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Abstract

The European Commission has requested the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ),
Council of Europeto conduct a study aimed at collecting and providing data on the functioning of judicial
systems in the EU member states. This study is based on the facts and figures collected, processed and
analyzed by the CEPEJ according to its own methodology and it aims at providing objective, reliable and
comparable information to be used by the European Commission in the “EU justice Scoreboard”.

The methodology used for this report is fully based on the methodology used by the CEPEJ for its biennial
evaluation cycles, using its "Scheme for evaluating judicial systems" to be filled by the CEPEJ’s national
correspondents (often established within the ministries of justice), whose responses are statistically
processed analyzed and validated by the scientific experts of the CEPEJ.

Following the technical specifications provided by the European Commission, the study is structured in two
main parts: the first part examines the judicial systems in the European Union member States providing data
tables per indicator for the Member States, and the second part contains country fiches.

*kkkkkkk

La Commission européenne a demandé a la Commission pour l'efficacité de la justice (CEPEJ) du Conseil
de I'Europe de réaliser une étude visant a collecter et fournir des données relatives au fonctionnement des
systemes judiciaires dans les Etats membres de 'UE. Cete étude, basée sur des faits et chiffrescolloectés,
traités et analysés par la CEPEJ selon sa propre méthodologie et vise a fournir une information objective,
fiable et comparable qui sera utilisée par la Commission européenne dans son « Tableau de bord de la
justice de 'UE ».

La méthodologie utilisée pour le présent rapport se base en totalité sur celle que la CEPEJ emploie pour ses
cycles d’évaluation biannuels, en utilisant une « Grille d’évaluation des systémes judiciaires ». Cette grille
est remplie par les correspondants nationaux de la CEPEJ (qui relévent souvent du ministére de la Justice)
et les réponses fournies font I'objet d’'un traitement statistique, d’'une analyse et d’une validation par les
experts scientifiques de la CEPEJ.

Conformément a la note technique de la Commission Européenne, I'étude est divisée en deux parties, la
premiére examinant les systémes judiciaires des Etats membres de I'Union européenne a I'aide de tableaux
de données par indicateur pour les Etats membres et la seconde contient des fiches par pays.



Executive summary

English version

The European Commission has requested the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ),
Council of Europe, relying on its own methodology for evaluating the functioning of the judicial systems of
Council of Europe Member States to conduct a study aimed at analyzing the situation of the judicial systems
in the EU member states. This study is based on the facts and figures collected, processed and analyzed
through the CEPEJ last evaluation cycles, and aimed at providing information to be used by the European
Commission for drafting the “EU justice Scoreboard”.

Structure of the study

Following the technical specifications provided par the European Commission, the study, based on 2012
data but also presenting the evolution in relation to 2010 data, is structured in two main parts: the first part
examines the judicial systems in the European Union member States providing data tables per indicator for
the Member States, and the second part contains country fiches.

Main elements

The study provides in particular an overview of the functioning of the justice public service based on the main
elements, which, according to the CEPEJ, are constitutive of the effectiveness and quality of systems.

e Budget of judicial systems

The analysis of the data concerning the budgetary effort of States in the functioning of their judicial system
indicates that, in a general context of control of public expenditure, a majority of the EU States continue to
prioritize their judicial system.

Indeed, the analysed data do not allow a dominant trend to be discerned in the EU between 2010 and 2012,
regarding the functioning of justice as a whole, as there are considerable disparities between States.

It must be highlighted that in most of the states where a decrease in the total budget was recorded, this
phenomenon does not correspond to a decrease in the budget allocated to the functioning of courts. Only
four states underwent a significant decrease — which remains limited, being between 2% and 9% - and only
three states experienced a more significant decrease.

With more specific regard to the judicial system, depending on the state there are common or separate
financing arrangements for the courts, the prosecution services and legal aid. These three elements have
been broken down as far as possible to allow comparisons, not only of the resources allocated to the
prosecution or trial functions, despite the difference in the organisation of systems, but also of the amounts
budgeted for access to justice. These data thus afford an overview of the budgets for most of the EU
member states.

For a closer insight into the budgets allocated to judicial systems, the different components of these budgets
were examined with different entries singled out: gross salaries of staff, information technologies (computers,
software, investments and maintenance), justice expenses (such as interpreters’ or experts’ remuneration),
costs for the rental and running of premises, real estate investments and training.

e Human resources

Different categories of judges (permanent, occasional, non-professional) can serve the justice system.
Regarding the number of permanent professional judges the European average of 21 judges per 100 000
habitants and the progression of the number in absolute terms are generally constant over two reference
years. The number of professional judges sitting in courts varies in a considerable manner according to the
judicial system of each State.

The principle of fair trial also carries the right for the parties to ask for a judge to be challenged if they have
any suspicion as to his/her impartiality. All states replied that they had a procedure for effectively challenging
a judge. In the majority of states the public prosecutor intervenes in civil or administrative cases. The
existence alongside judges of competent staff with defined functions and a recognized status is essential for
the effective functioning of the judicial system. A difference is made between the five types of non-judge
staff: the "Rechtspfleger" function (defined by the European Union of Clerks of Justice and Rechtspfleger
(EUR) as an independent judicial body), the non-judge staff whose function is to assist judges directly, those
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responsible for administrative matters, as well as court management, technical personnel and other types of
non-judge staff. It should be noted that the majority of states have reduced their non-judge staff.

e Judicial organisation

The study distinguishes between a) ordinary courts with jurisdiction in all matters for which jurisdiction has
not been assigned to a specialised court; b) specialised courts of first instance (legal entities); c) courts as a
geographic location.

We can note that generally States in South Europe generally have a larger number of courts of first instance
per 100 000 habitants compared to Northern countries.

Nearly all states have specialised courts. On average at the European level, the specialised courts of 1%
instance represent 28% of all courts of 1* instance (legal entities). A specialised court of 1* instance can
deal with various matters. Most states mention the specialised courts for administrative litigation, the
commercial courts and the labour courts. Some states have also identified other courts dealing, for example
with family cases, juveniles or guardianship, insurance and social security, military cases.

e Legalaid

Legal aid is one of the fundamental elements guaranteeing equal access to justice for all individuals. It is
intended to provide, particularly for citizens without sufficient financial resources, the benefit of assistance.
Legal aid comprises two aspects clearly distinguished by certain states: on the one hand, aid for access to
law (legal information and advice, aid for an alternative to court proceedings — ADR alternative dispute
resolution), on the other hand aid in asserting one’s rights in the context of a judicial action as applicant or
defendant in civil proceedings.

In the tables relating to this indicator, the budgetary data of legal aid in the member states are presented as
absolute values per inhabitant. Furthermore, it is important to determine the number of cases receiving legal
aid. On the basis of these data it is possible to calculate the average value of the legal aid granted per case.
Certain states in fact have few cases that are eligible for legal aid but grant a large amount per case,
whereas other states make the opposite choice to limit the amounts granted per case while making the
conditions of admission to legal aid more open.

e Legal expenses and fees

In virtually all states, the parties must pay a court fee or costs to institute non-criminal judicial proceedings.
Only 2 member states provide free access to judicial proceedings. For a majority of states in Europe,
increasingly moreover, the taxes and procedural costs levied by the courts constitute a by no means
insignificant financial resource enabling some to defray an important part of the courts’ operating costs, or
one of them even to achieve a credit balance. A system of this kind, if accompanied by an effective legal aid
apparatus allowing access to the court for litigants who would not have the means for it, is consistent with the
current dominant trend in public management aimed at partially reapportioning the burden of the operating
costs of the public services between those using them and the taxpayers.

e Lawyers

In most member states, the number of lawyers increased between 2010 and 2012. It should be noted that
southern states tend to have larger bar associations. The number of lawyers per career judge varies
considerably between countries. In 7 states, a monopoly on legal representation exists in the civil, and
administrative spheres.. 8 states or entities provide for this monopoly in administrative cases. In most states,
lawyers’ remuneration is freely negotiated.

e Alternative dispute resolution measures (ADR)

In various European countries, use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) measures is now widely accepted
among the general public and legal professionals. It furthers improvement in the effectiveness of justice by
providing persons before the courts with alternatives to a regular judicial procedure.

There are different types of ADR in the member countries: a) mediation generally concerns the civil,
administrative and criminal spheres; b) conciliation; c) arbitration is most often used for the resolution of
commercial disputes as it affords greater confidentiality.



Judicial mediation, presupposing the intervention of a judge who advises, decides and/or approves the
procedure, is present in almost all states. Its use is particularly extensive in the civil and commercial spheres.

e Enforcement of court decisions

There is no real access to justice if court decisions are not enforced in order to produce the expected results.
In almost half of the states, the number of enforcement agents is steady. The cost of enforcement is made
up of enforcement costs stricto sensu (costs relating to the procedural act) and of the enforcement agent’s
fees, linked with the outcome that may be achieved. In the great majority of states, enforcement costs and
fees are transparent and foreseeable.

e Performance of the courts

One of the essential factors of the proper functioning of the courts is linked with respect for the fundamental
principle of fair trial in reasonable time (Article 6 of the European Convention of Human Rights). This should
be fully taken into account when considering the workload of the court, the length of proceedings and the
specific measures to shorten them and improve their efficiency.

The CEPEJ elected to develop indicators of the efficiency of courts at European level. The first indicator is
the rate of variation in the backlog of pending cases (clearance rate) which precisely indicates the ability of
the court and the judicial system to cope with the flow of incoming cases.

The second indicator is the estimated time taken to shift the backlog of pending cases (calculated disposition
time), and measures in days the estimated time needed for a pending case to be concluded. If the
productivity of the courts of first instance in 2012 in non-criminal cases is scrutinised from the quantitative
angle alone, approximately half of the states (10) for which data concerning the clearance rate and the
disposition time are available achieve clearance rates above 100% while managing to maintain a disposition
time below 180 days in the categories of cases concerned. By contrast, 3 states achieve clearance rates
above 100% but they have much higher values of disposition time. Less positive results emanate from higher
courts and more particularly the supreme courts, where the clearance rate in most states is below 100%.
Specific procedures for urgent cases which may be used to enable the judge to deliver a provisional decision
(for example award of custody of a child), or where evidence needs to be preserved or damage is there is
imminent or difficult redress (summary application procedure, for example), exist in most states in the civil,
and administrative spheres. Besides, simplified procedures exist in most states in all spheres. However, only
10 states provide that judges can deliver judgments in an oral pronouncement, accompanied by the
operative clauses in writing, and be exempted from stating the grounds in writing.

e System for measuring and evaluating the functioning of courts

Numerous activities of courts (including by the courts’ judges and administrative staff) currently undergo
evaluation and monitoring procedures in many countries.

The system for evaluating the performance of courts comprises a longer-term perspective which makes use
of indicators and objectives. Compared to the monitoring systems, this evaluation may be of a more
gualitative nature. Virtually all member states have one. In most cases the High Council of Judiciary has
charge of it (13 states), followed by the Ministry of Justice (10 states). There is provision for an external
auditing body in a single country.

In terms of court management, arrangements for regular monitoring of the activity are made everywhere in
Europe. These are intended to review the day-to-day activity of courts and in particular what they produce,
particularly through data gathering and statistical analyses. All member states set up monitoring systems for
the number of new incoming cases and the number of decisions concluded. Only three states do not have a
monitoring system for the duration of proceedings and of cases involving a referral.. Finally, a large number
of states indicate that the courts are required to draw up an annual activity rapport.

The great majority of states have adopted quality indicators for the activity of courts. On the other hand,
quality norms laid down for the entire judicial system are rarer. 15 states have made provision for
performance goals at the level of the courts.

A substantial majority of states also use specific systems for measuring the backlogs of civil cases (only 2
states have no such system of measurement). 20 states have a system for measuring the backlogs of civil,
and administrative cases.

In fact the European Court of Human Rights recalls that it is crucial that the courts of a democratic society

should inspire confidence in persons amenable to justice.

In that regard, most states indicate that they carry out surveys allowing the level of satisfaction with and

confidence in the judicial system to be measured. These are conducted on the persons who have actually

had contact with a court (litigants, victims, lawyers, other legal professions — judicial experts, interpreters,
8



representatives of government agencies, etc.) — and are directly involved in proceedings (for example parties
and victims). They are not general opinion polls, which only measure general representations of justice at a
given time. This also concerns the satisfaction surveys conducted on the persons employed by the courts
(judges and non-judicial staff) or the prosecution department (prosecutor and non-prosecuting staff).

¢ Information and communication technologies (ICTs) in courts and court users

ICTs henceforth perform a major role in the administration of justice and in the delivery of justice services.
Analysis of the provision of computer equipment in European courts has highlighted three separate
applications: computer equipment used for direct assistance to the judge or the court staff; systems for the
registration and management of cases; electronic communication and exchange of information between
courts and their environment.

In general, use of ICTs in the courts is constantly increasing in Europe. 4 states are 100% computer
equipped in all sectors mentioned in the questionnaire, whereas 3 states display a relatively low level of
computer equipment compared to the other member states. In some cases the changes can no longer be
measured on a quantitative basis, for example when software is updated.

Use of video conferencing is on the increase in European judicial systems as it provides the means to
expedite proceedings and reduce the costs of non-criminal cases, to question parties, witnesses and
experts.



French version

La Commission européenne a demandé a la Commission pour I'efficacité de la justice (CEPEJ), du Conseil
de I'Europe de se baser sur sa propre méthodologie pour I'évaluation du fonctionnement des systémes
judiciaires des Etats membres du Conseil de I'Europe, pour réaliser une étude visant a analyser la situation
des systémes judiciaires dans les Etats membres de 'UE. Cette étude, basée sur des faits et données
recueillis, traités et analysés a travers les derniers cycles d’évaluation, et visant a fournir de I'information qui
sera utilisée par la Commission Européenne pour rédiger le « Tableau de bord de la justice de I'UE ».

Structure du rapport

Conformément a la note technique de la Commission Européenne, I'étude, fondée sur les données de 2012,
mais présentant aussi I'évolution par rapport aux données 2010, est divisée en deux parties, la premiére
examinant les systémes judiciaires des Etats membres de I'Union européenne a l'aide de tableaux de
données par indicateur pour les Etats membres et la seconde contient des fiches par pays.

Principaux éléments

L’étude permet notamment d’avoir un état des lieux de la maniére dont fonctionne le service public de la
justice a partir des principaux éléments qui, d’aprées la CEPEJ, sont constitutifs de I'efficacité et de la qualité
des systémes.

e Le budget des systémes judiciaires

L’analyse des données concernant I'effort budgétaire des Etats dans le fonctionnement de leur systéme
judiciaire permet d’'indiquer que, dans un contexte général de maitrise des dépenses publiques, une majorité
d’Etats de 'UE continuent d’accorder une priorité & leur systeme judiciaire.

En effet, les données analysées ne permettent pas de dégager une tendance majoritaire au sein de 'UE
entre 2010 et 2012 en ce qui concerne le fonctionnement de la justice dans son ensemble. De fortes
disparités existent parmi les Etats.

Il doit étre souligné que dans la plupart des Etats ou une diminution du budget total a été constatée, ce
phénomene ne correspond pas a une diminution du budget alloué au fonctionnement des tribunaux. Seuls
guatre Etats ont connu une diminution significative - qui reste limitée puisque comprise entre 2% et 9% - et
seuls trois Etats ont connu des baisses plus importantes. En ce qui concerne le systéme judiciaire plus
spécifiquement, il existe, selon les Etats, des modes de financement communs ou distincts des juridictions,
des ministéres publics et de l'aide judiciaire. Ces trois éléments ont été décomposés au maximum pour
permettre des comparaisons, non seulement des moyens alloués aux fonctions de poursuite ou de
jugement, malgré la différence d’organisation des systémes, mais aussi des montants attribués a I'accés a la
justice. Ces données permettent donc une vue globale des budgets concernant la plupart des Etats
membres de 'UE.

Afin d'appréhender les budgets alloués aux systémes judiciaires de facon plus fine, les différentes
composantes de ces budgets ont été examinées en distinguant différents postes : les salaires bruts des
personnels, les technologies de I'information (ordinateurs, logiciels, investissements et maintenance), les
frais de justice (comme la rémunération des interprétes ou des experts), les colts de location et de
fonctionnement des béatiments, les investissements immobiliers, la formation.

e Ressources humaines

Plusieurs catégories de juges (permanents, occasionnels, non professionnels) peuvent servir le systéme
judiciaire. En ce qui concerne le nombre de juges professionnels siégeant a titre permanent, la moyenne
européenne de 21 juges pour 100 000 habitants ainsi que I'évolution du nombre en termes absolus sont
globalement stables sur les deux derniers exercices. Le nombre de juges professionnels siégeant en
juridiction varie considérablement d’'un Etat a I'autre en fonction du systeme judiciaire.

Dans la plupart des Etats membres, le recrutement des juges se fait par voie de concours et en tenant
compte de I'expérience des candidats (combinaison des deux). Le panel de connaissances nécessaires a
I'exercice de la fonction de juge suppose souvent une période de formation initiale. La rémunération des
juges joue aussi un role important : I'objectif est d’offrir au juge une rémunération juste qui prend en compte
les contraintes de I'exercice de cette fonction et qui lui permet de se préserver des pressions pouvant altérer
son indépendance et son impartialité. La rémunération se compose d’un traitement principal, auquel peuvent
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s’ajouter des primes et divers avantages (matériels ou financiers). Ces données doivent étre interprétées
avec précaution. En effet, les rémunérations accordées dépendent de multiples facteurs qui se conjuguent
au niveau de vie, aux modalités de recrutement, a I'ancienneté, etc.

Le principe du procés équitable implique aussi le droit pour les parties de demander la récusation d'un juge
si elles ont une suspicion quant a son impartialité. Tous les Etats ont répondu qu'ils disposent d’'une
procédure de récusation effective d'un juge. Dans la majorité des Etats le procureur intervient en matiére
civile ou administrative.

L'existence aux cétés des juges d’un personnel compétent avec des fonctions définies et un statut reconnu
est une condition essentielle pour un fonctionnement efficace du systeme judiciaire. Une différence est
opérée entre cing types de personnel non-juge : la fonction de "Rechtspfleger" (définie par L'Union
Européenne des Greffiers de Justice et Rechtspfleger (EUR) comme un organe judiciaire indépendant), le
personnel non-juge dont la fonction est d’assister les juges directement, les personnes responsables des
guestions administratives, ainsi que de la gestion des tribunaux, le personnel technique et les autres types
de personnel non-juge. Il convient de noter que la majorité d’Etats ont diminué leurs personnels non-juges.

e Organisation judiciaire

L’étude différencie a) les tribunaux de droit commun compétents dans toutes les matieres pour lesquelles la
compétence n'a pas été donnée a une juridiction spécialisée, b) les tribunaux spécialisés de premiere
instance compris comme entités juridiques et c) les tribunaux en tant qu’implantations géographiques. On
peut constater que les Etats de I'Europe du Sud ont généralement un nombre plus élevé de tribunaux de
premiéere instance par 100 000 habitants par rapport aux Pays du Nord.

Presque tous les Etats ont des tribunaux spécialisés. En moyenne au niveau européen, les tribunaux
spécialisés de lére instance représentent 28% de I'ensemble des tribunaux de 1ére instance (entités
juridiques). La plupart des Etats mentionnent les tribunaux spécialisés en matiére administrative, les
tribunaux de commerce et les tribunaux du travail. Certains Etats ont énuméré également des tribunaux
traitant par exemple d’affaires familiales, des mineurs et de la tutelle, des assurances et de la sécurité
sociale, des affaires militaires.

¢ Aide judiciaire

L’aide judiciaire est un des éléments fondamentaux garantissant un égal accés a la justice pour tous les
individus. Elle doit permettre, en particulier pour les citoyens qui n‘ont pas de moyens financiers suffisants de
pouvoir bénéficier gratuitement ou a moindre co(t de I'assistance. L’aide judiciaire comprend deux aspects
que distinguent clairement certains Etats : d'une part, 'aide a l'accés au droit (information et conseil
juridique, aide pour une alternative au procés — ADR alternative dispute resolution), d’autre part I'aide pour
faire valoir ses droits dans le cadre d’une action en justice en tant que demandeur ou défendeur dans un
proceés civil.

Dans les tableaux concernant cet indicateur, sont présentées les données budgétaires de l'aide judiciaire
dans les Etats membres, en valeur absolue, par habitant. En outre, il est important d’identifier le nombre
d’affaires qui bénéficient de I'aide judiciaire. A partir de ces données, il est possible de calculer le montant
moyen de l'aide judiciaire alloué par affaire. Certains Etats ont en effet un faible nombre d'affaires
susceptibles de bénéficier de I'aide judiciaire, mais accordent un montant important par affaire alors que
d'autres Etats font le choix inverse de limiter les montants accordés par affaire tout en ouvrant plus
largement les conditions d'accessibilité a l'aide judiciaire.

e Frais de justice et taxes

Dans quasiment tous les Etats, les parties doivent payer des frais de justice pour initier une procédure
judiciaire autre que pénale. Seuls 2 Etats membre prévoient un accés gratuit a I'ensemble des procédures
judiciaires. Pour une majorité d'Etats en Europe, et de plus en plus, les taxes et frais de procédure pergus
par les tribunaux constituent une ressource financiére non négligeable, permettant pour quelques-uns de
couvrir une partie importante des frais de fonctionnement des tribunaux, voire pour 'un d’entre eux de
dégager un résultat bénéficiaire. Un tel systéme, s'il est accompagné d'un dispositif efficace d'aide judiciaire
permettant l'accés au tribunal aux justiciables qui n'en auraient pas les moyens, s'inscrit dans la tendance
actuelle forte en matiére de gestion publique visant a rééquilibrer en partie la charge des frais de
fonctionnement des services publics entre usagers et contribuables.

e Avocats
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Dans la plupart des Etats membres, le nombre d'avocats a augmenté entre 2010 et 2012. Il convient de
noter que les Etats du sud ont tendance a avoir des barreaux plus importants. Le nombre d'avocats par juge
professionnel varie considérablement entre les pays. Dans 7 Etats, le monopole existe en matiére civile,
pénale et administrative. 8 Etats ou entités prévoient un monopole dans les affaires administratives. Dans la
plupart des Etats, la rémunération des avocats est librement négociée.

e Mesures alternatives au reglement des litiges (ADR)

Dans différents pays européens, l'utilisation des mesures alternatives au reglement des litiges (ADR) est
maintenant largement acceptée par le public et les professionnels du droit. Il contribue a 'amélioration de
I'efficacité de la justice en fournissant aux usagers des alternatives a une procédure judiciaire réguliére.

Il existe différents types d’ADR dans les pays membres : a) la médiation concerne généralement la matiére
civile, administrative et pénale ; b) la conciliation c) I'arbitrage est le plus souvent utilisé pour la résolution
des litiges commerciaux car il offre une plus grande confidentialité.

La médiation judiciaire, qui présuppose lintervention d'un juge qui conseille, décide ou/et approuve la
procédure, est aujourd’hui utilisée quasiment dans tous les Etats. Elle est en particulier largement utilisée en
matiére civile et commerciale.

e Exécution des décisions de justice

Il N’y a pas de véritable accés au droit si les décisions de justice ne sont pas effectivement exécutées pour
produire les effets attendus. Dans presque la moitié Etats, le nombre d’agents d’exécution est stable. Le cot
de I'exécution se compose des frais d’exécution stricto sensu (frais relatifs a 'acte de procédure) et des
honoraires de I'agent d’exécution, liés au résultat obtenu le cas échéant. Dans la grande maijorité des Etats,
le colt des frais d’exécution est transparent et prévisible.

e Performance des tribunaux

Un des éléments essentiels du bon fonctionnement des tribunaux est lié au respect du principe fondamental
du procés équitable dans un délai raisonnable (Article 6 de la Convention Européenne des Droits de
'Homme). Il convient d'en tenir pleinement compte lorsque I'on considére la charge de travail du tribunal, la
durée des procédures et les mesures spécifiques pour en réduire la longueur et en améliorer I'efficacité.

La CEPEJ a choisi de développer des indicateurs d’efficacité des tribunaux au niveau européen. Le premier
indicateur est le taux de variation du stock d'affaires pendantes (clearance rate) qui montre précisément la
capacité du tribunal et du systéme judiciaire a faire face aux flux d’affaires entrantes.

Le second indicateur est la durée estimée d'écoulement du stock d'affaires pendantes (calculated disposition
time) et il mesure en nombre de jours la durée nécessaire estimée pour qu'une affaire pendante soit
terminée. Si la productivité des tribunaux de premiére instance en 2012 en matiére non pénale est observée
sous le seul angle quantitatif, environ la moitié des Etats (10) pour lesquels les données concernant le
clearance rate et le disposition time sont disponibles atteignent des clearance rates égaux ou supérieurs a
100% tout en parvenant a maintenir un disposition time en deca de 180 jours dans les catégories d’affaires
concernées. En revanche, trois Etats atteignent des clearance rates égaux ou supérieurs a 100% mais ils
parviennent & des disposition time qui vont bien au-delda de 180 jours. Des résultats moins positifs
proviennent des instances supérieures et notamment des Cours suprémes, ou le clearance rate est dans la
plupart des Etats inférieur a 100%.

Des procédures spécifiques pour les affaires urgentes qui peuvent étre utilisées pour permettre au juge de
rendre une décision provisoire (par exemple I'attribution de la garde d’'un enfant), ou en cas de nécessité de
préserver des éléments de preuve ou de dommage imminent ou difficilement réparable (par exemple
procédure de référé), existent dans la plupart des Etats dans les domaines civil et administratif. En outre,
des procédures simplifiées existent dans la plupart des Etats dans tous les domaines. Toutefois, seulement
10 Etats prévoient que les juges peuvent rendre des jugements par oral, accompagnés du dispositif écrit, et
étre dispensés de motivation écrite.

e Systeme pour mesurer et évaluer le fonctionnement des tribunaux

De nombreuses activités des tribunaux (y compris les juges et le personnel administratif des tribunaux) font
actuellement I'objet, dans de nombreux pays, de procédures d’évaluation et de suivi.

Le systéme pour évaluer la performance des tribunaux inclut une vision & plus long terme et utilisant des

indicateurs et des objectifs. Par rapport aux systémes de suivi cette évaluation peut avoir une nature plus
qualitative. La presque totalité des Etats membres en possédent un. Dans la plupart des cas, cest le
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Conseil supérieur de la magistrature qui en est chargé (13 Etats), suivi par le Ministere de la Justice (10
Etats). Un organe d’audit extérieur est prévu dans un seul pays.

En matiére de gestion des tribunaux, des systémes de suivi régulier de I'activité sont prévus partout en
Europe. Ces derniers visent a controler 'activité quotidienne des tribunaux et en particulier leur production,
au travers de collectes de données et d’analyses statistiques. La totalité des Etats membres mettent en
place des systemes de suivi concernant le nombre de nouvelles affaires entrantes et le nombre de décisions
rendues. Seulement trois Etats n’ont pas de systéme de suivi pour la durée des procédures et des affaires
faisant I'objet d’'un renvoi. Enfin, un nombre élevé d'Etats indiquent que les tribunaux sont tenus de préparer
un rapport annuel d'activité.

La grande majorité des Etats a adopté des indicateurs de qualité pour I'activité des tribunaux. En revanche,
les normes de qualité définies pour 'ensemble du systéme judiciaire sont plus rares. 15 Etats ont prévu des
objectifs de performance au niveau des tribunaux.

Une large majorité d’Etats utilise également des systemes spécifiques permettant de mesurer les stocks
d’affaires civiles (seulement 2 Etats n'ont pas de tel systéme de mesure). 20 Etats disposent d’'un systéeme
de mesure des stocks d’affaires en matiére civile et administrative.

Enfin, la Cour Européenne des Droits de 'Homme rappelle qu'il est fondamental que les tribunaux d'une
société démocratique inspirent confiance aux justiciables.

La plupart des Etats indiquent pratiquer des enquétes qui permettent de mesurer le niveau de satisfaction et
de confiance envers le systéme judiciaire. Elles sont menées auprées des personnes ayant effectivement eu
un contact avec un tribunal (justiciables, victimes, avocats, autres professions juridiques —experts judiciaires,
interprétes, représentants des agences gouvernementales, etc.), et directement impliquées dans la
procédure (par exemple les parties, les victimes). |l ne s’agit pas d’enquétes générales d’opinion qui ne
mesurent que des représentations générales de la justice a un moment donné. Cela concerne également les
enquétes de satisfaction conduites aupres des employés des tribunaux (juges et personnel non juge) ou du
Ministere public (procureur et personnels non procureurs).

e Technologies de I'information et de la communication (TIC) dans les tribunaux et usagers des
tribunaux

Les TIC jouent désormais un rdle majeur au sein de l'administration de la justice et dans la prestation des
services de justice. L’analyse de la mise en place des équipements informatiques au sein des tribunaux
européens a mis en exergue trois applications distinctes : 'équipement informatique utilisé pour I'assistance
directe au juge ou au personnel des tribunaux ; les systémes pour I'enregistrement et la gestion des
affaires; la communication électronique et échanges d’informations entre les tribunaux et leur
environnement.

De maniére générale, I'utilisation des TIC au sein des tribunaux augmente constamment en Europe. 4 Etats
ont 100% d’équipements informatiques dans tous les secteurs mentionnés dans le questionnaire, alors que
3 Etats présentent un taux d’équipement informatique relativement faible comparé aux autres Etats
membres. Dans certains cas, les changements ne peuvent plus étre mesurés sur une base quantitative, par
exemple lorsque des logiciels sont mis a jour.

L'utilisation de la vidéoconférence est en hausse dans les systémes judiciaires européens, car elle permet
d'accélérer les procédures et de réduire les codts des affaires non pénales, d'interroger les parties, témoins
et experts.
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Methodology

The methodology used for this Study is fully based on the methodology used by the CEPEJ for its biennial
evaluation cycles, using its "Scheme for evaluating judicial systems" to be filled by the CEPEJ’s national
correspondents (often established within the ministries of justice), whose responses are statistically
processed and analyzed by the scientific experts of the CEPEJ. Through the data collected, provided by the
member states themselves, the CEPEJ has built a 3 million entry data base enabling to compare the
situations among the member states (when such comparisons are scientifically consistent) and the evolution
of the situations from one cycle to another.

Such governmental work involves especially a permanent dialogue and a total transparency within the
member States of the Council of Europe.

From a methodological point of view, and with a commitment to quality, consistency and comparability of the
data supplied, data collection is primarily assigned to the CEPEJ’s national correspondents.

For some issues covered by the Study, no data could be provided. This does not mean that none were
available, but rather that the data cannot be collected as such or that no data meeting the quality
requirements adopted by the CEPEJ were available, or that no data meeting these requirements was
provided within the deadline set.

o Data collection, validation and analysis

The collection of the data has taken place in accordance with CEPEJ’s methodology by using a selection of
qguestions from the CEPEJ Scheme for Evaluating judicial systems 2012-2014 and using the common
definitions provided in the explanatory note. The number indicated between brackets with the letter Q (for
example Q12) refers to the questions of the CEPEJ questionnaire

From a methodological point of view, and with a commitment to quality, consistency and comparability of the
data supplied, data providing is primarily assigned to the CEPEJ’s national correspondents. The national
correspondents were considered to be the main interlocutors of the Secretariat and the experts when
collecting new figures. The States providing such data are liable for the quality of figures used in the survey.
The data provided has then be validated by the CEPEJ experts according to CEPEJ methodology.

The report is bases on figures from 2012, In order to be able to follow trends, figures from 2010 have also
been provided in certain cases.

e The quality of data

The reader should bear this in mind and always interpret the statistical figures given in the light of their
attached narrative comments and the more delailed explanations provided. The CEPEJ has chosen to
process and present only the figures which offered a high level of quality and accountability. It decided to
disregard the figures which were too disparate from one country to another or from one exercise to another
or did not present sufficient guarantee of reliability.

For some issues covered by the study, no data could be provided. This does not mean that none were
available, but rather that no data meeting the quality requirements adopted by the CEPEJ were available, or
that no data meeting these requirements were provided within the deadline set.

The following abbreviations have been used in this report:

NA: data not available, including not validated by the CEPEJ scientific experts;
NAP: data non applicable;

CR: Clearance Rate;

DT: Disposition Time;

CC total: total civil and commercial cases;

CC Lit: Litigious civil and commercial cases;

CC Nlit: Non-litigious civil and commercial cases;

ENF: Enforcement cases;

ADM: Administrative cases

Methodological disclaimer

1) The data analysed correspond to the ones indicated by the member states before the 12 February
2014 and validated by the CEPEJ experts at the date of the delivery of the report. Amendments Member
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states may provide after this date will not be reflected in this study but may appear in other reports as
CEPEJ’s database is regularly updated. That also explains why 2010 data included in this study, which is the
most updated, may not always coincide withthe one published in the 2013 report “The functioning of judicial
systems and the situation of the economy in the European Member States — Compiled report”)

The validation has been made according to CEPEJ’s methodology. However, it is not possible to guarantee
the full realibility of data. One must take into account the fact that the exactitude of some entris was
confirmed by national correspondents without specific explanation as regards the difference which had been
noted.

2) The data which are not consolidated and verified are not provided in this report. According to the
deadline imposed in the contract between the European Commission and the CEPEJ, replies by States had
to be given before 31 December 2013. Germany sent its replies on 7 February 2014. Replies of Germany
were included in the Study as far as possible, but in some tables only, in order to respect the CEPEJ
methodology. According to the CEPEJ methodology, data are submitted to a strict quality check. If this
quality check is negative, the data is replaced by NA. For Romania, there are still some NA because the
replies from the authorities to the quality check were sent the 11 February 2014 after the deadline to submit
the study.

3) Some questions (for example 88.1, 99.1) were not part of the previous CEPEJ exercise. Therefore
only 2012 data are provided.

4) Some data cannot be compared with the 2010 data (e.g data from question 12 of the questionnaire
CEPEJ) because the questionnaire was modified between both evaluation cycles.

5) It should be noted that some data or certain changes in data may be explained by the exchange
rates between the national currency and the Euro.
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Part 1 Data tables per indicator for all EU Member States
General data

General Data: Economic and demographic data in 2012, in absolute values (Q1 to Q4)
Total annual State public
expenditure including

regional and federal = GDP Per capita Average gross annual
states Bd Populatiolld entitylevels (in Eurodkd  (in Euros) B@ salary (in Euros) B4

Austria 8451 860 157 799 650 000 36 430 €29723
Belgium 11161642 206 852 000 000 34 000 €40980
Bulgaria 7 284 552 14 228 377 332 5436 €4 486
Croatia 4262 140 18 152 164 367 10290 €12571
Cyprus 865 900 8257 831 260 20512 €24124
Czech Republic 10 509 286 68 087 191 726 14 557 €12463
Denmark 5602 628 69 900 000 000 43738 €51774
Estonia 1286 479 6 977 616 000 13 495 €10644
Finland 5426 674 52 353 408 000 35571 €38472
France 65 585 857 421 200 000 000 31059 €34 100
Germany 80 233 100 356 353 000 000 32 550 €44 991
Greece 11 062 508 NA 17161 NA
Hungary 9908 798 51 573 528 468 9 800 €9137
Ireland 4591 087 69 812 000 000 35752 €33358
Italy 59 685 227 535003 616 032 25729 €28619
Latvia 2044 813 4956 691 251 10 858 €8981
Lithuania 3003 641 7471 460 554 11025 €7381
Luxembourg 525 000 19 082 100 000 83 600 €42 500
Malta 421 364 3 668 677 000 21 100 €19 500
Netherlands 16 778 025 302 089 000 000 35772 €52 800
Poland 38 533 000 77 785 333 399 10126 €10338
Portugal 10487 289 80 869 200 000 15 607 €19 800
Romania 21 305 097 33329365 079 6200 €5556
Slovakia 5410836 15640711 000 13 207 €9660
Slovenia 2058 821 17 377 000 000 17172 €18 300
Spain 46 006 414 480 111 000 000 22 300 €22899
Sweden 9 555 893 209 462 351 800 43 867 €41733,
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Comments - General data: Economic and demographic datain 2012, in absolute value (Q1 to Q4)

Bulgaria: Data includes expenditures including contribution to the EU budget. 2 104 815 133 € are for
municipalities and are included in the total of annual public expenditure at state level. For 2010 total of
annual public expenditure at state level (including expenditures including contribution to the EU budget) is 13
679 819 038 €, of which 2 200 203 820 € are for municipalities.

Ireland: In view of the economic climate and in line with the Government commitment to ongoing strong
expenditure control, budget allocations across the public sector have generally decreased since the 2012
Report was compiled. In 2012, decreases in both the current expenditure allocation for the courts as well as
the capital investment allocation were necessitated by the fiscal demands of the period (it should be noted
that since 1999 there had been significant capital investment in the courts).

Italy: For Q.4 the current figure (28619 €) comes from a new survey developed and conducted by the Italian
National Statistical Institute (ISTAT). Such data differs from what we provided during the last cycles.
Lithuania: The exact figure of GDP- 11 024,882. Figures for "Regional / federal entity level (total for all
regions / federal entities)" are the budget of municipalities.

Netherlands: Q2: Source: Statistics Netherlands
(http://statline.cbs.nl/StatWeb/publication/?VW=T&DM=SLNL&PA=81192NED&D1=0&D2=a&D3=0&D4=15-
17&HD=130923-0752&HDR=G2,G3&STB=T,G1)

The figures for state level include regional level and social security institutions. They cannot be separated
due to transfers from state level to regional level (and to a lesser extent the other way around). Public
expenditure according to EU-definition also includes official social security institutions. This is neither state
nor regional level. Transfers from state level to official social security institutions are also possible. According
to EU-rules the figures are revised up to 30 months after the end of the reporting period.

Q3: GDP for 2012 is 599,338,000,000 (source: Statistics Netherlands,
http://statline.cbs.nl/StatWeb/publication/?VW=T&DM=SLNL&PA=81117NED&D1=21,97,142&D2=41-
43&HD=130923-0805&HDR=G1&STB=T). This is divided by the average population in 2012 [16,730,348 (on
jan 1st 2012)+16,778,025 (on jan 1st 2013)]/2. Note: the explanatory notes say nothing on how to calculate
per capita GDP.

Q4: Source: Statistics Netherlands:
(http://statline.cbs.nl/StatWeb/publication/?VW=T&DM=SLNL&PA=81111NED&D1=3&D2=0&D3=41,I&HD=1
30923-1033&HDR=T&STB=G1,G2)

Romania: Q1 National Institute of Statistics. The population established on 1 January 2013 does not cover
the entire migration phenomenon amounting to a severe under-evaluation of the population of Romania. The
presented data have a temporary character.

Slovenia: Q2: Eurostat, Government finance statistics, Summary table — 1/2013. In previous evaluation
cycles the provided data for this question included only expenditure on state level, which was represented in
the final account of the budget. The current provided data includes expenditure of the whole public sector in
accordance with the ESA 95 methodology. This sector includes state budget, mandatory pension and
invalidity insurance, mandatory health insurance, municipalities budget and public funds, agencies and
institutes which receive more than 50 % of their means for functioning from public finances, Pension Fund
Management and Slovene Compensation Company.

Sweden: Statistics Sweden. The answer to question 4 excludes social expenses.
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Indicator 1: The budget and resources of courts and the justice system

Table 1.1 Public budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution in 2012, in € (Q6, Q12, Q13)

Total annual Total annual
approved public approved public
approved public budget allocated budget allocated

Total annual
approved public

States
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Maximum
Minimum

budget allocated
to all courts with
neither
prosecution nor
legal aid K2
NA
NA
124911 954
156 601 458
30611480
370751152
243294736
29728 350
249 704 356
NA
8302 304 846
NA
325 687 695
107 090 000
2 986 521 397
44 494 921
53138 612
NA
11527 427
983 764 000
1379338 000
453 077 390
324611610
152 715 786
165 060 055
1241 560 960
637 246 965

835170 143
246 499 546
8302 304 846
11527 427

Total annual
approved
public budget
allocated to
legal aid B4
19 000 000
87 024 000
5811015
166 632
NA
24 142 835
83 643 048
2857 850
67 697 000
367 180 000
344535 431
8300000
907 974
83 159 000
153 454 322
962 294
4543 826
3500000
49 500
483 000 000
24107 000
55184 100
7 958 050
1771287
6741620
36890711
236 399 146

81114871
21553 500
483 000 000
49 500

neither

prosecution nor
legal aid, per

[~
NA
NA
17,15
36,74
35,35
35,28
43,43
23,11
46,01

NA
103,48

NA
32,87

capita

23,33
50,04
21,76
17,69

NA
27,36
58,63
35,80
43,20
15,24
28,22
80,17
26,99
66,69

39,48
35,32
103,48

Total annual Total annual
approved
public budget budget allocated to all courts with
allocated to to all courts,
the public public
prosecution prosecution and
system B  legalaid B
NA 770 790 000
NA 998 125 000
83 876 607 214 599 576
42 040323 198 808 413
17971759 NA
84706 722 479 600 709
NA NA
9256322 41842 522
45 312 000 362 713 356
NA 4014 305 137
523 346 503 9170 186 780
NA 450970924
125 851 993 452 447 662
40528 000 230777 000
1435025477 4575001 196
20495 958 65953173
26 101 135 83783573
NA 77 236 940
1828559 13 405 486
636 924 000 2103 688 000
424 128 567 1827573 567
97551 326 605 812 816
148 321 292 480890 952
69 947 692 224 434765
18 198 295 189999 970
211 352 960 1489804 631
144 485 809 1018 131920
200 345 300 1205 635 363
83 876 607 452 447 662
1435025477 9170 186 780
1828559 13 405 486
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15,24

to all courts
including

prosecution and
legal aid, per

[ -]
91,20
89,42
29,46
46,65

NA
45,64

NA
32,52
66,84
61,21
114,29

40,77
45,66
50,27
76,65
32,25
27,89
147,12
31,81
125,38
47,43
57,77
22,57
41,48
92,29
32,38
106,54

capita

62,22
47,43
147,12
22,57,



Table 1.1. bis Public budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution in 2010, in € (Q6, Q12, Q13)

Total annual
Total annual Total annual approved public

approved public Total annual approved public budget allocated Total annual approved

budget allocated approved public budget allocated to all courts with public budget

to all courts with Total annual budget allocated to all courts, neither allocated to all courts

neither approved public to the public public prosecution nor including prosecution
prosecution nor budget allocated to prosecution prosecutionand legal aid, per and legal aid, per
States v | legal aid [~ | legal aid [~ | system [~ | legal aid [~ | capita v | capita [~ |

Austria NA 18 400 000 NA 709 980 000 NA 84,64
Belgium NA 75326 000 NA 934 837 000 NA 86,24
Bulgaria 112211184 3867730 79203 203 195282 117 15,24 26,52
Croatia 211304 301 229 550 41296 176 252830027 47,89 57,30
Cyprus 33546 827 NA 15964 412 49511 239 41,70 61,54
Czech Republic 346 497 809 28361213 83446 289 458 305 311 32,95 43,58
Denmark 216 795 693 87896 311 NA NA 38,99 NA
Estonia 26 797 340 2982213 9135614 38915 167 20,00 29,04
Finland 243 066 350 58 100 000 42 937 000 344 103 350 45,22 64,02
France NA 361197 138 NA 3935548 101 NA 60,52
Germany NA 382382 576 NA 8171552 490 NA 99,96
Greece NA 2 500 000 623500911 NA 55,13
Hungary 259501 133 304 823 102 321 320 362 127 276 25,99 36,26
Ireland 148 722 000 87435000 43 854 000 280011 000 32,46 61,12
Italy 3051 375987 127 055 510 1249053 619 4427 485 116 50,33 73,03
Latvia 36919 820 842 985 15913 545 53 676 350 16,56 24,07
Lithuania 50 567 945 3906 105 29 555 000 84029 050 15,59 25,90
Luxembourg NA 3000 000 NA 70458 676 NA 137,66
Malta 10 260 000 85 000 2 569 000 10 345 000 24,57 24,77
Netherlands 990 667 000 460 000 000 615 642 000 2 066 309 000 59,48 124,06
Poland 1365 085 000 23 244 000 312 514 570 1700843 570 35,74 44,52
Portugal 528943 165 51641260 119901 622 700 486 047 49,73 65,85
Romania 355 246 737 7915238 162 428 333 525590 308 16,58 24,52
Slovakia 139 851 564 1357776 63 702 886 204912 226 25,73 37,70
Slovenia 178 158 919 5834338 19263376 203 256 633 86,90 99,14
Spain NA 35477 067 NA 4202016 219 NA 91,37
Sweden 557 260 358 195 683 782 127 316 425 880 260 565 59,18 93,49
Average 443 138 957 77 885 601 165 053 599 1211006 644 37,04 62,77
Median 214049 997 20 822 000 63 702 886 410216 294 34,34 60,82
Maximum 3051 375987 460 000 000 1249053 619 8171552 490 86,90 137,66
Minimum 10 260 000 85 000 2 569 000 10 345 000 15,24 24,07
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Table 1.1 ter Public budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution, 2012 vs. 2010
Total annual

Total annual approved public
approved public budget allocated Total annual
Total annual approved Total annual budget allocated to all courts with  approved public
public budget allocated approved public to all courts, neither budget allocated to
to all courts with Total annual approved budget allocated to public prosecution nor all courts including
neither prosecution nor public budget the public prosecutionand legal aid, per prosecution and
States - | legal aid B3 allocated to legal alB@ prosecution syste B legal aid B4 capita B legal aid, per capikd

Austria 3% 9% 8%
Belgium 16% 7% 4%
Bulgaria 11% 50% 6% 10% 13% 11%
Croatia -26% -27% 2% -21% -23% -19%
Cyprus -9% 13% -15%
Czech Republic 7% -15% 2% 5% 7% 5%
Denmark 12% -5% 11%
Estonia 11% -4% 1% 8% 16% 12%
Finland 3% 17% 6% 5% 2% 4%
France 2% 2% 1%
Germany -10% 12% 14%
Greece -28% -26%
Hungary 26% 23% 25% 26% 26%
Ireland -28% -5% -8% -18% -28% -18%
Italy -2% 21% 15% 3% -1% 5%
Latvia 21% 14% 29% 23% 31% 34%
Lithuania 5% 16% -12% 0% 14% 8%
Luxembourg 17% 10% 7%
Malta 2% 4% -29% 30% 11% 28%
Netherlands -1% 5% 3% 2% -1% 1%
Poland 1% 4% 36% 7% 0% 7%
Portugal -14% 7% -19% -14% -13% -12%
Romania -9% 1% -9% -9% -8% -8%
Slovakia 9% 30% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Slovenia -7% 16% -6% -7% -8% -7%
Spain % % —
Sweden 14% 21% 13% 16% 13% 14%
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Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Table 1.2. Break-down by component of the court budget in 2012 (Q6)
Annual public

budget allocated

to Annual public

Annnual public computersation Annual public budget allocated Annual public Annual public
budget allocated (equipment,inve budget allocated to court building budget allocated budget allocated

to (gross) stments,mainten to justice (maintenance,op to investments to training and
salaries ance) expenses eration cost) in new buildings education

416 840 000 35 800 000 103 750 000 59 700 000 0 2200 000
697 424 000 37 697 000 87080 000 65 782 000 7924 000 5220000
80210055 375878 NA NA NAP 25427
149 182 668 6134 132 NA 809410 NA 475 248
22793 540 124970 117 374 2474 850 3000 060 92 480
274 251 486 6332315 15 406 078 9648 595 NAP 455 033
157 585 434 16 162 826 10076 344 43 388 631 NA 2106 506
22 560 006 812487 326 259 4970552 0 177 645
188 215 108 12 726 529 7850083 34 483 581 NA NA
2298785 554 50457 182 478 570 000 252 782 592 140 770 000 84275 231
382 542 800 5947 969 3316045 34 564 099 6903 321 9396 689
235 373 000 1195 000 14 426 154 27 507 000 7 692 308 318785
49 544 000 5581 000 4797 000 13 572 000 25 043 000 550 000
2319976 073 64 830 009 324337 299 182 503 436 NA 229971
32592 664 1049170 2602 683 7 264 546 NA 249939
46 314 146 397 069 329 306 1644012 1013670 311973
58 857 450 1000 000 3920000 791 000 NAP 100 000
8425403 1342265 1476078 200 000 82 681 1000
724 526 000 65 557 000 4089 000 117 266 000 NA 18 753 000
897 425 000 56 686 000 158 928 000 92 443 000 38 237 000 2822000
396 291 048 7965991 10310 000 31220522 NA 7289 829
186 052 154 682 766 115873 34669 478 11567 120 3554195
86 354 081 3555096 8423 500 13362 799 0 1414040
123329428 3454 684 30732240 7037 588 NA 506 115
1 006 059 080 45 277 000 0 45 058 050 18 275 620 2743370
446 449 529 15379 625 NA 90 513 800 NA 7706 415
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152 500 000
96 998 000
32726 448

NA
2008206
64 657 645
13974995
881401
6429 055
341484578
0
39175448
8003 000
94 644 609
735919
3128436
9068490
NAP
53573000
132 797 000
NA
87970023
39606 270
NA

124 147 840
77197 596,



Table 1.3. Annual approved budget allocated to the whole justice system and its budgetary elements in 2012, in € (Q 15.1, 15.2

Judicial
Forensic protectio
services n of

Refugees
and

Functioni
ng ofthe
Ministry

Public Judicial
] o
Legal aid ro.se
cution

Annual approved public
budget allocated to the
whole justice system, in

Proba-
tion

Enforce-
ment

Council of Constitu-

. State
the tionnal

advocacy

Prison
system

manage-
ment

Court Notariat asylum

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

€

1276 420 000
1855 485 000
NA

340465 130
76 527 498
509 966 190
2387211425
111404 414
855 857 000
8087936 029
641 115 896
1609 052 020
2346 727 000
8038 108 740
144 823 662
179 756 697
124017 268
105 152 000
5972 900 000
2472780000
1744 093 667
718 812 448
310 844 502
254154 443
4111 000 000
4519656 078

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
NAP
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

services

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
NAP
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes

services

Yes
Yes
NAP
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
NA
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
NAP
Yes
Yes

judiciary

NAP
No
No
Yes
Yes
NAP
NAP
Yes
NAP
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
NAP
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

NAP
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court

No
No
NAP
No
Yes
No
NAP
Yes
NAP
No
NAP
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
NAP

body

NAP
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
NA
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
NAP
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

NAP

NAP

NAP

Yes
Yes

NAP
No
NAP
No
Yes
No
No
NAP
Yes
No
No
NAP
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
NAP
NAP
NAP
Yes
Yes
NAP

services

Yes
No
NAP
No
No
Yes
Yes
NAP
Yes
NA
NAP
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
NAP
No
No

No
No
NAP
No
No
Yes
Yes
NAP
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
NAP
No
No
NAP
No
NAP

juveniles

No No
Yes No
Yes NA

No Yes

No Yes

No No

No No
Yes Yes

No No

No Yes
Yes Yes

NA No
Yes No

No Yes
Yes No

No No
Yes Yes

No Yes
Yes Yes

No Yes
Yes Yes
Yes No

No NA

NAP NAP
Yes Yes
Yes Yes

of Justice

Yes
Yes
NAP
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

seekers

No
No
NAP
No
No
No
Yes
NA
No
No
No
NA
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No

No
No
NAP
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes



Table 1.4. Cost of judicial system and change in cost of judicial system per capita, in € (Q3 and Q15,1)

Annual approved Annual approved
budget allocated budget allocated Change in justice
to the whole Cost of justice to the whole Cost of justice  system cost per
justice system in system per capita justice systemin system percapita capita (2012 vs
states |4 2000 B3 in2010 &3 202 K in2012 K4 20100 B3

Austria 1174 830000 140,07 1276 420 000 151,02 2 8%
Belgium 1802 642 657 166,30 1855 485 000 166,24 0%
Bulgaria 224 069 853 30,43 NA 0,00 NA
Croatia 352 621 340 79,92 340465 130 79,88 0%
Cyprus 79 536 746 98,86 76 527 498 88,38 -11%
Czech Republic 557 183 160 52,98 509 966 190 48,53 -8%
Denmark 2 086 000 000 375,14 2387211425 426,09 /- 14%
Estonia 98 519 256 73,51 111404 414 86,60 < 18%
Finland 792 410 000 147,42 855 857 000 157,71 &4 7%
France 7517 535 561 115,61 8087 936 029 123,32 - 7%
Germany 13 320 680 442 162,94 13392 212 369 166,92 -1 2%
Greece 714721911 63,19 641115 896 57,95 N -8%
Hungary 1604 399 373 160,66 1609 052 020 162,39 /- 1%
Ireland 2 540 438 000 554,53 2346727 000 511,15 -8%
Italy 7716811123 127,28 8038 108 740 134,68 /- 6%
Latvia 137 747 332 61,78 144 823 662 70,82 2 15%
Lithuania 155 377 083 47,89 179 756 697 59,85 4 25%
Luxembourg 116 165 559 226,96 124 017 268 236,22 4%
Malta 83 998 000 201,14 105 152 000 249,55 4 24%
Netherlands 6 098 900 000 366,17 5972 900 000 356,00 1 -3%
Poland 2 821561570 73,86 2472 780000 64,17 -13%
Portugal 1693952 793 159,25 1744093 667 166,31 < 4%
Romania 569 175 715 26,56 718 812 448 33,74 4r 27%
Slovakia 278261799 51,20 310 844 502 57,45 2 12%
Slovenia 263 000 000 128,28 254 154 443 123,45 -4%
Spain 4632278011 100,73 4111000 000 89,36 ﬁ -11%
Sweden 4064 159 050 431,64 4519 656 078 472,97 A 10%,
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Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland
France
Greece
Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Table 1.5. Authorities formally responsible for the
budgets allocated to the courts in 2012 (Q14)

Preparation of the
total court budget

Ministry of Justice,
other Ministry,
Parliament

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry

Ministry of Justice,
other Ministry,

Supreme Court, High

Judicial Council,
Inspection Body
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Courts

Supreme Court
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Supreme Court,
Courts

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Supreme Court,
Courts

Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Justice
Courts, Other
Authority

Courts

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry

Adption of the total

court budget

Parliament
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Parliament

Parliament

Parliament
Parliament,
Supreme Court

Parliament
Parliament

Ministry of Justice,
Other

Ministry,Parliament,

Supreme Court

Parliament

Parliament
Other

Ministry,Parliament

Parliament, Other
Authority
Parliament

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry
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Management and
allocation of the
budget among the
courts

Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court,
Other Authority

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry

Judicial Council

Ministry of Justice,
Courts

Supreme Court
Ministry of Justice
Other Authority
Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court,
Courts

Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court,
Courts

Ministry of Justice,
Courts

Ministry of Justice
Other Authority

Courts

Ministry of Justice

Evaluation of the use

of the budget ata
national level

Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court,
Other Authority

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry

Other Ministry, HIGH
Judicial Council

Parliament

Supreme Court

Ministry of Justice

Other Authority
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Supreme Court,
Inspection body

Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court,
Inspection body
Ministry of Justice,
Parliament

Other Authority

Parliament
Inspection body
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Parliament



Latvia

Lithuania
Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Supreme Court,
Courts, Other
Authority

Other Ministry,
Courts, Other
Authority

Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Justice
Ministry of Justice,
High Judicial
Council, Other
Authority

Ministry of Justice,
High Judicial
Council, Courts

Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Justice,

Other Ministry, High

Judicial Council,
Courts
Ministry of Justice,

Supreme Court, High

Judicial Council,
Courts

Other Ministry,
Supreme Court,
Courts

Ministry of Justice,
Other Authority

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry

Parliament
Parliament, High
Judicial Council

Parliament

Ministry of Justice

Parliament

Parliament
Ministry of Justice,
Parliament

Other

Ministry,Parliament

Parliament

Parliament
Parliament, Other
Authority

Parliament
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Supreme Court,
Courts, Other
Authority

High Judicial
Council

Ministry of Justice
Ministry of Justice,
Courts

High Judicial
Council

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Courts

Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Justice,
Courts

Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court,
Courts

Supreme Court
Ministry of Justice,
Other Authority

Other Authority

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Supreme Court,
Courts,Inspection
body, Other
Authority

Other Ministry,
Inspection body
Inspection body

Inspection body

Ministry of Justice,

High Judicial Council,

Other Authority
Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Courts, Inspection
body, Other
Authority

Ministry of Justice
Ministry of Justice,
Other
Ministry,Parliament,
Courts, Inspection
body

Ministry of Justice,
Supreme Court, High
Judicial Council,
Inspection body
Supreme Court,
Courts, Other
Authority
Parliament, Other
Authority

Ministry of Justice,
Other Ministry,
Parliament,
Inspection body,
Other Authority



Table 1.6. Authorities entrusted with responsibilities related to the budget within the courts in 2012
(Q61)

Preparation of

the budget

Arbitration and
allocation

Day to day
management of
the budget

Evaluation and control of the
use of the budget

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Other Authority

Other Authority
Court
administrative
director, Other
Authority

Court President,
Other Authority
Court
administrative
director, Other
Authority

Court President,
Other Authority

Other Authority

Court President,
Court
administrative
director

Other
Authority

Other
Authority

Court
President,
Other
Authority
Court
administrative
director, Other
Authority
Court
President,
Other
Authority

Other
Authority
Court
President,
Court
administrative
director

Court President,
Other Authority

Head of the court
clerk office,
Other Authority

Other Authority

Court President,
Other Authority
Court
administrative
director, Other
Authority

Court President,
Court
administrative
director

Court President,
Court
administrative
director, Head of
the court clerk
office

Court
administrative
director
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Court President, Other
Authority

Other Authority

Court administrative director,
Other Authority

Court President, Other
Authority

Court administrative director,
Other Authority

Court President, Other
Authority

Court President, Court
administrative director, Head
of the court clerk office, Other
Authority

Management board, Court
President, Court administrative
director, Other Authority



Finland

France

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Management
board, Court
President, Court
administrative
director

Court President,
Head of the court
clerk office,
Other Authority
Court President,
Other Authority
Court President,
Court
administrative
director

Management
board

Court President,
Court
administrative
director

Court President,
Head of the court
clerk office,
Other Authority

Court President
Court President,
Other Authority

Other Authority
Management
board

Court President

Head of the court
clerk office

Court
President

Other
Authority

No

Court
President

Management
board

Court
President,
Court
administrative
director

Head of the
court clerk
office
Court
President

No

No
Management
board

Court
President

Management
board

Court President,
Court
administrative
director

Head of the court
clerk office

No

Court
administrative
director

Court
administrative
director, Head of
the court clerk
office

Court President,
Court
administrative
director

Court President,
Head of the court
clerk office

Other Authority

Other Authority
Court
administrative
director
Management
board

Court President
Court
administrative
director
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Management board, Court
President

Other Authority

No

Court administrative director
Management board, Court
administrative director, Head

of the court clerk office, Other
Authority

Court President, Court
administrative director

Head of the court clerk office,

Other Authority

Court President

Other Authority

Other Authority

Management board

Court President

Head of the court clerk office



Court Court President, Other

Romania Court President  President Court President  Authority
Court
President,
Court President, Court Court President,
Court administrative Court Court President, Court
administrative director, Other administrative  administrative director, Other
Slovakia director Authority director Authority
Court
Court President, President, Court President,
Court Court Court
administrative administrative administrative  Court President, Court
Slovenia director director director administrative director
Other
Spain Other Authority  Authority Other Authority Other Authority
Court
Court President, President, Court President,
Court Court Court
administrative administrative administrative  Court President, Court
Sweden director director director administrative director
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Comments - Indicator 1 The budget and resources of courts and the justice system

Table 1.1: Public budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution in 2012 (06, 012, O 13)

Austria: Q. 6: The figures include the public prosecution services and the budget of legal aid (€ 19,0 Mio for
legal representation is included). "Other": Postal services (€ 37,3 Mio), Traineeship (€ 13,9 Mio), office
equipment, lump-sum payment for legal representation (€ 19,0 Mio) , travel expenses, other small expenses.
Q. 12: The sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties "pro bono". It does
not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated
within the budget.
Belgium: Q7: The budget includes the budgets of public prosecutors and legal aid. Other: operations, fees,
mediation, legal aid, phonetapping; the budget for buildings does not reflect the total amount spent in
buildings. The budget for the construction of new courts or furnishing of old buildings is not part of the budget
of the Federal Public Justice Service. The real estate of the Belgian state is managed by the Building
Authority. In his budget, there is no part allocated to justice.
Bulgaria: Q 6, column 5 (Annual public budget allocated to investments in new (court) buildings) — The sum
of 5828727 € was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice under the Investments of Judiciary
Bodies Programme. Q7: Others - compensations under the Labour Code and the Law on the Judiciary,
expenses for Social household and Cultural Servicing, expenses for clothing, sickness leave paid by the
employer, insurance payments and etc. Q12: Increased budget for legal aid for 2012 in comparison to 2010
is due to the extension of the service users due to increasing number of poor citizens who do not have own
sufficient financial resources to authorize a lawyer.
Croatia: Q7 The budgets are separated. Q12: The budget allocated to legal aid in 2012 was 166.631,53
EUR. Due to the decreased budget planned for the Ministry of Justice in 2012, the amount is lower than in
2010.
Cyprus: the amount in question 9 includes also income from transfers. Q7: this amount includes costs for
publication and compensation and costs in action. (annual public budget allocated to investments in new
buildings), difference with previous data in question 6 is due to the fact that the last exercise for the 2010 the
amount included a sum or the final settlement of the account for the erection of the new Supreme Court
building. Q. 13 : this is only the budget for the Law Office of the Republic the Attorney General’s office
Czech Republic: other includes: operating costs, i.e. heating, energies, water, reparations, postal and other
services etc.
Denmark: The budget allocated to the public prosecution services are included in the overall budget to the
police. The total annual budget in question 6 is without the budget of the public prosecution services and
without the budget of legal aid. Other (7): These are costs related to ordinary case management such as
postage, office supplies, books, travel and transport, inventory etc.
Estonia: Legal aid can be granted for cases which are not brought to court but the budged allocated to it
cannot be specified. Q 6 (annual public budget allocated to computerization): 812 487. The budget allocated
to computerization has increased a lot due to the large IT development projects like digital court file project,
the new court information system that brought along the need to develop other information systems and
registers connected to it, and many others projects. Q 6 (annual public budget allocated to justice
expenses): 326 259. The budget allocated to justice expenses has decreased a lot due to the fact that before
the expenses of expertise were included in the budget allocated to the functioning of courts, now they are in
the budget of Estonian Forensic Science Institute. Q7: Other: Cost of health care, postal service, equipment
etc; membership fees of international organizations; pensions of former Supreme Court justices.
Finland: Q7: Other includes: incustrial health services, postage, office supplies, telephone and
telecommunications services
France: The Legal aid budget is not included in the given numbers. Q7: The budget of the Public
Prosecution can not be distinguished from the budget of all courts. The data correspond to the expenditure
of judicial and administrative courts brought by two separate programs. "Other expenses" correspond to: - An
assessment of the cost of transfer of persons under escort, cost for the guards of courtrooms, and the cost of
prosecuting officers supported by the Ministry of the Interior (203 million euros); - An assessment of the
rental value of judicial buildings made available to the court by the local authorities (69 million euros); - €
69.5 million corresponding to the contribution of the central government for the operation of courts (including
legislative directions).
Greece: Q12: The observed increase is due to accumulated debts from previous years. The decrease in all
categories is easily interpreted by the broadly known budgetary adjustment our country has been going
through during the last years. The annual budget allocated to training and education is mostly the budget of
the National School of Judges (legal entity of public law), which is responsible for the prefatory training of
judges. The budget depends on the number of candidates who pass the annual exams (held by the same
entity). In addition to that, these expenses are so far funded by programs of the National Strategic Reference
Framework. Q7: Including the budget of the public prosecution services. Not including the budget of legal
aid.
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Hungary: 84% spent on salaries, income taxes, health insurance, social insurance for the staff 13.5% spent
on functional costs including maintenance of office buildings 2.5 % reserve. Q6 (annual public budget
allocated to computerisation): The difference in numbers between the two cycles is to to the fact that in 2010
the budget was exceptionally high for computerisation. Q6 (annual public budget allocated to investments in
courts buildings): The difference in numbers between the two cycles is due to the fact that there was no
source for investment like in 2010. In 2014 annual public budget allocated to investments in new (court)
buildings will be 26 590 660 €. “Q 12: The difference between the two cycles is because each year this
budget is developed.

Ireland: Net expenditure for the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions in 2012 was €38,846,705.00.
The 43,854,000 reported for 2010 was the gross figure and the comparable gross figure for 2012 is
40,528,000. It would be more appropriate to include the gross figure which is as voted and can be directly
compared to the 2010 figure. The current figure of 38,846,075 included in the questionnaire as reported by
the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions is the net expenditure, however, it would be better to now
include 40,528,000 if that is possible. Q 6: in the previous report items such as interpretation services were
included under the general heading. The Courts Service has indicated that the current response more
accurately reflects the budget allocated to expenses under 6.3. The figures at question 6 reflect the budget
for 2012.

Italy: Due to the structure of the Italian judicial system, the ministry of justice has one single budget which
does not distinguish between the budget allocated to the courts, the budget allocated to the public
prosecution services and the one allocated to the administration. However an effort was made in order to
provide the most reasonable figure for the budget of the prosecution service. The calculation was made
taking into account several criteria (e.g. the number of staff allocated to the public prosecution service).Q7:
"Other" includes for instance compensation, reimbursement, document issuing, luncheon vouchers, etc.

The economic crisis hugely affected our country and the public sector in particular. The spending review
carried out by the Italian Government deeply affected the budgets of all the Italian Ministers. The overall
reduction at Q.6 (functioning of all courts) is approx 2%. However a sharp pencil has been used only in
specific areas (i.e. maintenance of the buildings, training and education) - in other words- in areas where
cuts where possible.

Latvia: The budget for General Prosecutor Office during the economic crisis was reduced significantly.
Financial means were reduced in almost all budget positions, but starting in 2012 the budget increased up to
almost 5 000 000 EUR. Q7: The indicated budget for all courts includes, budget for district (city) courts,
regional courts, Administrative regional court, Administrative district court and for the Supreme court. In the
section "other" are included following items: taxes, health and life insurance for judges, service pension,
social benefits given by employer, communication services, administrative expenditure, purchase of furniture,
rent of vehicles, its maintenance.

Lithuania: Q. 12: Annual approved public budget for primary legal aid (free legal advice) — 513 681,15 €.
Annual approved budget for secondary legal aid (free legal representation) — 4 030 144,9 €. According to the
types of cases information about the amounts paid for lawyers who provide secondary legal aid is available:
In civil and administrative cases — 1 350 333,83 €; In criminal cases — 1 955 879,07 €. These numbers
include the remuneration for lawyers and exclude other state-guaranteed legal aid expenses (e.g. costs
related to collection of evidence, interpretation and etc.) For question 6: Taxes related to the salaries
(insurance) paid by employer are included in 1. Finances for 2 (computerisation), also partly for 3 (expertise),
4 (building repair), 6 (training) are allocated to the budget of the National Courts Administration. Finances for
5 (investments in new buildings) in 2012 were allocated to the Ministry of Justice. “Other” includes other
finances for expenses of the courts (telecommunications, post, transport, paper, etc.).

Luxembourg: The Public Ministry does not have a separate budget.

Malta: Q12: The amount indicated represents the full amount allocated by the Government to the
appointment of Legal Aid lawyers for persons requiring their services. All judicial fees incurred by such
persons are also borne by the Government, however it is not possible to quantify such expenses as these
vary from case to case. The difference between the two cycles is due to the fact that the previous figure was
more generic and this year’s figure was obtained following a detailed examination of the funds available. The
Public Prosecution Services is carried out by the Attorney General's office who not only acts as a Public
Prosecution but also acts as the Principal Legal Advisor of all the Government Departments. As a result, the
amount budgeted cannot be considered as being funds allocated solely for public prosecution purposes, but
also for other purposes relating to legal work and advise for the Government, both locally and internationally.
Q13: The difference between the two cycles is due to the fact that the funds allocated to the Attorney
General’s Office were reduced for reorganisation purposes.

Netherlands: Q13: including justice expenses in criminal cases. Question 6: excluding the expenditures of
the High Judicial Council and the “Raad van State”. The expenditures of the High Judicial Council were
42.520.000 euro in 2010. They should be added to the total figure in question 6, but the requested sub items
are not known. Also the expenditures of the court function of the “Raad van State” should be added to the
total figure in question 6. But this figure is unknown. Only the total expenditures of the “Raad van State” are
published. Moreover the “Raad van State” does not fall under the budget of the Ministry of security and
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Justice but under the budget of the “Hoge colleges van Staat”. Q7: Other= depreciation and interest. Justice
expenses exclude the justice expenses for criminal cases.

Poland: Expenditure on personal services, purchase of gods and services, expenditure on investments
(building, purchase), loans on residential needs of judges, rehabilitation found payments, business trips,
other taxes.

Portugal: Q 6 (justice expenses) The difference between the two cycles is due to the fact that in the previous
exercise under 6.3 costs with computerization were included by mistake. This year’s value includes only
costs with expertise and interpretation.

Romania: Q6: Starting with 2010, based on the Unitary Salary Law for 2009, the salary rights for magistrates
and other judiciary staff included, as a monetary value, the supplements obtained through the case law (for
the neuropsychological and risk overstress supplement representing 50% and for the confidentiality
supplement representing 15%, respectively). From a technical point of view, some supplements were
included in the base salary and others were considered as a supplement in addition to the base salary.
Under these circumstances, the salary rights of the staff within the courts had increased during the first 5
months of 2010 by 18,5 % in comparison to the same period of 2009. 2012: The annual budget allocated to
courts in 2012 decreased compared to the budget allocated in 2010 because of the legislative amendments
referring to the wage rights paid to the staff in the budgetary sector in the period 2010 — 2012. There is an
increase in the budget allocated to salaries in 2012 compared to 2010, because from June 2010 the salaries
in the budgetary sector have been reduced by 25% (six months) and from January 2011 the budgetary
salaries have been increased by 15%, and further increased by 8% from June 2012 compared to May 2012
and by 7,4 % from December 2012. Funds have been allocated to courts for purchasing furniture for the new
personnel — about — 113.379 EUR, IT equipment — 407937 EUR, as well as for redevelopment works
necessary for creating council chambers and offices within courts - 285.034 EUR at the courts of appeal and
law courts identified by significant disturbances in courts activity. Q9: Due to the legislative amendments on
judicial stamp duties in 2012 the income obtained through stamp duty was a local budget.

Slovakia: Q13: The sum represents the total budgetary expenses spent for the prosecution services. Q 6:
The difference between the two cycles is due to significant investments to computerisation which were
expected in the 2011 and 2012. ected from. The structure of the budgets of the Ministry of justice of the
Slovak Republic and the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic is different from the structure in the
questionnaire. For this cycle the expenses for the “ex officio” appointed counsels in the criminal matters has
been incorporated to this item. We are not able to change in the same way the answers for the previous
cycle where it has been included to item “other”. Annual budget allocated to court buildings: In 2012
investments to several court buildings have been carried out. Q7: The budgetary data has been collected
from the Ministry of justice of the Slovak republic and the Supreme Court of the Slovak republic. The
budgetary structures of both institutions are different from the structure in this questionnaire. Lines 4 and 5:
All investments to the court buildings are included in the sum in the line 4.

Line 7: Other expenses include: - the financial expenses for the pension and medical insurance of judges
and employees; - boarding subsistence for employees; - travel expenses; - postal expenses; -
communication expenses; - the office supplies; - costs of the lawyers appointed free of charge by the judge
in the civil proceedings; - costs of the ex officio appointed counsels in the criminal proceedings

Slovenia: Q12 According to Article 26 of the Free Legal Aid Act legal aid may also be granted for legal
advice surpassing initial legal advice; for the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal
relations, facts and statements and for legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement.
The difference in the budget allocated to training and education (1 835 808 in 2008, 1 229 741 EUR in 2010
and 506 115 EUR in 2012) can be attributed to the effect of the economic and financial crisis. As there were
cuts in the budget of the judiciary, one of the affected fields was training and education. This meant that the
expenditures for international training of judges and court personnel were lowered (seminars, conferences,
etc.). Similarly, fewer funds were available for national legal seminars and other educational events. Q7: The
Courts Act prescribes: "The scope of the finances for the wages of the judges and the court personnel, as
well as for the costs of the activities of the courts in the framework of the state budget of the Republic of
Slovenia, based on the financial plans of the individual courts are provided in the budget user Supreme
Court of the Republic of Slovenia for all courts" and "In the framework of the state budget of the Republic of
Slovenia, the scope of the finances for the equipment of the courts and provision of spatial conditions for the
courts, excluding the finances for wages, is formed and provided by the ministry responsible for justice, while
for the computerisation of the courts by the Supreme Court of the Republic of Slovenia." This means that the
cited amount of the total approved budget allocated to the functioning of all courts includes only the finances
for the functioning and the informatisation of the courts. On the other hand, it does not include the budget
dedicated to the investments and the rentals in justice sector (courts, prosecution, state attorneys), which is
a part of the Ministry of Justice budget, because there is no data available as to the share dedicated to the
courts. The courts, in their financial plans, include only so called “small’ investments, which are the
investments that are not included in the Ministry of Justice plan and cannot exceed a certain value and are
represented in the category of the budget allocated to court buildings (7037588 EUR). As already mentioned,
there is one exception: the computerisation of the judiciary is in the authority of the Supreme Court which
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means that investments in hardware are included in the financial plan of the latter. The total budget does not
include the resources that are provided for education of judges and court staff by the Ministry of Justice to its
Judicial Training Center. The Judicial Training Center, part of the Ministry of Justice, spent 308317 EUR in
2012 for the education of judges, court staff, prosecutors and state attorneys. The resources in the cited
amount (budget allocated to all courts) do not cover other bodies of the judiciary (the Judicial Council, the
Ministry of Justice, State Prosecutor's Offices, State Attorney’s Office, prisons, etc.). The annual public
budget allocated to investments in new (court) buildings is not part of the budget allocated to the Supreme
Court, but of the budget of the Ministry of Justice. It is also important to note, that for the most part of 2012
the Ministry of Justice was unified with the former Ministry for Public Administration into a uniform Ministry of
Justice and Public Administration that as such existed until March of 2013, when a new government took
office. Therefore for 2012 it is not possible to report the exact amounts of the budget allocated specifically to
spatial planning specifically to the courts and justice system, as these were reported together with the figures
for the whole public administration part of the formerly unified ministry. It is important to note that the data
given reflects only the spent amounts not the approved budget. The approved budget for functioning of
courts (without legal aid and the Judicial Council) in 2012 was 172 million EUR and was after the rebalance
decreased to 155 million EUR. The final amount that was effectively executed in 2012 was 165 million EUR.
The explanatory note states that the budget that was formally approved in Parliament should be inserted.
Nevertheless, the effectively executed amount was inserted, as the two budgets approved in Parliament do
not show the real value spent.

Spain: The data for 2012 regarding the functioning of all courts shows a reduction compared with 2010 data,
this is due to the following: In 2012 the data related to the Ministry of Justice is included, and data related to
the budgetary of the Council General of the Judiciary either the Autonomous Communities is excluded; Since
2010 the budget allocated to the functioning of all courts separates Prosecution Office budget. The main
characteristic of our budgetary system is based in the territorial organisation, Spain is divided in 17
Autonomous Regions and 2 Autonomous Cities, with competence in the field of administration of justice and
financial means, which means that in the Autonomous Regions holding powers in matters of justice, the role
of the Ministry of Justice and the Parliament is played by the regional ministries and regional assemblies. Q7:
In 2010 the budget allocated to the functioning of all courts did not separate the budget of public prosecution
services. Since the reform of the Organic Statute of the Prosecutor Service (Estatuto Organico del Ministerio
Fiscal) in 2007, a single budget was foreseen for the Prosecutor Office and for the Prosecutors’service.
However until 2011 it was not possible to allocate separate budgets. For instance, in 2012 the public budget
allocated to the functioning of all courts separates the budget for the functioning of all courts from the budget
of legal aid and the budget of prosecution services.

Sweden: Q12: The difference with the previous cycle is the fact that more funds have been allocated for the
purposes. Also the exchange rates make the increase seem somewhat bigger in Euro than it has been in
Swedish kronor. Q13: The amount is included in the amount in question 15.1. The difference with the
previous cycle is the fact more funds have been allocated for the purposes. Also the exchange rate has
changed between the two years so the increase appears somewhat bigger in Euro than it has been in
Swedish kronor. Q9: The change between the years is due to a misjudgment from our side about the
budgeted amounts. It is not the outcome that has changed over the years, but the budgeted amounts. Due to
differences in nomenclature within different audit systems there is an inherent problem in comparing
numbers. As a result, the figures presented in question 6 should be used with caution. The figures are not
approved budget but executed expenses. The difference with the previous cycle is the fact that last year’s
figure is much lower because of an underestimation of the budget need concerning the application fees. This
was corrected in 2012. Q7: Public Prosecution offices not included. Legal aid is not included in the total.

Table 1.2: Break-down by component of the court budget in 2012 (Q6)

Austria: The figures include the public prosecution services and the budget of legal aid (€ 19,0 Mio for legal
representation is included). "Other": Postal services (€ 37,3 Mio), Traineeship (€ 13,9 Mio), office equipment,
lump-sum payment for legal representation (€ 19,0 Mio) , travel expenses, other small expenses. The sum
includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties "pro bono". It does not include court
fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget.

Belgium: Q6: The budget includes the budgets of public prosecutors and legal aid. Other: operations, fees,
mediation, legal aid, phonetapping; the budget for buildings does not reflect the total amount spent in
buildings. The budget for the construction of new courts or furnishing of old buildings is not part of the budget
of the Federal Public Justice Service. The real estate of the Belgian state is managed by the Building
Authority. In his budget, there is no part allocated to justice.

Bulgaria: Q 6, column 5 (Annual public budget allocated to investments in new (court) buildings) — The sum
of 5828727 € was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice under the Investments of Judiciary
Bodies Programme.

Denmark: The budget allocated to the public prosecution services are included in the overall budget to the
police.
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Estonia: Q 6 (annual public budget allocated to computerization): 812 487. The budget allocated to
computerization has increased a lot due to the large IT development projects like digital court file project, the
new court information system that brought along the need to develop other information systems and registers
connected to it, and many others projects. Q 6 (annual public budget allocated to justice expenses):
326 259. The budget allocated to justice expenses has decreased a lot due to the fact that before the
expenses of expertise were included in the budget allocated to the functioning of courts, now they are in the
budget of Estonian Forensic Science Institute.

France: The Legal aid budget is not included in the given numbers.

Greece: The annual budget allocated to training and education is mostly the budget of the National School of
Judges (legal entity of public law), which is responsible for the prefatory training of judges. The budget
depends on the number of candidates who pass the annual exams (held by the same entity). In addition to
that, these expenses are so far funded by programs of the National Strategic Reference Framework.
Hungary: Q6 (annual public budget allocated to computerisation): The difference in numbers between the
two cycles is due to the fact that in 2010 the budget was exceptionally high for computerisation. (annual
public budget allocated to investments in courts buildings): The difference in numbers between the two
cycles is due to the fact that there was no source for investment like in 2010. In 2014 annual public budget
allocated to investments in new (court) buildings will be 26 590 660 €.

Ireland: in the previous report items such as interpretation services were included under the general
heading. The Courts Service has indicated that the current response more accurately reflects the budget
allocated to expenses under 6.3.

Italy: Due to the structure of the Italian judicial system, the ministry of justice has one single budget which
does not distinguish between the budget allocated to the courts, the budget allocated to the public
prosecution services and the one allocated to the administration. The economic crisis hugely affected our
country and the public sector in particular. The spending review carried out by the Italian Government deeply
affected the budgets of all the Italian Ministers. The overall reduction at Q.6 (functioning of all courts) is
approx 2%. However a sharp pencil has been used only in specific areas (i.e. maintenance of the buildings,
training and education) - in other words- in areas where cuts where possible.

Latvia: The budget for General Prosecutor Office during the economic crisis was reduced significantly.
Financial means were reduced in almost all budget positions, but starting in 2012 the budget increased up to
almost 5 000 000 EUR.

Lithuania: Annual approved public budget for primary legal aid (free legal advice) — 513 681,15 €. Annual
approved budget for secondary legal aid (free legal representation) — 4 030 144,9 €. According to the types
of cases information about the amounts paid for lawyers who provide secondary legal aid is available: In civil
and administrative cases — 1 350 333,83 €; In criminal cases — 1 955 879,07 €. These numbers include the
remuneration for lawyers and exclude other state-guaranteed legal aid expenses (e.g. costs related to
collection of evidence, interpretation and etc.)

Luxembourg: The Public Ministry does not have a separate budget.

Portugal: The difference between the two cycles is due to the fact that in the previous exercise under 6.3
costs with computerization were included by mistake. This year’'s value includes only costs with expertise
and interpretation.

Romania: Starting with 2010, based on the Unitary Salary Law for 2009, the salary rights for magistrates and
other judiciary staff included, as a monetary value, the supplements obtained through the case law (for the
neuropsychological and risk overstress supplement representing 50% and for the confidentiality supplement
representing 15%, respectively). From a technical point of view, some supplements were included in the
base salary and others were considered as a supplement in addition to the base salary. Under these
circumstances, the salary rights of the staff within the courts had increased during the first 5 months of 2010
by 18,5 % in comparison to the same period of 2009. 2012: The annual budget allocated to courts in 2012
decreased compared to the budget allocated in 2010 because of the legislative amendments referring to the
wage rights paid to the staff in the budgetary sector in the period 2010 — 2012. There is an increase in the
budget allocated to salaries in 2012 compared to 2010, because from June 2010 the salaries in the
budgetary sector have been reduced by 25% (six months) and from January 2011 the budgetary salaries
have been increased by 15%, and further increased by 8% from June 2012 compared to May 2012 and by
7,4 % from December 2012. Funds have been allocated to courts for purchasing furniture for the new
personnel — about — 113.379 EUR, IT equipment — 407937 EUR, as well as for redevelopment works
necessary for creating council chambers and offices within courts - 285.034 EUR at the courts of appeal and
law courts identified by significant disturbances in courts activity.

Slovenia: The difference in the budget allocated to training and education (1 835 808 in 2008, 1 229 741
EUR in 2010 and 506 115 EUR in 2012) can be attributed to the effect of the economic and financial crisis.
As there were cuts in the budget of the judiciary, one of the affected fields was training and education. This
meant that the expenditures for international training of judges and court personnel were lowered (seminars,
conferences, etc.). Similarly, fewer funds were available for national legal seminars and other educational
events.
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Spain: The data for 2012 regarding the functioning of all courts shows a reduction compared with 2010 data,
this is due to the following: 2012 includes the data related to the Ministry of Justice, but does not include the
data related to the budgetary of the Council General of the Judiciary or the Autonomous Communities; Since
2010, the budget allocated to the functioning of all courts separates Prosecution Office budget. The main
characteristic of our budgetary system is based on territorial organisation, Spain is divided in 17 Autonomous
Regions and 2 Autonomous Cities, with competence in the field of administration of justice and financial
means, which means that in the Autonomous Regions holding powers in matters of justice, the role of the
Ministry of Justice and the Parliament is played by the regional ministries and regional assemblies.

Sweden: Due to differences in nomenclature within different audit systems there is an inherent problem in
comparing humbers. As a result, the figures presented in question 6 should be used with caution. The figures
are not approved budget but executed expenses. The difference with the previous cycle is the fact that last
year’s figure is much lower because of an underestimation of the budget need concerning the application
fees. This was corrected in 2012.

Table 1.3 Annual approved budget allocated to the whole justice system and its budgetary elements in 2012

(Q15.1,15.2)

Estonia: Other - Centre of Registers and Information Systems (agency that provides e-services in the
jurisdiction of the Ministry of Justice).

Finland: Other elements included in the budget: election expenditure. There are also some other officies
under the administrative sector of the Ministry of Justice like legal Register Centre, Office of the Bankruptcy
Ombudsman, Office of the Data Protection Ombudsman, Council for Crime Prevention, Safety Investigation
Authority, National Research Institute of Legal Policy and ICT Service Centre for Judicial Administration.
Greece: The budget for the refugees and asylum seekers is drawn by the Ministry of Public Order and
Citizen Protection. The budget for the State Advocacy - which in Greece we call Legal Council of State-is
drawn by the Ministry of Finance.

Hungary: Q15 Just as in 2010, the number includes the Ministry’s total budget, as well as public
administration and justice.

Ireland: Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however, the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q
15.

Latvia: Compensation for bailiffs for enforcement activities in included in the budget of the Ministry of
Justice. The section "other" includes the budget for institutions what are under supervision of the Ministry of
Justice, health and life insurance for judges, expenditure for service pension for judges. Data doesn't include
the budget for the prosecution system.

Lithuania: Other — National Courts Administration

Malta: Since this approved budgets actually spread between different ministries, a breakdown of the amount
indicated in accordance with the various information collected is being provided for clarity: Attorney General's
Office - €1,828,559; Courts -€11 527 427; Probation & Parole Services - €655,079; Prison system -
€8,974,218; Commissioner for Refugees Office - €125,841; Commission for the Administration of Justice -
€29,928.

Netherlands: The budget excludes the budget of the Police. The difference between the two years can be
explained due to a major reorganization in 2010. On Jan 2011 the budget of the police, secret service, fire
department amongst others, was transferred from the Ministry of internal affairs to the ministry of Justice,
which is now the Ministry of Security and Justice.The figure is the entire budget of the ministry of security
and justice. However other ministries may also finance parts of the justice system. Also third parties may
contribute. This is not included here. The Netherlands have no constitutional court as such, but the tasks of a
constitutional court are performed by the Council of State. Its budget is not included in the figure reported
here. Other: Police, secret service (both since 2011).

Portugal: "Other" includes Criminal Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria).

Romania: Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register, the National
Authority for Citizenship.

Slovakia: The global budgetary data consists of the approved budget of the Ministry of justice and the
approved budget of the Supreme Court. The budget of the Ministry of justice is composed of two parts - the
part assigned to the prison service and the other part, which includes the budget assigned both to the courts
and to the ministry itself. The budget of the Supreme Court includes the budget for the operation of the
Supreme Court itself and the budget of the Judicial council of the Slovak republic. The difference with the
previous cycle is influenced mainly by the increased budget of the prison service.

Spain: As "other" budgetary elements included in the whole justice system: Compensation to peace judges
(jueces de paz): 2 107 761 €, Compensation to Psychologist 560 610€; Transferences to Autonomous
Regions: 3 527 352, 85 €.

Sweden: The Swedish Police, The Swedish Security Service, The Swedish Economic Crime Authority

The Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention, The Swedish Gene Technology Advisory Board
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The Crime Victim Compensation and Support Authority , Economic compensation for damages suffered due
to crime, Econonomic costs for certain claim settlements, Economic contributions to local crime prevention,
The Swedish Commission on Security and Integrity Protection, Judges Proposals Board

Table 1.4 Cost of justice system and evolution in justice costs per capita 2010-2012 (Q1, O 15.1)

Finland: Other elements included in the budget: election expenditure. There are also some other officies
under the administrative sector of the Ministry of Justice like legal Register Centre, Office of the Bankruptcy
Ombudsman, Office of the Data Protection Ombudsman, Council for Crime Prevention, Safety Investigation
Authority, National Research Institute of Legal Policy and ICT Service Centre for Judicial Administration.
Greece: The budget for the refugees and asylum seekers is drawn by the Ministry of Public Order and
Citizen Protection. The budget for the State Advocacy - which in Greece we call Legal Council of State-is
drawn by the Ministry of Finance.

Hungary: Q15 Just as in 2010, the number includes the Ministry’s total budget, as well as public
administration and justice.

Ireland: Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however, the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q
15.

Latvia: Compensation for bailiffs for enforcement activities in included in the budget of the Ministry of
Justice. The section "other" includes the budget for institutions what are under supervision of the Ministry of
Justice, health and life insurance for judges, expenditure for service pension for judges. Data doesn't include
the budget for the prosecution system.

Malta: Since this approved budgets actually spread between different ministries, a breakdown of the amount
indicated in accordance with the various information collected is being provided for clarity: Attorney General's
Office - €1,828,559; Courts -€11 527 427; Probation & Parole Services - €655,079; Prison system -
€8,974,218; Commissioner for Refugees Office - €125,841; Commission for the Administration of Justice -
€29,928.

Netherlands: The budget excludes the budget for the police.

Slovakia: The global budgetary data consists of the approved budget of the Ministry of justice and the
approved budget of the Supreme Court. The budget of the Ministry of justice is composed of two parts - the
part assigned to the prison service and the other part, which includes the budget assigned both to the courts
and to the ministry itself. The budget of the Supreme Court includes the budget for the operation of the
Supreme Court itself and the budget of the Judicial council of the Slovak republic. The difference with the
previous cycle is influenced mainly by the increased budget of the prison service.

Spain: As "other" budgetary elements included in the whole justice system: Compensation to peace judges
(jueces de paz): 2 107 761 €, Compensation to Psychologist 560 610€; Transferences to Autonomous
Regions: 3 527 352, 85 €.
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Table 1.5 Authorities formally responsible for the budgets allocated to the courts in 2012 (Q14)

Austria: Ministry of Finance, Federal Chancellery of the Republic of Austria; The President of the Higher
regional courts manages and evaluates the budget of the courts.

Belgium: The Ministry for the Budget.

The Czech Republic: The Ministry of Finance is the ministry responsible for the preparation of the state
budget and it is the Ministry of Finance that submits the proposal of the budget to the Government. After the
budget is passed by the Government it is submitted to the House of Representatives (lower chamber).
Croatia: The Courts propose their courts’ budget, but the bodies responsible for the budget are the Ministry
of Finance the Government and the Parliament. The President of each court is responsible for the budget
allocated to the Court.

Denmark: The Danish Court Administration

Estonia: Preparation - Ministry of Justice prepares the budget for courts of first and second instance. The
Supreme Court prepares its budget and presents it to the Ministry of Finance, which prepares the budgets for
constitutional institutions (Supreme Court, Chancellor of Justice, National Audit Office, Office of the
President). Evaluation - the budgets are evaluated by Ministry of Finance and the National Audit Office. The
Supreme Court is financed directly from the state budget; the volume and division of the Supreme Court
expenditure must be approved by the Government of the Republic. The drafting of state budget is organised
and co-ordinated by the Ministry of Finance in conformity with the requirements set out in the State Budget
Act. The Supreme Court itself drafts the preliminary draft project and submits it to the Ministry of Finance.
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court must ensure, with the assistance of the director of the court, the
timely submission of the court’s budget and, if necessary, the draft amendments to the budget, to the
ministry. Negotiations are held between representatives of the Ministry of Finance and the Supreme Court
concerning a budget project and the justification for and feasibility of the expenditure included therein. After
the negotiations and resolution of disagreements at the level of government the Ministry of Finance compiles
a draft state budget and submits it, through the government, to the parliament. In negotiations concerning a
budget project with the Ministry of Finance the Supreme Court is represented by the director of the court; in
negotiations with the members of the government and the parliament the Supreme Court is represented by
the Chief Justice. The implementation of the Supreme Court budget, approved by the parliament, and the
purposeful use of budget funds is monitored by the Supreme Court director.

Finland: The Ministry of Finance. Inspection body: the National Audit Office of Finland

Greece: Ministry of Finance, the Court of Audit.

Hungary: Other: The president of National Office for the Judiciary in the scope of his/her general duties of
central administration shall elaborate his/her proposal on the budget of the courts and his/her report on the
implementation of the budget, to be submitted without modification by the Government to the Parliament as
part of the Bill on the budget and the Bill on the implementation of the budget, shall perform the duties in
connection with the financial management of the heading of courts and direct the internal control of the
courts. The National Council of Justice (hereinafter. NCJ) shall form an opinion on the proposal on the
budget of the courts and on the report on the implementation of the budget, shall control the financial
management of the courts.

Within the confines of the control of the financial management of the finances the State Audit Office audits
the operation and the financial management of the heading of courts — which belongs to the structure of the
central budget. The president of the National Office for the Judiciary: In his/her role concerning the budgets
of courts the President of the NOJ shall a) draw up his/her proposal concerning the budget of courts and the
report on the implementation of the budget — requesting and communicating the opinions of the NJO,
furthermore that of the President of the Curia with respect to the Curia — which the Government shall put
forward to Parliament as part of the Act on the State Budget and its implementing provisions without
amendment, b) he/she shall participate as an invited guest at the meeting of the Budget Committee of
Parliament and the Government when discussing the Act on the State Budget and on implementing
regulations concerning the chapter on the budget of courts, c¢) carry out the duties of the head of the
organisation managing the chapter with respect to the chapter on the courts in the Act on the State Budget
with the proviso that during the year he/she may re-distribute the appropriations for the Curia towards
budgetary organisations included in the chapter with the consent of the President of the Curia, with the
exception of re-allocations necessitated by changes in the headcount of budgetary organisations, d) exercise
tasks relating to the financial management of the chapter on courts, €) manage the internal audit of courts, f)
determine the annual budget for fringe benefits in collaboration with interest organisations, and g) determine
the detailed conditions and levels of other benefits in collaboration with interest organisations.

Ireland: Inspection Body - Comptroller and Auditor General and the Public Accounts Committee. Other:
Minister of Finance in relation to Judicial salaries, Courts Service Board Member fees.

Italy: Other Ministry is Ministry of Economy and Finance

Latvia: Other Ministry - Ministry of Finance; Inspection body - State Audit Office; Other - Court
Administration; According to the Law On Judicial Power Judicial Council gives an opinion about the budget
application for courts and land registry offices. According to the Law On Judicial Power the Court
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Administration is responsible for financial resources of the district (city) courts, regional courts and Land
registry Offices, as well as for preparing budget request for courts and Land Registry Offices. The
management of finances of the Supreme Court is provided by the Supreme Court's Administration. Funding
of the Supreme Court is provided by a separate item in the State budget. The Court accounts for its use of
the funds to the Ministry of Finance, to the State Treasury and to the State Auditor.

Lithuania: Other ministry- the Ministry of Finance; Inspection body — National Audit Office of Lithuania,
Division of Internal Audit of National Courts Administration; Other — National Courts Administration. The
courts are the budget appropriation managers. Management and allocation of the budget among the
individual courts cannot be interpreted as one under the laws of Lithuania. Allocation of the budget among
the individual courts belongs to the initial stage of the budget preparation process and the management of
budgets is the responsibility of each court individually.

Malta: The office of the Auditor General inspects all expenses incurred by the various Government
Departments, from time to time, including that of the Justice Department.

Netherlands: Other: In particular the judiciary part of the Council of State ("Raad van State"). Note: contrary
to what was reported in the previous edition, the Council of State is not part of the Ministry of Interior and
Kingdom Relations, but has its own independent budget.

Poland: Minister of Finance. National Supervisory Board.

Romania: Ministry of Public Finances, Romanian Court of Accounts.

Slovakia: Other ministry - The Ministry of Finance. Inspection body - The Supreme audit office of the Slovak
republic is entitled to control any of the budgetary subject.

Slovenia: The legal basis for the procedure for adoption of the budget are the Public Finance Act and the
Regulation for the Basis and Procedures for the Preparation of the Proposal State Budget. The Supreme
Court as the entity proposing the financial plans of all the courts has a specific role in this process. Although
the Courts Act provides that “the volume of financial resources for the salaries of judges and judicial
personnel, and for the operation costs of courts, shall be provided within the framework of the state budget of
the Republic of Slovenia for all courts on the basis of financial plans of individual courts at the budget user,
the Supreme Court of the Republic of Slovenia”, the Supreme Court has limited access to the first four
phases, which are crucial. Once the priorities are set, it is impossible to reach important changes in the
volume of financial resources during budget negotiations. During these four phases it is only the Ministry of
Justice that can influence the decisions of the Government, but it has not sufficient knowledge of the needs
of the courts, the Supreme Court has some influence only by informal ways. The Supreme Court enters the
process between the fourth and fifth phase. It proposes a cross section of the budget quota specified by the
Government of RS, regarding the judiciary for the following two years. The budget quotas are determined on
the level of individual courts, whereby in addition to the initial rules determined by the budget manual, the
following criteria are also taken into consideration: - level of the financial plan of the user for the current year;
- semester realization of the financial plan of the user in the current year. The Supreme Court also prepares
internal manuals for the users as well as internal forms for budgetary items, which may reflect any additional
needs for funds along with a short explanation, which is used as a basis for subsequent negotiations with the
Ministry of Finance. Then, each court prepares its own financial plan within the framework of the assigned
guota in line with the budget items up to the level of a sub-account and submits it to the Supreme Court.
During this process job allocation schedules are also prepared, because they have to be adjusted to the
proposed budget. The Supreme Court examines every court's financial plan proposal and based on the
gathered data and internal forms with appropriate explanations which reflect the additional needs of the
users, prepares a new assessment of the needed funds to facilitate a smooth operation of the courts within
the following two years. In addition, a complex analysis is prepared of the budgetary expenses and a
dialogue is established between the users in regard to a concept for future negotiations. The negotiations
with the Ministry of Finance may occur in several phases depending on the divergence between the posed
requests on one hand and the possibilities or the constraints posed by Ministry of Finance. If the Ministry of
Finance agrees, the additionally provided funds shall be distributed among the courts in line with the
proposed priorities. However, if no agreement is reached, the proposed budget of the courts shall be
submitted to Parliament, which takes the final decision.

Spain: At this question is needed a brief description about the territorial organization of Spain to identify the
bodies involved in the budgetary process. Spain has a decentralized administrative structure divided into 17
Autonomous Regions and 2 autonomous cities, with wide legislative and executive powers, their own
legislative assemblies and governing councils. The distribution of powers may be different among the
regions, as laid out in their Statutes of Autonomy. The State is gradually transferring competences in the field
of the administration of justice with the appropriate financial means to the Autonomous Regions, except for
matters related to national corps (judges, prosecutors and secretarios judiciales/judicial secretaries). The
State still holds powers in matters of justice in the Autonomous Regions where competences have not been
transferred. Consequently, the budget allocated to courts within the scope of the Ministry of Justice is
prepared by the Ministry itself, adopted by the Parliament, managed by the Ministry and lastly evaluated by
the Parliament. In the Autonomous Regions holding powers in matters of justice, the role of the Ministry of
Justice and the Parliament is played by the regional ministries and assemblies respectively.
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Sweden: Other ministry: Ministry of Finance. Inspection body: Swedish National Audit office. Other: National
Courts Administration

Tableau 1.6 (Q 61): Authorities entrusted with responsibilities related to the budget within the courts in 2012

Austria: The Presidents of the Higher regional Courts are entrusted with the individual court budget. The
section “other” means the Federal Ministry of Justice

Belgium: The Ministry of Justice by the Justice Federal Public Service

Bulgaria: The persons responsible for the budget within the courts are the court administrator and the chief
accountant

Croatia: The section “other” includes the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Croatia and the court’s
financial and accounting departments.

Cyprus: The accounting department of the Supreme Court is also responsible for the preparation and
monitoring of the court Budget.

Czech Republic: Preparation of the budget, arbitration and allocation is the task of the Ministry of Justice.
Denmark: Other: The Danish Court Administration

Estonia: Other — The Ministry of Justice is also monitoring the budget of | and Il instance courts. The
Supreme Court's Management Board composed of the Chief Justice; Chairmen of the Chambers (Civil
Chamber, Criminal Chamber and Administrative Law Chamber) and the administrative director evaluate the
overall use of the Supreme Court's budget.

France: The court budget is prepared in close collaboration between the heads of jurisdiction (presiding
judge and public prosecutor) and the Director of Registry (chief clerk ) in charge of budget management. The
credit assessment is centralized by the presidents of appeal courts for all courts within its jurisdiction. The
persons responsible for the interregional budget, from one to four appellate courts, take turns in centralizing
the needs of the courts of their territory and communicate them to the Legal Services Department of the
Ministry of Justice for analysis and arbitration in relation to the funds of the parliament for all courts. The
budget allocated to each manager and interregional budget is divided between the heads of the courts of
appeal of the territory, who then divide between the ordinary courts under their jurisdiction (high courts,
district courts , prud’hommes, etc ...). The chief clerk in charge of the budget ensures the daily management
of the budget and reports on its use to the presiding judge and the prosecutor. The annual performance
report contains a report to the parliament on the use of program funds, which explains the results achieved
for all received funds. The review law closes the executed budget. The « other » instances in the table are
the Legal Services Department of the Ministry of Justice, the officials responsible for the interregional budget
and the parliament.

Greece: The government grant is administered by the three-member Grant Management Committee, which
consists of members of the Court, appointed for a two-year term, following a decision of the relevant Court.
Hungary: The president of the National Office for the Judiciary performs the duties in connection with the
financial management of the heading of courts and directs the internal control of the courts. The National
Council of Justice (hereinafter: NCJ) forms an opinion on the proposal on the budget of the courts and on the
report on the implementation of the budget, and controls the financial management of the courts. The State
Audit Office, within the confines of the control of the financial management of the state finances audits the
operation and the financial management of the headings of courts — which belong to the structure of the
central budget.

Ireland: The Courts Service Board is assisted in evaluating expenditure of its budget by an Audit Committee
and an independent audit unit. The Comptroller and Auditor General also has powers to enquire into the
manner of expenditure of funds allocated to administration of the courts

Latvia: Management Board, in the Latvian judicial system Judicial Council - according to the Law on Judicial
Power Judicial Council gives an opinion regarding the budget application for courts and land registry offices.
The court clerk office is the Court administration. In the section "other" — the responsible of the "preparation
of the budget"” is the Ministry of Justice and in the section "evaluation and control of the use of the budget”
for that is responsible also State Audit Office.

Lithuania: The Chairmen of the courts (Court Presidents) are the budget appropriation managers and are
responsible for the budgets of their courts. Other — accountants of the courts.

Luxembourg: For the courts of the judiciary, the fiscal management is made by the Attorney General's
Office together with the Ministry of Justice and the General Financial Services of the State. For the
administrative courts it is made by the President of the Court together with the Ministry of Justice and the
General Financial Services of the State. The Control lies with the Court of Auditors (2011 questionnaire).
Malta: The Budget of the Courts is drawn up by the Director General of Courts who prepares his annual
budget on the expenses which the administration of the Court incurs from year to year, including investments
and developments which have to be made. The members of the Judiciary are not involved in the drawing up
and management of any budgets. As to the evaluation and control of the budget, as indicated before, the
Office of the Auditor General is entrusted with evaluating the manner in which budgets of all Government
Departments, including the one of Justice, is used.
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Romania: The president of the court has such attributions, but he/she may delegate this competence to
another person, who may be the economic manager. External control is ensured by the Ministry of Justice,
through its Audit Unit, and by the Court of Audit.

Slovakia: other - Ministry of Justice. The president of the court together with the court administrative director
prepare the draft of the court budget until the 15" November of the year preceding the year in which the
budget for the following year is being prepared. The complete draft of the budget is prepared by the Ministry
of justice for the whole judiciary (except the Supreme Court, who governs its own budget). The allocation of
approved budget is made by the Ministry of justice to Regional courts, who allocate the budget to the District
courts within their territorial authority.

Slovenia: Art. 61 of the Courts Act prescribes that the matters of court management shall be the
responsibility of the president of the court and the secretary of the court, unless otherwise determined by this
Act.

Spain: This question is not applicable to the Spanish judicial system as there is no public authority entrusted
with such responsabilities.
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Indicator 2: The judicial organisation

Table 2.1. Number of first instance courts (general and specialized) as
legal entities and number of all courts (first, appeal and high courts) as geographic locations in 2010 and 2012 (Q42)

Total % of
number of specialised
First instance courts of first first
general juridiction (general Specialised first instance  instance All the courts
jurisdiction) instance courts courtsin  courts in (geographic locations)

2012 2012
Austria 154 154 7 7 161 4% 149 149
Belgium 27 27 263 262 289 91% 288 288
Bulgaria NA 113 34 34 147 23% 184 70
Croatia 66 67 70 74 141 52% 154 158
Cyprus 6 6 11 14 20 70% 18 21
Czech Republi 86 86 NAP NAP 86 NAP 98 98
Denmark 24 24 1 2 26 8% 29 29
Estonia 4 4 2 2 6 33% 22 22
Finland 27 27 11 11 38 29% 82 82
France 774 778 1157 1156 1934 60% 630 640
Greece 462 402 4 NAP 402 NAP 462 402
Hungary 131 131 20 20 151 13% 157 157
Ireland 3 3 1 1 3* NA 119 105
Italy 1231 1231 87 87 1318 7% 1378 1378
Latvia 34 34 1 1 35 3% 48 48
Lithuania 59 59 5 5 64 8% 67 67
Luxembourg 5 5 5 3 8 38% 8 8
Malta 1 3 7 8 88% 2 2
Netherlands 19 19 2 1 20 5% 64 60
Poland 365 287 28 26 313 8% 705 827
Portugal 217 231 109 102 333 31% 336 318
Romania 235 233 10 10 243 4% 246 244
Slovakia 54 54 9 9 63 14% 64 64
Slovenia 55 55 5 5 60 8% 66 66
Spain 2243 2349 1433 1458 3807 38% 749 763
Sweden 60 60 12 12 72 17% 95 95
TOTAL 6342 6440 3290 3309 9748 6220 6161
Average 254 248 132 138 375 28% 239 237
Median 59 60 10 11 79 17% 109 97
Maximum 2243 2349 1433 1458 3807 91% 1378 1378
Minimum 1 1 1 1 3 3% 2 2

* Ireland: The total number of 1st instance courts as legal entities is 3 (District, Circuit and High Court). There is 1
specialised court which is also a court of first instance (High Court jurisdiction), so the total of first instance courtin
2012 is not equal to the sum of first instance court of general jurisdiction and specialised first instance court.
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Table 2.2. Number of (legal entities) first instance specialized courts in 2012 (Q43)
Fight

Commercial Enforcemen against Insurance Other
courts t of terrorism; and/or specialised
(excluded Rentand  criminal organised Internet social first
insolvency Insolvency Labour Family tenancies sanctions crime and related Administrat welfare Military instance
courts) courts courts courts courts courts corruption  disputes ive courts  courts courts courts
Austria 7 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 2
Belgium 262 23 NA 21 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 218
Bulgaria 34 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 28 NAP 5 1
Croatia 74 7 NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 4 NAP NAP 62
Cyprus 14 NAP NAP 1 8 3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 NA
Czech Republic NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Denmark 2 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1
Estonia 2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2 NAP NAP NAP
Finland 11 1 NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 8 1 NAP NAP
France 1156 143 NAP 216 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 42 115 NAP 640
Greece NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Hungary 20 NAP NAP 20 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP NAP NAP
Ireland 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1
Italy 87 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 58 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 29
Latvia 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP NA NAP
Lithuania 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Luxembourg 13 2 NAP 3 2 3 NAP NAP NAP 1 1 1 NAP
Malta 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
Netherlands 1 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Poland 26 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 17 NAP 9 NAP
Portugal 102 4 0 47 19 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 12
Romania 10 3 NAP NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 6 NAP
Slovakia 9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP 8 NAP NAP NAP
Slovenia 6 NAP NAP 4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 1 NAP NAP
Spain 1458 65 NAP 345 103 NAP 17 NA NAP 241 NAP NAP 687
Sweden 12 NAP NAP 1 NAP 8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3
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Table 2.3. Number of first instance courts
competent for a debt collection for small claims / a dismissal in 2012 (Q 45)

Number of first instance

court competent for a Number of first instance court
debt collection for small competent for a dismissal
claims
Austria 141 16
Belgium 229 34
Bulgaria NAP NA
Croatia 73 66
Cyprus 6 3
Czech Republic NAP NAP
Denmark NAP NAP
Estonia 16 16
Finland 27 27
France 309 216
Greece 155 NA
Hungary 111 20
Ireland 102 NAP
Italy 846 385
Latvia 34 39
Lithuania 54 59
Luxembourg 3 3
Malta 2 2
Netherlands 51 51
Poland 245 245
Portugal 1 56
Romania 176 42
Slovakia 54 54
Slovenia 44 4
Spain 1745 345
Sweden 48 48
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Table 2.4. Role of public prosecutor in civil and/or administrative cases and
insolvency cases in 2012 (Q106 and Q106.1)

Role in civil and/or
administrative cases?

Role in insolvency cases?

Austria Yes No
Belgium Yes Yes
Bulgaria Yes Yes
Croatia Yes Yes
Cyprus Yes No
Czech Republic Yes Yes
Denmark No No
Estonia No No
Finland No No
France Yes Yes
Greece Yes No
Hungary Yes Yes
Ireland No No
Italy Yes Yes
Latvia Yes No
Lithuania Yes Yes
Luxembourg Yes Yes
Malta No No
Netherlands Yes No
Poland Yes Yes
Portugal Yes Yes
Romania Yes No
Slovakia Yes Yes
Slovenia Yes No
Spain Yes No
Sweden No No

Yes HE B | 12
No | d T
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Comments - Indicator 2 The judicial organisation

Table 2.1 Number of first instance courts (general and specialized) as legal entities and number of all courts
(first, appeal and high courts) as geographic locations in 2010 and 2012 (Q42)

Austria: If there is more than one court at one location (e.g regional court and county court in the same
building) they are counted as one court.

Estonia: The number 22 reflects all different geographical locations of all the courts. There are: 4 courts of
general jurisdiction of first instance that are divided in 17 courthouses that actually have 18 different
locations; 2 specialised courts of first instance that are divided in 4 courthouses with 4 geographical
locations; 2 courts of second instance with 2 geographical locations; 1 court of third instance (Supreme Court
that reviews court judgements by way of cassation proceedings but is also the court of constitutional review).
As some of these courts have the same geographical location (for example the county court, administrative
court and circuit court in Tartu), the total number of geographical location is not 25 but 22.

Finland: In Finland there are 8 Administrative Courts, 1 Market Court, 1 Labour Court and 1 Insurance
Court. Then there is the High Court of Impeachment that hears charges against Ministers (i.e. Members of
the State Council), Chancellor of Justice, Parliamentary Ombudsman and Supreme Court Justices for
unlawful conduct in office but it is convened only when necessary. There are altogether 82 courts
(geographic locations) : 27 District Courts, 13 Branch offices of District Courts, 23 Auxiliary courtrooms of
District Courts, 3 specialized courts, 8 Administrative Courts, 6 Courts of Appeal, The Supreme Court and
The Supreme Administrative Court.

Italy: The figures provided at Q. 42-43 only concern courts administrated and financed by the Ministry of
Justice. Moreover, in ltaly specific matters (such as Labour, family,...) are dealt by specific divisions within
the same Court. There are also 26 divisions called DDA (that is Direzioni Distrettuali Antimafia) which deal
specifically with mafia and organized crime. Figures given at question Q.42 refer to the situation before the
implementation of the review of judicial districts.

Latvia: In Latvia are district (city) courts — 34; Regional courts - 5 + 2 court houses; Administrative district
court - 1 + 4 court houses; Administrative regional court — 1; Supreme court - 1

Luxembourg: Commercial and Family courts are organized at the district court level, whereas Labour courts
and rent/tenancies courts are set at the justice of the peace level. This explains why the total sub 43, 1st line,
is superior to the total in question 42.

Poland: There was a structural change concerning the District Courts — some of them were transformed into
divisions of other courts.

Portugal: Directorate-General for Justice Administration (Direc¢cdo-Geral da Administracdo da Justica).
Romania: First instance courts of general jurisdiction (legal entities)- total 233 composed of: First Instance
Courts - 176; Tribunals - 42 Court of appeal- 15

Slovenia: The number given under question 43 is not the same as the one given under question 42.2, since
there are 3 labour and 1 labour and social disputes court. Altogether (with the Administrative court) there are
5, but 1 is both labour and insurance / social welfare court. For that reason the sum is 6, although there are 5
specialised courts altogether.

Table 2.2 Number of (legal entities) first instance specialized courts in 2012 (Q 43)

Austria: Other specialised 1st Instance Courts: 2 civil law courts (in Vienna and Graz); the sum of the
numbers in the categories exceeds the total number of specialised courts because the labour and social
court in Vienna is one court that is competent for labor and (some) social welfare cases.

Belgium: Cing tribunaux de premiére instance disposent de chambres spécialisées d'application de peines.
On parle de tribunal d'application de peine, mais en réalité il s'agit d'une chambre spécialisée.

Dans "les autres" tribunaux spécialisés sont comptés les justices de paix (187) et les tribunaux de police
(31).

Bulgaria: Specialized Criminal Court of the Republic of Bulgaria was established by the Law on amending
the Law on the Judiciary, promulgated in State Gazette number 1/04.01.2011. In our country specialized
courts with a view to the perpetrator of crimes are military courts and with a view to the subject of crime
activity - administrative courts and specialized criminal court. Specialized Criminal Court is the only one in
the country. Its jurisdiction covers criminal cases of a general nature for crimes carried out throughout the
Republic of Bulgaria. Specialized Criminal Court is treated as a District Court and is situated in Sofia. Criteria
for determining the jurisdiction of the trials before the Specialized Criminal Court is the subject of the case,
not the quality of the perpetrator. Subject matter jurisdiction of the Specialized Criminal Court and
exhaustively listed cases for crimes are outlined in the provisions of Article 411 of the Criminal Procedural
Code - basically crimes committed by organized criminal groups, or on behalf of them and following their
decision, but also cases of crimes connected to the above - mentioned.

Croatia: Other specialized 1st instance courts are all misdemeanor courts and Municipal Criminal Court in
Zagreb
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Denmark: The Maritime and Commercial Court has been classified as a commercial court in the form above.
However, it also deals to a great extent with insolvency cases (bankruptcies etc.), but not exclusively. So
there is an overlap with the category 'Insolvency courts'. Other: The Land Registration Court.

Estonia: Estonia does not have any specialised court of first instance other than the administrative court. All
these cases are dealt with by ordinary courts of first instance.

Finland: Q42.2 and Q43: the answer could also be 11(12). In Finland there are 8 Administrative Courts, 1
Market Court, 1 Labour Court and 1 Insurance Court. Then there is the High Court of Impeachment that
hears charges against Ministers (i.e. Members of the State Council), Chancellor of Justice, Parliamentary
Ombudsman and Supreme Court Justices for unlawful conduct in office but it is convened only when
necessary.

France: The labor courts include 210 prud’hommes and 6 labor courts. The other specialized courts are: -
first instance courts specialized in criminal matters: 3; - Local courts by the police courts: 3 - juvenile courts
155 — Disability litigation courts: 26 - Joint tenancies Courts: 281 - Courts of the enforcement of sentences :
50 - Courts of Military Pensions : 106 - Court for navigation on the Rhine 1 - Courts of maritime trade : 14 -
Court of First Instance for the navigation of the Moselle: 1. It should be noted that the Paris Court of Army (
TAAP ) was abolished on 1 January 2012 and its functions were transferred to the division specializing in
military matters of the tribunal de grande instance of Paris . The pole is now the sole jurisdiction in respect of
offenses committed by or against French military in peacetime and outside the territory of the Republic.
Hungary: In Hungary the judicial system is structured in the following way: there are 111 generally
competent district courts of first instance out of which the district courts in the seat of the regional courts
have special competences in many cases. There are 20 administrative and labour courts in first instance, 20
regional courts — dealing with cases in first instance as well as appeals coming from administrative and
labour courts in second instance; 5 regional courts of appeal — dealing with first instance cases coming from
regional courts, third instance in criminal cases; the Curia — reviews legal remedies, appeals, adopts
uniformity decisions, which are binding for all other courts, analyses final decisions to examine and explore
judicial practice, publishes decisions on principles. The Curia passes decisions in cases where local
government decrees violate legal rules, and reverse them, passes decisions in cases where the local
government fails to legislate as laid down in the act on local governments.

Ireland: Other than distinctions between jurisdictional levels there is no specialisation - all judges within a
court jurisdiction may be allocated to any category of case falling within the jurisdictional remit of the court
concerned. In 2013 a new cadre of specialist judges was created in the Circuit Court with specific jurisdiction
in relation to certain types of personal insolvency remedy and certain pre-trial order making powers.

Italy: Other: 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts. There are also specialized first instance courts which are not
administered and financed by the Ministry of Justice: 29 Regional administrative courts; 21 Regional Audit
Commissions; 103 Provincial Tax commissions; Military courts. The figures provided at Q. 42-43 only
concern courts administrated and financed by the Ministry of Justice. Moreover, in Italy specific matters
(such as Labour, family,...) are dealt by specific divisions within the same Court. There are also 26 divisions
called DDA (that is Direzioni Distrettuali Antimafia) which deal specifically with mafia and organized crime.
Latvia: In Latvia only Administrative court as specialized court is established, therefore for all answers,
except Administrative Courts and Military courts can be NAP. For Administrative court it is 1, and for military
courts — NA. According to the Law on Judicial Power Article 1, part 3 judicial power in the Republic of Latvia
is vested in district (city) courts, regional courts, the Supreme Court and the Constitutional Court, but in state
of emergencies or during war — also military courts. The Military Courts Law shall regulate the activities of a
military court.

Luxembourg: Commercial and Family courts are organized at the district court level, whereas labour courts
and rent/tenancies courts are set at the justice of the peace level. This explains why the total sub 43, 1st line,
is superior to the total in question 42.

Malta: At present there exist three specialized courts, namely the Family Court, the Court of First Instance
and the Administrative Tribunal. There exist a couple of Tribunals, these being the Industrial Tribunal and the
Small Claims Tribunal. There also exist several other Boards which exist, these being the Land Arbitration
Board, Rural Leases Control Board, Value Added Tax Board, Partition of Inheritance Board and the Rent
Regulation Board.

Netherlands: One specialised first instance court Trade and Industry Tribunal (College van Beroep voor het
bedrijfsleven (CBb)

Portugal: Other specialised 1st instance courts include: Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts;
Intelectual Property and Competition Court; Enforcement Courts.

Slovakia: 8 Regional courts - they are generally the courts of appeal acting in the appeal procedure against
the decisions of the District courts within their local jurisdiction in the civil, commercial and the criminal cases.
As the courts of first instance the Regional courts decide in the administrative matters and in the several
types of civil cases,stipulated by the Code of the Civil proceedings. 1 Specialized Criminal court - the court
competent to judge the grave criminal matters enumerated in the § 14 of the Code of the Criminal
proceedings (e. g. premeditated murder, corruption, organised crime, severe economic crimes etc.)

45



Slovenia: The number given under question 43 is not the same as the one given under question 42.2, since
there are 3 labour and 1 labour and social disputes court. Altogether (with the Administrative court) there are
5, but 1 is both labour and insurance / social welfare court. For that reason the sum is 6, although there are 5
specialised courts altogether.

Spain: Other first instance courts, with competence in concrete matters are: 380 Penal Courts; 17 Penal
Courts specialised in violence against women; 106 Violence against women courts; 82 Juvenile Courts; 1
Juvenile Enforcement Courts; 50 Prison Courts; 9 Capacity courts; 26 Civil Register Courts; 8 Decanatos
exclusive; 4 Labour enforcement courts; 4 Mortgage Courts.

Table 2.3. Number of first instance courts competent for a debt collection for small claims/ a dismissal in

2012 (Q45)

Austria: € 10000,00

Belgium: Small claims concern claims of values under 1860 euros. 187 justices of the peace in 229
geographical locations; labor courts: districts seats and sections: 34; first instance courts: 27 geographic
locations

Bulgaria: There is no national special procedure defining small claims but we are applying Regulation (EC)
No 861/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 July 2007 establishing a European Small
Claims Procedure.

Croatia: Small claims are disputes whose values do not exceed 10000 kunas.

Cyprus: 2000 EUROS

Czech Republic: There is no special definition for small claims, but applications will be inadmissible for
appeal if the amount in dispute is lower than 10000 CZK (cca 398 EUR).

Denmark: With few exceptions, all cases start at district court level in Denmark. It does not matter if a case
is a small claims collection, a dismissal or a robbery: it will start at a district court. When the district court
deals with a small claims case in a civil case, the dispute may not exceed 50,000 Danish Kroner to be
treated according to the regulation for small claims. If the claim is an enforcement case, the claim may not
exceed 100,000 Danish Kroner to be treated as a small claims case.

Estonia: There are several meanings for small claims: claims with a value not exceeding 2000 euros. In this
case the court may adjudicate the case by way of simplified proceedings, taking account of only the general
principles of civil procedure. All courts of general jurisdictions are competent to solve these cases; - claims
with a value not more than 6400 euros in payment order proceedings. It means that a claim against another
party arising from a private law relationship directed at the payment of a certain sum of money can be
adjudicated by way of expedited procedure of payment order. In 2008, claims of payment order proceedings
could be filed to any general court. Since 2009, these claims can only be filed electronically and are resolved
only in one courthouse. The number of courts competent for small claims is given according to the first
definition of small claims (claim of 2000 euros adjudicated in simplified procedure). In Estonia there are 4
courts of general jurisdiction of first instance that have 17 courthouses. As one of these courthouses resolves
only the applications of payment order proceedings, all types of cases, including debt collection for small
claims, dismissal and robbery are adjudicated in 16 courthouses.

Finland: Small claims do not exist as a legal term in Finland. Undisputed civil matters can be dealt with in a
summary proceeding.

France: (1) a small claim: debt for an amount less than € 4,000 currently under the jurisdiction of local
courts, which are 309. Between € 4,000 and € 10,000, the district court has jurisdiction (that is to say 304
courts of first instance), (2) the labor court shall have jurisdiction in relation to dismissal, (3) precision on
robberies with violence: the criminal court, namely the court of First instance ruling in criminal matters, is
responsible for this crime. There are 161 TGl and 4 TPI.

Greece: There are 155 Magistrate Courts, where small claims up to 5.000 euro are discussed according to
law 3994/2011.

Hungary: A small claim is a claim not exceeding one million HUF (3.413 EUR), under the jurisdiction of the
local courts.

Ireland: Small claims encompass consumer small claims and business small claims. “Consumer small claim”
means a civil proceeding instituted (1) in relation to a consumer contract, by the consumer against the
vendor in respect of any goods or service purchased, which is not a claim; (a) arising from an agreement to
which the Consumer Credit Act 1995 applies, or (b) arising from an alleged breach of a leasing agreement,
(2) in relation to a tort, by the claimant (not being a body corporate) against the respondent in respect of
minor damage caused to property belonging to the claimant but excluding personal injuries, (3) in relation to
a tenancy, by the tenant (not being a body corporate) against the landlord in respect of the non-return of any
sum paid by the tenant as rent deposit or "key money" unless such claim is a dispute that may be referred to
the Private Residential Tenancies Board under Part 6 of the Residential Tenancies Act 2004. “Business
small claim” means a civil proceeding instituted by a business purchaser against a business vendor in
relation to a contract in respect of any goods or service purchased, but excluding any claim (a) arising from
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an agreement to which the Consumer Credit Act 1995 applies, or (b) arising from an alleged breach of a
leasing agreement, or (c) for debt or liquidated damages. The monetary value of a small claim may not
exceed €2,000.

Italy: When the value of the claim is under 5.000 euros the case is heard by the Justice of Peace Courts
(846). Dismissal and robbery cases are heard by the Tribunals (ie District courts). After the implementation of
the review of judicial districts, the figures will be as follows: a debt collection for small claims 667; a dismissal
135; a robbery 135.

Latvia: Claims for recovery of money and recovery of support that do not exceed 1500 LVL (EUR 2134.31)
on the day when the claim was submitted.

Lithuania: small claims are monetary claims up to 5000 Lt. (1448 EUR).

Luxembourg: Are considered as "small claims" any claim of a value up to 10.000,00 €.

Malta: The Small Claims Tribunal shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine only all money claims of an
amount not exceeding three thousand and four hundred and ninety- four euro and six cents (3,494.06).
Netherlands: The difference in data with the previous cycle in 2010 is due to the fact that legal entities were
considered and not geographic locations. Small claims and dismissal cases are dealt with at the ‘kantons’
(subdistrict courts).

Poland: Small civil claims: — property claims based on contracts and breach of contracts relations, with total
value not exceeding 10. 000 PLN; - rent payment disputes in a housing matters; - court’s deposits

Portugal: This procedure applies whenever a party wishes to confer an enforceable status on a request for
fulfillment of pecuniary obligations arising from contracts amounting to no more than €15 000.

Romania: 200.000 RON, equivalent of 45351, 47 EUR. There is no other definition of small claims provided
by the law, besides the monetary value of the claim. The new Civil Procedure Code (entered into force on
15th February 2013): In the context of modernization of special procedures with a view to clarify contentious
situations quickly and effectively, as a new legislative provision, the new Civil Procedure Code also contains
the procedure on low value claims. This latter procedure had as a legislative model the provisions of the
European Parliament and Council Regulation no. 861/2007 establishing a European Small Claims
Procedure, issued in order to simplify and accelerate cross-border litigation on low value claims. Unlike
Regulation 861/2007, whose scope is limited to litigations reffering to claims with a value that does not
exceed EUR 2,000, the proposed regulation applies to claims whose value does not exceed 10,000 lei.
Slovakia: Small claims are considered those whose values do not exceed EUR 1000 at the time when the
claim is filed at the court, excluding all interests, expenses and disbursements. The value of small claims has
increased since 1 January 2013 from EUR 500.

Slovenia: According to the Civil Procedure Act a small claim is one where the amount of dispute does not
exceed 2000 EUR. Small claims disputes shall also include disputes on non-monetary claims in respect of
which the plaintiff has declared his willingness to accept, instead of satisfaction the claim, a sum of money
not exceeding 2000 EUR. Small claims disputes shall also include disputes on claims for delivery of movable
property where the stated amount in dispute does not exceed 2000 EUR (Article 443). On the other hand
small claim disputes shall not include disputes relating to immovable property, disputes arising out of
copyright, disputes relating to the protection and use of inventions and marks of distinctiveness or to the right
to use a company title, disputes relating to the protection of competition, and disputes for disturbance of
possession (Civil Procedure Act, Article 444).

Spain: There are oral proceedings, small claims procedures up to 6000 euros.

Sweden: Simplified civil or small claims in Sweden called a civil case handled under Chapter 1. D § 3 of the
Code, because the value of what is claimed in the case clearly does not exceed half of the base amount.
The base amount is 44 000 SEK, so if the value does not exceed 22 000 SEK it is a small claim.

Table 2.4 Role of public prosecutor in civil and/or administrative cases and insolvency cases in 2012 (Q 106

and 106.1)

Austria: Only in few, certain, exactly defined cases, the public prosecutor has the right to file an action
before a civil court to have a marriage declared null and void, inter alia in the case of bigamy or if the
marriage was merely or predominantly concluded to obtain the nationality or the family name of one spouse
by the other. Furthermore, the public prosecutor represents the public interest in judicial proceedings, with
which a person is declared dead. Inter alia he has the opportunity to give a statement before such a decision
and has to request the nullification or the amendment of such a declaration, if a person has been declared
dead but still is alive or has died on a different day than the day stated in the declaration of death.

Belgium: The Public Prosecutor’s role is defined in the following acts: section 764 of the Judicial Code,
Article 6 of the Law of 8 August 1997 on bankruptcy, Article 7 of the Law of 8 August 1997 on bankruptcy ,
Article 31 of the Law of 8 August 1997 on bankruptcy , Article 36 of the Law of 8 August 1997 on bankruptcy
, Article 60 of the Law of 8 August 1997 on bankruptcy , and section 489, 489bis , 489ter , 490bis and 492bis
of the Penal Code (fraudulent bankruptcy), Articles 111 and following of the law of 8 August 1997 on
bankruptcy ; the public prosecutor can intervene in all cases of offenses bankruptcy pursuant to Articles 489
and following of the Penal Code. The Public Prosecutor is also involved in professional prohibitions pursuant
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to Royal Decree No. 22 on legal ban on certain convicts. The public prosecutor also intervenes in the public
prosecution’s appeals.

Bulgaria: According to the Civil Procedure Code the prosecutor may participate in proceedings, enjoy the
rights of a party, in the cases provided for by a law. The prosecutor may not perform any steps which
constitute disposition of the subject matter of the case. The prosecutor in civil cases has several roles,
depending on the powers conferred to it by law. - Civil Procedure Code — cases for interdiction; cases for
establishment of facts; cases for proceedings for a declaration of absence or death; - Family Code - in
adoption proceedings; proceedings on termination of the adoption; proceedings for revocation or restriction
of parental rights; - Law on Liability of State and Municipalities - proceedings in realizing the responsibility of
state and local governments for damage caused to individuals and legal persons; - The Law on Child
Protection - proceedings to return the child or for the exercise of rights of access; proceedings for recognition
and enforcement of judgments of foreign courts and other foreign authorities; proceedings relating to
parental rights and the measures to protect children; - Law on Forfeiture to the Exchequer of Unlawfully
Acquired Assets — participation of the prosecutor; - Law on the Settlement of Collective Labour Disputes -
proceedings to establish the illegality of the notice started or ended strike action of the employer or workers
who strike; - Law on Civil Registration - proceedings on changing the name of the person who acquired or
restored Bulgarian citizenship; - Law on Political Parties - registration procedures for registration of political
party;

In many cases, the law gives the prosecutor an opportunity to initiate a civil lawsuit as a claim on behalf of
the Prosecution: - Civil Procedure Code - cases for interdiction; challenge of acts issued within non-
contentious proceedings; request the declaration of absence or death to be canceled or amended,;
proceedings for cancellation of registration; - Family Code - claim for annulment of marriage; appeal of the
decision to allow the adoption; claim for termination of adoption in case of affecting public interest; appeal
against a decision for international adoption; claim for restriction or termination of parental rights; appeal the
actions of the guardianship and custody; - Law on Religious Denominations - Legal proceedings for the
enforcement of restrictions against freedom of religion in explicitly stated assumptions; - Law on Energy Act -
application for a declaration of nullity of decisions issued by companies in explicitly stated assumptions; -
Law on Cooperation — claim for revocation or cancellation of a cooperation; claim for revocation of an
European cooperate company; claim for repealing decisions and actions of the bodies of the cooperation; -
Law on Community Centers — claim for annulment of the decision of the General Assembly; claim for
revocation of community center; - Law on Political Parties Act - claim for judgment for dissolution of a political
party; - Law on Commercial Register - claim for an establish inadmissibility or nullity of a recording, as well
as for non-existence of a recorded circumstance; - Law on Non-profit Legal Entity — claim for revocation of
legal entity; request for the exercise of judicial review of decisions of the general meeting of the company; -
Commercial Law - claim for invalidation of a company; claim for revocation of company; claim for revocation
of a European Economic Interest Grouping; - Law on Cadaster and Property Register — claim for challenging
the registration and application for cancellation of registration in the Land Register; - The Law on Child
Protection - claim for the imposition or termination of measures to protect the child; - Law on Health - request
for accommodation and termination of compulsory treatment; - Law on Civil Registration - request for
judgment for the compilation of birth or death certificate. The prosecutor may participate in administrative
proceedings in the cases explicitly listed in the Administrative Procedure Code of the Republic of Bulgaria:
The prosecutor ensures compliance with the law in the administrative process, such as: 1. take action to
rescind illegal administrative and judicial acts; 3. as provided in this Code or any other law cases involved in
administrative matters ; 3. starting or entering into already formed under this Code and proceedings where it
considers that this is an important state or public interest. - The prosecutor exercises its legal rights under
the rules established for the parties. During its participation in the administrative proceedings, the prosecutor
gives conclusion. According to the Art. 127 of the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria the prosecution is
obliged to ensure legality in the Republic of Bulgaria. The Law on the Judiciary provides the prosecutor to
take action against the illegal acts of the administration. Prosecutors from the administrative departments at
the district prosecutor's department "Supervision of legality, protection of public interests and rights of
citizens” in the Supreme Administrative Prosecution Office in the pre-trial administrative process attacking
the act of protest or a reasoned proposal to the authority issued the administrative act. In the event that the
State Agency for Child Protection issues an unlawful administrative act by which concerns the rights and
interests of child, the prosecutors in the Supervision of legality, protection of public interests and rights of
citizens department take action to attack the act. But prosecutors of Administrative Judicial Supervision
Department in the Supreme Administrative Prosecution Office take part in the judicial phase of the second
instance to the Supreme Administrative Court on cases of a complaint by a citizen or other person seeking
the annulment of an unlawful administrative act of the State Agency for Child Protection.

The prosecutor may be a part in insolvency proceedings as follows: - Law on Bank Insolvency - proceedings
claimed by the Central Bank for opening insolvency procedure of a bank; - Insurance Code - insolvency of
the insurance company; - Social Insurance Code - insolvency of company for supplementary social
insurance.
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Croatia: Q. 106: Yes, the State Attorney has a role in civil and/or administrative cases. Exceptionally, he/she
can act when it comes to protecting general interests. Regularly, he/she is the legal representative of the
state and its bodies; under the law, the State Attorney represents the Republic of Croatia, the Government,
the ministries and other bodies and, as the legal representative, he/she is authorized to take all actions.

Q. 106.1: Yes. Acting as the representative of the Republic of Croatia according to law, on the proposal of
the state bodies, most commonly the Ministry of Finance, Tax Administration submits proposals to the
competent commercial courts to institute bankruptcy proceedings or files claims of government bodies in
bankruptcy proceedings that have been initiated by other authorized persons.

Cyprus: it represents the government in cases filed against it and also appears before the court to support
the administrative decision in recourses filed before the Supreme Court.

Czech Republic: The Public prosecutor’s office is authorized to file a motion for opening civil proceedings or
enter civil proceedings already opened in cases stipulated by law, for example: - the public prosecutor’s
office may file a motion for commencing civil proceedings on invalidity of a contract to transfer the title to
property if the provisions restricting the freedom of contracting parties were disrespected at the moment of
making the contract, - the public prosecutor’s office may join civil proceedings already commenced in relation
to: 1) determination whether parental consent to the child’s adoption should be required, 2) the order for
special institutional treatment of juveniles, or extension of such an institutional treatment, 3) suspension,
limitation and deprivation or parental responsibility, 4) legal capacity, 5) declaration of the death of a person,
6) declaration of admissibility of taking or keeping of a person in a medical (health care) institution, 7)
Commercial Register (registration of companies), 8) bankruptcy and composition cases including cases
commenced as a result of bankruptcy proceedings. The public prosecutor may join the proceedings.

France: The Public Prosecutor deals with a significant humber of non-criminal cases: personal status,
management and discipline of certain professions, public recovery of alimony, monitoring business
processes, and educational assistance to children at risk. This represents a load of about 700,000 non-
criminal cases, which is about 14 % of the prosecutor’s activities. The prosecutor has a role in civil cases.
The Public Ministry can always act to protect public order. Records regarding filiation, guardianship and
educational assistance are communicated to the public prosecutor for opinion. In terms of "bankruptcy” (read
"insolvency proceedings"), the public prosecutor can act as an added party or as a main part is provided by
specific law firms in difficulty provisions. Texts attributed thereto procedural prerogatives and the exclusive
right to exercise certain remedies power. In general, its intervention helps to ensure compliance with the
rules of law, which generally are binding, and the protection of the public economic order. The texts of the
Commercial Code require the prosecution’s opinion for a number of acts, and even impose his presence at
hearings, for the most important decisions. He is the only one who can apply to the court for certain acts,
such as the extension of a company's business beyond a certain period. Finally, he plays a key role in trade
sanctions, both personal and heritage, without prejudice to the prosecution of criminal offenses or that he
finds it denounced during insolvency proceedings .

Greece: Mainly in family law cases and temporary measures cases which concern the possession of real
estate, when one of the litigants is the State or a public corporation or municipalities.

Hungary: The roles of the Public Prosecutor are defined in the Act CLXIIl. of 2011 on the Prosecution
Service which specifies: The duties of the Prosecution Service relating to the protection public interest;
Prosecutorial participation in contentious and non-contentious procedures; Prosecutorial duties relating to
certain legal entities and organisations without a legal personality; Prosecutorial duties relating to certain
administrative procedures and institutions; Prosecutorial duties relating to cases of administrative offence.
Italy: The public prosecutor is a party to civil cases in which public interest is involved — such as cases
related to status and capacity of persons, rights of minors, divorces, bankruptcy etc. Public prosecutors have
a role in bankruptcy cases when public interest is involved. However, the public prosecutor is not a party to
cases regarding private insolvency.

Latvia: Prosecutor in civil cases has rights to submit application in the court and appeal court decision if: 1)
protection of State or local government rights and interests according to the law is required; 2) in case of a
breach of rights of incapacitated adults, disabled persons, minors, prisoners or other persons having limited
capacity to defend their rights; 3) breach of the law during inspection. The prosecutor, in the surveillance of
law enforcement in misdemeanor cases, is entitled: to initiate proceedings on administrative violations,
access to the file, examine the organs (officials) to the legality of records, participate in the proceeding, to
submit applications, to give opinions on matters arising in the course of litigation, to examine the organs
(officials) to the appropriate means of influencing the accuracy of administrative violations, to make
representations on the decision of the case and a decision taken on the complaint to an administrative case,
to suspend the execution of the decision.

Lithuania: The prosecutor’s right to initiate the civil proceedings is established in Art. 49 of Civil Procedure
Code of the Republic of Lithuania and Law of Prosecution Service of the Republic of Lithuania, which says
that “The prosecutors shall protect the public interest, upon establishing a violation of a legal act, by which
the rights and lawful interests of a person, society or the State are violated, and such a violation shall be
treated as the violation of public interest, and state or municipal institution or agency, who is under the
obligation to protect the said interest, failed to take any measures to rectify the violation, or in cases where
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there is no such a competent institution”. The prosecutor also has the right to initiate administrative
proceedings, as it is prescribed in respective legal acts. Q106.1: When it is related to criminal bankruptcy.
Luxembourg: The public prosecutor assists to all hearings in insolvency matters and his opinion must be
given before the court can retire to deliberate.

Netherlands: In certain civil cases, the public prosecutor has a role: e.g. he can prevent individuals to get
married (e.g. if there is a suspicion of a sham marriage or bigamy or if one of the partners is too young or
placed under supervision of a family guardian). Other examples are requests for a change of family name
and requests for birth certificates (in case a certificate is missing, e.g. for a foundling). The public prosecutor
can also give local authorities an order to rectify birth registers. He can request the court for a declaration of
death of a (long term) missing person.

Poland: The public prosecutor's most significant function is to investigate crimes and support the charges
before the criminal court. He also has the right to initiate any civil or administrative proceedings or join any
pending proceedings when the protection of the rule of law requires (exceptions are set out by law — for
example in divorce or separation proceedings). Prosecutor may initiate the insolvency procedure or plea to
be the part of an ongoing procedure.

Portugal: In the civil area the Public Prosecution Service, in accordance to the provisions of its Statute (Law
60/98, of 27 August, art. 3, 5 and 6) and in the civil law (Code of Civil Procedure, art. 15, 16, 17 and 20) has
the responsibility of representing, at the courts, the State, the Autonomous Regions, the autarchies, persons
with incapacities (including minors), the uncertain, the absent, the workers and their families. Regarding the
area of minors and family, we point out the promotion and protection cases, the tutelary cases, the civil
tutelary cases (including paternity regulation actions, tutelary actions, adoption, and judicial delivery of
minors), special cases of divorce by mutual consent/paternity regulation, unofficial inquiry actions (paternity,
maternity or others). Concerning the labor area, we stand out the relevant and irreplaceable intervention of
the Public Prosecution Service in the cases of work accidents and professional diseases. Besides these, it
also intervenes in the labor executive cases (for judicial costs or not) and, as representative of the workers,
in the proposition of labor actions. It also intervenes in the appeals of impugnation of decisions issued by
administrative authorities in cases of labor actions. In the administrative field, the Public Prosecution Service
(according to the provisions of Law 60/98, of 27 August, art. 1 and 3, in the Statute of the Administrative and
Tax Courts, art. 51, and in the Procedural Code of the Administrative Courts, art. 9, n.2, art.11, n.2, art. 62,
73, ns. 3 and 4 and art. 85) represents the State in the courts (presenting and contesting actions) and
intervenes in the public actions, that is, in the propositions in defense of diffuse interests and of the
community. Besides having the power and in some cases the duty, of requiring the unlawfulness with legal
force, it also has legitimacy to propose and to intervene in cases where the defense of property, assets or
interests protected by the Constitution is at stake, such as public health, quality of life, environment,
urbanism, planning of the national territory, cultural patrimony and assets belonging to the State, to the
Autonomous Regions and to the local autarchies. The public prosecutor may lodge a claim after the
insolvency procedures, participate in the meeting of creditors; and participate in qualifying insolvency as
intentional or accidental, for the purpose of criminal prosecution.

Romania: Art. 131 par. (1) of the Constitution of Romania, according to which, in the judicial activity, the
Public Ministry represents the general interests of the society and defends the legal order, as well as the
citizens’ rights and freedoms, the Romanian civil procedural system (Art. 45 of the former Civil Procedure
Code) gives the following attributions to the prosecutor in civil matters: - promoting the civil proceedings
(anytime it is necessary for the protection of the legal rights and interests of the minors, of the persons under
interdictions and of the disappeared, as well as in other cases expressly stipulated by law); - the prosecutor’s
intervention in the civil trial (putting conclusions in any civil trial, in any phase of this one, if he considers it
necessary for the protection of the legal order, of the citizens’ rights and freedoms, as well as participation at
proceedings and giving conclusions, when they are compulsory in cases expressly stipulated by law); -
exercising the remedies against any judgments; - participating in the enforcement phase (requesting the
enforcement of the judgments pronounced in favour of the minors, persons under interdiction and
disappeared). - judicially declaring the death or disappearance of a natural person; - putting under
interdiction natural persons; - creating/dissolving political parties; - registering/amending associations and
foundations; - the cases concerning the convictions with political character (Law no. 221/2009); - placement
measures and other measures for the minors protection; - annulling some forged documents in the cases in
which the prosecutor ordered not to proceed to trial; - moving the civil cases; - participating at the judgment
of the unconstitutionality exceptions at the Constitutional Court, - expropriation; - international child
abduction; - contestations (partial) in electoral matter. In administrative matters, the forms of participation of
the prosecutor at the settlement activity of contentious administrative disputes concern: - initiating the
proceedings before the contentious administrative court [if the Public Ministry considers that infringement of
legitimate rights, freedoms and interests of the persons was caused by individual unilateral administrative
documents of the public authorities issued with excess of power; if the Public Ministry appreciates that by
issuing a regulatory administrative document a legitimate public interest is harmed — Art. 1 par. (4) and (5) of
the Law of contentious administrative no. 554/2004]; - the prosecutor’s intervention in the contentious
administrative dispute [the participation, in any phase of the trial, anytime he appreciates to be necessary for
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the protection of the legal order, of citizens’ rights and freedoms — Art. 1 par. (9) of the Law on contentious
administrative no. 554/2004); introducing a request for the suspension of the regulatory administrative
document, in the cases in which there is a major public interest, able to seriously trouble the functioning of an
administrative public service — Art. 14 par. (3) of the Law on contentious administrative no. 554/2004)].
Slovakia: The public prosecutor has a role in both civil and administrative cases. In the civil cases the role
and powers of the public prosecutor are provided for in Section 35 of the Civil Procedure Code. The public
prosecutor may initiate the proceedings: a) if provided for by a special Act; b) when an examination of the
legitimacy of a decision of administrative authorities is concerned in cases where the objections of the public
prosecutor have not been met and under the conditions specified in this Act, c) when the inactivity of a state
administration body is concerned in cases in which a notice of the public prosecutor has not been complied
with, under conditions set in this Act, d) when lodging a claim of the State under special Act for releasing
unjustified enrichment including economic benefit obtained from unfair sources is concerned, e) imposing
institutional education on a person not criminally liable due to early age and who has committed an act that
would otherwise be a criminal offence, f) when declaring the invalidity of an assignment or the transfer of
ownership or determining ownership is concerned, and The General Prosecutor has a right to file a so called
“extraordinary appellate review” against a final judicial decision in civil cases. The Supreme Court is
competent to decide such remedy. The role of the prosecutor in administrative cases is complex and entails
supervision over compliance with the law by public authorities carrying out public administration (including
state governing authorities, municipal and other authorities). While performing these roles the public
prosecutor has several remedies against the decisions and conduct of public authorities available. In
general, if a public authority does not comply with the recommendation or remedy of the public prosecutor,
he can propose that the case be ruled by the court in civil proceedings (pursuant to special provisions on
administrative proceedings contained in the Civil Procedure Code).The prosecutor is entitled to enter any
insolvency or settlement procedure.

Slovenia: Supreme state prosecutors can file a “request for protection of legality” against final judicial
decisions in civil, administrative and minor offences cases — if there was a violation of law or proceedings.
Spain: In relation to civil and administrative cases, the functions of Public Prosecutor are as follows: -
Ensures respect for fundamental rights and public freedoms by any measures required to defend them; - Act
in civil proceedings required by law that affect public interest, minors” interests, the disabled or
underprivileged until the normal representation mechanism is provided; -Participates in proceedings
concerning civil status and any other legally required procedure in defense of legality and the public or social
interest; -Ensures the integrity of the jurisdiction and competence of the courts and tribunals by raising
matters of conflicts of jurisdiction or, where applicable, of competence, and intervenes in cases of conflicts of
jurisdiction brought forward by others.
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Indicator 3: The performances of courts at all stages of the proceedings

Table 3.1. First instance courts: Number of other than criminal law cases (Q91)

Pending

. - Pending i
Pending  cases on 1 Incoming

Pending Pending . . . 9 N
cases on 1 ' cases on 1 Pending Incoming  Incoming o . Incoming  Incoming .
cases on 1cases on 1 . cases on 1Jan.'12. . . " . cases. Civil Incoming Incoming
. : Jan.'12. . Jan.'12. cases on 1 Pending cases. Total cases. Civil cases. Non- cases. Non- . Resolved
Jan.'12. Jan.'12. o Jan.'12. Non- . and cases. Non- . . o cases. Incoming v
o Civil and o Non- Jan.'12. cases on 1 of other and o litigious litigious o Resolved cases. Civil
Total of Civil and .. Non- litigious o o . .. commercial litigious . Administrat cases.
. . commercial . litigious Administrat Jan.'12. than commercial and business . cases. Total and
other than commercial litigious land : . o o non- enforceme . . ive law Other cases .
o o non- ! business ive law Other cases criminal litigious e registry registry of other than commercial
criminal litigious w enforceme registry . litigious nt cases cases 0 o
Caces Caces litigious . Caces registry [=-H [ cases Caces cases cases criminal litigious
- | - | Bdcases K - | Bdcases K - | [~ | - | - | v | - | - | v | v | B cases Blcases K
Austria 504 481 39530 134 086 263 862 17 205 NA NA 49798 3489286 104 365 756585 1018450 689 005 335857 NA 585 024 3476472 104 977
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 762 164 NAP NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NA
Bulgaria 74 505 NA NA NA NA NA 8622 65 883 392320 NA NA NA NA NA 28726 363 594 387832 NA
Croatia (1) 430500 208 520 34596 125949 57484 NA NA 3951 1097909 182 693 232155 191514 476 543 NA 12011 2993 1119 696 173631
Cyprus 42179 NA NA NA NA NA 4851 NA 36 868 NA NA NA NA NA 2094 NA 32092 NA
Czech Republic 522 186 166 919 31337 12 482 NAP NAP NA 311448 1046760 363 080 105 052 185 663 NAP NAP NA 392965 1190182 358 886
Denmark 143328 26 505 2781 73920 1333 7136 NA 28748 2628863 46213 4436 367464 2071492 14 694 NA 124021 2656912 50361
Estonia 66 242 10418 13554 NA 3782 37335 1153 NAP 265 301 16 336 44136 NA 91218 110 756 2 855 NAP 295 674 18370
Finland 111788 9829 75099 347 NAP NAP 19203 7310 524 352 10320 475 607 1157 NAP NAP 27579 9689 497 063 10653
France 1654187 1415720 10 829 58279 NAP NAP 169 359 NAP 2185753 1688929 91935 226 398 NAP NAP 178 491 NAP 2189186 1675838
Germany 4966 112 798 265 NA NA NA 1521635 689031 1957181 NA 1573220 NA 3193022 5604653 NA 686985 1518404 1578 891
Greece (2) 616 391 205 198 NA NA NA NA 411193 NA 709 644 645 339 NA NA NA NA 64 305 NA 464 392 372296
Hungary NA 142113 12263 39522 NAP NA 6483 56882 1129126 432 443 69 781 177 075 NAP 385241 12 595 51991 1176429 454 369
Ireland (3) NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Italy (4) 4986193 3796202 642 544 547 447 NAP NAP NA NAP 4010588 1559779 1929572 521237 NAP NAP NA NAP 4346215 2047289
Latvia 39 466 30954 2961 NAP NAP NAP 5551 NAP 70 540 35097 31472 NAP NAP NAP 3971 NAP 75 540 39044
Lithuania 35363 27830 NA 176 NA NA 2974 4383 280708 180921 NA 4307 NA NA 8068 87412 282163 181877
Luxembourg NA 5072 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 4718 937 NA NA NA 1615 NA NA 8155
Malta 9805 9457 NA NA NA NA 348 NA 4507 4161 NA NA NA NA 346 NA 4875 4736
Netherlands 279 460 NA NA NAP NAP NAP 48 010 NAP 1258187 NA NA NAP NAP NAP 114930 NAP 1243457 159 165
Poland 1431356 382 664 577 465 140 844 204376 20595 21837 83575 10045154 1066935 3899687 900397 3194947 610397 72 160 300 631 10100 564 944 559
Portugal 1595 259 355 821 NA 1239438 NAP NAP NA NA 718 369 369178 NA 349 191 NAP NAP NA NA 689 351 360 694
Romania 700 844 566 796 4234 40578 1454 4619 83163 NA 1841892 NA 23380 479214 2099 810 229619 NA 1758565 1091430
Slovakia 289 064 128 073 67 553 1520 NAP 6224 7883 77 811 638571 161 645 139125 659 NAP 96 186 18797 222159 580 653 131 856
Slovenia 344760 45417 18370 181744 43587 839 2416 52387 910717 37637 31711 218961 303 965 50 144 3174 265 125 963 652 39379
Spain NA 1299099 59 995 NA NAP NAP 335512 NAP NA 1761051 183 225 NA NAP NAP 196 995 NAP NA 1754816
Sweden 85228 30917 8505 NAP NAP NAP 42 654 3152 197 441 65418 22800 NAP NAP NAP 103 745 5478 200774 64 651

(1) Croatia: concerning the clearance rate for administrative cases, on 1 January 2012 a new system of administrative courts was implemented in the Republic of Croatia.
Consequently, it is not possible to compare the data regarding the administrative cases in 2010 and 2012

(2) Greece: Due to the lack of IT system and due to some recent law changes, the numbers with the previous period cannot be compared.

(3) Ireland: data for Ireland are not available due to the manner of which the statistics are recorded in Irish system"
(4) Italy: The possible misinterpretation as concerns the comparison between 2010 and 2012 could be explained by the implementation of a different
classification of civil cases.
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Resolved Resolved

cases. Civil Resolved cases.

and Resolved cases. Non- Non- Pending cases  Pending cases Pending cases

commercial cases. Non- litigious litigious Pending cases on Pending caseson on 31 Dec.'12. on31Dec.'12. on31Dec.'12. Pendingcaseson Pendingcases Pending

non- litigious land business Resolved cases. 31 Dec.'12. Total 31Dec.'12.Civil  Civil and Non-litigious Non-litigious 31Dec.'12. Non- on31Dec.'12. caseson 31

litigious enforceme registry registry Administrative Resolved cases. of other than and commercial commercial non- enforcement land registry litigious business Administrative Dec.'12.

Bl cases Blntcases Bllcases B cases B law cases B3 othercases B criminal cases [ litigious cases | litigious cases Bl cases B cases B2 registry cases B law cases Bl oOther caskd

Austria 753118 1033529 664726 335857 NA 584 265 517 295 38918 137553 248783 41484 NA NA 50557
Belgium NAP NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NA NAP NA NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA 26 462 361370 78993 NA NA NA NA NA 10 886 68 107
Croatia (1) 247 217 211643 479 099 NA 4936 4170 408 713 217582 20534 105 820 54928 NA 7075 2774
Cyprus NA NA NA NA 1550 NA 46 955 NA NA NA NA NA 5395 NA
Czech Repuk 104 934 193 150 NAP NAP NA 533212 378764 171113 31455 4995 NAP NAP NA 171201
Denmark 4591 390159 2070365 15 366 NA 125 486 120108 22804 2662 54 886 2460 6852 NA 27 580
Estonia 46 041 NA 92043 136207 3013 NAP 35558 8393 11434 NA 2957 11884 890 NAP
Finland 447 961 1140 NAP NAP 27 852 9457 139 077 9496 102 745 364 NAP NAP 18 930 7542
France 93417 229551 NAP NAP 190 380 NAP 1650 754 1428811 9347 55126 NAP NAP 157 470 NAP
Germany NA NA NA 91557 698 569 1519 898 792 633 NA NA NA 1548638 677437 1902862
Greece (2) NA NA NA NA 92 096 NA 861 643 478 241 NA NA NA NA 383402 NA
Hungary 69 946 192 368 NAP 394348 13599 51799 NA 120187 12 098 24229 NAP NA 5479 57074
Ireland (3) NA NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA NA
Italy (4) 1787697 511229 NAP NAP NA NAP 4 650 566 3308 692 784 419 557 455 NAP NAP NA NAP
Latvia 31288 NAP NAP NAP 5208 NAP 34 466 27007 3145 NAP NAP NAP 4314 NAP
Lithuania NA 4273 NA NA 7914 88099 33908 26874 NA 210 NA NA 3128 3696
Luxembourg 937 NA NA NA 1127 NA NA 1635 0 NA NA NA NA NA
Malta NA NA NA NA 139 NA 9437 8882 NA NA NA NA 555 NA
Netherlands 972 185 NAP NAP NAP 112 107 NAP 285 340 NA NA NAP NAP NAP 50010 NAP
Poland 4054 364 890032 3240327 603887 71865 295 530 1375396 505 040 422 221 151229 158 992 27 106 22132 88676
Portugal NA 328 657 NAP NAP NA NA 1624277 364 305 NA 1259972 NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 24013 460 821 2187 816 179 298 NA 780 893 578 043 3601 58971 1366 5428 133484 NA
Slovakia 136 360 779 NAP 95 900 8865 206 893 346 982 157 862 70318 1400 NAP 6510 17 815 93077
Slovenia 32809 229120 334006 50506 3667 274 165 291 825 43 675 17272 171585 13 546 477 1923 43 347
Spain 184 107 NA NAP NAP 243718 NAP NA 1270383 57993 NA NAP NAP 285 005 NAP
Sweden 21937 NAP NAP NAP 108 724 5462 81895 31684 9368 NAP NAP NAP 37675 3168
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Table 3.2. Clearance rate and disposition time in different types of non-criminal cases in first instance in
2012 (Q 91)

CR DT
CRTotal CR Civil&com CR CRland CR DTTotal DT Civil&com DT DT Land DT

noncrim  Civil&com nonlit Enforceme registry Business CRAdmin CROther nonCrim Civil&com nonlit Enforceme registry Business DT Admin DT Other
States (2012 data) Bl cases E litig caseld cases B ntcases Bl cases B2 reg casefd law caseBd cases Bl cases B litig caseld cases B ntcases B cases K4 reg cased law caseBd cases
Austria 101% 100% 101% 96% 100%

Belgium

Bulgaria 99% 92% 99% 74 150 69
Croatia (1) 102% 95% 106% 111% 101% L m% 139% 133 a7 30 523 243
Cyprus 87% 74% 534 1270

Czech Republic 114% 99% 100% 104% 136% 116 174 17
Denmark 101% 109% 103% 106% 100% 105% 101% 00017 165 80
Estonia 111% 112% 104% 101% 123% 106% . m 167 108

Finland 95% 103% 94% 99% 101% 8% 102 325 28 291
France 100% 99% 102% 101% 107% 275 sul 37 302

Germany 100% 102% 100% 183 354 457
Greece (2) 65%  58% 143% 677 469 1520

Hungary 104% 105% 100% 109% 102% 108% 100% 97 147 402
Ireland (3)

Italy (4) 108% 131% 93% 98% 391 590 160 398

Latvia 107% 111% 99% 131% 167 P 302

Lithuania 101% 101% 99% 98% %4 s 18 1245
Luxembourg _ 100% 70% 73_

Malta 108% 114% 4% 707 685 1457
Netherlands (5) 99% 98% 84 163

Poland 101% 89% 104% 99% 101% 99% 100% %% 50 1950 38 62 18 16 112 110
Portugal 9% 8% 4% 860 369 1399

Romania 95% 103% 96% 104% 101% 78% 162 193 s @ 28 2428 m

Slovakia 91% 82% 98% 118% 100%) 4% 93% 218 437 188 656 |28 733 164
Slovenia 106% 105% 103% 105% 110% 101% 116% 103% 111 405 192 s 191 58
Spain 100% 100% 124% 264 15 227

Sweden 102% 99% 96% 105% 100% 149 179 156 126 212,

(1) Croatia: concerning the clearance rate for administrative cases, on 1 January 2012 a new system of
administrative courts was implemented in the Republic of Croatia. Consequently, it is not possible to
compare the data regarding the administrative cases in 2010 and 2012

(2) Greece: Due to the lack of IT system and due to some recent law changes, the numbers with
the previous period cannot be compared.

(3) Ireland: data for Ireland are not available due to the manner of which the statistics are recorded in Irish
system"

(4) Italy: The possible misinterpretation as concerns the comparison between 2010 and 2012 could be
explained by the implementation of a different classification of civil cases.

(5) The Netherlands also provided measured disposition time (and not the calculated disposition time):
First instance administrative cases: 266 days.

Second instance non criminal cases: 399 days.
Second instance administrative cases: 518 days.
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States (2010

CR Total
non crim m litig

CR
Civil&co

CR
Civil&co CR

CRland CR CR

m nonlit Enforcem registry Business Admin

DT Total

CR Other non Crim m litig

DT DT

Civil&co Civil&co DT
m nonlit Enforcem registry Business Admin

data) n cases n cases n cases n ent CaS\n cases n reg cas1= law casﬂ cases n cases n cases n cases n ent casﬂ cases n reg caaﬂ law casﬂ cases n

Table 3.2. bis Clearance rate and disposition time in different types of non-criminal cases in first instance in 2010 (Q 91)

DT Other

Austria 100%  100%  102% 9%  100%
Belgium

Bulgaria 99% 98%

Croatia (1) 112%  102% 9%  94%  105% 108%

Cyprus 8% 8% 7% 9% 545 513 1340 336
Czech Republic 95%  103%  101%  100% 87% 115 128 105 153
Denmark 107%  102%  110%  102%  102% 9% 100%000 27 182 278 88 88
Estonia 11%  98%  116% 100% 91% 120 215 87 146

Finland 101%  93%  101%  100% 99% 96% 98 259- 121 238 203
France 99%  98%  100%  97% 107% 256 279 102 338
Germany 102% %%  94% 184 373 469
Greece (2) 79% 79% 80% 510 190 2003

Hungary 107%  102%  115%  96% 106% 9%  93% 79 wolE 202 328
Ireland

Italy 109%  118%  97% 9% 395 493 162 413

Latvia %%  86%  102% 96% 139 330 472
Lithuania 107%  102% 83%  100% 160 NS
Luxembourg 165% 139% 93% 159 200 172

Malta 88%  89% 118% 866 849 | 278
Netherlands 101% 107% 159

Poland 100% 9%  97%  97%  105%  101%  95%  95% 180

Portugal 88%  102% 73% 1096 417

Romania 91%  90%  99%  98%  108% 71% 156 217

Slovakia 106%  98%  105% [NA2A% 126%  102%  103% 170 364 178 551

Slovenia 100%  98%  97%  103%  98%  100%  123%  98% 180 431 218 324

Spain 88% 9%  102% 6% 102% 473 289 133 1242 433

Sweden 93%  98%  101% 88%  106% 185 187 144 190 71

(1) Croatia: concerning the clearance rate for administrative cases, on 1January 2012 a new system of administrative courts was implemented in the Republic of Croatia. Consequently,
itis not possible to compare the data regarding the administrative cases in 2010 and 2012

(2) Greece: Due to the lack of IT system and due to some recent law changes, the numbers with the previous period cannot be compared.
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Table 3.3. Changes in clearance and disposition time of the first instance court non-criminal cases (2012 vs. 2010) (Q91)

CR Total CR CR CR CR DT Total DT DT DT DT

non Civil&co Enforce CRLand Busines Admin CR non Civil&co Civil&co Enforce DT Land Busines DT
States (2012vs 2010  crim CRCivil&com mnonlit ment  registry sreg law Other crim mlitig mnonlit ment registry sreg DT Admin  Other
change) BA cases B litig cases Bl cases Bl cases B cases Bl cases Bl cases Bl cases B cases B cases B cases [l cases Bl cases Bl cases B law cases B cases B4
Austria ™ -1% A 0% 51 3% 1 2% 91 -3% 0% 0%91 5% 91 1% 2% 135% 5%
Belgium
Bulgaria ™ 0% T 6% 0% S 11% s 33% S 8%
Croatia (1) 9% 7% oA 10% 21 18% S -5% & -62% 4 61% 51 0% 1% -23%f -27% 4 -16% By -37% 1 -29%
Cyprus 2 3% 0% 4 2% 1@ -5%
Czech Republic 2 20% 4% S 1% 4% 4 56% S 1% 36% S 4% -44% 1+ -23%
Denmark ™ -5% A 7% 51 6% 4% 2% 2 10% A 1% 4 39% 4 9% -24% 1 -42% {+ -90% 4+ -39% 4 -8%
Estonia A 0% 15% < -10% 2 16% 4 -63% 4+ -22% S 5% 4« -26%
Finland ™ -6% A 1% 7% -1% A 2% 1% 5% 26% S 8% 4F -4% ™ 4% 4 43%
France A 1% A 1% A 2% A 5% 0% 7% 12% % 1% -14% T4 1%
Germany ] -2% 6%l 1% 4 0% 1 -5% 4F  -3%
Greece (3) ™ -17% -27% 4 79% 4 33% 4 147% @ -24%
Hungary S -3% A 3% 51 -13% 24 13% S 4% 13% A 7% 4+ -40% {F 1108% 4+ -59% 4 2% P 23%
Ireland (2)
Italy (4) S 0% A 11% 51 5% 1 5% 4 1% 2064 1% @4 -4%
Latvia A 12% 4 30% 9 -3% 4 37% S 20%4F -23% 4 98% 4 -36%
Lithuania 1 -6% 1 -1% o1sn il 1% 1% 2% 4 0% 2%
Luxembourg 4@ 25% & -25% 4 -63%
Malta 4 23% 4 28% 4 2% 1 -18% 4+ -19% iy -47%
Netherlands o -2% o -9% &4 2% S 2%
Poland A 1% S 7% A 7% 2% 4% S 2% 5% 3% S 2% 51 8% S 14% 4 44% 4+ -44% B 22% 4 -7% 4+ -6%
Portugal A 9% -4% @ 30% 4 -22% @+ -12% 4 -36%
Romania 2 4% 3% 2% 4% 2 1% N 4% 1% 7% 28% 4 -3% S 1%
Slovakia N -14% -17% S 7% -72% & -21% 4} -54% S -10% 4F  28% 4F  20% 1 6% 1 19% € -23% 4 1005% S 12%
Slovenia A 6% 7% A 1% 2% 12% 2 1% 51 -6% o 6% 4F -39%4F  -6% A+ -12% {F -16% €+ -78% 1+ -24% 4¢ 7% 4 41%
Spain A 6% 31 -1% 4 21% 4 9% -13% 14 -1%
Sweden A 9% 1% S -5% 2 18% S -6%4r -19%4F 5% S 8% 4 -33% 1 -22%

(1) Croatia: concerning the clearance rate for administrative cases, on 1January 2012 a new system of administrative courts was implemented in the Republic of Croatia. Consequently, it is
not possible to compare the data regarding the administrative cases in 2010 and 2012

(2) Ireland: data for Ireland are not available due to the manner of which the statistics are recorded in Irish system"

(3) Greece: Due to the lack of IT system and due to some recent law changes, the numbers with the previous period cannot be compared.

(4) Italy: The possible misinterpretation as concerns the comparison between 2010 and 2012 could be explained by the implementation of a different classification of civil cases.
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Table 3.4 Number of cases received and processed by first instance courts (divorce cases, employment dismissal cases, insolvency, robbery cases and intentional homicide cases) (Q101)
Pending Pending
Pending Pending Pending caseson cases on

Pending cases on cases on Incoming Incoming E L Resolved caseson 31 Pending Pending 31
caseson 1Jan.'12. Pending Pending 1Jan.'12. Incoming cases. cases. Resolved cases. cases. 31 Dec.'12. caseson caseson Dec.'12.

1Jan.'12. Employm caseson caseson Intention cases. Employm Incoming Incoming Intention cases. Employm Resolved Resolved Intention Dec.'12. Employm 31 31 Intention
Litigious ent 1Jan.'12. 1Jan.'12. al Litigious ent cases. cases. al Litigious ent cases. cases. al Litigious ent Dec.'12. Dec.'12. al
divorce dismissal Insolvenc Robbery homicide divorce dismissal Insolvenc Robbery homicide divorce dismissal Insolvenc Robbery homicide divorce dismissal Insolvenc Robbery homicide

B2 cases B cases Bdy B2 cases Bl cases Bl cases Bl cases Bdy B3 cases B3 cases Bl cases Bl cases By B2 cases B3 cases Bl cases Bl cases By Bd cases Bd cases B4

Austria 2920 NA 11557 14 11 6354 NA 26152 5893 758 6444 NA 26344 5828 755 2830 NA 11 365 79 14
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA 37497 NA NA NA NA 37635 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 3009 1076 887 593 74 6221 2491 1583 1466 163 6632 2489 1311 1497 166 2598 1078 1159 562 71
Croatia NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus 3450 1382 NA NA NA 7195 1005 NA NA NA 7267 638 NA NA NA 3378 1749 NA NA NA
Czech Republic 13150 NA 30331 NA NA 30025 NA 33083 NA NA 30557 NA 11382 NA NA 12 965 NA 52 032 NA NA
Denmark 2257 NAP 6300 NA NA 5219 NAP 8199 NA NA 5497 NAP 9024 NA NA 2000 NAP 5820 NA NA
Estonia 263 283 289 65 4 652 331 1152 193 15 598 320 1099 212 17 316 277 312 39 2
Finland 11706 559 2135 106 18 17075 577 3359 498 60 17 696 647 3261 380 61 11085 489 2233 224 17
France NA NA NA NA NA 92864 124434 55561 NA NA 92659 130478 47942 4224 400 NA NA NA NA NA
Germany NA 26 968 NA NA NA NA 101369 NA NA NA 190258 144293 NA 7170 734 NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 16416 3389 62 1282 370 2739 5119 124 2184 491 30676 5364 135 2118 532 13134 3144 51 1348 329
Ireland (1) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Italy 34114 NA 85736 2053 275 19287 NA 12577 4953 176 18174 NA 11909 4688 209 35227 NA 86 404 2318 243
Latvia 1602 108 3493 249 37 2070 152 1921 243 50 2287 185 1454 248 61 1385 75 3960 244 36
Lithuania 946 146 4253 366 140 7831 394 3717 768 172 8275 477 3618 833 205 502 63 4352 301 107
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA NA NA 2343 NA NA NA NA 1824 1029 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Malta NA NAP NA NA NA NA NAP NA NA NA NA NAP NA NA NA NA NAP NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 6118 4676 NA 3757 817 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 42786 11102 794 NA NA 90933 22070 4589 NA NA 89217 20924 4390 NA NA 44750 12 249 993 NA NA
Portugal 7627 6448 3568 NA NA 9638 7897 20776 NA NA 9975 8659 19969 2850 131 7290 5686 4375 NA NA
Romania 20926 3041 48643 640 349 42582 3274 57956 1929 925 44261 3581 55825 1961 667 19247 2734 50774 608 607
Slovakia 7181 NA 341 NA NA 13749 1616 1505 NA NA 13 647 1317 1395 NA NA 7283 NA 451 NA NA
Slovenia 1068 622 3667 157 17 1954 1038 2669 151 12 1999 1003 1778 154 16 1023 657 4558 154 13
Spain 37586 38417 20306 NA NA 49330 147404 10290 NA NA 47572 108570 4763 NA NA 37472 64 705 25 647 NA NA
Sweden 5535 NA NA NAP NAP 8972 NA NA NAP NAP 8824 NA NA NAP NAP 5683 NA NA NAP NAP

(1) Ireland: data for Ireland are not available due to the manner of which the statistics are recorded in Irish system"
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Table 3.5.Clearance rate and Disposition time in first instance
insolvency cases in 2012 (Q101)

CR - Insolvency ofs
Caces Insolvency

States (2012 data) B ““a
Austria
Belgium NA NA
Bulgaria 83% 323
Croatia NA NA
Cyprus NA NA
Czech Republic 3% 1669
Denmark _ 235
Estonia 95% _
Finland 97% 250
France 86% NA
Germany NA NA
Greece NA NA
Hungary
Ireland (1)
Italy 95%
Latvia 76% 994
Lithuania 97% 439
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

(1) Ireland: data for Ireland are not available due to the
manner of which the statistics are recorded in Irish system"
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Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia (2)
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Greece (1)
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Total of
other
than
criminal
cases
6284
NA
NA
101122
1918
57634
2751
1284
1997
264 198
89 875
14630
NA
531410
5762
8765
NA
1134
28 220
43 509
5493
NA
17 493
6430
NA
14214

Table

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Civil and
commerc
ial
litigious
cases
NA
NA
NA
68 552
1148
14537
2751
533
1748
224 664
38192
8318
NA
528418
3428
5164
1483
1134
NA
16 468
NA
NA
NA
4071
83971
927

3.6. Second instance courts: Number of other than criminal law cases (Q97)

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Civil and
commerc
ial non-
litigious
cases
NA
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NA
115
131
11211
NA
4040
NA
2992
21
NA
NAP
NA
NA
3538
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Non-
litigious
enforce
ment
cases
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NA
NA
87
NA
NA
177
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
0
NA
NA
NA
2288
NA
NAP

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Non-
litigious
land
registry
cases

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
31
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
0
NAP
NA
NAP
56
NAP
NAP

Pending
cases on

1Jan.'12.

Non-
litigious
business
registry
cases

NA

NAP

NA

NA

NA

NA

NAP

NAP

NAP

NA

NA

45

NAP

NAP

NAP

NA

NAP

NAP

NAP

114

NAP

NA

NA

NA

NAP

NAP

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Administ
rative
law cases
NA
NA
NA
32568
619
8509
NA
636
NA
28323
51683
460
NA
NA
2222
2100
91
NA
13020
13596
NA
NA
8
NA
32556
11784

Pending
cases on
1Jan.'12.
Other
cases
NA
NAP
NA
NA
NA
30331
NA
NAP
31
NAP
NA
1590
NA
NAP
60
1501
NAP
NA
NA
9793
NA
NA
NA
15
NAP
1503

(1) Greece: Due to the lack of IT system and due to some recent law changes, the numbers with the previous period cannot be compared.

Incoming Incoming Incoming Incoming Incoming Incoming

cases.
Total of
other
than
criminal
cases
29919
NA
NA
89558
1076
172 886
7 805
4143
3633
265 158
53 496
52532
NA
160 832
10130
23324
NA
990
26 839
215523
19 056
NA
55256
20659
NA
41573

cases.

cases.

cases.

Civiland Civiland Non-
commerc commerc litigious

ial
litigious
cases
NA
30598
NA
85 606
515
89 388
7 805
1825
2731
206 339
25 360
23451
NA
156 965
5664
14623
1269
990
NA
128 986
NA
NA
NA
10293
158 065
2818

ial non-
litigious
cases
NA
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NA
898
569
30325
NA
19728
NA
3867
162
NA
NAP
NA
NA
21232
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP

(2) Croatia: concerning the clearance rate for administrative cases, on 1January 2012 a new system of administrative courts was implemented in the Republic of Croatia.
Consequently, itis not possible to compare the data regarding the administrative cases in 2010 and 2012
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enforce
ment
cases
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NA
NA
249
NA
NA
664
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NA
NA
8789
NA
NAP

cases.

Non-

litigious

land

registry

cases

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
182
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

NAP
NA
NAP
578
NAP
NAP

cases.

Non-

litigious
business
registry

cases

NA
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
203
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
492
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NAP

Incoming
cases.

Administ
rative

law cases

NA

NA

NA

3982

288

8148

NA

1420

NA

28 494

28136

1761

NA

NA

3748

3482

292

NA

11006

19892

NA

NA

29

NA

26 263

25452



Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending
caseson casesoOn Caseson caseson caseson caseson

Resolved Resolved Resolved Resolved Resolved Resolved 31 31 31 31 31 31 Pending
cases. cases. cases. cases. cases. cases. Dec.'12. Dec.'12. Dec.'12. Dec.'12. Dec.'12. Dec.'12. caseson Pending
Total of Civiland Civiland Non- Non- Non- Resolved Total of Civil and Civiland Non- Non- Non- 31 cases on
Incoming other commerc commerc litigious litigious litigious cases. Resolved other commerc commerc litigious litigious litigious Dec.'12. 31
cases. than ial ial non- enforce land business Administ cases. than ial ial non- enforce land business Administ Dec.'12.
Other criminal litigious litigious ment registry registry rative Other criminal litigious litigious ment registry registry rative Other
cases cases cases cases cases cases cases law cases cases cases cases cases cases cases cases law cases cases
Austria NA 30589 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 5614 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium NAP NA NA NAP NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NA NAP NA NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Croatia (2) NA 94481 76556 NA NA NA NA 17925 NA 96229 77604 NA NA NA NA 18625 NA
Cyprus NA 719 325 NA NA NA NA 116 NA 2275 303 NA NA NA NA 791 NA
Czech Republic 33083 152488 87208 NAP NAP NAP NA 7976 11382 78032 16717 NAP NAP NAP NA 8681 52032
Denmark NA 7363 7363 NA NA NA NAP NA NA 3193 3193 NA NA NA NAP NA NA
Estonia NAP 4048 1822 899 NA NAP NAP 1327 NAP 1374 536 114 NA NAP NAP 724 NAP
Finland 84 3812 2920 595 239 NAP NAP NA 58 1818 1559 105 97 NAP NAP NA 57
France NAP 263746 204319 30258 NA NAP NA 29169 NAP 265610 226684 11278 NA NAP NA 27648 NAP
Greece (1) NA 39203 19711 NA NA NA NA 19492 NA 105371 45044 NA NA NA NA 60327 NA
Hungary 6725 52936 23668 19409 661 NAP 205 1909 7084 14226 8101 4359 180 NAP 43 312 1231
Ireland NA NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NA NA
Italy NAP 168276 163967 4309 NA NAP NAP NA NAP 523966 521416 2550 NA NAP NAP NA NAP
Latvia 374 10390 6213 171 NA 201 NAP 3411 394 5502 2879 12 NA 12 NAP 2559 40
Lithuania 5219 24579 13999 NA NA NA NA 4312 6268 7510 5788 NA NA NA NA 1270 452
Luxembourg NAP NA 1312 NAP NAP NAP NAP 214 NAP NA 1836 NAP NAP NAP NAP 170 NAP
Malta NA 542 542 NA NAP NAP NAP NA NA 1582 1582 NA NAP NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA 27 298 NA NA NAP NAP NAP 10871 NA 27490 NA NA NAP NAP NAP 13100 NA
Poland 44921 200797 121722 19889 0 0 479 17195 41512 58235 23732 4935 0 0 127 16293 13202
Portugal NA 19319 NA NA NA NAP NAP NA NA 5230 NA NA NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Slovakia NA 51282 NA NA NA NAP NA 27 NA 21467 NA NA NA NAP NA 10 NA
Slovenia 999 20984 10505 NA 8971 503 NA NA 1005 6 105 33859 NA 2106 131 NA NA 9
Spain NAP NA 153 656 NA NA NAP NAP 29288 NAP NA 88791 NA NA NAP NAP 28653 NAP
Sweden 13303 43999 2807 NAP NAP NAP NAP 28060 13132 11788 938 NAP NAP NAP NAP 9176 1674
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Table 3.7. Clearance rate and disposition time in the second instance courts non-criminal cases in 2012 (Q97)

R DT
CRTotal CR Civil&com CR CR Land CR DTTotal DT Civil&com DT DT Land DT
States (2012 noncrim  Civil&com nonlit Enforceme registry Business CRAdmin CROther noncrim Civil&com nonlit Enforceme registry Business DT Admin DT Other
data) cases litig cases cases ntcases cases regcases lawcases cases cases litig cases cases ntcases cases regcases lawcases cases
Austria 102%
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia (3) 105% 89%
Cyprus 67% 63%
Czech Republic 88% 98% 98%
Denmark 94% 94% 158 158
Estonia 98% 100% 100% 93% 124 107- 199
Finland 105% 107% 105% 96% 69% 174 195 148 359
France 99% 99% 100% 102% 368 405 136 346
Greece (2) 73% 78% 69% 981 834 1130
Hungary 101%  101% 98%  100% 101%  108%  105% 98 125 82 99 77 & &
Ireland
Italy 105% 104% 111% 1137 1161 216
Latvia 103%  110%  106% 110% 91%  105% 193 wof e 274!
Lithuania 105% 96% 124% 120% 112 151 108
Luxembourg 103% 73% 511 290
Matta s ss% 1065 1065
(1) 102% 99% 368 440
Poland 93% 94% 94% 97% 86% 92% 06 71 91 97 346 116
Portugal 101% 99
Romania
Slovakia 93% 93% 153 135
Slovenia 102% 102% 102% 87% 101% 106 134 86 95
Spain 97% 112% 211 357
Sweden 106% 100% 110% 99% 98 122 119

(1) The Netherlands also provided measured disposition time (and not the calculated disposition time):
First instance administrative cases: 266 days.

Second instance non criminal cases: 399 days.

Second instance administrative cases: 518 days.

(2) Greece: Due to the lack of IT system and due to some recent law changes, the numbers with the previous period cannot be compared.

(3) Croatia: concerning the clearance rate for administrative cases, on 1January 2012 a new system of administrative courts was implemented in the Republic of Croatia. Consequently, it is not
possible to compare the data regarding the administrative cases in 2010 and 2012
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Table 3.8. Highest instance courts: Number of other than criminal law cases (Q99)

Pending

Pending Pending Pending Pending caseson Pending

caseson caseson caseson caseson 1Jan.'12. caseson Incoming Incoming Incoming Incoming Incoming Incoming

1Jan.'12. 1Jan.'12. 1Jan.'12. 1Jan.'12. Non- 1Jan.'12. Pending cases. cases. cases. cases. cases. cases.

Total of Civiland Civiland Non- litigious Non- caseson Pending Total of Civiland Civiland Non- Non- Non- Incoming

other commerc commerc litigious land litigious 1Jan.'12. caseson other commerc commerc litigious litigious litigious cases. Incoming

than ial ial non- enforce registry business Administ 1Jan.'12. than £l ialnon- enforce land business Administ cases.

criminal litigious litigious ment cases registry rative Other criminal litigious litigious ment registry registry rative Other

cases cases cases cases cases law cases cases cases cases cases cases cases cases law cases cases
Austria 693 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2483 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium 1272 NA NAP NA NAP NAP NA NA 1272 NA NAP NA NAP NAP NA NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA NA NA 5338 5984 31905 NA NA NA NA NA 15718 16187
Croatia 7435 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7440 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Czech Republic 5100 4111 NA NA NAP NAP 983 6 7 665 3914 NA NA NAP NAP 3714 37
Denmark 352 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP 324 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Estonia 58 41 NA NA NAP NAP 17 NAP 273 183 NA NA NAP NAP 90 NAP
Finland 4730 364 NAP NAP NAP NAP 3941 425 5509 960 NAP NAP NAP NAP 3947 602
France 27533 20 666 NA NA NA NA 6 867 NA 30833 21798 NA NA NA NA 9035 NA
Greece (1) 980 980 NA NA NA NA NA NA 1712 1712 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA 1240 25 NA NAP 6 1048 830 NA 2571 374 NA NAP 31 1824 979
Ireland NA 241 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP NA 605 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Italy 95593 95124 NA NAP NAP NAP NA 469 29128 28 766 NA NAP NAP NAP NA 362
Latvia 1180 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1576 NA