicability to the petition at hand  

xi. Request the IACHR, given the many cases where similar facts and allegations are raised, to consider making their processing more efficient through the use of template communications and checklists. 

xii. Request the IACHR to speed up the transition to full online access to petitions, reports, and recommendations.

xiii. Reform the functions of the IACHR in this area, suppressing its authority to process individual petitions and cases while maintaining the exclusive jurisdiction of the Inter-American Court. Therefore, the Permanent Council should be instructed, with the support of the Inter-American Court and the General Secretariat, to prepare a draft work plan for the relevant transition and present it to the General Assembly for consideration by April 30, 2013.

While the transition period lasts, the IACHR should adhere to the following rules:

a. Consider if domestic remedies have been exhausted before admitting a case.

b. Prepare admissibility guidelines for cases. 

c. Apply the six-months rule for admissibility in light of the fact that modern technologies preclude any claim of delay in lodging petitions.

d. Justify the admissibility or inadmissibility of a case through disclosure of the votes of the commissioners.
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